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1. Introduc  on

Eff orts to improve migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs have been made over the past 100 years or so, and many 
steps have been taken towards the standardisaƟ on of concepts and measurement.1  Nevertheless, 
there is sƟ ll lack of accurate and reliable migraƟ on data, and inconsistencies in data collecƟ on 
and measurement are sƟ ll prevailing. Despite improvements in the harmonisaƟ on of migraƟ on-
related data-collecƟ on, there are diff erences in the concepts used by naƟ onal staƟ sƟ cs, which are 
related to the history of the respecƟ ve countries, as well as to their historical migraƟ on paƩ erns 
(Fassmann, Reeger and Sievers 2009). Inconsistent migraƟ on data, the diff erences in concepts 
and measurement impede the internaƟ onal comparison of migraƟ on fl ows and stocks.

Issues related to internaƟ onal migraƟ on have been given increasing aƩ enƟ on over the past 
decade, as it was recognized that internaƟ onal migraƟ on could play an important role in naƟ onal 
development. The need for comprehensive and comparable migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs became more 
and more imperaƟ ve. In 2007 the European Parliament adopted a new regulaƟ on on migraƟ on 
staƟ sƟ cs2, which provides clear defi niƟ ons of immigraƟ on and emigraƟ on, and lists the migraƟ on 
indicators that must be transferred to Eurostat. This new regulaƟ on preserved the concept of 
usual residence and the duraƟ on limit of one year included in United NaƟ on’s recommendaƟ ons 
adopted in 1997 – which defi ned an internaƟ onal migrant as a person who changes the country 
of his or her usual residence, and disƟ nguished between long-term and short-term migrant on 
the basis of duraƟ on of stay (UN 1998). However, this concept and the range of migrants covered 
by this defi niƟ on is considered increasingly vague, due to the diversifi caƟ on of migraƟ on types 
and increasing complexity of the phenomenon in the recent decades (Herm 2006, Fassmann 
2009, Sik 2012).

Since the 2000s several projects have aimed at improving the reliability and validity of 
migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs, and promoƟ ng the comparability of migraƟ on data mainly in the European 
Union. Examples are COMPSTAT – Comparing NaƟ onal Data Sources in the Field of MigraƟ on and 
IntegraƟ on (2001-2002)3, THESIM – Towards Harmonised European StaƟ sƟ cs on InternaƟ onal 
MigraƟ on (2004-2005)4, MIMOSA – MIgraƟ on MOdelling for StaƟ sƟ cal Analyses (2007-2009)5, 
PROMINSTAT – PromoƟ ng ComparaƟ ve QuanƟ taƟ ve Research in the Field of MigraƟ on and 
IntegraƟ on in Europe (2007-2010)6. These projects have also revealed that comparaƟ ve research 
in migraƟ on in Europe is hindered by diff erences in defi niƟ ons and sources and in the coverage 
of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs, as well as by lack of relevant data and low reliability of exisƟ ng data. 

 1 The fi rst set of recommendaƟ ons on internaƟ onal migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs proposed by the InternaƟ onal EmigraƟ on Com-
mission (created within the structure of ILO) date back to 1922, and recommended that agreement should be reached 
on uniform defi niƟ on and methodology to record migraƟ on (Herm 2006). Since then several set of recommendaƟ ons 
regarding concepts, defi niƟ ons and techniques to measure migraƟ on were proposed, but these recommendaƟ ons have 
not been widely implemented in the course of data collecƟ ons. 
 2  RegulaƟ on (EC) No 862/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 July 2007 on Community staƟ sƟ cs 
on migraƟ on and internaƟ onal protecƟ on and repealing Council RegulaƟ on (EEC) No 311/76 on the compilaƟ on of 
staƟ sƟ cs on foreign workers.
3 hƩ p://research.icmpd.org/1243.html?&F=zhoragodx#c2296  
4  Poulain, M., N. Perrin and A. Singleton (eds.) (2006), hƩ p://www.uclouvain.be/en-14230.html
5  Bijak, J. and A. Wiśniowski (2011), hƩ p://2011.isiproceedings.org/papers/650247.pdf
6 Kraler, A. and D. Reichel (2010), hƩ p://www.prominstat.eu/drupal/?q=system/fi les/PROMINSTAT_FINAL_REPORT.pdf
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Most of the above menƟ oned projects dealt with EU member states or Western European 
countries where migraƟ on and compilaƟ on of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs have a long tradiƟ on, going 
back to decades. LiƩ le has been done up to date to address migraƟ on issues and migraƟ on data 
in a broader European context. The SEEMIG project (2012-2014) – under which the present paper 
was developed –, focuses on the South-East European (SEE) region, where countries started to 
face challenges of migraƟ on and migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs in the late 1980s and in the 1990s. Building 
on the results and experience of previous projects, SEEMIG intends to fi nd ways to improve the 
system of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs, increase the reliability and accuracy of data and decrease data 
gaps by taking into account special features of South-East European migratory paƩ erns and of 
the data collecƟ on pracƟ ces in the countries under review. 

This paper analyses the major data sources on internaƟ onal migraƟ on in the context of 
human capital and labour market processes and gives a cross-naƟ onal evaluaƟ on of staƟ sƟ cal 
data producƟ on processes in the SEE region. This acƟ vity – as part of SEEMIG Work Package 
Enhancing data producƟ on systems of migraƟ on and human capital in the South-East European 
area – aims to highlight specifi ciƟ es of data sources and data producƟ on processes related to 
availability, reliability and comparability of migraƟ on-related data in diff erent SEE countries and 
look beyond all of these. Analysis of data producƟ on systems in SEEMIG countries provides 
insights into processes of migraƟ on-related data producƟ on, and reveals the strengths and 
weaknesses of diff erent data sources. This exploraƟ on and comprehensive descripƟ on of data 
producƟ on systems is also necessary for the building of a SEE-level comparaƟ ve staƟ sƟ cal dataset 
containing all the major longer-term demographic, migraƟ on, human capital and labour market 
indicators relevant for developmental models and paƩ erns (see: Fassmann and Musil 2012).

Although the available administraƟ ve data sources and their contents are closely connected 
with the migraƟ on policies of various countries, this document is not intended for policy 
evaluaƟ on and examinaƟ on of the immediate impact these policies have on the scope of 
available data. Nevertheless, the SEEMIG project through various acƟ viƟ es will also address the 
broader policy aspects of managing migraƟ on.

This report is a cross-naƟ onal synthesis based on eight country reports of SEEMIG partner 
countries: Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary, Italy, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia and Slovenia. Country 
reports were elaborated by SEEMIG partners on a naƟ onal level, based on a common methodology 
and a uniform system of criteria. The specifi caƟ ons for the country reports were prepared by 
the Hungarian Demographic Research InsƟ tute (HDRI) based on comments received from the 
Lead Partner and project partners. HDRI was responsible for the overall co-ordinaƟ on of the 
analysis of data producƟ on systems. The Conceptual Framework (Fassmann and Musil 2013) 
and Data Requirement Paper (Fassmann and Musil 2012) prepared in the frame of Work Package 
Conceptual framework for modelling longer term migratory, labour market and human capital 
processes, were considered a comprehensive basis for designing the methodology of the country 
reports. In addiƟ on, a range of completed projects (e.g. THESIM, MIMOSA, PROMINSTAT) and 
publicaƟ ons also facilitated naƟ onal-level analyses. 

AŌ er the mapping of register-based databases, conducted censuses, internaƟ onal- and na-
Ɵ onal-level sociological surveys, various data producƟ on systems were analysed in each partner 
country in order to idenƟ fy posiƟ ve features and inadequacies that hamper comparaƟ ve analy-
ses from a longer-term developmental perspecƟ ve. The concepts and the categories of migrants 
and migraƟ on, including immigraƟ on/emigraƟ on fl ows, immigrant/emigrant stock, asylum seek-
ers, return migraƟ on, irregular migraƟ on, remiƩ ances, and problems related to the defi niƟ ons 
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have all been taken into consideraƟ on. Project partners were asked to include all administraƟ ve and 
staƟ sƟ cal data sources which contain data on the above-menƟ oned domains in their analyses, to 
provide criƟ cal descripƟ on of current data producƟ on systems, and to highlight the changes that 
have occurred since 2001, corresponding to the ‘newer period’ of development. According to the 
common methodology, the country reports had to idenƟ fy the breaks in the Ɵ me series and their 
causes. It should also be menƟ oned that there might be more data sources with relevance to migra-
Ɵ on in a parƟ cular country than what the country report covers, but for various reasons the research-
ers or staƟ sƟ cians have no informaƟ on about them. This mostly relates to the administraƟ ve data 
sources whose usability for migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cal purposes has remained hidden Ɵ ll recent past. In 
order to have a complex picture of available data sources in SEEMIG countries we addiƟ onally asked 
the parƟ cipants to provide informaƟ on on data sources that are likely to exist in most countries, but 
were not menƟ oned in the country report.

The naƟ onal level analyses that served as key inputs for this report describe and evaluate the 
diff erent types of above-menƟ oned migraƟ on-related data sources, data collecƟ on acƟ viƟ es and 
data producƟ on processes in the given countries. They also include the insƟ tuƟ onal frame of data 
collecƟ on and data producƟ on, as well as the availability and quality of data. Individual country 
reports can be found on the project’s website at www.seemig.eu and the methodological paper used 
as a harmonised template for the country reports can also be downloaded from there.

The aim of this comparaƟ ve synthesis report is to bring together the main fi ndings of the country 
reports highlighƟ ng the general, common features and diff erences as regards, for example, methods 
of data collecƟ on and data producƟ on, defi niƟ ons used, availability of data, as well as the insƟ tuƟ onal 
and legal backgrounds concerning these diff erences. Cross-naƟ onal comparison and evaluaƟ on of 
exisƟ ng data producƟ on systems reveals – besides shortcomings – best pracƟ ces of migraƟ on-related 
data collecƟ on in South-East Europe. This will be a plaƞ orm for – and contribute to – recommendaƟ ons 
for data enhancement, and strategies which aim to enhance data producƟ on. Based on the analysis 
of data sources and data collecƟ ons, acƟ on plans will be developed and trainings will be designed 
for naƟ onal, regional and local level administraƟ ons in order to enhance data supply and collecƟ on. 
SEEMIG is also a policy and development project, seeking to build the capaciƟ es of naƟ onal, regional 
and local authoriƟ es to collect and uƟ lise staƟ sƟ cal data beƩ er in their planning, and to introduce 
evidence-based policy making and implementaƟ on. The naƟ onal and cross-naƟ onal evaluaƟ on of 
staƟ sƟ cal data producƟ on systems in the SEE region aims to contribute to this.

The analysis concerning data producƟ on systems and major data sources is intended to be 
comprehensive and valuable for naƟ onal/regional/local authoriƟ es or other enƟ Ɵ es responsible for 
data producƟ on, stakeholders (decision makers and civil servants) who apply or use the data, as well 
as internaƟ onal organisaƟ ons and staƟ sƟ cal bodies.

This analysis sheds light on similariƟ es and diff erences in data collecƟ on and data producƟ on 
systems of the SEEMIG countries. As a range of enƟ Ɵ es directly concerned with data producƟ on, 
the SEEMIG partnership is directly involved in the compilaƟ on and delivery of data, and the analysis 
should therefore serve as a basis for supporƟ ng eff orts to harmonise data in parƟ cipaƟ ng countries. 
Furthermore, the analysis also provides recommendaƟ ons for administraƟ ve bodies who are in 
charge of keeping registers and providing data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes on the one hand, and for 
those who rely on data when draŌ ing policy frameworks at diff erent territorial levels on the other. 
A wider audience, i.e. decision-makers and experts, will be directly involved when formulaƟ ng 
recommendaƟ ons and/or strategies in the respecƟ ve naƟ onal contexts – but further stakeholders 
should also be considered. 
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Countries within the scope of the project have diff erent migraƟ on data producƟ on systems. Data 
relevance and data coverage regarding emigraƟ on and immigraƟ on also diff er across and within 
the countries. Considering EU membership and the Ɵ me of accession there are four categories 
represented within this project, though this categorisaƟ on does not necessarily correspond to 
the typical historical paƩ erns of migraƟ on that characterise these countries. Nevertheless, to 
clarify and understand data sources and data quality we used the following grouping of the 
countries: 
         • EU15: Austria, Italy;
         • EU8: Slovenia, Slovakia, Hungary;
         • EU2: Romania, Bulgaria;
         • EU Candidate: Serbia. 

Old European Union member states (EU15) are represented by Italy and Austria. Both 
countries may now be regarded as immigraƟ on countries, although Italy has long experiences of 
emigraƟ on, and Austria has also been an emigraƟ on country for long. From the EU8 countries, 
which became members of the EU on 1 May 2004, this project includes Slovenia, Slovakia and 
Hungary, which have diff erent experiences of immigraƟ on and emigraƟ on. The EU2 Romania 
and Bulgaria became EU members with the second wave of enlargement on 1 January 2007, 
and are largely characterised by emigraƟ on. Finally there is one country in the project, Serbia, 
which is not an EU member but a candidate country, and also has strong history of emigraƟ on. 

The summary report is divided into three main parts. In the fi rst one (chapter 2), we describe 
administraƟ ve data sources that contain data with the potenƟ al to be used for producing 
migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs. The second part (chapter 3) provides details of full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data 
collecƟ ons that are closely linked to administraƟ ve procedures, as well as general sample surveys 
– which collect variables with migraƟ on relevance, such as ciƟ zenship, country of birth, place 
of foreign residence, etc. –, and specifi c migraƟ on-targeted surveys. The Labour Force Survey 
(LFS) is emphasised among the sample surveys because it is an internaƟ onally standardised 
instrument having – despite all its defi ciencies – migraƟ on-related potenƟ al that has not been 
used to its full extent. Finally, the third part (chapter 4) describes censuses with high relevance 
to migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs even though they are conducted either every fi ve or ten years and have 
diff erent methods of implementaƟ on: exclusively register-based, exclusively enumeraƟ on-
based (tradiƟ onal), or a combinaƟ on of these (such as register-supported census).
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2. Administra  ve data sources

2.1. Condi  ons of the use of administra  ve sources in interna  onal migra  on sta  s  cs in 
SEEMIG countries

“Enlargement of the European Union has brought an added geographical and poliƟ cal dimension 
to the scale of the phenomena associated with migraƟ on. It has also brought a further impetus 
to the demand for accurate, Ɵ mely and harmonised staƟ sƟ cal informaƟ on. There is also an 
increasing need for staƟ sƟ cal informaƟ on regarding the profession, educaƟ on, qualifi caƟ ons 
and type of acƟ vity of migrants” (RegulaƟ on (EC) No 862/2007). The overall demographic 
problems of developed countries, resulƟ ng from declining ferƟ lity rates and rates of mortality, 
accompanied by increases in individual life expectancy and the increased permeability of 
the world hold increasing socio-economic relevance of migraƟ on. As the above-menƟ oned 
regulaƟ on emphasises, despite calls for harmonised data throughout the European Union these 
are sƟ ll lacking. The main reason for this is that certain aspects of migraƟ on processes can only 
parƟ ally be assessed in a costly manner (if at all) by using sample surveys.

The SEEMIG countries have diverse experiences with using administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal 
purposes due to the diff erent legal background, diff erent statuses of registers and diff erent 
offi  cial aƫ  tude to secondary uƟ lizaƟ on of non-staƟ sƟ c data. 

Considering the accessibility of personal-level data, the staƟ sƟ cal authority of Slovenia is in 
an almost opƟ mal situaƟ on because it has overall enƟ tlement to access register data at the 
necessary level of aggregaƟ on. Moreover, the Personal IdenƟ fi caƟ on Number (PIN) is used 
in Slovenia as a key idenƟ fi er for data access and for data integraƟ on in offi  cial and other 
administraƟ ve records. This usually enables organisaƟ ons involved in data collecƟ on to collect 
it only once. Where this is not the case, the data source with the most complete data coverage 
and up-to-date informaƟ on is used in the preparaƟ on of staƟ sƟ cs. In Austria another soluƟ on 
was found. A special, anonymised PIN (pBK code) for staƟ sƟ cal use was developed, which allows 
StaƟ sƟ k Austria to use anonymised administraƟ ve data at a personal level and to link data. The 
staƟ sƟ cal insƟ tute gathers data from appropriate data sources and edits and links them into the 
populaƟ on register (POPREG), which is the pivotal staƟ sƟ cal database. PINs are also widely used 
in Bulgaria, not only by governmental authoriƟ es and insƟ tuƟ ons, but also by private companies. 
PINs are used, amongst other purposes, for the social security system, tax administraƟ on, for 
health insurance purposes, at employment agencies, for elecƟ on lists, at banks, and by mobi-
le operators. Nevertheless, the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce is not authorised to have direct access to the 
informaƟ on systems of other insƟ tuƟ ons that contain data idenƟ fi ed by the PIN, but is supplied 
microdata fi les based on PINs and containing informaƟ on needed for the producƟ on of staƟ sƟ cs. 
The system of PINs was also introduced in Hungary in the second half of the 1970s, but following 
the poliƟ cal and economic changes of 1989 the consƟ tuƟ onal court drasƟ cally limited the use of 
PINs, although everybody is provided with one at birth, or in the cases of foreigners when any 
appropriate permit or cerƟ fi cate is issued. Other idenƟ fi caƟ on codes are used and are planned 
to be introduced in order to subsƟ tute the use of PINs in several domains of life.

The uƟ lisaƟ on of administraƟ ve data is most eff ecƟ ve if the data sources can be linked. The 
legal regulaƟ on of data linkage diff ers greatly between countries. In countries where a general 
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PIN is used in administraƟ ve records data linkage is much easier and more eff ecƟ ve than in the 
other countries where this is not possible. 

The offi  cial connecƟ on between the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce and other data owners regarding the use 
of administraƟ ve data varies among countries. Accessibility of data and the relaƟ onship between 
the Austrian and Slovenian staƟ sƟ cal insƟ tutes and other data owners is fairly good. In cases 
where data are directly used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, Austrian and Slovenian staƟ sƟ cal offi  ces 
are usually involved in the design of the data collecƟ on or/and in the latest modifi caƟ on of the 
data source. In Hungary the right of the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce to use non-staƟ sƟ cal data has also been 
increasingly appreciated and it is increasingly involved in administraƟ ve data collecƟ on issues 
by the data owners – although in many cases cooperaƟ on is not saƟ sfactory basically due to the 
resistance of many ministries to providing administraƟ ve data for the HCSO at individual level.

Romanian migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs are a result of full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ ons rather than 
administraƟ ve registers. Immigrants in the registers are defi ned as foreign ciƟ zens, who come to 
Romania with the agreement of Romanian authoriƟ es to seƩ le in the country. Emigrants are 
defi ned as Romanian ciƟ zens who choose their residence abroad in agreement with Romanian 
authoriƟ es. Consequently, the target populaƟ ons of registers can not cover the migrants as 
defi ned in staƟ sƟ cal requirements as there is no informaƟ on on immigrant Romanian ciƟ zens 
and out-migrant foreign ciƟ zens. 

In Serbia the roles and the acƟ viƟ es of every relevant body for migraƟ on management are 
defi ned by a law specifying regulaƟ on and management of migraƟ on issues. The greatest 
challenge in Serbia is coordinaƟ ng acƟ ons, which includes monitoring and managing migraƟ on. 
The need for coordinaƟ ng competence between various insƟ tuƟ ons that monitor migraƟ on and 
migrants and for an improved cooperaƟ on between the relevant naƟ onal insƟ tuƟ ons as the 
fi rst precondiƟ on being harmonisaƟ on of defi niƟ ons and updaƟ ng of databases was recognised 
with the latest change in regulaƟ on of migraƟ on management, which anƟ cipated formaƟ on of a 
coherent system for the collecƟ on, organisaƟ on, and exchange of data on migraƟ on.

Summarising the experiences of the SEEMIG countries, administraƟ ve data sources used in 
most countries for the purpose of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs are the populaƟ on register, the register of 
foreigners, the register of asylum seekers and the social security database. The former supports 
the counƟ ng of the offi  cially defi ned foreign populaƟ on residing in a country as regards immigrant 
stocks, emigrant stocks, immigraƟ on fl ows, emigraƟ on fl ows, re-migraƟ on fl ows, asylum seekers 
and acquisiƟ on of ciƟ zenship. The laƩ er provides details about their lives, including economic 
acƟ vity, occupaƟ on, whether they commute to work, etc. CentralisaƟ on and computerisaƟ on 
engender signifi cant potenƟ al advantages to these registers and their use. 

The ministry responsible for interior aff airs is usually involved in the storage of migraƟ on-
related records in all countries.

Although staƟ sƟ cians and researchers increasingly use administraƟ ve data sources for 
migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cal purposes, in many cases users’ knowledge on registers is defi cient.

On the basis of internaƟ onal experience, the use of administraƟ ve data is much more eff ecƟ ve 
in small countries where keeping central registers is much easier than in countries with large 
territories and populaƟ ons such as Italy. Problems that staƟ sƟ cal experts or researcher have to 
face in using administraƟ ve data are compounded by further diffi  culƟ es when mulƟ -central data 
collecƟ ons are available.
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2.2. Types of administra  ve data sources

We describe below the administraƟ ve registers that are potenƟ ally usable for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, 
irrespecƟ ve of their actual (and current) use (for an overview of these see Table 1). Moreover, 
we characterise and contrast the diff erent related pracƟ ces of the countries regarding migraƟ on 
staƟ sƟ cs.7

Table 1: Administra  ve data sources in SEEMIG countries 

Country General data sources Migrant-specifi c data sources 

EU15

Austria

– ZMR: Central Register of Residents, 
   Federal Ministry of the Interior
– BKA: Federal Criminal Offi  ce 
   Database, Austrian Criminal Intelli-
   gence Service
– HV: Central Social Security Register, 
   Main AssociaƟ on of Social Insurance 
   Carriers
– Unemployment Database, Public 
   Employment Service

–  BFIS: Federal Alien InformaƟ on System, 
    Federal Ministry of the Interior
    • FIS: Alien InformaƟ on System (EEA naƟ onals 

and third-country naƟ onals), Federal Ministry 
of the Interior

    • AIS: InformaƟ on System on Asylum Seekers, 
Federal Asylum Offi  ce

    • BIS: InformaƟ on System on Federal Care of 
Asylum Seekers, Federal Asylum Offi  ce

    • Smuggler Database, Federal Criminal 
Intelligence Service

– Work permits, Public Employment Service

Italy

–  Municipal PopulaƟ on  Registers 
    •   Resident change of populaƟ on
    •   Live birth data by ciƟ zenship 

– Entry visas, Ministry of Foreign Aff airs
– Register of emigrants (Aire), Ministry of the
    Interior 
– Register of residence permits (third-country 
   naƟ onals), Ministry of the Interior and Italian 
   NaƟ onal InsƟ tute of StaƟ sƟ cs
– AcquisiƟ on of Italian ciƟ zenship, Ministry of the
   Interior
– Foreign workers’ remiƩ ances, Bank of Italy
– Sub-registers of Municipal PopulaƟ on Registers 
   •    Foreign ciƟ zens (stock) 

7 Although country reports are available only for the SEEMIG countries, we try to provide general conclusions on the 
types of registers that may provide usable informaƟ on in any country of the world. This summary therefore does not list 
each individual pracƟ ce, just typical ones. Full details are available in the country reports. 
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Country General data sources Migrant-specifi c data sources 

EU8

Slovenia

– Central PopulaƟ on Register, Ministry
   of the Interior
– M Forms: Reports of data regarding 
   pension, disability and health insu-
   rance, parental insurance and un-
   employment insurance; the Health 
   Insurance InsƟ tute
– Balance of payments, Bank of 
   Slovenia
– Employment register based on 
   social security insurance data

 

– Register of Aliens (EEA naƟ onals and third-
   country naƟ onals), Ministry of the Interior
– Asylum Register, Ministry of the Interior
– Data on illegal migrants; Ministry of the Interior, 
   Police
– Work Permits, Employment Service

Slovakia

– PopulaƟ on register, Ministry of the 
   Interior 

– Evidence of Foreigners (ECU), Ministry of the 
   Interior

 •  EEA naƟ onals 
 •  Third-country naƟ onals

– InformaƟ on system MigraƟ on and InternaƟ onal 
   ProtecƟ on, Ministry of the Interior 
– InformaƟ on system of employed foreigners, 
   Central Offi  ce of Labour, Social Aff airs and Family
– InformaƟ on System MIGRA (of refugees), 
   MigraƟ on Offi  ce of the Ministry of the Interior 
– Central Register of the AcquisiƟ on and Loss of the 
   CiƟ zenship of the SR, Ministry of the Interior 

Hungary

– Central register of personal data 
   and addresses, Ministry of the 
   Interior 
– EducaƟ onal register, Offi  ce of Edu-
   caƟ on
– Register of social security PINs, 
    NaƟ onal Health Insurance Fund 
   AdministraƟ on
– Register of pension insurance, 
   Central AdministraƟ on of NaƟ onal
   Pension Insurance
– Database of NaƟ onal Tax and 
   Customs AdministraƟ on 

– Central ImmigraƟ on Register, Offi  ce of Immigr-
   aƟ on and NaƟ onality (OIN)

•  EEA naƟ onals (included irregular migrants)
•  Third-country naƟ onals (included irregular 
     migrants)

– Refugee Aff airs InformaƟ on System, OIN
– Register of foreign workers, NaƟ onal
   Employment Service

Table 1: Administra  ve data sources in SEEMIG countries (con  nued) 
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Country General data sources Migrant-specifi c data sources 

EU2

Romania

– PopulaƟ on register, Ministry of 
   Internal Aff airs
– Register of the educaƟ on, Ministry 
   of EducaƟ on

– Register of short-stay visa applicants, Ministry of 
   Internal Aff airs
– Registers of EU/EEA/Swiss ConfederaƟ on ciƟ zens 
    and third-country naƟ onals residing in Romania, 
    Ministry of Internal Aff airs
– Register of asylum seekers and persons granted
   protecƟ on in Romania, Ministry of Internal Aff airs
– Register of applicaƟ ons for reacquiring Romanian 
   ciƟ zenship, NaƟ onal Agency for CiƟ zenship

Bulgaria

– Unifi ed System for Civil RegistraƟ on 
   and AdministraƟ ve Service of 
   PopulaƟ on (PopulaƟ on Register), 
   Ministry of Regional Development 
    and Public Works
– Health insurance contribuƟ ons 
    fund register, NaƟ onal Revenue 
    Agency
– Register of the educaƟ on, Ministry
    of EducaƟ on and Science

– Registers on Bulgarian ciƟ zenship, Ministry 
   of JusƟ ce

• Register of persons who have acquired 
     Bulgarian ciƟ zenship by naturalisaƟ on
• Register of persons who have lost their 
     Bulgarian ciƟ zenship
• Register of persons who have had their 
     Bulgarian ciƟ zenship reinstated

– InformaƟ on on refugees, asylum and human-
   itarian status, State Agency for Refugees
– Register of Foreigners (EEA naƟ onals and third-
    country naƟ onals), Ministry of the Interior
– Register of EU ciƟ zens residing in the Republic of 
    Bulgaria, Ministry of the Interior

EU
candidate Serbia

PopulaƟ on register does not exist,
Social Security Database is available 
but not used for migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs

– MigraƟ on database, Ministry of the Interior
•  Immigrants
•  Asylum seekers
•  AcquisiƟ on of ciƟ zenship
•  Irregular migraƟ on
•  Return of ciƟ zens of RS – based on Read-
     mission Agreement

– Register of refugees and internally displaced 
   persons (IDPs) from Kosovo and Metohija,
   Commissariat for Refugees and MigraƟ on

2.2.1. Popula  on register

The populaƟ on register is a regulated administraƟ ve database. It is centrally maintained and 
generally contains informaƟ on about the enƟ re populaƟ on residing in a country. It primarily 
aims to record residence-related data of persons registered in a country. The populaƟ on 
register exists in every SEEMIG country except Serbia, where it is only just being established 
following new legislaƟ on which came into force at the end of 2012. Coverage of the foreign 
populaƟ on is slightly diff erent by country depending on the legislaƟ on. In Hungary only foreign 

Table 1: Administra  ve data sources in SEEMIG countries (con  nued) 



SEEMIG WORKING PAPERS / 2

18

people considered as permanent residents are included, and consequently people from third 
countries with residence permit (which enƟ tles the owner for temporary staying in the country) 
are excluded. This diff ers from most countries, where the populaƟ on register covers all people 
resident in a country for more than three months. 

In most countries the populaƟ on register also provides informaƟ on for staƟ sƟ cal or scienƟ fi c 
purposes on naturalisaƟ ons – persons acquiring the ciƟ zenship of a country through applicaƟ on. 
In some countries (such as Bulgaria, Italy and Romania) the administraƟ ve register of acquisiƟ on 
and loss of the ciƟ zenship is used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes separately from the populaƟ on register, 
but those granted ciƟ zenship are also reported in the populaƟ on registers.

Although Romania has a populaƟ on register it only covers Romanian ciƟ zens irrespecƟ vely 
of their country of residence and it is not used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, except the electoral list. 
The Slovakian populaƟ on register is not used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes either, except for in the 
preparaƟ on of censuses where it is applied as the staƟ sƟ cal frame of the data collecƟ on.

The centralised electronic registers developed at diff erent Ɵ mes in SEEMIG countries, ranging 
from the beginning of the 1990s to the beginning of the 2000s. 

InformaƟ on for updaƟ ng register data (birth, death, change of the name, change of marital 
status) is generally directly entered into the populaƟ on register through the offi  cial system 
of administraƟ on. A change of addresses is statutorily declared by concerned people. This 
obligaƟ on is complied with unevenly in diff erent countries. For example, in Austria failure to 
declare the main place of residence is considered an administraƟ ve off ence and may result in a 
fi ne; registraƟ on is frequently used in offi  cial documents so data users need to have confi dence 
that the content is accurate and reliable. However, people in Austria can have an unlimited 
number of secondary residences, which can mean that the register does not provide reliable 
informaƟ on on the actual place of residence. Nevertheless, according to expert opinion the 
register provides reliable informaƟ on in staƟ sƟ cal terms. In Hungary, where certain advantages 
(selecƟ on of a school or the price of car insurance) are connected to the address of the usual 
residence, the registered data frequently do not refl ect the locaƟ on of the true residence.

In Italy there is a special registry (Aire) in every municipality, which gathers the registraƟ ons 
of all Italians who have transferred residence to another country for more than a year. A living 
person with Italian ciƟ zenship can appear either in the populaƟ on register or in the Aire. Despite 
this, the number of Italian emigrants and Italian returned migrants is underesƟ mated.

A populaƟ on register is a collecƟ on of data originaƟ ng from many other administraƟ ve data 
sources. MigraƟ on-related personal pieces of informaƟ on in the populaƟ on register are usually 
ciƟ zenship and the country of birth. Further data are name, sex, date of birth, marital status and 
address. Austrian records addiƟ onally include country of previous residence for immigrants, and 
country of desƟ naƟ on for emigrants. The Slovenian and Bulgarian populaƟ on registers comprise 
informaƟ on on family relaƟ onships, with each person’s record including the mother’s, father’s, 
children’s and spouses’ PINs. Although the Slovakian register cannot use PINs, the family 
relaƟ ons of those permanently residing in the country are sƟ ll recorded. The populaƟ on register 
in Romania also includes data on educaƟ onal aƩ ainment, occupaƟ on and military status. The 
Italian register contains specifi c informaƟ on concerning educaƟ on, working condiƟ on, working 
posiƟ on, sector of economic acƟ vity and ciƟ zenship. 

In order to ensure interoperability among administraƟ ve data collecƟ ons the populaƟ on 
register provides data to other administraƟ ve datasets. Consequently, the populaƟ on register is 
connected to many others and this guarantees a relaƟ vely high quality of data. The populaƟ on 
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register, even if it can be considered reliable, refl ects the de jure rather than the de facto 
populaƟ on. Moreover it does not contain the date of entry of the foreign populaƟ on.

PopulaƟ on registers are not usually set up to meet the demands of populaƟ on or migraƟ on 
staƟ sƟ cs. Consequently, they have the problems that generally characterise administraƟ ve 
data (e.g.:  relaƟ ng to the de-jure status rather than de-facto one; including only the indicators 
necessary for the administraƟ ve process). Furthermore, the usage for staƟ sƟ cal purposes diff ers 
by country. In Austria, for example, the so-called POPREG (“POPulaƟ on REGister”) has been set 
up as a “staƟ sƟ cal twin” of the Central Register of Residents); it serves staƟ sƟ cal purposes rather 
than the original, administraƟ ve register, and is the basis for the newly developed register-
based demographic system at StaƟ sƟ k Austria, which has been fully operaƟ onal since 2002. This 
contrasts with the case of Italy where the populaƟ on register is held by the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce and 
where data is collected from the municipaliƟ es.

In most countries the diff erence between the administraƟ ve concept of a migrant (actual or 
intended duraƟ on of stay for one year or more) poses the problem of how to come up with 
accurate esƟ maƟ ons of the actual migrant populaƟ on. Indeed, there is no informaƟ on in the 
register that relates to the intenƟ on (or not) to stay for more than three months, the Ɵ me limit 
of obligaƟ on to apply for residence permit, not taking into consideraƟ on the staƟ sƟ cal concept 
of the migrant that uses one year of Ɵ me limit.

Data on emigraƟ on is likely to be under-esƟ mated in all countries, due to a lack in incenƟ ves 
for self-deregistraƟ on for persons moving abroad, parƟ cularly in the case of temporary 
emigraƟ on. For this reason Austrian registraƟ on offi  ces addiƟ onally try to gather informaƟ on 
on emigraƟ on retrospecƟ vely, in order to preserve the quality of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs. However, 
the Austrian authoriƟ es have insuffi  cient resources and tools for further improving coverage. 
Recently introduced legislaƟ on in Hungary accommodated to the pracƟ ce of the populaƟ on that 
can be characterized in this respect as avoiding legal rules, and overturned the obligaƟ on of 
the populaƟ on to declare temporary emigraƟ on. Considering the emergence of internaƟ onal 
migraƟ on this shortcoming of the reporƟ ng system creates addiƟ onal administraƟ ve problems, 
as well as non-reliable staƟ sƟ cal data. The underesƟ maƟ on of out-migrants, especially in the 
case of emigraƟ on countries, yields the lack of accurate fi gures on the populaƟ on size which 
in itself is a problem, but in addiƟ on biases basic demographic as well as certain economic and 
social indicators. Characterizing the diff erent pracƟ ces followed by countries, in Italy informaƟ on 
about the emigrant Italian populaƟ on is gathered in a separate register.

The populaƟ on register tends to have the most potenƟ al among administraƟ ve registers 
from the point of view of the actual size of the migrant populaƟ on and its distribuƟ on by 
basic characterisƟ cs. This data collecƟ on can cover the widest part of the populaƟ on including 
migrants. The populaƟ on register is generally fed by several other data sources, making it 
possible to cross-check data before fi nal inclusion in the register. PopulaƟ on register data is 
regularly and methodically updated.

2.2.2. Register of Foreigners

The register of foreigners is generally operated as an independent administraƟ ve register 
according to legislaƟ on, containing informaƟ on on applicaƟ ons for residence, issued and 
rejected residence permits, issued and rejected visas and data on law enforcement measures 
regarding foreigners. In the SEEMIG countries that are EU members, foreigners who have the 
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right to free movement and reside in the country are also recorded in this register. Italy is an 
excepƟ on among SEEMIG countries because it only registers so-called third country naƟ onals. 
Registers in SEEMIG countries usually work according to regulaƟ ons passed between 2005 
and 2010. From the staƟ sƟ cal point of view it is very important to have harmonised data from 
the diff erent data sources and this can only be achieved if they are integrated. The Hungarian 
register of foreigners announces foreign ciƟ zens and changes of their data into the populaƟ on 
register. The Slovenian Register of Aliens has also been integrated with the Central PopulaƟ on 
Register.

Foreigners with the right to free movement in the EU and residence in a Member State are 
in most countries handled in a diff erent database of the foreigners’ register than ciƟ zens of 
third countries. The coverage of the former (part of the) register is moderate, as in some coun-
tries EU ciƟ zens are neither obliged to enroll in the register of foreigners nor to the populaƟ on 
register (Bulgaria, Italy, Slovakia) while in others they frequently fail to record themselves 
(Austria).

Residence permits are classifi ed according to the type of residence (permanent or tempo-
rary) and according to the reason for stay in the country including the possibility of pursuing 
work. In each country residence permits of several duraƟ ons are available, and these diff er 
by country. 

A person’s record is entered when the fi rst applicaƟ on is submiƩ ed or the fi rst residence 
permit is issued. Updates are connected to changes in the legal or personal status of a person, 
or as a result of an administraƟ ve procedure (e.g. new applicaƟ on, terminaƟ on of residence). 
The recorded person-related data are suitable for providing an overview of the distribuƟ on of 
the foreign populaƟ on that have entered the country in a certain period by the most impor-
tant demographic characterisƟ cs, such as age, sex, ciƟ zenship as well as the type of the stay. 
The country of birth is usually not included (Austria, Hungary, Italy, Romania, Serbia, Slovenia). 
Diff erent countries collect diff erent addiƟ onal pieces of informaƟ on. In Austria, Slovakia and 
Hungary informaƟ on on educaƟ onal aƩ ainment, occupaƟ on or economic acƟ vity is included 
in the records and experiences with it are similar: staƟ sƟ cal usability is very limited either 
because the data are not captured exhausƟ vely, or because they only refer to fi rst registraƟ on 
and are not subsequently updated. The Slovenian register comprises not only occupaƟ onal 
status but marital status too. The laƩ er is also registered in Slovakian records, where data on 
family members (parents, spouse, children and siblings) of the third country’s ciƟ zens are also 
stored.

In Romania, the register of foreigners embraces the same groups of the populaƟ on as it 
does in other countries. However, it is not yet used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, because the re-
sponsible ministry does not transfer data directly from the registers to the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce, 
and it has its own annual publicaƟ on on the stock and fl ow of immigrants. In Bulgaria, promis-
ing cooperaƟ on has started between the administraƟ ve and staƟ sƟ cal authoriƟ es to improve 
the data quality, and the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce is already authorised to use data with personal iden-
Ɵ fi caƟ on, thus making it possible to link individual records – crucial for producƟ on of reliable 
and correct staƟ sƟ cs on the number of immigrants and the usually resident populaƟ on. The 
Slovakian staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce is allowed access only to aggregated data, though the offi  ce works 
with the ministry to improve the quality of data.

In Serbia, as in the most countries, the Ministry of the Interior is responsible for data collec-
Ɵ ons on the migrant populaƟ on. However, only the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce can access data processed 
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and published by the ministry in the so-called MigraƟ on Profi le. The database comprises infor-
maƟ on on immigraƟ on fl ow, immigrant stock, asylum seekers, acquisiƟ on of ciƟ zenship, as well 
as on return of Serbian ciƟ zens according to the Readmission Agreement.

Recording irregular migraƟ on in the broad system of the register of foreigners is menƟ oned by 
the Hungarian and Serbian country reports.

The register of foreigners is not a full-coverage source on stocks of foreigners because only 
asylum seekers who are ’accepted for processing’ and ’recognised’ are recorded, and the group 
of EEA or Swiss ciƟ zens is insuffi  ciently covered because persons concerned oŌ en fail to apply 
for this documentaƟ on. A general problem of the migraƟ on data in all countries is that emigra-
Ɵ on is hard to capture. Even if emigraƟ on is esƟ mated on the basis of expired seƩ lements or 
residence permits the problem of permits without expiraƟ on date remains. Consequently, the 
registers overesƟ mate the stock of foreigners. Moreover, actual duraƟ on of stay frequently can-
not be stated due to inability to link consecuƟ ve records of the same person. 

2.2.3. Register of Asylum Seekers

This register is generally maintained to record asylum procedures from applicaƟ on to the decision 
of the authority. Data refer to all persons whose stay is regulated by the naƟ onal asylum law. 
RegulaƟ ons in most countries were updated between 2005 and 2010. 

The register fi les data for processing asylum claims, mainly personal data on asylum seekers 
and the state of the procedure. Single records are compiled per asylum claim, and separate 
records are hitherto not consecuƟ vely interlinked. Records generally comprise the following 
variables: name, date of birth, sex, ciƟ zenship, residence and state of the asylum procedure. 
In the Austrian dataset informaƟ on on ethnicity is also included in textual form, but only for 
procedural reasons relaƟ ng to asylum and this is not used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes. The Slovenian 
register comprises many other pieces of informaƟ on: the place of birth, marital status, educaƟ on 
and profession, data on employment and income, religion, and data on medical condiƟ ons. The 
informaƟ on under data protecƟ on is collected with wriƩ en consent. Like the Slovenian register, 
the Serbian register is also very rich in informaƟ on on refugees. CooperaƟ on with the data 
owner is saƟ sfactory and the data are accessible to the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce. Although Serbia already 
has separate records for asylum seekers and refugees from the former Yugoslav republics, the 
data cover only those who were forced to leave their places of residence in the former Yugoslav 
republics on account of the events of the disintegraƟ on of Yugoslavia and the civil war that took 
place in the period of the 1990s. The Romanian register, on the top of the basic informaƟ on, 
includes data regarding the family of the applicant, the route travelled from the country of origin 
to Romania, and data regarding previous asylum applicaƟ ons in EU member states or non-EU 
countries. The Slovakian register includes informaƟ on on religion as well.

In Bulgaria the responsible authority produces staƟ sƟ cs as well, and the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce is 
informed on a monthly basis about foreigners who are granted refugee or humanitarian status 
through the populaƟ on register.

As the authority generally pays liƩ le aƩ enƟ on at the Ɵ me to the sequenƟ al number of asylum 
claims submiƩ ed by a person, and registers maintain data from a certain point of Ɵ me only, 
there is usually no informaƟ on on fi rst-Ɵ me asylum seekers. However, the Slovenian register, as 
an exempƟ on, is able to diff erenƟ ate between the fi rst and subsequent applicaƟ ons.
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2.2.4. Social Security Database

This register generally embraces all persons under the social security system, employed and self-
employed persons as well as dependent family members, having either compulsory, voluntary 
or other types of state insurance. It is compulsory for persons who are gainfully employed in 
Europe to provide social insurance contribuƟ ons. Private or semi private schemes were not 
menƟ oned in any of the country reports as the actual or possible data source of migraƟ on 
staƟ sƟ cs.

Social security registers are perhaps the richest sources of data in terms of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs. 
This is because they cover a wide range of socio-demographic factors. However, diff erent 
amounts of data are used for the purpose of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs in the diff erent countries. This 
database usually makes it possible to select diff erent types of immigrants. However, as pointed 
out by Serbian experts, social security data in Serbia are relevant and reliable for requirements 
of compulsory social insurance, but not for an analysis of categories of migrants and migraƟ on 
events. Namely, the Serbian database includes data from all employed persons in the country 
and ciƟ zens of Serbia who work abroad but do not have compulsory social insurance in the 
foreign country, as well as all foreigers who are studying or undergoing specialised training.

The foreigners’ register generally provides reliable informaƟ on on immigraƟ on, but those 
leaving the country frequently do not declare this fact to register. The social insurance database 
comprises regularly updated data that contribute to having more exact informaƟ on on the 
usually resident populaƟ on. The Bulgarian staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce searches addiƟ onal informaƟ on 
channels to improve coverage of migrants. Improving the under-esƟ mated number of emigrants 
is considered an important task. As such, they use health insurance data on persons who have 
declared refusal of payment of health insurance contribuƟ ons.  In Hungary there is a similar 
desire to have more precise informaƟ on and to make use of health insurance data on the size of 
the immigrant populaƟ on living in the country and on the Hungarian and foreign ciƟ zens who 
leave the country.

The following migraƟ on-relevant variables are usually included in databases of the social 
security: age, sex, ciƟ zenship and legal informaƟ on on insurance. In Hungary, the country 
of birth, place of residence and the date of commencement of insurance are also available. 
The Austrian register collects addiƟ onally occupaƟ on type, occupaƟ onal status, place of 
employment, (declared) income, number of employment relaƟ onships and access to long-
term benefi ts (e.g. in case of unemployment). Beyond basic personal data, Slovenian records 
include data on educaƟ on, occupaƟ on, type of work contract, type of work, hours worked per 
week and the work permit number. In Hungary and Slovenia, personal data are directly updated 
from the populaƟ on register. Only Slovenia uses social security data sources for employment 
staƟ sƟ cs with the ciƟ zenship variable to separate migrants and naƟ onals. Overall, data may be 
considered rich for staƟ sƟ cal purposes in this country. 

2.2.5. Other administra  ve data sources

The register of visas is also menƟ oned as a means of measuring a certain immigraƟ on segment 
in the Italian and Romanian country reports. The granƟ ng of visas to foreign ciƟ zens varies 
depending on the ciƟ zenship, the country of usual residence, and the length of and reason for 
the stay in the country. EU ciƟ zens can enter the countries within the Schengen system without 



Éva Gárdos and Irén Gödri

23

needing a visa. Besides selecƟ ng foreigners by the above-menƟ oned factors, the most important 
limitaƟ on of this type of administraƟ ve data source in relaƟ on to migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs is that 
the duraƟ on of stay authorised by issuing a visa does not reach the standards of the staƟ sƟ cal 
defi niƟ on of an immigrant. 

Illegal or irregular migraƟ on is defi ned as a situaƟ on where a foreigners’ entry, stay or work 
is contrary to the exisƟ ng laws which regulate their entry, residence and economic acƟ viƟ es. 
There are only three SEEMIG countries that menƟ oned data sources other than the register of 
foreigners concerning irregular migraƟ on. Slovakia and Slovenia maintain databases specifi ed for 
migrants, while Austria uses the general criminal database and the so called Smuggler Database. 
AdministraƟ ve registers on irregular migraƟ on maintained by police authori  es are mostly 
available, but irregular migraƟ on remains very much a hidden phenomenon and is therefore 
poorly covered. The amount of staƟ sƟ cal detail and usability varies greatly by country. However, 
data on refused entries at the border, persons who were caught due to illegal border crossing 
and persons who illegally resided in the country are available in criminal databases. CiƟ zenship 
is usually contained within the collected data, but in certain countries the exact country of 
ciƟ zenship is not available or accessible. However, in Slovenia all staƟ sƟ cs are diff erenƟ ated 
by ciƟ zenship. In the Slovak Republic a database of the fl ows of irregular migrants and their 
characterisƟ cs is maintained in the framework of the “InformaƟ on System on MigraƟ on and 
InternaƟ onal ProtecƟ on”. In most of the SEEMIG countries the staƟ sƟ cal insƟ tute does not use 
the data of criminal database for migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs certainly in order to avoid sƟ gmaƟ zaƟ on 
of the migrant populaƟ on, and the data owner directly provides indicators for naƟ onal and 
internaƟ onal bodies. 

The available staƟ sƟ cal informaƟ on on irregular migraƟ on is in general poor and varies greatly 
between countries. The Austrian authoriƟ es issue several publicaƟ ons on irregular migraƟ on: 
on organised smuggling according to ciƟ zenship and other variables, quarterly crime staƟ sƟ cs 
broken down by ciƟ zenship, criminal cases commiƩ ed by foreigners from selected countries, 
and security reports on organised crime, human traffi  cking, prosƟ tuƟ on, smuggling and illegal 
migraƟ on. In Slovenia yearly reports on irregular migraƟ on are produced and various indicators 
of irregular migraƟ on are included within it. 

The Serbian and Hungarian foreigners’ registers include informaƟ on on irregular migraƟ on. 
Serbian data relate to denied entry, return of persons illegally residing in the country as well as 
vicƟ ms and perpetrators of human traffi  cking. For denied and returned people their ciƟ zenship 
is among the recorded data. The scope of the Hungarian registers is diff erent. Third-country 
naƟ onals are included if they have been ordered to leave the territory of the country, are subject 
to compulsory confi nement, expulsion, exclusion or detenƟ on, are prohibited from leaving the 
country, if they have been detained, arrested or taken into custody in Hungary, or if they have 
been aff ected by some extraordinary event (i.e. death, accident resulƟ ng in serious injury, etc.). 
The reasons are only recorded in cases where criminal proceedings are iniƟ ated. EEA ciƟ zens 
and family members of those who are registered are recorded if they are subject to expulsion or 
entry ban or restricƟ on of personal liberty. The registered data comprise the place of birth and 
ciƟ zenship. It can be supposed that the police and the immigraƟ on authority maintain registers 
on irregular migraƟ on in other countries, too, but this part of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs is under-
developed; there is currently no common methodology and therefore the relevant data sources 
are not considered as components of the migraƟ on data assets. Even in Hungary, where these 
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data are accessible for staƟ sƟ cal purposes in personally not idenƟ fi able form, the staƟ sƟ cal 
offi  ce has never required them because these data provide very liƩ le addiƟ onal informaƟ on and 
internaƟ onal standards are missing in this staƟ sƟ cal domain. 

Another administraƟ ve data source which is related to the labour market is available in six 
countries: Austria, Hungary, Italy, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. The content again varies 
greatly by country, parƟ cularly regarding coverage, content, accessibility and the methods for 
maintaining the databases. These registers are kept by the offi  ces responsible for employment 
issues. In Slovenia, only those who need work permits are registered, while in Hungary the 
content of registered informaƟ on is more detailed for the third-country naƟ onals than for those 
of European Economic Area (EEA) countries, and registered data of all employed foreigners 
are the same in Slovakia irrespecƟ ve of the ciƟ zenship. The Italian register overesƟ mates 
the foreigners as it uses the country of birth to idenƟ fy foreigners, while the Romanian one 
underesƟ mates them.

In EU countries, data gained via the register on work permits will decrease in signifi cance in 
the future because the share of immigrants EU naƟ onals who do not require work permits is 
increasing steadily and signifi cantly. It seems that other data sources (e.g. personal tax data 
combining with the compulsory social insurance data) will be more informaƟ ve than the register 
of work permits. This notwithstanding, in some countries this data source provides an important 
contribuƟ on to migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs/informaƟ on (e.g. Slovenia). It may be supposed that the 
signifi cance of the register of work permits depends on the share of third countries’ ciƟ zens 
among all foreigners who are employed. In most cases data on employment of foreigners are not 
only collected and used for administraƟ ve purpose by the competent offi  ce, but are also used 
and published as staƟ sƟ cal indicators too. 

In Austria we see an excepƟ onal situaƟ on, as they have a database specifi ed for staƟ sƟ cal and 
research purposes, maintained by the Labour Market Service. It is built on data stemming from 
the administraƟ ve registers of the Labour Market Service on the one hand, and from the Central 
Social Security Register on the other. These databases include ciƟ zenship among the variables.

Registers of the educa  on system such as the Public EducaƟ on Database and the Higher 
EducaƟ on Database in Hungary can also provide migraƟ on related informaƟ on. These have 
been developed since the beginning of 2000s and kept for recording data of maintainers, 
insƟ tuƟ ons, employees, pupils and students. Personal data are reported and updated in relaƟ on 
to events. EducaƟ onal idenƟ fi caƟ on numbers are aƩ ached to all employees as well as pupils 
and students who parƟ cipate in the educaƟ on.The personal subregisters cover the following 
data for employees: personal data, addresses, idenƟ fi caƟ on number, educaƟ on, professional 
qualifi caƟ ons, and details of the employer. Collected data for pupils and students includes 
personal data, addresses, an idenƟ fi caƟ on number, and data of the educaƟ onal insƟ tuƟ on 
aƩ ended. The migraƟ on-related pieces of informaƟ on are ciƟ zenship, country of birth and 
country of permanent residence. CiƟ zenship is not included in the employees’ subregister of the 
public educaƟ on register. For foreign students informaƟ on on the grounds of stay in Hungary is 
also included.  

Similar data source is also available in Bulgaria and Romania, but it is used for migraƟ on 
staƟ sƟ cs purposes only in Italy. The Hungarian system is sƟ ll under development, the Bulgarian 
and Romanian databases suff er from quality problems.

Transferred remi  ances can be considered one of the indicators describing benefi ts of 
emigraƟ on. In certain countries it is included among regularly produced staƟ sƟ cs, while in others 
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informaƟ on is less oŌ en used from a migraƟ on perspecƟ ve. Data are provided by the central 
bank of the country. Nevertheless, even in the countries where data on remiƩ ances would be 
useful for staƟ sƟ cians and researchers in the domain of migraƟ on this indicator has substanƟ al 
shortcomings if it is produced according to the methodology defi ned by relevant EU regulaƟ on, 
because remiƩ ances under a certain amount are not included. Moreover, the banks are oŌ en 
unable to idenƟ fy the country of residence of the fi nal transferee of the transacƟ on and this 
results in poor quality of the internaƟ onal territorial break down of the bank system staƟ sƟ cs. 
On the other hand, remiƩ ances are the transfers running through the regular intermediaƟ on 
channels, whereas the informal channels remain excluded.

In Italy, the NaƟ onal Observatory on Migrants’ Financial Inclusion was set up in 2012. This 
operaƟ onal body serves to analyse and monitor migrants’ inclusion within fi nancial processes. 
Every year it presents research which studies in depth the main characterisƟ cs of the bank–
migrant relaƟ onship as regards savings, credit, money transfer services and micro fi nance. The 
research agenda also covers the channelling of remiƩ ances through offi  cial channels as well as 
the development of migrant savings.
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3. Sta  s  cal data sources, sample surveys

3.1. General overview

This chapter maps various staƟ sƟ cal data sources and sample surveys conducted in the SEEMIG 
countries. The main aim is to provide an overview of key specialised surveys which focus 
specifi cally on migraƟ on and surveys with only some migraƟ on-related quesƟ ons, as well as 
micro censuses and other sociological surveys that have migraƟ on relevance in the countries 
examined.

Comparison across countries’ data sources requires clarifi caƟ on of the general and the 
parƟ cular character of the given staƟ sƟ cal data sources or surveys, since data collecƟ on and 
data coverage might vary in the eight countries. Furthermore, countries diff er in terms of their 
migraƟ on experience, which infl uences the purpose and target of country-specifi c data as well 
as coverage of migrants. Country reports cover various data sources, and it may be assumed 
that the presented data sources correspond to countries’ interests and the relevance of 
diff erent sources. In addiƟ on, they may address emigraƟ on, immigraƟ on or both emigraƟ on and 
immigraƟ on. Consequently, the mapping of staƟ sƟ cal data sources and sample surveys aims to 
clarify the above-menƟ oned similariƟ es and diff erences of data sources, and to present best 
pracƟ ces and aƩ empts that countries have made (or are planning to make) to overcome data 
source defi ciencies. These best pracƟ ces may serve as examples to other countries. 

Some of the surveys are comparable, as they are part of the European staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ on 
and are conducted in all countries according to internaƟ onal standards using the same concepts 
and methods (e.g. Labour Force Survey), while others are diff erent and follow naƟ onal concepts 
which are hardly comparable. 

When mapping migraƟ on-related data sources, the dimensions of both emigraƟ on and 
immigraƟ on have to be considered. By defi niƟ on, immigra  on data – as stock staƟ sƟ cs – are 
easier to collect since resident populaƟ on consists of naƟ onals, foreign ciƟ zens and/or foreign-
born persons. Consequently, data sources more oŌ en provide data on immigrants. Nevertheless, 
range and relevance of immigraƟ on data is low in countries where immigraƟ on is a marginal issue. 
At the same Ɵ me, gathering and clarifying emigra  on data is problemaƟ c and requires special 
eff ort. Although administraƟ ve data on deregistering of those leaving the country would provide 
data on emigraƟ on, this data is only partly relevant and is oŌ en misleading. More generally, 
emigraƟ on data are usually under-represented as a result of various factors concerning data 
collecƟ on or the nature of emigraƟ on. 

In the following secƟ ons we group the data sources presented into two relevant groups: (1) 
full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data sources and (2) survey type data sources. Further grouping – by 
diff erent aspects – is possible as follows: general data sources and migrant-specifi c data sources 
(respecƟ vely migrant-targeted surveys), internaƟ onal surveys and naƟ onal surveys, periodic (or 
repeated, respecƟ vely panel) surveys and one-Ɵ me surveys, as well as surveys with a focus on 
immigraƟ on or emigraƟ on. Types of full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data sources and sample surveys 
will be discussed in diff erent secƟ ons since relevance and comparability of these sources are 
largely diff erent.
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3.2. Full-coverage sta  s  cal data collec  ons of the target popula  on

There are many reasons why a staƟ sƟ cal insƟ tute relies on full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ ons. 
The staƟ sƟ cal register is one example of such a data collecƟ on; it is a conƟ nuously updated set 
of objects for a given populaƟ on, containing informaƟ on on idenƟ fi caƟ on and other aƩ ributes. 
A staƟ sƟ cal register can be used to support the staƟ sƟ cal surveying process of the register 
populaƟ on, but it can also serve as a data source for the producƟ on of staƟ sƟ cal indicators. The 
register contains the current and historical statuses of the populaƟ on and the causes, eff ects and 
sources of alteraƟ ons in the populaƟ on. Register data of populaƟ on units are stored in a structured 
database. A register is compiled using several data sources, including administraƟ ve and staƟ sƟ cal 
ones. The overlapping data of data sources used for feeding the staƟ sƟ cal register are used for 
cross-checking, and the appropriate one is selected by predefi ned regulaƟ ons or rules.

Table 2: Characteris  cs of full-coverage sta  s  cal data sources in SEEMIG countries 

Country General data sources available Migrant-specifi c data sources

EU15
Austria

– StaƟ sƟ cal populaƟ on register (POPREG), 
    StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce
– EducaƟ onal AƩ ainment Register, 
   StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce
– AMDB: Labour Market Database, Labour 
   Market Service

Italy – EducaƟ on database, ISTAT

EU8

Slovenia – StaƟ sƟ cal Survey on Student Enrolment 
   in TerƟ ary EducaƟ on, StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce

Slovakia
– StaƟ sƟ cal demographic register 
    (marriage, divorce, birth, death, change
    of permanent resident), StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce

Hungary

– Demographic database (marriage,       
divorce, birth, death, change of       
permanent resident), StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce

– EducaƟ onal staƟ sƟ cal databases, 
   Ministry of Human Resources

– StaƟ sƟ cal survey on people acquired        
Hungarian ciƟ zenship, HCSO

– StaƟ sƟ cal survey on foreign ciƟ zens 
   with seƩ lement document, HCSO

EU2

Romania
– Demographic data collecƟ on of (deaths, 
   births, immigrants and emigrants), InsƟ -
   tute of StaƟ sƟ cs

– ExhausƟ ve survey on immigraƟ on and
   emigraƟ on fl ow, Ministry for  Internal 

Aff airs and InsƟ tute of StaƟ sƟ cs

Bulgaria

– InformaƟ on System Demography 
   (marriage, divorce, birth, death, change 
   of present address, change of ciƟ zen- 
   ship), NaƟ onal StaƟ sƟ cal InsƟ tute

EU  
candidate Serbia No full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data sources are used for migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs
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The other major group of full-coverage data collecƟ ons consists of those that are aƩ ached to 
administraƟ ve procedures, which subsƟ tute and supplement the administraƟ ve data. This kind 
of survey is used when good quality administraƟ ve data are not accessible for staƟ sƟ cal use or 
the informaƟ on provided by the administraƟ ve data source does not meet staƟ sƟ cal needs. The 
connecƟ on to an administraƟ ve process makes such data collecƟ ons cheaper than a sample survey 
with specially trained interviewers. 

Depending on the scope of administraƟ ve data sources available for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, and 
on the whole staƟ sƟ cal system, full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ ons diff er greatly between 
countries (see: Table 2).

3.2.1. Sta  s  cal register

In Austria the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce compiles the so-called POPREG8 database, which should be 
considered a staƟ sƟ cal mirror register of the populaƟ on register, discussed in the second chapter 
of this summarising report, and thus the major staƟ sƟ cal data source on populaƟ on stock, 
populaƟ on change and demographic events (births, deaths, internal migraƟ on, immigraƟ on, 
emigraƟ on, and other events). POPREG was prepared in parallel to the last tradiƟ onal census in 
2001, and became fully operaƟ onal in 2002. Due to direct linking to authoritaƟ ve administraƟ ve 
registers, POPREG provides exhausƟ ve populaƟ on staƟ sƟ cs for all territorial levels at any point in 
Ɵ me. The Austrian staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce renders the administraƟ ve populaƟ on register data staƟ sƟ cally 
usable by applying staƟ sƟ cal concepts. The following variables on personal characterisƟ cs are 
included in POPREG: sex, date of birth, date of death (if applicable), marital status, current 
ciƟ zenship and country of birth. 

In Austria the EducaƟ onal AƩ ainment Register also provides informaƟ on for the Register-
based PopulaƟ on Census. This data system has been in place since the 2003/2004 academic 
year and it is maintained by the Austrian staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce and contains personal data on suc-
cessfully accomplished educaƟ onal aƩ ainment. Data on educaƟ onal aƩ ainment includes all 
insƟ tuƟ onalised forms of educaƟ on at public and private schools, universiƟ es or similar edu-
caƟ onal establishments. Units of this staƟ sƟ cal register are schools, classes, pupils and staff , 
including teachers and non-pedagogic staff . Core data on pupils: sex, age, ciƟ zenship, mother 
tongue, special educaƟ onal needs, start of compulsory school aƩ endance, status of educaƟ onal 
aƩ ainment at reference date, current educaƟ on, school success in precedent reference period, 
aƩ endance of foreign language lessons and fi nal exam. Major annual educaƟ onal data are pub-
lished on the basis of this register. The following variables are available in the register of higher 
educaƟ on: age, sex, ciƟ zenship, social security number or equivalent surrogate idenƟ fi caƟ on 
code, place of residence, appellaƟ on and type of studies, date of enrolment and of graduaƟ on, 
occupaƟ on, occupaƟ onal status at enrolment, study-related stays abroad (country, purpose, 
funding and duraƟ on). The variable “country of birth” is considered neither in public nor in the 
higher educaƟ on system. 

8 POPREG = POPulaƟ on REGister. Since 2011, the census has also been register-based, relying on the POPREG as a 
central component.
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3.2.2. Sta  s  cal data collec  on connected to administra  ve procedures

3.2.2.1. Demographic databases

The most common type of full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ on is the system of vital staƟ sƟ cal 
surveys; this was menƟ oned by the Bulgarian, Hungarian, Romanian and Slovakian country 
reports. (The instrument for gathering demographic data can be an administraƟ ve database as 
in Italy.)

The Bulgarian InformaƟ on System Demography comprises data on populaƟ on stocks, all vital 
events, country of birth and changes of ciƟ zenship. Although it is held by the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce, 
informaƟ on is based on offi  cial documents. Development eff orts are mainly directed to searching 
new data sources and establishing cooperaƟ on with other naƟ onal insƟ tuƟ ons that collect 
personal data. The staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce does not produce data on emigrant and immigrant fl ows. 
Data on emigrant and immigrant stocks have only been produced since 2008. The staƟ sƟ cal 
offi  ce has since 2010 used the informaƟ on held by the NaƟ onal Revenue Agency on persons who 
have declared refusal to pay health insurance contribuƟ ons due to leaving the country for more 
than 183 days during one calendar year in order to improve the coverage of the informaƟ on 
system, especially concerning emigraƟ on data. Individual data is received based on a person’s 
PIN.

Hungarian vital staƟ sƟ cs are based on a data collecƟ on commonly used for administraƟ ve and 
staƟ sƟ cal purposes. When a vital event occurs, the data provider has to declare the necessary 
informaƟ on to the authoriƟ es only once. Reported data relate to administraƟ ve and staƟ sƟ cal 
needs, and every authority has access only to the data it is allowed to by law. According to the 
present legal rules, all vital events (birth, death, marriage, divorce) that occur in the territory 
of Hungary are registered while those that occur to Hungarian ciƟ zens outside the country 
are not9. Demographic data hold great potenƟ al from the point of view of migraƟ on, but they 
are hardly ever uƟ lised because they cannot provide valuable informaƟ on on the migrant 
populaƟ on due to its small proporƟ on. Collected data are as follows: sex, date of birth, marital 
status, permanent residence, temporary residence and ciƟ zenship, number of live births and 
living children, educaƟ onal aƩ ainment, economic acƟ vity, occupaƟ on and occupaƟ onal status. 
Place of birth has been included among the collected data since 31 May 2013. Data are accurate 
and are generally complete and reliable with some excepƟ ons (educaƟ on and occupaƟ on). 

In Romania, the registraƟ on of demographic events is closely linked to administraƟ ve 
procedures, yet the NaƟ onal InsƟ tute of StaƟ sƟ cs uses its own paper-based quesƟ onnaires in 
a staƟ sƟ cal review of deaths, births, immigrants and emigrants using the same concepts as the 
administraƟ ve registers. Some survey data concerning both emigraƟ on and immigraƟ on are not 
reliable. In terms of immigraƟ on, a considerable raƟ o of immigrants is ethnic Romanians with 
Romanian ciƟ zenship who decided to move to Romania and they did so without noƟ fi caƟ on. In 
terms of emigraƟ on, the majority of out-migrants have liƩ le interest in declaring emigraƟ on to 
local authoriƟ es. According to staƟ sƟ cal esƟ maƟ on, emigraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs capture less than ten 
per cent of the legal ouƞ lows from Romania. Consequently, the majority of eff ecƟ ve in-migrants 

9 From 31 May 2013 the target populaƟ on of demographic data collecƟ on is broader: among the populaƟ on movement 
events it is necessary to observe deaths occurred abroad of those who have permanent address in Hungary, and births 
delivered abroad by mothers who have permanent address in Hungary, if these events have been registered by the au-
thority in Hungary.
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do not appear in staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce staƟ sƟ cs as immigrants while emigrants are not registered. 
Diff erence, according to populaƟ on stock data is sizeable and presents a real problem in a strong 
emigraƟ on country. 

The Slovakian staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce has a similar full-coverage data collecƟ on system of vital 
staƟ sƟ cs. The country report of the data producƟ on system and the break-down of the 
published data on vital events and the populaƟ on suggest that ciƟ zenship and country of birth 
are included in the demographic quesƟ onnaires, but published data are not available broken by 
these variables. However, internaƟ onal migraƟ on data are published by country of origin and 
country of desƟ naƟ on, respecƟ vely, which is rather unusual.

3.2.2.2. Other full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ ons

Bulgaria and Romania use administraƟ ve data sources, as it was shown above, to have educaƟ on 
related indicators of the migrant populaƟ on. Austria compiles a staƟ sƟ cal register as it was 
presented earlier, while Italy and Slovenia operate staƟ sƟ cal databases which can be used for 
the same purpose, and Hungary has both.

StaƟ sƟ cal Survey of Student Enrolment in TerƟ ary EducaƟ on is a mandatory, annual staƟ sƟ cal 
survey in Slovenia, collecƟ ng individual data on enrolment of students at every year of study and 
at applicaƟ on for graduaƟ on in higher vocaƟ onal and higher undergraduate and postgraduate 
studies. The data are transferred to the StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce by the educaƟ on insƟ tuƟ ons that collect 
the data. The data on foreign ciƟ zens who study in the country can be derived from the survey. 
All students who do not have Slovenian ciƟ zenship (aŌ er matching with the Central PopulaƟ on 
Register data) are considered foreign students. Students, for whom ciƟ zenship is not found, 
even aŌ er matching with the Central PopulaƟ on Register, are shown under the category “Not 
classifi ed”. Socio-demographic, labour market and human capital characterisƟ cs are collected on 
students. Data are also available by country of residence and ciƟ zenship. The data are only used 
for staƟ sƟ cal purposes by the StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce of the Republic of Slovenia. 

There is a compulsory educaƟ onal staƟ sƟ cal database in Hungary similar to the Slovenian one 
described above. Besides the gradually improving administraƟ ve register of educaƟ on, there 
is also a compulsory full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal database related to public and higher educaƟ on. 
The ministry engaged in educaƟ onal issues is responsible for data collecƟ on and publicaƟ on. 
The staƟ sƟ cal system was developed in cooperaƟ on with the Hungarian Central StaƟ sƟ cal Of-
fi ce (HCSO) and data collecƟ ons are in line with EU methodological requirements of educaƟ on 
staƟ sƟ cs, covering informaƟ on of maintainers, insƟ tuƟ ons, employment, children, pupils, 
students, teachers and masters (teachers in colleges and universiƟ es). MigraƟ on-related data 
are ciƟ zenship and the country of residence. CiƟ zenship is not collected for employees in public 
educaƟ on. 

Pupils by ciƟ zenship (Hungarian and non-Hungarian) by completed secondary level aƩ ainment, 
by classes and individual ciƟ zenship, by the country of residence, those graduated (from 
secondary school) by sex and ciƟ zenship, successful professional examinaƟ on by profession and 
ciƟ zenship (Hungarian and non-Hungarian) are covered by the public educaƟ on data collecƟ on. 
Numbers of foreign students at several points of higher educaƟ on and those in student hostels 
are gathered in the higher educaƟ on data collecƟ on. The response rate is 100 per cent, as the 
ministry closes the data set only and when it is complete. From the next year on (2014) staƟ sƟ cal 
data on educaƟ on will be produced from administraƟ ve data sources. 
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In Hungary there are two other staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ ons of full coverage, which are the 
responsibility of the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce. One covers people who have acquired Hungarian ciƟ zenship, 
and the other relates to foreign ciƟ zens with seƩ lement documents. The purpose of these surveys 
is to know the sociological characterisƟ cs of those who want to live in the country. The data 
collecƟ on on new ciƟ zens covers everybody who granted Hungarian ciƟ zenship whether or not 
having residence in the country. Data with relevance from a migraƟ on point of view in these data 
collecƟ ons are as follows: country of birth, (previous) ciƟ zenship and previous foreign residence. 
The staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ on is bound with the administraƟ ve procedure and data provision is 
voluntary in both cases. The response rate is quite high (more than 80 per cent) for the data 
collecƟ on on ciƟ zenship. However, the response rate of the other survey is much lower. 

Although educaƟ on database is also available in Italy, its usability in migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs is 
unremarkable.

3.3. Survey-type data sources

Sample-based surveys could be important sources for migraƟ on-related research because they 
provide richer informaƟ on than administraƟ ve data sources. In many cases – as we have outlined 
before – even basic data about migrants (e.g. employment, level of educaƟ on) are incomplete or 
even missing in registers. Surveys, however, cover a wide range of topics and therefore – depending 
on the objecƟ ve of the survey – enable detailed analysis of various characterisƟ cs, and integraƟ on 
indicators of the migrant populaƟ on. For instance many indicators of migrant integraƟ on proposed 
by the Zaragoza DeclaraƟ on10 could also be calculated only based on survey data.

The SEEMIG country reports include internaƟ onally standardized and signifi cant naƟ onal 
surveys which contain data about migrants or migraƟ on-related events. Among these, there are 
both general surveys representaƟ ve of the total populaƟ on, including migraƟ on modules or within 
which migrants can be idenƟ fi ed by parƟ cular characterisƟ cs (usually ciƟ zenship or country of 
birth), and specialized surveys representaƟ ve of the migrant populaƟ on (or some special sub-group 
of migrants). In the case of surveys representaƟ ve for the total populaƟ on, the main restricƟ ons 
of the analysis stem from under-representaƟ on of migrants and their low number in the sample. 
In addiƟ on, even when migrants can be idenƟ fi ed in the sample, important migraƟ on-related 
quesƟ ons are oŌ en missing (e.g. date of migraƟ on, reason for migraƟ on, legal status of the migrant, 
etc.), which could be important background variables for analysis. Finally, surveys targeted directly 
at migrants oŌ en lack a proper sampling frame (it is diffi  cult to produce a representaƟ ve sample). 
Reaching migrants in the course of the survey and their low response rate (due to language 
diffi  culƟ es and lower willingness to provide informaƟ on) is also a problem.

3.3.1. Interna  onally standardized surveys

A great advantage of internaƟ onally standardized surveys is that due to harmonised quesƟ ons 
and methodology results are comparable across countries. However, if the sample size is not 

10 The Zaragoza DeclaraƟ on, adopted in April 2010 by EU Ministers responsible for immigrant integraƟ on issues, and 
approved at the JusƟ ce and Home Aff airs Council on 3-4 June 2010, has idenƟ fi ed a limited number of policy areas 
of relevance for integraƟ on: employment, educaƟ on, social inclusion and acƟ ve ciƟ zenship (see more detailed: hƩ p://
ec.europa.eu/ewsi/UDRW/images/items/docl_13055_519941744.pdf).
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suffi  ciently high, the aforemenƟ oned problem of low numbers of migrants included in the 
sample is nonetheless present.

The main harmonized European surveys which could provide important data on immigrant 
integraƟ on in diff erent areas are: the European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS), the 
European Union StaƟ sƟ cs on Income and Living CondiƟ ons (EU-SILC) and the OECD’s Programme 
on InternaƟ onal Student Assessment (PISA). As stated also in the Zaragoza DeclaraƟ on (2010), 
these could be used as data sources for the proposed common indicators. They allow comparison 
between migrant (foreign naƟ onal as well as foreign-born) and non-migrant populaƟ on on the 
one hand, and across diff erent countries on the other.

The Labour Force Survey is the internaƟ onal survey that was considered more or less 
important by all SEEMIG country experts from the point of view of migraƟ on data (a descripƟ on 
was included in all the country reports). Therefore, we provide a more detailed overview on LFS 
in the countries examined, focusing mostly on the availability of migraƟ on-related data.

The EU-SILC and the PISA surveys, although with migrants idenƟ fi ed in their samples, were 
assessed by SEEMIG partners in general as less important or not relevant regarding migraƟ on 
data. This is mainly due to the considerably smaller sample sizes of these surveys, which means 
that migrants are more likely to be under-covered. However, these surveys – besides their 
limitaƟ ons – serve as important data sources for comparaƟ ve analyses about the social and 
economic situaƟ on of migrants, as well as about the performance of students with immigrant 
background (Eurostat 2011, OECD 2010, 2012).

3.3.1.1. European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS)11

The most comprehensive type of general sample survey covering the resident populaƟ on aged 
15 and over in private households is the Labour Force Survey (LFS), which has a wide range 
of quesƟ ons regarding labour market indicators. In addiƟ on to its comprehensive character, 
the essenƟ al advantage of the LFS is comparability, since data collecƟ on by countries uses 
the same concepts, defi niƟ ons and classifi caƟ ons and covers the same set of characterisƟ cs 
in each country. Nevertheless, there are diff erences in the immigrant and emigrant groups 
covered in diff erent countries.

According to Eurostat, LFS is conducted in the 27 Member States (and EFTA countries, except 
Liechtenstein) and three Candidate Countries in accordance with Council RegulaƟ on (EC) No 
577/98 of 9 March 1998. ParƟ cipaƟ on in the LFS is compulsory in three SEEMIG countries: 
Austria, Italy and Slovakia, and voluntary in the others.

The LFS provides quarterly results on labour market parƟ cipaƟ on of people aged 15-74, 
as well as on persons outside the labour market. Persons carrying out obligatory military or 
community service are not included in the target group of the survey, as is also the case for 
persons in insƟ tuƟ ons or collecƟ ve households. The naƟ onal staƟ sƟ cal insƟ tutes are responsible 
for selecƟ ng the sample, preparing the quesƟ onnaires, conducƟ ng direct interviews among 
households, and forwarding the results to Eurostat in accordance with a common coding 
scheme. The data collecƟ on mostly covers the years from 1993 onwards (in Austria and Serbia 
from 1995). In general, data for each country are available depending on its EU accession 

11 This part was prepared with the contribuƟ on of Ágnes Hárs and Zsuzsa Blaskó, for which contribuƟ on the authors 
are grateful. 
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date12. Although LFS has a comparaƟ ve character, being part of the EU internaƟ onal staƟ sƟ cal 
programme, data collecƟ on is a naƟ onal responsibility and data gathering and data coverage, in 
spite of EU regulaƟ ons, diff ers in some degree across countries13. 

Applying LFS as a data source for migraƟ on research fi rst requires specifi caƟ on of the possibiliƟ es 
and limits of it both for immigraƟ on and emigraƟ on data producƟ on. The whole populaƟ on of 
LFS is interviewed for ciƟ zenship and country of birth. This allows some data producƟ on on 
immigra  on (diplomaƟ c personnel, foreign representaƟ ves and members of their families are 
excluded). Nevertheless applicability depends on sample size, frequency of data collecƟ ons, 
target group coverage and some naƟ onal diff erences in data collecƟ on by country. 

In addiƟ on to standard staƟ sƟ cal data producƟ on based on ciƟ zenship and/or place or birth, 
discrete migraƟ on-specifi c data collecƟ on has focused on immigrants as well. In 2008 an ad 
hoc module of the EU-LFS was conducted on the ‘Labour market situaƟ on of migrants and their 
immediate descendants’14. These data were collected in the EU27 Member States, Switzerland 
and Norway, and diff ered in terms of countries with high versus low shares of immigraƟ on: 
a detailed quesƟ onnaire module (‘full module’) was applied in the former group, while a 
simple module (‘light module’) was applied in the laƩ er.15 The full module was applied in only 
two SEEMIG countries: Austria and Italy (collecƟ ng also informaƟ on on the main reason for 
migraƟ on, legal barriers on the labour market as well as qualifi caƟ on and language issues), 
while the light module – with quesƟ ons about year of ciƟ zenship acquisiƟ on, country of birth of 
mother, country of birth of father, and length of residence in the host country – in countries with 
low numbers of immigrants: Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovenia and Slovakia. In Serbia this ad 
hoc module was not conducted at all.

Beyond immigraƟ on-related data, some emigra  on data are also collected in LFS. Since 
temporarily absent household members are included in the survey, some limited aspects of 
emigraƟ on can also be measured. Such an analysis can be based on the standard quesƟ on of the 
LFS, asking the employer’s country of residence. Data refer to those employees who are currently 
employed abroad (or to those persons whose last employer was abroad prior to returning to the 
present resident country and that it was the person’s last job). These data refer only to a special 
subgroup of labour emigrants. A targeted ad hoc module of the LFS focusing on emigraƟ on has 
not been conducted yet. 

The overview above has outlined the possibility of the LFS regarding both direcƟ ons of 
migraƟ on. Applicability of migraƟ on data diff ers considerably by country depending on the size 
of emigraƟ on versus immigraƟ on and, correspondingly, the coverage of the target populaƟ on 
in the LFS. Most of the countries have LFS data for a long period, even covering migraƟ on data. 
However, due to naƟ onal condiƟ ons, data collecƟ ons and coverage of target populaƟ on (both 
emigrants and immigrants) diff er by country. 

Most of the SEEMIG country reports referred to the LFS as the most comprehensive survey 
with migraƟ on relevance, but also as the one with serious defi ciencies. In all cases LFS under-

12  Based on hƩ p://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/microdata/lfs.
13 General comparison across countries regarding sample size, reliability, etc., is not provided in this short overview. More 
comprehensive discussion on the comparaƟ ve character of LFS is available on the EUROSTAT homepage, or in: Labour 
Force Survey in the EU, candidate and EFTA countries. Main characterisƟ cs of naƟ onal surveys, 2009; CollecƟ on: Method-
ologies and working papers; Eurostat, 2011.
14 Commission RegulaƟ on (EC) No 102/2007 of 2 February 2007 adopƟ ng the specifi caƟ ons of the 2008 ad hoc module.
15 More detailed informaƟ on on the ad hoc module available: hƩ p://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/staƟ sƟ cs_explained/in-
dex.php/EU_labour_force_survey_-_ad_hoc_modules.
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represents the number of migrants and sampling allows only moderately detailed analysis. 
Most countries consider the LFS as a source of immigraƟ on data, while at the same Ɵ me some 
countries with sizeable emigraƟ on, parƟ cularly Hungary and Romania, consider the possibility 
of measuring labour emigraƟ on using the parƟ cular LFS quesƟ on. This quesƟ on, aimed at 
those working abroad and idenƟ fi ed by employers’ country of residence, is a relevant though 
incomplete indicator of labour emigraƟ on.

A pilot study in the frame of the SEEMIG project aims to collect emigrant data and the contact 
details of emigrants linked to the households in the home country, so as to develop more 
comprehensive emigraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs based on the LFS16. Due to its standard methodology and 
relaƟ vely large sample size, the LFS is an obvious choice for such a methodological experiment 
(for details on the lessons learnt from pilot study see: Blaskó – Jamalia 2014).

Table 3 provides a comparaƟ ve overview of SEEMIG countries’ characterisƟ cs of the LFS 
regarding migraƟ on-related data, mainly based on descripƟ ons of country reports. Immigrant 
popula  on is under-represented in each country in the project. As the most characterisƟ c 
interpretaƟ on of the Italian report states, immigraƟ on is less substanƟ al in the Labour Force 
Survey than appears in the civil registry. There are various reasons for this: the hidden 
nature of certain groups of the immigrant populaƟ on, language barriers, the parƟ cular 
spaƟ al distribuƟ on of immigrants, which is oŌ en not in correspondence with the sampling 
methodology, and potenƟ ally high non-response rate due to irregular work or irregular sta-
tus. According to an EC Report, non-response rates are higher among recent migrants and 
non-EU migrants (EC 2008). In addiƟ on, only private households are included in the LFS, and 
that may also add to the under-representaƟ ve character of immigraƟ on data since many 
migrants live in collecƟ ve households (e.g.: in insƟ tuƟ ons for migrant workers or asylum 
seekers). Even Austria, with a high share of immigrants and serious eff orts to cover non-
naƟ onals in the LFS, reports that non-naƟ onals are generally under-recorded due to language 
barriers despite mulƟ -lingual interviewers and quesƟ onnaires. For these reasons results are 
only valuable at the aggregated territorial level17. Language barriers are of a diff erent nature 
in Slovenia, where most immigrants originate from the successor states of ex-Yugoslavia. Here 
the quesƟ onnaire is in Slovenian but, if necessary, most of the interviewers are able to conduct 
interviews in Serbian or CroaƟ an. SƟ ll, due to the lack of a foreign language quesƟ onnaire, a 
small but important part of immigrants who speak no or poor Slovenian, Serbian or CroaƟ an 
are excluded from the LFS survey in Slovenia. 

To overcome the obvious shortcomings of capturing immigrants through the LFS there is 
a currently on-going project in Hungary at the HCSO fi nanced by European IntegraƟ on Fund 
(Európai Integrációs Alap) (EIA/2012/2.6.2). This project aims to increase the availability of 
foreigners in the LFS survey by miƟ gaƟ ng language-barriers during the fi eldwork. AcƟ viƟ es 
include training interviewers to contact people who do not speak Hungarian and designing 
self-administered quesƟ onnaires in foreign languages. At the same Ɵ me another pilot project 
is being prepared to boost the immigrant subsample in order to achieve a suffi  cient number 
of immigrants in the LFS. In Italy in order to improve the quality of LFS data for immigrants 

16  Moving somewhat further from the standard LFS approach, but sƟ ll building on LFS’s main features, the SEEMIG pilot 
study on emigraƟ on – implemented in Hungary and Serbia – used the LFS to build up an indirect sample of emigrants 
from the country of origin and tried to reach them directly in a second phase of the research.
17 As menƟ oned in the Austrian country report, Register-Based Labour Market StaƟ sƟ cs may become a valuable data 
source in the future, presumably due to the possibility of beƩ er coverage of immigrants.
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by decreasing language barriers ISTAT conducted a cogniƟ ve test related to LFS 2008 ad hoc 
module.18

Despite all the above-menƟ oned defi ciencies, the LFS is an important source of data in 
countries where the size of immigraƟ on is considerable, though it is hardly applicable for any 
comparison in countries where size of immigraƟ on is moderate (as seen in the Romanian and 
Bulgarian reports). 

As for emigra  on, the LFS is applicable to idenƟ fy some – mostly short-term – labour 
emigraƟ on but has no capacity to cover the total emigrant populaƟ on. The parƟ cular quesƟ on 
aimed at those working abroad idenƟ fi ed by employers’ country of residence is a relevant though 
incomplete indicator of short-term labour emigraƟ on. The best discussion of this possibility is 
in the Romanian country report, a country with considerable emigraƟ on experience. Hunga-
ry also applies the LFS for exploring labour out-migraƟ on – the relevant quesƟ ons have been 
included in the LFS since 199919. It is recognised, however, that because the indicator applied 
defi nes a special subsample and the sample is small, a very cauƟ ous interpretaƟ on of this data 
is needed. It should be noted that the way household membership is defi ned in the LFS also has 
implicaƟ on on the defi niƟ on (and hereby on the size) of labour out-migraƟ on measured by the 
LFS. Since the defi niƟ on of household membership is not fully harmonised across countries, 
and refers to diff erent Ɵ me periods, data on labour out-migraƟ on is not internaƟ onally 
comparable.20 Moreover, poor specifi caƟ on of the noƟ on of ‘household member’ can also lead 
to misunderstandings and therefore false and biased results on domains based on this concept.

Besides the 2008 ad hoc module (included in almost all countries conforming to EC regulaƟ on), 
individually iniƟ ated, naƟ onal supplements on migraƟ on are rarely included in the LFS. An 
excepƟ on is Hungary, where quesƟ ons on intenƟ ons of being employed abroad were included 
in LFS surveys from 2002 to 2009, and quesƟ ons on ever worked abroad and circumstances of 
employment were included nearly every year between 2002 and 2009.

Furthermore, as it was also menƟ oned in the Romanian report, for countries characterised 
by considerable emigraƟ on and therefore by large emigrant stock (like Romania, Bulgaria and 
Serbia) the LFS surveys of the main desƟ naƟ on countries could also provide substanƟ al data on 
labour-force out-migraƟ on.

All in all, the essenƟ al advantage of the LFS is the comparability across countries and between 
foreign and naƟ onal populaƟ on, as well as the large number of variables, which makes detailed 
analysis possible. Data on migraƟ on are mostly under-represented and not really applicable for 
assessing the actual size of migraƟ on. SƟ ll, the analyƟ cal character of the survey is crucial. Basic 
data are insuffi  cient for analysing labour emigraƟ on in general terms, but addiƟ onal elements 

18 The cogniƟ ve interview idenƟ fi es those aspects of the quesƟ on that lead to errors in the answers. The aim is to sƟ mu-
late the respondents to realise the diffi  culƟ es encountered in answering quesƟ ons. As a result of the cogniƟ ve test related 
to the Italian LFS, the average comprehension level of the wording of the quesƟ ons rose from 71% to 87% (Albisinni, 
Marzilli and Pintaldi 2008).
19 In case the household member is working abroad at the Ɵ me of the survey, country of employment abroad is recorded. 
In case of a special group – those who are not currently working but who had their last employment abroad – the country 
of the last employment is also registered.
20 In Hungary, for example, people living abroad for no more than one year and maintaining an economic relaƟ onship 
with the household should be included among members of the household. In Romania persons who live temporarily (for 
less than six months) elsewhere (in Romania or abroad) and persons who moved elsewhere for a longer period than six 
months, but maintain close relaƟ onships with the household (children studying elsewhere, students, household members 
working elsewhere, convicts and prisoners, military personnel, etc.) are considered members of the household.
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of data collecƟ on would allow more precise analysis of labour out-migraƟ on. The next ad hoc 
module on migraƟ on, which will be included in the LFS in 2014, will be a useful tool to collect 
data about migrants in a more systemaƟ c way, at least about the most relevant labour market 
indicators. Two sub-modules will be included: one about the background of migrants and their 
descendants and another one on the obstacles to labour market parƟ cipaƟ on. The former 
(besides the country of birth of parents and level of educaƟ on of parents) contains quesƟ on on 
the last country of work abroad and the reason for migraƟ ng into the host country (European 
StaƟ sƟ cal System 2013).
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3.3.1.2. European Union StaƟ sƟ cs on Income and Living CondiƟ ons (EU-SILC)

EU-SILC is a source for comparaƟ ve staƟ sƟ cs on income distribuƟ on, poverty, social exclusion and 
other living condiƟ ons at the European level. It was launched in 2003 in seven countries, and in 
2012 it was implemented in 27 European Union countries, CroaƟ a, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland 
and Turkey – so in all SEEMIG countries except Serbia (which joined this survey only in 2013). 
It provides two types of annual data: cross-secƟ onal data pertaining to fi xed Ɵ me periods, and 
longitudinal data pertaining to individual-level changes over Ɵ me, observed periodically (usually 
over a four year period). The common framework (i.e.: common procedures, concepts and 
classifi caƟ ons), as well as the harmonised list of target variables aim at ensuring comparability.21 

Although EU-SILC does not specifi cally target migrant populaƟ on, immigrants could be idenƟ fi ed 
– similarly to the EU-LFS – on the basis of ciƟ zenship and country of birth (but informaƟ on on how 
long they have been in the country is not gathered). Both indicators are collected only for persons 
aged 16 and over. Since EU-SILC only covers people living in private households, migrants living in 
collecƟ ve accommodaƟ on for migrant workers or asylum seekers are not included. 

As it was already menƟ oned in the case of LFS, the coverage of migrants is problemaƟ c in this 
case as well, and more parƟ cularly the recently arrived and poorly integrated migrants are likely 
to be under-covered. The non-response rate of some migrant groups is also higher than average 
due to their language diffi  culƟ es and lower willingness to provide informaƟ on. The illegal (or 
irregular) and temporary migrants in parƟ cular are likely to be underrepresented. Moreover, the 
measurement of migrants is more limited on the basis of EU-SILC, due to its considerably smaller 
sample size than that of the EU-LFS.22

As a result of the above listed defi ciencies of the EU-SILC regarding migraƟ on-related data, 
the majority of SEEMIG partners considered this data source unimportant from the point of 
view of migraƟ on research, except Austria and Italy, the two main immigraƟ on countries where 
this survey was launched in 2003 and 2004, respecƟ vely. In other SEEMIG countries the most 
common reason of considering this data sources useless were the small sample size and the 
under-representaƟ on of immigrants (compared to their actual share in the populaƟ on), but the 
low share of immigrants in the country (Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia), lack of data on ciƟ zenship 
(Slovenia), and restricted classifi caƟ on of country of birth (Slovenia) were also menƟ oned.

In the Italian report one naƟ onal survey which is connected with EU-SILC was also described in 
the country report (see later).

3.3.1.3. OECD’s Programme on InternaƟ onal Student Assessment (PISA)

PISA is an internaƟ onal survey launched by the OECD in 1997 on the reading, mathemaƟ cs and 
scienƟ fi c competencies of 15-year-olds students who aƩ ended at least the seventh grade of 
elementary school. It is conducted every three years with the fi rst data collecƟ on in 2000, then 
in 2003, in 2006, in 2009 and in 2012. It aims to assess the extent to which students near the end 
of compulsory educaƟ on can apply their knowledge to real-life situaƟ ons.23 Data are comparable 
over Ɵ me and among countries.

21 Based on: hƩ p://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/income_social_inclusion_living_condiƟ ons/intro-
ducƟ on.
22 The sample size of EU-SILC in SEEMIG countries varied between 4,344 and 20,928 households in 2008, which was in 
most of the countries (except Slovenia and Slovakia) just one third of the EU-LFS sample size in the same year.
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PISA off ers a possibility to analyse the performance of 15-years-old students with immigrant 
background as well. This is important because the educaƟ on is a key factor for the integraƟ on 
process of immigrants. Students with an immigrant background include students who are fi rst- 
or second-generaƟ on immigrants: fi rst-generaƟ on immigrant students are foreign-born students 
whose parents are also foreign-born, second-generaƟ on immigrant students are those who were 
born in the country of assessment, but whose both parents are foreign-born (OECD 2010).24

Moreover, PISA disƟ nguishes between internaƟ onal students – students who have moved 
from their country of origin with the purpose of studying, and foreign students – those who 
are not ciƟ zens of country were they are enrolled. These laƩ er may be long-term residents, or 
indeed, have been born in the country. Therefore, internaƟ onal students are a sub-group of 
foreign students. (OECD 2012) 

Although all SEEMIG countries parƟ cipated in the last PISA survey, only Slovenian, Austrian 
and Italian SEEMIG partners regarded it as really relevant data source from the point of view of 
migraƟ on (and it was included only in the Slovenian country report). Students in the survey are 
selected from a random sample of schools according to their age. Between 4,500 and 10,000 
students are tested in each cycle in each country. Despite the fact that foreign and/or foreign-
born students could be idenƟ fi ed in the sample (as well as those with foreign-born parents), in 
most of the SEEMIG countries – parƟ cularly in those with low share of immigrant populaƟ on – 
they consƟ tute a very small, and at the same Ɵ me a very heterogeneous group (as regards their 
country of origin and language) within the sample. Consequently, in general there are serious 
coverage problems of students with immigrant background. Their small number in the sample 
and their under-representaƟ on implies that the results about their performance need a cauƟ ous 
interpretaƟ on.

Nevertheless, in Slovenia (where the country of birth is used as a criterion for defi ning an 
immigrant student) the sample is considered large enough for aggregate comparisons of the 
performance of immigrant students with the performance of naƟ onal students, though too 
small for more detailed analysis.25

3.3.2. Na  onal surveys

Among the naƟ onal surveys described in the country reports, there are ones which represent 
the whole populaƟ on, and migrants (or a certain group of them) may be idenƟ fi ed therein, and 
many others are ‘migrant-targeted’ which aim specially to reach immigrants or emigrants. An 
overview of these surveys will be provided below, poinƟ ng out best pracƟ ces that could serves 
as examples. One parƟ cular example of a sample-based survey aimed at the whole populaƟ on is 
the micro census, which provides informaƟ on in the inter-census periods and due to its relaƟ vely 
large sample size may include higher number of immigrants than other naƟ onal surveys, so it 
could be considered as data source for migraƟ on research. However, a micro census has been 
carried out in only two SEEMIG countries: Austria and Hungary. 

23  For more informaƟ on see: hƩ p://www.oecd.org/pisa/aboutpisa/.
24 Students who have at least one parent born in the country of assessment are considered naƟ ve students. 
25 In the PISA 2009 data collecƟ on, there were 333 schools/educaƟ onal programmes and 7,810 students included in the 
sample in Slovenia.
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3.3.2.1. Micro censuses

The Austrian Microcensus (MZ) has a quarterly character and embraces the LFS and the 
microcensus on dwellings. In the Austrian country report the MZ is regarded as the most 
comprehensive source of informaƟ on on the labour market and human capital aƩ ributes of 
foreign naƟ onals and foreign-born persons, and the only source of informaƟ on about self-
employment of these groups. MZ data makes it possible to combine several variables referring 
to educaƟ onal aƩ ainment and labour market-related characterisƟ cs and consider place of birth 
and duraƟ on of stay. 

The Hungarian country report referred to the 2005 micro census as possible survey data of 
immigraƟ on. The importance of the micro census for migraƟ on-related issues lies in its relaƟ vely 
large sample size (two per cent of the populaƟ on), which could cover suffi  cient numbers of 
immigrants (considering the relaƟ vely low number of foreigners in Hungary it is nearly impossible 
to get relevant informaƟ on on immigrants through general populaƟ on surveys with a smaller 
sample size). However, the micro census includes only a group of immigrants who reside legally 
in Hungary (their proporƟ on was 1.4 per cent of the total populaƟ on in 2005), and they were 
also slightly under-represented in the sample (1.27 per cent). The Hungarian micro census does 
not include informaƟ on about emigrants.

Although the micro censuses are important data sources in the fi eld of migraƟ on research, 
principally regarding immigrant stocks, they include only offi  cially registered foreign ciƟ zens 
and collect insuffi  cient data on illegal immigrants or those who have arrived recently 
(Fassmann 2009).

3.3.2.2.  Other naƟ onal representaƟ ve surveys

In Italy an annual survey has been conducted since 1993 on “Aspects of daily life”. This sample 
survey (based on a sample of households selected from the municipal registers) is part of an 
integrated system of social surveys (The MulƟ purpose Surveys on Households) and collects 
fundamental informaƟ on on individual and household daily life. It is a naƟ onal representaƟ ve 
survey, but it also includes data on ciƟ zenship (disƟ ncƟ ons made between Italian, foreign and 
stateless persons) and in some cases on the country of birth of members of the selected families. 
However, as menƟ oned in the country report, this informaƟ on has not been systemaƟ cally used 
and validated since the selecƟ on criteria of the analysis units (the actual families) do not always 
guarantee any staƟ sƟ cal representaƟ veness of this specifi c populaƟ on segment.

3.3.2.3. MigraƟ on-targeted surveys

Finally, we present a selecƟ on of targeted migraƟ on surveys which are important for 
understanding the characterisƟ cs of migraƟ on in SEEMIG countries and for describing parƟ cular 
problems.26 However, according to SEEMIG partners, in some of the countries migraƟ on-specifi c 
surveys have not been implemented, while in others these surveys are diverse in character: the 
research focus refl ects the main migraƟ on tendencies of the respecƟ ve country. 

Most important are the immigration surveys in Italy and emigration surveys regarding 
Romanians’  emigration experiences. However,  immigration surveys in Italy are based on a 
26 Other surveys may certainly exist, including those of a scienƟ fi c nature, which cannot be examined in the context of 
the SEEMIG project.
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Table 4: Examples of migra  on specifi c surveys in SEEMIG countries 

Country
MigraƟ on-targeted surveys

immigraƟ on focus emigraƟ on focus

EU15

Austria27

– GŅ  Survey (2010, 2011 and 2012)
– Survey on the Social and Living CondiƟ ons 
   of Students in Higher EducaƟ on (1998, 
   2002, 2006 and 2011)

Italy

– Income and living condiƟ ons (ISTAT), since 
   2009
– Social condiƟ ons and integraƟ on of foreign
   ciƟ zens (ISTAT), since 2011
– Special survey on irregular migraƟ on (ISMU)

EU8

Slovenia28

– EmigraƟ on of researchers in the years 
   1995–2004 (2004)
– EmigraƟ on of researchers in the years 
    2004–2009 (2009–2010)
– PotenƟ al brain drain of the Slovenian
    scienƟ sts (2005)
– EmigraƟ on of former Erasmus students,
   generaƟ ons 2005–2010 (2011–2012)
– PotenƟ al emigraƟ on of the Slovenian 
   students and young graduates (2004)

Slovakia Migrant-targeted surveys have not been implemented according to SEEMIG partners.

Hungary
– Immigrants 2002, 2006 (HDRI)
– Immigrants in Hungary, 2009 (IMS)
– Immigrant CiƟ zens Survey, 2011–2012 (IMS)

– Hungarians on the Austrian labour 
    market, 2008–2009 (OFA) 

EU2

Romania

– Community census – local authority 
   survey on emigraƟ on, 2001 (IOM)
– Living abroad temporary, 2006 (Soros) 
– Romanian migrants in Italy, 2011 (ISMU), 
   Italian project

Bulgaria

– Territorial mobility of populaƟ on (2001), 
    NSI 
– MigraƟ on and migraƟ on behaviour of the 
   populaƟ on (2011), NSI
– Sample survey of Bulgarian and foreign
   ciƟ zens deparƟ ng from Bulgaria (2012), 
   NSI

EU 
candidate Serbia Migrant-targeted surveys have not been implemented according to SEEMIG partners.

27 In Austria the GŅ  Survey (2010, 2011 and 2012) focuses on the process of integraƟ on (percepƟ ons, contacts and 
discriminaƟ on); Survey on the Social and Living CondiƟ ons of Students in Higher EducaƟ on (1998, 2002, 2006 and 2011) 
includes variables like ciƟ zenship, place of birth, place of acquisiƟ on of highest educaƟ on apart from informaƟ on on 
educaƟ onal aƩ ainment, occupaƟ on and occupaƟ onal status. But these surveys were only menƟ oned and not discussed 
in much detail in the Austrian country report, due to the fact that it was dedicated to illustrate the main data-sources.
28 In Slovenia some emigraƟ on-targeted surveys have been implemented in the last decade, but due to their narrow 
focus they were not included in the country report. (In the surveys about emigraƟ on of researchers in 2004 and 2009-
2010 research organisaƟ on were surveyed, while in 2005 only researchers who held a degree.) Furthermore, neither 
opinion surveys nor non-representaƟ ve surveys have been included in country report. 
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relaƟ vely large number of immigrants and correspondingly, emigraƟ on surveys on Romanian 
emigraƟ on supposed there to be a considerably large number of emigrants. Bulgarian surveys 
also address emigraƟ on; nevertheless data sources are less precise about the number of 
emigrants and they mainly focus on their characterisƟ cs (see details later). As for Hunga-
ry, the peculiariƟ es of immigraƟ on from neighbouring countries and a policy focus on newly 
naturalized ciƟ zens is refl ected in migraƟ on-specifi c surveys. The most important migraƟ on-
targeted surveys in SEEMIG countries are presented in Table 4.

Some of the country reports listed special (usually) small-scale surveys, which are rather 
diff erent in scope, focus and quality. It is sƟ ll important to present them to prove that migraƟ on 
research has various sources in addiƟ on to the basic data sources. Moreover, some research 
addresses specifi c groups of migrants.

In Italy the Income and living condiƟ ons survey (funded by the Ministry of Labour and Social 
Policies) was carried out by ISTAT for the fi rst Ɵ me in 2009, joining EU-SILC by using the same 
methodological tools for the survey (quesƟ onnaires, survey techniques, methods of correcƟ on, 
imputaƟ on techniques, etc.), but on a sample of 6,000 households resident in Italy with at 
least one foreign member. To facilitate fi eldwork, the survey quesƟ onnaires were translated 
into the ten languages most commonly spoken by foreign ciƟ zens who are resident in Italy. 
Thus the picture of households with foreigners – including data about living condiƟ ons, housing 
deprivaƟ on, and material deprivaƟ on, etc. – provided by this survey may be compared with that 
of households made up exclusively of Italians (obtained from the EU-SILC survey, which was 
also carried out in 2009). This survey is a good example how an in-depth analysis can be carried 
out among immigrants in a way that ensures comparability with the host populaƟ on, including 
suffi  cient number of foreigners, ensures also representaƟ vity, and uƟ lising the methodology of 
an internaƟ onal survey. 

Another migrant-targeted survey in Italy, on Social condiƟ on and integraƟ on of foreign 
ciƟ zens, started in 2011 and aimed to provide informaƟ on on the living condiƟ ons of foreign 
ciƟ zens, including naturalised ciƟ zens who acquired Italian ciƟ zenship aŌ er birth. The sample 
consists of foreign (or naturalised) persons of the selected families in selected municipaliƟ es 
(12,000 families across 800 Italian municipaliƟ es). The sample staƟ sƟ cally represents the foreign 
ciƟ zens residing in the country, but selecƟ on is made from the civil registry, so only registered 
foreigners are included. However, the gathered data are very rich, and as described in the Italian 
country report, it covers diff erent aspects of life, so it enables very detailed analysis, though no 
publicaƟ ons or online data related to this research have been available up to date.

A special sample survey, EsƟ mates of irregular migraƟ on, is also conducted in Italy on the 
basis of regular data collecƟ on of “aggregaƟ on centres” visited by undocumented migrants (for 
social contacts, health care, religion, leisure or simply for everyday needs). A random sample of 
“centres” is chosen and a weighƟ ng procedure ensures the representaƟ veness of the sample. 
The reports are rouƟ nely produced by the ISMU FoundaƟ on for IntegraƟ on and MulƟ -ethnicity 
(Milan) and esƟ mates have been available since 1991.

In Romania a Community census was carried out in 2001 at local authority level (sponsored by 
the IOM). The methodology aimed to gather informaƟ on about diff erent groups of emigrants by 
interviewing authoriƟ es (e.g. persons who leŌ  the country aŌ er 1989 and were staying abroad 
at the Ɵ me of the survey; persons who lived abroad aŌ er 1989, but were present in the locality 
at the Ɵ me of the survey). Though the non-response rate was extremely low, the validity of the 
invesƟ gaƟ on concerning aspects of informaƟ on quality and representaƟ vity, as well as the fact 



Éva Gárdos and Irén Gödri

45

that the quesƟ onnaires were fi lled by “key-informers” is problemaƟ c. However, the invesƟ gaƟ on 
is considered more informaƟ ve than a simple personal survey.

The Living abroad on a temporary basis survey conducted in 2006 (sponsored by the Soros 
FoundaƟ on) was a well-prepared and well-designed research project to reveal emigraƟ on size 
and structure. AŌ er the naƟ onal-level representaƟ ve survey, households with work-related 
migraƟ on experience were contacted on two regional samples based on the snowball method. 
QualitaƟ ve fi eldwork was then carried out in the main desƟ naƟ on countries (the contacts of 
migrants were collected during the quanƟ taƟ ve surveys carried out in the two micro-regions). 
Besides these, in the Serbian–Romanian border area the phenomenon of cross-border migraƟ on 
was also studied. This research is a good example of how necessary it is for migraƟ on surveys to 
be complex and to explore various aspects of migraƟ on, a phenomenon which is complex and 
diverse in its own right.

Romanian Migrants in Italy, a survey in 2011 (founded by the Italian source ISMO) addressed 
the migraƟ on intenƟ ons of Romanian migrants in Italy. The main aim was to reveal the impact of 
the free visa regime and on Romania’s EU accession. The research sample was primarily based 
on the staƟ sƟ cs of the Italian NaƟ onal StaƟ sƟ cs Offi  ce on Romanian migrants, then in a second 
phase on a randomly selected sample of Romanian migrants who visited the aggregaƟ on centres, 
and third on a snowball sample. This survey is important because it provides empirical data on 
the temporary or circular character of migraƟ on. At the same Ɵ me, it clearly shows that studying 
out-migraƟ on is much more eff ecƟ ve if it is conducted in the host country with the involvement 
of local research groups.

In Bulgaria the Territorial mobility of the populaƟ on (2001) and MigraƟ on and migraƟ on 
behaviour of the populaƟ on (2011) surveys were included in the Census Programme and 
conducted parallel to the census. The aim of these surveys was not only to study migraƟ on 
processes in detail, but also to discover the perspecƟ ves and reasons for a given migratory 
aƫ  tude. The laƩ er covered the “usual resident populaƟ on” aged 15 or more. Diff erent groups 
were disƟ nguished, dependent on their predisposiƟ on and readiness for migraƟ on: potenƟ al 
migrants, labour emigrants, short-term migrants, tourists and visitors, not travelling abroad. 
Linking survey data with the census data was possible based on the person’s PIN. 

The Sample survey on Bulgarian and Foreign CiƟ zens DeparƟ ng from Bulgaria, conducted by 
the NaƟ onal StaƟ sƟ cal InsƟ tute (NSI), is a specialised sample survey carried out on a monthly 
basis among Bulgarian and foreign ciƟ zens passing border checkpoints (three main airports and 
fi ve land border checkpoints are included). The survey ensures staƟ sƟ cal data on the trips of 
Bulgarian ciƟ zens travelling abroad and visits of foreigners to Bulgaria. The survey data is used for 
producƟ on of more precise emigraƟ on esƟ mates and especially esƟ mates on Bulgarian ciƟ zens 
leaving the country (according to the purpose of the trip and length of intended stay). Survey 
results may be used as a weighƟ ng factor in the distribuƟ on of the emigraƟ on data available (on 
persons who declare interrupƟ on of payment of health insurance contribuƟ on) by desƟ naƟ on 
countries or some other characterisƟ cs of emigrants.

In Hungary there were various naƟ onal research programmes on immigraƟ on in the last 
decade, but few were of a representaƟ ve nature. Immigrants 2002–2006, an excepƟ on, was 
a two-wave representaƟ ve panel survey (conducted by the Hungarian Demographic Research 
InsƟ tute), but focused only on immigrants from neighbouring countries (as they are the largest 
group). It covers very rich themaƟ c topics, thus enabling detailed and – considering its panel 
design – longitudinal analysis of the integraƟ on of immigrants. Immigrants in Hungary, 2009 
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(InsƟ tute for Minority Studies, HAS) examined the situaƟ on and strategies of six immigrant 
groups in Hungary in 2009 (idenƟ fying them by ciƟ zenship) using a quesƟ onnaire survey and 
snowball sampling. Immigrant CiƟ zens Survey, 2011–2012 (InsƟ tute for Minority Studies, HAS) 
was part of the survey co-ordinated by the King Baudouin FoundaƟ on (KBF) and the MigraƟ on 
Policy Group (MPG), with the objecƟ ve of describing the eff ects of integraƟ on policy in the EU. It 
focused on foreign-born immigrants, who had been resident for more than a year.

Besides these immigraƟ on surveys, a special emigraƟ on survey, Hungarians on the Austrian 
labour market (2008–2009) was carried out in Hungary. The research focused on Hungarian 
employees in Austria, their status, migraƟ on strategies, and perspecƟ ves. Snowball and 
‘respondent driven sampling’ were carried out. Despite its low sample size the survey was an 
important – and eff ecƟ ve – aƩ empt to reveal increasing labour force out-migraƟ on in Hungary 
(or at least a segment of it). It also serves as a possible example of the fact that a premise for 
the success of such surveys relies on close cooperaƟ on between the country of origin and the 
country of desƟ naƟ on of migrants.
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4. Census databases

Taking into account the shortcomings and limited reliability and comparability of administraƟ ve 
data sources on migraƟ on, as well as the problems related to the representaƟ ve nature and small 
sample size of surveys, populaƟ on censuses have advantages which render them important for 
analysing migraƟ on, especially regarding immigrant stocks. Compared with other data sources, 
they contain data about the totality of the populaƟ on and thus about various groups of migrants29 
which are more accurate, reliable and more detailed. Some countries have detailed data about 
the foreign and foreign-born populaƟ on living in their territories only at the Ɵ me of the census; 
in between census periods only esƟ mates are available. 

Since census quesƟ ons cover a number of diff erent topics they off er detailed data about areas 
which are important in terms of the integraƟ on of migrants (e.g. educaƟ onal aƩ ainment, eco-
nomic acƟ vity and occupaƟ on, living arrangements and living condiƟ ons). In most countries, a 
full range of data about such characterisƟ cs of immigrants is not (or only parƟ ally) available from 
other sources. Another major advantage of census data is that they enable us to compare the 
characterisƟ cs of immigrants with the characterisƟ cs of naƟ onals acquired through the same 
methods, and also that diff erent migrant populaƟ ons (which are originally included in diff erent 
registers) also become comparable.

A drawback of census data, however, is that being updated every ten years they are unsuited 
to idenƟ fying short-term changes in the number and composiƟ on or posiƟ on of the foreign or 
foreign-born populaƟ on and only allow us to grasp changes that are on a larger scale. Due to the 
long Ɵ me lag between two consecuƟ ve censuses some changes in the structure of populaƟ on 
could remain hidden. Furthermore, if we compare the census data of diff erent countries, we must 
also take into account the diff erences which exist in terms of the populaƟ on covered and the 
defi niƟ ons used, etc.

4.1. The types of the last censuses and the reference date

Of the eight countries parƟ cipaƟ ng in the SEEMIG project, Austria and Slovenia carried out 
register-based censuses in 2011. In both countries this was the fi rst Ɵ me that the tradiƟ onal 
census was replaced by a register-based census30, which is why it may be claimed that these are 
countries just aŌ er transiƟ on from the tradiƟ onal to a register-based census. This was preceded 
in both countries by a long process of preparaƟ on, and the transiƟ on may be seen as a major 
achievement by the respecƟ ve staƟ sƟ cal systems31.

The most important advantage of a register-based census is that it entails lower costs and 
human resources, and does not burden the populaƟ on by answering long quesƟ onnaires. In 
addiƟ on, data processing is faster and data become available more quickly than in the case of 
a tradiƟ onal quesƟ onnaire-based data collecƟ on. In this way the censuses may be carried out 

29 In most EU countries the census includes all internaƟ onal immigrants, regardless of their legal status. The only diff er-
ence between countries is the minimum required stay to be counted as resident (Fassmann 2009). 
30 Countries with enƟ rely or largely register-based censuses in Europe are: Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and 
Sweden.
31 In Slovenia the register-based orientaƟ on of staƟ sƟ cs began in the 1970s following Nordic countries’ experiences.
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more oŌ en than the usual ten-year cycle. For example, in Austria and Slovenia it is expected that 
censuses will take place every fi ve years from 2011 onwards32. 

In cases of register-based censuses, data stem from a range of basic registers containing the 
required informaƟ on on the populaƟ on to be enumerated. The heart of the census in Austria is 
the Central Register of Residents (ZMR), and the other base registers are the Housing Register of 
Buildings and Dwellings (HR), the Business Register of Enterprises and their Local Units (BR), and 
the Register of EducaƟ onal AƩ ainment (EAR), all of which are maintained by StaƟ sƟ cs Austria, as 
well as the Central Social Security Register (CSSR), the Unemployment Register (UR) and the Tax 
Register (TR, though not including data about the income). Several comparison registers assure 
quality assurance.

In Slovenia the three basic sources used are the Central PopulaƟ on Register (for data on the 
populaƟ on), the Household Register (for data on households), and the Real Estate Register (for 
data on dwellings). Besides these, a range of diff erent sources were uƟ lised, such as Register 
of SpaƟ al Units, the Business Register, the StaƟ sƟ cal Register of Employment, regular staƟ sƟ cal 
surveys on births, migraƟ on, student enrolment in terƟ ary educaƟ on, terƟ ary educaƟ on and on 
recipients of scholarships (students), PopulaƟ on Census 2002, and databases on unemployed 
persons, graduates, naƟ onal examinaƟ ons, recipients of pensions, insured persons, recipients of 
social transfers and income tax.

In the cases of register-based censuses, data from diff erent registers are linked by the so-called 
anonymised pBK code in Austria and by the PIN (personal idenƟ fi caƟ on number) in Slovenia.

In Italy the last census was conducted in an innovaƟ ve way: tradiƟ onal census (full fi eld 
enumeraƟ on) was combined with data from registers and sample surveys. Sampling techniques 
for the collecƟ on of socio-economic data were applied (though only to the largest municipaliƟ es 
that are capital of province or with at least 20,000 inhabitants). Two diff erent enumeraƟ on forms 
were used: a short form, to collect data on the demographic and housing characterisƟ cs of the 
whole resident populaƟ on, and a long form, designed for a sample of households, including 
demographic topics as well as socio-economic variables, such as educaƟ onal level, occupaƟ onal 
status and commuƟ ng. The laƩ er enables esƟ maƟ ons concerning the socio-economic set of 
variables included in EU regulaƟ ons.

In other SEEMIG countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, Slovakia, Serbia) there were tradiƟ onal 
censuses, based on quesƟ onnaire enumeraƟ ons, carried out with enumerators or – in Bulgaria, 
Hungary and Slovakia – the self-enumeraƟ on method (with paper-based or online quesƟ onnaires). 
The method of data provision was selected by the respondent. Online fi ll-in was an opƟ on for 
the fi rst Ɵ me in the census history of Hungary and Bulgaria. Moreover, in Bulgaria, for the fi rst 
Ɵ me, administraƟ ve registers data were used for checking the coverage and accuracy of census 
results.

The 2011 censuses were performed – for the fi rst Ɵ me in the majority of countries – according 
to European standards, namely to European Union RegulaƟ on (EC) No 763/2008 on populaƟ on 
and housing censuses. According to this, in order to ensure the comparability of the data provided 
by member states the data of the censuses should refer – contrary to the previous round – to 
the same reference year (see Table 5). Besides RegulaƟ on 763/2008, one of the most important 
documents is CES RecommendaƟ ons for the 2010 Censuses of PopulaƟ on and Housing (jointly 
prepared by UNECE and EUROSTAT), which defi nes core topics, i.e. topics that are obligatory for 
including in the contents of basic census forms (United NaƟ ons 2006).

32 In Austria in 2006 a test census for reference date 31 October 2006 has already been conducted.
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4.2. The popula  on covered by censuses

According to EU RegulaƟ on (EC) No 763/2008, the populaƟ on covered by censuses means the 
populaƟ on at its ‘usual residence’ at the reference date. The usual residence is defi ned as ‘the 
place where a person normally spends daily periods of rest, regardless of temporary absences 
for purposes of recreaƟ on, holidays, visits to friends and relaƟ ves, business, medical treatment 
or religious pilgrimage’. This way, the resident populaƟ on also includes the foreign populaƟ on 
as long as the person has been living in the country for a longer period, at least 12 months 
according to the regulaƟ on, or plans to spend at least such a period in the country. It also 
includes naƟ onals who are abroad for a period not exceeding 12 months. This way, censuses 
also cover migrants, regardless of their actual legal status, the only condiƟ on being the duraƟ on 
of their actual or planned stay.

There is, however, a diff erence among the examined countries in the way they handle the 
duraƟ on limit for foreign ciƟ zens living in the country (see Table 5): some countries consider a 
shorter period of stay than that of the harmonised defi niƟ on (e.g. three months are required in 
Austria, Hungary and Slovakia). In case of Bulgaria, Romania and Serbia, a period of 12 months 
is required. In Slovenia, where the register data are collected, the only persons included in 
resident populaƟ on are those who have a registered permanent or temporary residence. Those 
who have been abroad for one year or more (and gave noƟ ce of their departure) are excluded 
from the former group, while in the laƩ er those with the total duraƟ on of stay at least one year 
are included. In Italy no Ɵ me limit was included as residence criterion, they counted all foreign 
ciƟ zens and stateless persons with usual place of residence in Italy who possessed a valid per-
mit to stay (even if physically absent on the date of the Census). Foreign ciƟ zens temporarily 
present were also enumerated, but they were not counted in usually resident populaƟ on (only 
in ‘present populaƟ on’). Non-EU foreign ciƟ zens without possession of valid permit of stay in 
Italy were counted as persons temporarily present.

In Austria, the defi niƟ on of the ‘place of usual residence’, applied for defi ning the resident 
populaƟ on in 2001 (in the course of the last tradiƟ onal census), referred to the main residence, 
i.e. ‘the centre of a person’s life irrespecƟ ve of the actual duraƟ on of stay’, rendering the date 
of enumeraƟ on decisive. The 2001 census therefore contains non-naƟ onals without Austrian 
ciƟ zenship, who were registered with their main residence in Austria, as well as Austrian 
naƟ onals residing abroad. In 2011 in the course of the register-based census the three-month 
criterion is generally applied (for naƟ onals and non naƟ onals as well)33. In Slovakia, the census 
contains foreigners who were present in the territory of the Slovak Republic at the Ɵ me of the 
census, but those living in Slovakia less than 90 days had to fi ll in only gender, date of birth and 
ciƟ zenship.  

The pracƟ ces of the examined countries regarding naƟ onals living abroad are mostly uni-
form: those temporarily staying abroad, meaning shorter than 12 months (and not expected to 
exceed that term), are treated as belonging to the resident populaƟ on (except Austria where the 
three-month criterion is considered). However, in Serbia persons who had been living abroad 
for more than a year but re-enter the country at least once a week (i.e. commuters) are also 
considered members of the resident populaƟ on. A further special case is Romania, where a 
special quesƟ onnaire was completed for those living abroad for a long period of Ɵ me (more than 

33 A person who resides abroad for at least three months (aŌ er having resided in Austria for at least three months) is 
counted in emigraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs, while those residing in Austria for at least three months, are counted in immigraƟ on 
staƟ sƟ cs.
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12 months), and also for those living abroad temporarily, but only the laƩ er group was considered 
part of resident populaƟ on (so in their case this special quesƟ onnaire was a complement to the 
standard census quesƟ onnaire).

In Hungary in the 2011 Census emigrants who were temporarily (less than 12 months) abroad 
at the reference Ɵ me were also included for the fi rst Ɵ me: the whole personal quesƟ onnaire 
was completed for them. As regards persons staying permanently abroad (‘the length of staying 
abroad has reached or is expected to reach 12 months’) only their number was recorded on the 
dwelling quesƟ onnaire, no other data were collected about them. (Whole households that had 
moved abroad could of course not be included in this data collecƟ on, due to the lack of data 
provider.)

There is also a diff erence among the SEEMIG countries in the way various special groups 
are regarded in terms of residency. Asylum seekers are usually excluded from the resident 
populaƟ on (except in Austria), but in Italy, Hungary and Serbia those who otherwise met the 
criteria of the usual resident populaƟ on are included; in Slovenia, Romania and Bulgaria those 
who have granted refugee status are also included. Foreign diplomats and naƟ onal diplomats 
are treated in a more uniform fashion: the former are excluded, while the laƩ er are included 
(except in Austria where both are included if they have the main residence in the country, and in 
Italy where foreign diplomats are also included if they do not hold a diplomaƟ c passport, even 
if live in diplomaƟ c or consular premises). Undocumented (unregistered), irregular migrants are 
excluded in all countries.

4.3. Migra  on-related data

The census topics were divided into ‘core’ and ‘non-core’ topics. It was highly recommended 
that countries collect informaƟ on with respect to ‘core topics’, while ‘non-core topics’ were 
opƟ onal –recommendaƟ ons were included on these topics for guidance for those countries that 
decided to include them in their census (United NaƟ ons 2006). 

The following migraƟ on-related core topics were proposed to be covered in the PopulaƟ on 
and Housing Censuses by the RegulaƟ on (EC) No 763/2008: country/place of birth, country of 
ciƟ zenship, previous place of usual residence and date of arrival in the current place; or place of 
usual residence one year prior to the census. These were obligatory topics for the naƟ onal level 
and for the geographical levels NUTS 1, NUTS 2 and NUTS 3. Besides these, quesƟ ons referring 
to ever resided abroad and year of arrival in the country (from 1980) were also obligatory but 
only on the naƟ onal level and for NUTS 1 and NUTS 2. Though staƟ sƟ cal insƟ tutes in Europe 
have agreed on the collecƟ on of informaƟ on on the year of arrival of internaƟ onal migrants, 
as well as the place of residence one year beforehand, the global census recommendaƟ ons 
prepared by the United NaƟ ons StaƟ sƟ cal Division consider a quesƟ on about residence fi ve 
years beforehand to be ‘more appropriate for collecƟ ng data for the analysis of internaƟ onal 
migraƟ on’ (United NaƟ ons 2008).

The Commission on InternaƟ onal MigraƟ on Data for Development Research and Policy 
recommends that all countries ask three quesƟ ons in their naƟ onal census: place/country of birth, 
country of ciƟ zenship, and place/country of residence either one year ago or fi ve years prior to 
the census for each person enumerated (Center for Global Development 2009). Their suggesƟ on 
was that in the 2010 round of censuses all these relevant quesƟ ons should be included, allowing 
a separate response for each individual country of birth, ciƟ zenship or previous residence, and 
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that this informaƟ on should be publicly disseminated, tabulated by sex, by age and by level 
of educaƟ on34. Furthermore, the Commission recommends that all countries collect data on 
previous residence in the manner most appropriate to needs and circumstances. 

The two key quesƟ ons that serve to idenƟ fy the foreign populaƟ on, respecƟ vely immigrants 
(country of ciƟ zenship, country of birth) were part of the census in all SEEMIG partner countries 
(see Table 6)35. While the former serves to idenƟ fy the actual foreign populaƟ on, the laƩ er 
also enables idenƟ fi caƟ on of those immigrants who have already been naturalised. As regards 
data relaƟ ng to migraƟ on history (e.g. previous residences, date of arrival), the picture is no 
longer uniform: the previous place of usual residence (the actual country if abroad) is included 
in all cases, but date of arrival in the current place was missing for Austria, Italy and Slovenia. 
However, ‘year of arrival in the country’ was included in all countries. Moreover, in Slovenia 
they also asked for the data about fi rst and the last arrival. The quesƟ on regarding ‘country of 
residence one year ago’ only appears in Italy, and Bulgaria (and in Serbia it could be derived 
indirectly), while ‘country of residence fi ve year ago’ was enquired only in Italy.

Naming the country of residence one or fi ve years ago captures the migraƟ on thus outlined, 
while naming the previous place of residence, if this was abroad, might record movements over 
an even longer period of Ɵ me. At the same Ɵ me, a drawback of the laƩ er quesƟ on is that data 
about internaƟ onal migraƟ on gets lost for people who moved residences within a desƟ naƟ on 
country aŌ er their arrival there. Thus, it would be beƩ er to apply the two approaches (inquiring 
about previous place of residence and place of residence one year before) jointly, but this only 
happens in Italy and Bulgaria36. For a similar reason, the Ɵ me of moving to the present place of 
residence does not necessarily correspond to the Ɵ me of migraƟ on. Thus it is worth (at least in 
the case of people born abroad) compleƟ ng a quesƟ on about the Ɵ me of arrival in the country.

In order to idenƟ fy the group of ‘ever-internaƟ onal migrants’ (persons who have ever changed 
their country of usual residence), a new topic was included in 2011 censuses: individuals were 
asked whether they had ever had a usual residence abroad, and for those who ever resided 
abroad, informaƟ on on the year of last arrival in country37. This idenƟ fi ed not only immigrants 
(foreign-born populaƟ on), but also those naƟ ve-born who have ever resided abroad and then 
returned (aŌ er at least one year abroad). This is a core topic (ever resided abroad and year 
of arrival in the country) and the informaƟ on is of more relevance in a former emigraƟ on 
country (like Italy). Data on this were included in the census in all countries except Austria38 and 
Romania. 

A further important, although non-core topic is related to the ethno-cultural characterisƟ cs 
of the populaƟ on. QuesƟ ons on the ethnic, linguisƟ c and religious affi  liaƟ on of migrants are 
relevant since, parƟ cularly in the SEE region, ciƟ zenship and country of birth do not necessarily 

34  This is only possible if the census form is designed to record all possible countries of ciƟ zenship, birth and previous resi-
dence. For this reason, countries that allow parƟ al responses (such as check boxes with only fi ve countries, plus a catch-all 
‘other’ category) are not considered as complying with the recommendaƟ ons (Center for Global Development 2009).
35 It is not completely applicable to the former Yugoslav Republics. According to internaƟ onal recommendaƟ ons, it is 
only necessary to take into account Ɵ me of spliƫ  ng the former country (SFRY). For example, persons born before spliƫ  ng 
Yugoslavia are not considered to be foreign born.
36 In Bulgaria, however, the quesƟ on regarding previous place of residence only covers the changes in place of residence 
between 2001 and 2011.
37 This quesƟ on does not provide informaƟ on on interrupted stays.
38 The date of arrival, which is captured in the ZMR (and therefore also in the POPREG), is the date of registraƟ on of 
main residence in Austria. In principle this informaƟ on could be generated for the census, but this is not carried out as 
standard.
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reveal what minority group the individual might belong to. The ethnic and linguisƟ c plurality of 
the region makes it reasonable to be acquainted with the ethnic idenƟ ty of migrants (immigrants 
and emigrants alike), though this can also be seen in an ambivalent light. AdministraƟ ve data 
sources do not record these characterisƟ cs and therefore relevant informaƟ on (apart from 
possible rare survey data) only comes from censuses. These data are especially important from 
the point of view of examining the integraƟ on of migrants, since in any relevant case these will 
be able to show that a certain group of immigrants is of the same ethnicity as the receiving 
populaƟ on and that they do not consƟ tute an ethnic minority in the desƟ naƟ on country. It is also 
important to collect data besides on mother tongue about command of language, and linguisƟ c 
and cultural affi  liaƟ ons for the purpose of integraƟ on analysis (e.g. the Hungarian census asks 
about the language the individual most frequently uses in the family or with friends). It is also 
an interesƟ ng quesƟ on for those leaving the country (and staying abroad temporarily or over 
the long term) whether minoriƟ es are over-represented.

Of the countries examined, Austria’s census did not contain (neither in registers nor in previous 
census rounds) data on ethnicity, mother tongue or religion. The same holds true for Slovenia, 
because these data are not available in the registers. QuesƟ ons on ethnicity, mother tongue 
or religion are not included in the quesƟ onnaire of the 2011 Census in Italy either. In all the 
remaining countries, however, the census contains all three indicators (Table 6). Nonetheless, 
Hungary followed a diff erent pracƟ ce when asking these quesƟ ons: it was possible to give a 
second ethnicity, while only one opƟ on was provided in other countries. Another diff erence 
was that in Romania and Slovakia, the quesƟ on regarding ethnicity was an open quesƟ on and 
responses were categorised later on. At the same Ɵ me, since answering these quesƟ ons was not 
mandatory in any of the countries the response rate is quesƟ onable. Another problem related 
to foreign ciƟ zens’ ethnic affi  liaƟ ons emerged in Romania: in the case of foreign ciƟ zens instead 
of their real ethnicity the country of origin was registered as ethnic affi  liaƟ on39. 

Besides those listed, in certain countries there were further quesƟ ons related to migraƟ on 
in the census. Thus, for instance, in Romania and Serbia the quesƟ on about the reason for 
migraƟ on was included with regard to both those staying abroad and those arriving in the 
country (in Romania the laƩ er only applies to persons temporarily present). At the same Ɵ me, 
in Romania, as we have menƟ oned, there was a special quesƟ onnaire for those living abroad 
(even though they are not all included in the resident populaƟ on – only those living abroad 
temporarily), which, besides basic demographic characterisƟ cs, also recorded the desƟ naƟ on 
country, the Ɵ me of their departure (grouped into categories), and reason for departure. In case 
of employment abroad, the fi eld of work and the occurrence and frequency of remiƩ ances were 
also recorded. Applying such a special quesƟ onnaire was clearly made necessary by the large-
scale emigraƟ on from Romania that has been characterisƟ c of the past decades. The experience 
they yielded, however, is worth considering by all other countries which have long-term or 
recent experience of emigraƟ on. At the same Ɵ me we also have to bear in mind that the validity 
of data collected about the household members staying abroad is not always suffi  cient: apart 
from basic data (desƟ naƟ on country, Ɵ me of departure), more detailed informaƟ on (i.e. reason 
for migraƟ on, length of Ɵ me intended to spend abroad) is not always exactly known by the 
family member.

By contrast, in Italy, a country that receives a considerable number of immigrants and has a 
massive foreign populaƟ on, there was a separate sheet (called an ‘Individual sheet for foreign 
39 For instance, a Kurdish immigrant from Turkey was registered as Turkish. Or an ethnic Romanian immigrant from 
Ukraine (if he/she did not posses Romanian ciƟ zenship) was registered as Ukrainian.
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ciƟ zens not residing in Italy’) for people who were present on a temporary or occasional basis 
at the Ɵ me of the census (e.g. visiƟ ng students, weekly commuters, as well as visiƟ ng tourists, 
short vacaƟ ons, short-term medical treatments, visiƟ ng friends or relaƟ ves, etc.), but they were 
not counted in the resident populaƟ on. 

For countries with a signifi cant number of immigrants it is also important to know the 
country of birth of parents40, in order to idenƟ fy the group of second-generaƟ on immigrants 
(descendants of immigrants). Nevertheless, a quesƟ on referring to this was only included in 
the Italian census, where there has been a major increase in the number of foreign ciƟ zens 
since the 2001 census and the populaƟ on with a foreign background (including second-
generaƟ on immigrants and naturalized ciƟ zens, too) has increased even more. In Austria, this 
quesƟ on has only been included in the micro census since 2008. Although the group of so-
called second-generaƟ on migrants, who are born in the given country and have its ciƟ zenship 
but born from immigrant parents, also deserves aƩ enƟ on in other countries, censuses of 
other countries do not extend to this quesƟ on. Slovenia is the only country where data on 
fi rst residence of a person and his/her parents and grandparents were derived in 2011 for the 
fi rst Ɵ me, despite (or because) of the register-based census, so data on fi rst, second and third-
generaƟ on migrants are available.

Another important data item about migraƟ on which censuses of diff erent countries handle 
in divergent ways is the quesƟ on of second ciƟ zenship (in the case of dual ciƟ zens)41. While in 
certain countries foreigners who preserve their own ciƟ zenship and also acquire that of the 
receiving country do not appear as foreigners (in terms of ciƟ zenship) because they only record 
the ciƟ zenship of the given country (e.g. in Italy), in other countries (e.g. in Hungary, Romania) 
both ciƟ zenships are recorded even if neither of them is that of the receiving country. Both 
ciƟ zenships were also recorded in Slovakia (e.g. the Slovak and other), but in cases where a 
person did not have Slovak ciƟ zenship only one ciƟ zenship was recorded. In Austria, earlier 
tradiƟ onal censuses recorded mulƟ ple ciƟ zenships up unƟ l 2001, but from 2011 onwards this 
was not included in the census, as the registers which serve as a basis do not contain relevant 
data. Thus if one of the ciƟ zenships is Austrian, this is most likely to be recorded (just like Italian 
ciƟ zenship in Italy). 

As regards foreigners who have been naturalised (i.e. when the respondent has not carried the 
ciƟ zenship of the country since birth), an important quesƟ on is the year when the new ciƟ zenship 
was acquired. Acquiring ciƟ zenship is an important milestone in the integraƟ on process, since 
this brings a whole line of rights and enƟ tlements to the immigrant and thus makes integraƟ on 
easier. In Italy, the census contains data as to whether the respondent has held Italian ciƟ zenship 
since birth or acquired it by naturalisaƟ on, but there is no informaƟ on about the year when 
ciƟ zenship was acquired. In the Austrian census (which relies on informaƟ on derived from the 
Central Register of Residents ZMR) the date when a Locally Competent RegistraƟ on Authority 
is informed about a person’s change in ciƟ zenship is recorded (by quarter of a year). StaƟ sƟ cs 
on naturalisaƟ ons are currently not directly linked to the ZMR, hence data linkage based on bPK 
codes is not feasible (though micro data are available)42. In other countries the quesƟ on on the 
year of acquisiƟ on of ciƟ zenship was not touched upon at all. 

40 This was a non-core topic in the CES RecommendaƟ ons.
41 According to the EU RegulaƟ on a person with two or more ciƟ zenships has to be allocated to only one country of 
ciƟ zenship, in a determined order of precedence.
42 From 2014 on the Central Citizenship Register (ZSR) in Austria will deliver more detailed information concern-
ing this.
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The data listed in RegulaƟ on (EC) No 763/2008 as core topics concerning socio-demographic, 
economic, labour market, and human capital characterisƟ cs of the foreign or foreign-born 
populaƟ on were included in the 2011 census of all countries.

4.4. The availability and quality of census data

The EU regulaƟ on also defi nes criteria for assessment of the quality of census data, such as 
their relevance, accuracy, Ɵ meliness and punctuality, accessibility, clarity and comparability. The 
relevance of these data is beyond debate and also their accuracy usually exceeds that of data 
from other data sources.

Timeliness (which refers to the delay between the reference Ɵ me of the census and the 
availability of results) is undermined in certain countries by the fact that although the data were 
recorded in 2011, only preliminary fi gures have been published to date (July 2013). Furthermore, 
even in countries where the fi nal data have been published, migraƟ on data have not been 
processed and the majority of data relevant from a migraƟ on point of view are not accessible 
(for example in Hungary even the fi nal data published in March 2013 only included the number 
of foreign ciƟ zens resident in the country by sex and by main countries of ciƟ zenship, but no 
other break-down was provided43). So this informaƟ on could be out-of-date by the Ɵ me of 
publicaƟ on.

Nevertheless, census data oŌ en highlight important diff erences between the populaƟ on 
counted by the census and the number of populaƟ on resulƟ ng from the populaƟ on esƟ maƟ on, 
parƟ cularly in countries where there has been signifi cant immigraƟ on or emigraƟ on between the 
last two censuses. In Italy, one of the main problems of the census is that the foreign populaƟ on 
is not fully covered. A survey on the coverage claims that even aŌ er the previous census, in 2001, 
a coverage rate of some 90 per cent was esƟ mated for the enƟ re country and nearly 75 per cent 
for metropolitan areas. The Post EnumeraƟ on Survey aŌ er the census of 2011 proved again this 
discrepancy between the number of people enumerated and those included in the populaƟ on 
registers, even though the discrepancy is clearly shrinking compared to the previous period. The 
reason for this discrepancy is, as menƟ oned in the SEEMIG country report, partly the imperfect 
measurement of migraƟ on in the civil registry (especially because of failed cancellaƟ ons due 
to emigraƟ on resulƟ ng in overesƟ maƟ on) and partly the already menƟ oned coverage error of 
the census, which resulted in fewer foreign ciƟ zens included compared with the real number 
resident in the country.

In other countries (e.g. Romania, Hungary), the problems concerning registering emigraƟ on 
cause the discrepancy between the populaƟ on enumerated and the populaƟ on esƟ mated on 
the basis of vital staƟ sƟ cs. The under-registraƟ on in the number of emigrants causes over-
esƟ maƟ on in the number of both the stock of foreigners and the whole populaƟ on. In Romania’s 
case the laƩ er showed such a signifi cant surplus (12.7 per cent) in 2011 that - as pointed out in 
the country report - quesƟ ons were raised about the reliability of other demographic indicators 
delivered by the StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ce. In Hungary, census data concerning the stock of foreigners 
remained signifi cantly behind the fi gure included in registers (by about 60,000 persons). This 
partly revealed the inaccuracy of registers data, but at the same Ɵ me, also raised the quesƟ on of 
the coverage of foreigners by the census (just as in the Italian example).

43 As regards the number of persons resident abroad, the addiƟ on is made whereby ‘this may be viewed as the minimum 
number of persons living abroad’.
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Although we may assume that inclusion of foreign naƟ onals in the census is helped by having 
the quesƟ onnaire translated into several languages, the Italian example shows that even though 
the quesƟ onnaire has been available in eleven languages since 2011, accessing foreigners 
remains a problem.

Coverage error was a result of other factors in Serbia: ethnic Albanians living in southern 
parts of Serbia refused to provide informaƟ on44. According to the Serbian SEEMIG team, in the 
2011 census in two municipaliƟ es in the southern part of Serbia (Bujanovac and Preševo) there 
was under-coverage of the census units owing to the boycoƩ  by most of the members of the 
Albanian ethnic community. The call for a boycoƩ  of the 2011 census in the Raška area had no 
signifi cant impact on the responsiveness of the ciƟ zens. However, “according to StaƟ sƟ cs Bureau 
data, the ethnic Albanian minority boycoƩ ed the census in southern Serbia, while the Bosniaks 
in the Sandzak region45 mostly ignored the call for a boycoƩ ”. 46

An important requirement regarding the quality of census data is the comparability both in 
Ɵ me and across countries. The former may be compromised by changes in the defi niƟ on of the 
census populaƟ on, changes in the defi niƟ on and measurement of the various characterisƟ cs, 
and transiƟ on to the register-based census. The fi rst of these cases exemplifi es Romania, where 
the defi niƟ on of the resident populaƟ on has changed (in line with EU norms) compared to the 
previous, 1992 census, but the concepts used in the populaƟ on registry did not follow this 
change. Comparison over Ɵ me in South-East European countries is also hindered by the fact that 
migraƟ on-related census data in this region before 2001 was rather scarce. Comparison across 
countries improved considerably compared to earlier censuses aŌ er adopƟ ng EU norms (stan-
dard defi niƟ ons and methods and standardizaƟ on of certain quesƟ ons), though at the same 
Ɵ me, diff erences remain among diff erent countries as regards the populaƟ on covered and these 
need to be kept in mind when making comparisons.

44 They were covered in all censuses since 1948, except for 1991 and 2011.
45 However, the Sandzak region does not exist according to the law on territorial organisaƟ on.
46 See  hƩ p://newsdemo.atlasproject.eu/asset_demo/news/details/en/details.html?ci=06a14a1a-d504-4af3-8913-
98463021904b.
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5. Conclusions, challenges and recommenda  ons

The current general tendency in staƟ sƟ cal methodology is to use administraƟ ve data sources as widely 
as possible in order to decrease costs and the response burden on data providers. AdministraƟ ve data 
make up a peculiarly big proporƟ on of data sources of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs as well. Data on immigrants 
gathered in administraƟ ve data sources are relaƟ vely rich, though in certain cases many important 
data are incomplete, as it can be seen in the detailed descripƟ ons of SEEMIG country reports. Various 
situaƟ ons of migrants are covered by administraƟ ve data, such as offi  cial stay and residence in a 
country of desƟ naƟ on, labour force parƟ cipaƟ on, enrolment in educaƟ on, etc. InformaƟ on on their 
socio-demographic, economic, labour market and human capital characterisƟ cs is also collected.

Almost all EU member states (and other European countries) have been moving (or are intending 
to move) towards an increased use of administraƟ ve data sources for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, either 
as a subsƟ tuƟ on or as a complement to informaƟ on previously collected by surveys. This shiŌ  is 
taking place in all areas of staƟ sƟ cs. Although certain countries are at diff erent stages of this process, 
steps have already been taken in most of them to reinforce legal bases for more eff ecƟ ve use of 
administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes and to beƩ er regulate the interplay of actors in charge 
of data producƟ on. However, there are sƟ ll many obstacles and challenges to the uƟ lisaƟ on of non-
staƟ sƟ cal data, especially in terms of access to data at the necessary level of aggregaƟ on, and in 
terms of the compaƟ bility of diff erent data sources and their accommodaƟ on to staƟ sƟ cal needs.

There are many administraƟ ve registers usable for migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs in all SEEMIG countries and 
some of them have not yet been exploited. The reasons for this are mulƟ farious, ranging from lack of 
governmental will to use administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, to inadequate legal regulaƟ on, 
and a failure of cooperaƟ on between the administraƟ ve and staƟ sƟ cal parƟ es. Moreover, concepts 
and classifi caƟ on used by authoriƟ es oŌ en do not meet staƟ sƟ cal requirements, and register data 
are of low quality. For migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs it would be essenƟ al to access administraƟ ve data at 
the personal level but this is not possible in some SEEMIG countries, since these data are usually 
aggregated. In certain countries migraƟ on-related data sources do not fulfi l the necessary minimum 
quality criteria for staƟ sƟ cal use. Regarding migraƟ on aspects one of the most frequent problems is 
the under-coverage of the migrant populaƟ on.

In Serbia, the only non-EU, but candidate country in the project, the use of administraƟ ve data 
for migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs is rather limited and staƟ sƟ cal aspects in registers are vindicated less than in 
EU countries. Furthermore, the registers related to migraƟ on need to be established or improved. 
Hampered access to administraƟ ve data, the lack of cooperaƟ on between administraƟ ve data 
collectors and the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce, as well as the lack of published defi niƟ ons used in registers 
contribute to the rather poor esƟ maƟ on procedures on the basis of available data sources. However, 
new legislaƟ on (Law on MigraƟ on Management, November 2012) off ers the potenƟ al for posiƟ ve 
change.

Besides all defi ciencies, the use of administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes is inevitable, especially 
in the fi eld of migraƟ on. Data collected in electronic formats off er such budgetary advantages for 
staƟ sƟ cal offi  ces that eventually all states will take them into account. Nevertheless, staƟ sƟ cians 
and researchers have to be familiar with the problems of re-using data collected for non-staƟ sƟ cal 
purposes (see the details in the Appendix):
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in most countries data owners have an opposing aƫ  tude  regarding the access of data at • 
the necessary level due to the lack of legal condiƟ ons for the uƟ lizaƟ on of administraƟ ve 
data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes;
the lack of close cooperaƟ on between data owner public authoriƟ es and the staƟ sƟ cal • 
insƟ tute, which could be necessary for the persistent good quality of data collected for 
non-staƟ sƟ cal purposes;
the lack of public knowledge on and agreement with the use of administraƟ ve data for • 
staƟ sƟ cal purposes; 
the defi niƟ ons used in administraƟ ve data sources are diff erent from the staƟ sƟ cal • 
standards;
the quality is frequently not the same for all data in an administraƟ ve register;• 
the use of administraƟ ve data necessitates the applicaƟ on of staƟ sƟ cal methods that • 
are more sophisƟ cated than tradiƟ onal ones (data integraƟ on and invenƟ ve esƟ maƟ ons 
complement the paleƩ e of staƟ sƟ cal procedures). 

Specifi c issues of reliability have to be taken into account when making use of migraƟ on-related 
register-based data. Migrants (parƟ cularly from third countries) frequently have a strong interest 
in acquiring permission to stay and then seƩ le or work in the host country, which can lead to 
manoeuvring among diff erent types of applicaƟ ons and which may bias the data (Gárdos et al. 
2009). These non-sampling errors cannot be measured exactly. 
   Specifi c requirements concerning the use of administraƟ ve data include: 

deep insight into the legal regulaƟ on, including pracƟ cal condiƟ ons of the data collecƟ on • 
as well as the concepts used,
deep insight into all of the data sources, both administraƟ ve and staƟ sƟ cal, which • 
comprise data in the scope of the research interest,
integraƟ on of the data sources being more eff ecƟ ve than the use of single data • 
sources,
the need to defi ne a key variable, a certain type of PIN, which integrates and enables • 
personally idenƟ fi able records,
omiƫ  ng any piece of informaƟ on from the administraƟ ve data source, if there is a strong • 
and reasonable doubt about its quality (similarly in the case of full-coverage staƟ sƟ cal 
data collecƟ ons.

In order to improve the quality of migraƟ on-related data resulted from administra  ve sources 
the following recommendaƟ ons should be considered in all SEEMIG countries:

IntegraƟ on of the foreigners’ registers and populaƟ on registers

In the European and global context only a few countries, such as Austria and Slovenia among 
the SEEMIG countries, can say that the migraƟ on-related data currently available are able to 
meet internaƟ onal requirements and can consequently be evaluated as being of good quality. 
This is parƟ cularly true of the populaƟ on registers. The populaƟ on register should cover the 
whole populaƟ on residing in the country including foreigners. However, foreign ciƟ zens with a 
residence permit are not necessarily registered in the populaƟ on register on the one hand, and 
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the populaƟ on register may also include foreign ciƟ zens whose residence permit has expired 
on the other. Therefore, the populaƟ on register and the register of foreigners may provide 
diff erent esƟ mates. This situaƟ on argues at least from the perspecƟ ve of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs for 
integraƟ ng the foreigners’ and populaƟ on registers.

In most EU countries the coverage of EEA ciƟ zens in the foreigners’ register is not precise as 
they are not obliged to report themselves or a change of their usual place of residence within 
the EEA. However, similarly to ciƟ zens of the country (naƟ onals), they do have to declare their 
residence in the populaƟ on register. Regular cooperaƟ on between data handling insƟ tutes and 
harmonizaƟ on of data in the two registers can contribute to having more precise informaƟ on on 
the foreign populaƟ on living in a country.

CompleƟ on of administraƟ ve data sources with new migraƟ on-related variables

Harmonising diff erent data-sets is essenƟ al, as it would be desirable to include country of birth 
in various fi elds of staƟ sƟ cs, e.g. on labour market or educaƟ onal aƩ ainment. As a next future 
step, it would consƟ tute a major enrichment of the data to include the variable country of birth 
of parents. This would allow more mulƟ -faceted analyses of migratory paƩ erns and processes, 
although there are valid reasons to be concerned about the systemaƟ c collecƟ on of such data. 
There may be a risk of their abuse for poliƟ cal purposes. The term ‘migrant’ can be considered a 
strong form of categorisaƟ on, parƟ cularly to those who may not consider such a label important 
or relevant to their everyday lives. The terms ‘second-generaƟ on migrant’, ‘third-generaƟ on 
migrant’, etc., can also be problemaƟ c in this respect. However, if there are no suffi  cient data 
about the migrant populaƟ on (or those with migrant-background) for staƟ sƟ cal and scienƟ fi c 
invesƟ gaƟ on it is not possible to implement eff ecƟ ve governmental and non-governmental 
integraƟ on programmes. For example, Scandinavian countries have informaƟ on available for 
such purposes. Nevertheless, the right balance between poliƟ cal risk and the need for further 
data must be sought in each individual country.

Furthermore, the collecƟ on of data on previous and next residence of migrants in registers 
would improve the quality of the naƟ onal migrant staƟ sƟ cs. This would contribute to learning 
more about the paths of foreign migrants. The more mobile a person is, the higher the probability 
that the countries of origin and ciƟ zenship are diff erent. The quesƟ on to be included would 
simply ask about the country from where the migrant has arrived or the country of desƟ naƟ on 
if the migrant is leaving.

The previous country of residence of immigrants would be especially important to be known – 
and not only from census data – in countries which have separate ciƟ zenship law for ethnic kin 
minoriƟ es from neighbouring countries (e.g.: Hungary, Romania etc.). There might be persons 
among immigrants from these neighbouring countries who already have the ciƟ zenship of the 
receiving country at the Ɵ me of their arrival, despite the fact that they were not born in the 
desƟ naƟ on country nor have they lived there before (so they are not return migrants). The 
idenƟ fi caƟ on of these immigrants could only be accurate by country of birth and previous 
country of residence together.

The use of a unifi ed system of PINs

AdministraƟ ve data, in many cases, can be eff ecƟ vely uƟ lized for staƟ sƟ cal purposes through 
data integraƟ on, which requires common idenƟ fi caƟ on system in the diff erent data fi les. 
This highlights the need to use a unifi ed system of PINs. Moreover, the idea of an EU-level 
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personal idenƟ fi er can also come up with respect to migraƟ on issues, especially considering the 
shortcomings of emigraƟ on data. Nevertheless, it should be kept in mind that the PIN clearly 
serves the purposes of governmental interoperability iniƟ aƟ ves, mostly at the naƟ onal level. 
Using an EU-PIN could be proposed to policy makers because it contributes not only to beƩ er 
migraƟ on data but to having clearer and more eff ecƟ ve naƟ onal programs of social insurances 
and benefi ts.

Steps towards improving emigraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs on naƟ onal level

The collecƟ on of some specifi c data will remain a challenge in the future, for instance reliably 
tracing emigrant fl ows and stocks, because these data are sƟ ll based on esƟ mates or on de-
registraƟ ons as recorded in the populaƟ on register. In general, in all SEEMIG countries, emigraƟ on 
is likely to be underesƟ mated in administraƟ ve data sources, as they only show an administraƟ ve 
reality. There are many reasons why people do not declare their leaving the home country for a 
longer period, such as trying their luck without fi nal decision, keeping social benefi ts, subsidies 
and other enƟ tlements etc.

In order to improve emigraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs on naƟ onal-level, incenƟ ves (e.g. a conƟ nuaƟ on of 
receiving social benefi ts aŌ er leaving the country) should be introduced into the (de)registraƟ on 
systems both for persons involved in migraƟ on and administraƟ ve staff  taking part in the data 
collecƟ on process. However, the underesƟ maƟ on of emigraƟ on results in an overesƟ maƟ on of 
the net migraƟ on, and therefore inaccurate populaƟ on esƟ maƟ ons. This is a problem parƟ cularly 
in the case of emigraƟ on countries, where therefore StaƟ sƟ cal Offi  ces do not have appropriate 
fi gures on the populaƟ on size and basic demographic indicators. Consequently, naƟ onal-level 
administraƟ ve data sources alone are insuffi  cient for describing the migraƟ on profi le of a country, 
and therefore other tools should be used.

Steps towards improving emigraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs on internaƟ onal level

InternaƟ onal eff orts should be made to harmonise the foreigners’ registers to a certain extent 
in order to enable them to be used for mirror staƟ sƟ cs, thus improving staƟ sƟ cal data on 
emigraƟ on for countries of origin. This is inevitably important for emigraƟ on countries. The 
problem of enumeraƟ ng emigrants cannot be solved on the naƟ onal-level. While it is diffi  cult 
to count emigrants by administraƟ ve means, censuses and sample surveys also have diffi  culƟ es 
in detecƟ ng (or covering) absent persons, especially when the whole household has leŌ  the 
country.

CooperaƟ on of staƟ sƟ cal offi  ces, especially between those of emigraƟ on countries with the 
ones of desƟ naƟ on countries would contribute to improving populaƟ on esƟ maƟ ons and the 
related staƟ sƟ cal indicators. The need for closer collaboraƟ on between countries is not a new 
idea: it was already highlighted by the United NaƟ ons in 1953, and improving the coordinaƟ on 
of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs at the internaƟ onal level has also been claimed (Herm 2006). Recently, 
in order to compensate the weaknesses of emigraƟ on data in sending countries, the use of 
immigraƟ on data of the desƟ naƟ on countries was proposed by UN Economic Commission for 
Europe (2010). Moreover, methods for esƟ maƟ ng missing migraƟ on fl ow data (Raymer 2008) 
and for harmonising data available from migrant sending and migrant receiving countries (De 
Beer et al. 2010) has already been developed. Although internaƟ onal cooperaƟ on in order to 
enhance the comparability of migraƟ on data is very important, it is also diffi  cult to implement.
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Besides administraƟ ve data sources sample surveys are another important source for migraƟ on-
related data. They could cover a wide range of topics, enable a more problem-oriented data 
collecƟ on, and therefore a detailed analysis of various characterisƟ cs and integraƟ on indicators 
of migrants. Surveys are especially important tools for migraƟ on-related data collecƟ on, as 
the growing diversity and complexity of migraƟ on movements make it increasingly diffi  cult for 
administraƟ ve data sources to cover the enƟ re migrant populaƟ on.

Defi ciencies of migraƟ on staƟ sƟ cs, diffi  culƟ es of migraƟ on-related data collecƟ on and 
the scarcity of internaƟ onally comparable data are evident in most European countries. As 
has been pointed out by experts before (e.g. Fassmann, Reeger and Sievers 2009), collecƟ on 
and aggregaƟ on of data from naƟ onal staƟ sƟ cs (e.g. by OECD or Eurostat) can only result in 
internaƟ onal-level databases of beƩ er quality – and thus a breakthrough in migraƟ on analysis – 
if considerable improvements are made at the naƟ onal level in terms of data collecƟ on pracƟ ces, 
or if a standardised, survey-based, regularly conducted migraƟ on-related data collecƟ on is 
introduced in Europe (similarly to already exisƟ ng internaƟ onal surveys on other topics). So 
besides the improvement of administraƟ ve data sources, either adequate regular staƟ sƟ cal data 
collecƟ on or systemaƟ c, internaƟ onally standardised surveys on migraƟ on could off er a soluƟ on 
for migraƟ on-related data shortage. 

Since this laƩ er opƟ on is not likely to become a reality in the near future, it would be advisable 
to design surveys at the naƟ onal level, which are linked to regular internaƟ onal surveys (and thus 
ensure comparability and consistency), but conducted on a separate representaƟ ve sample of 
immigrants (as in the Italian example). The problem of under-representaƟ on and the small sample 
size of immigrants – which are the main limits of surveys representaƟ ve of the whole populaƟ on – 
could be miƟ gated this way. However, precise registers which ensure a proper sampling frame are 
necessary for this (and these could be made available for sending countries too).

Also the usability of existent large internaƟ onal surveys should be improved (i.e. the EU-
LFS, EU-SILC). In countries with large-scale immigraƟ on, increasing the coverage of foreigners 
in the surveys could be a soluƟ on (by miƟ gaƟ ng language barriers during fi eldwork, boosƟ ng 
the immigrant sub-sample or adjusƟ ng this to the real territorial distribuƟ on of immigrants). In 
countries with large-scale emigraƟ on the inclusion of supplementary quesƟ ons in already exisƟ ng 
internaƟ onal surveys regarding emigraƟ on or labour force out-migraƟ on should be proposed: 
e.g. out-migraƟ on of current or former household members or other well-defi ned relaƟ ves. The 
experiences of and lessons learnt from the SEEMIG pilot study should be considered in this 
regard (see: Blaskó – Jamalia 2014). Regarding return migraƟ on: addiƟ onal quesƟ ons on previous 
(work) experience abroad (on the reason for leaving the country, the date of fi rst departure/last 
return, the duraƟ on of residence abroad etc.) should also be included in these surveys.

At the same Ɵ me, harmonisaƟ on of the defi niƟ on of ‘household member’ in internaƟ onal 
surveys is recommended for improving the comparability of these surveys’ data. Furthermore, 
the harmonisaƟ on and wider selecƟ on of non-response codes is also recommended, in order to 
be able to idenƟ fy when the whole household had gone abroad.

The importance of surveys and staƟ sƟ cal data sources diff ers markedly by countries, 
depending on the relevance, size and intensity of migraƟ on. Countries covered by the SEEMIG 
project are partly immigraƟ on countries with high versus low immigraƟ on, and partly emigraƟ on 
countries with intensive or moderate emigraƟ on; some countries have experienced both 
emigraƟ on and immigraƟ on at various periods and someƟ mes on a large scale (see more detail 
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in: Fassmann – Musil – Gruber 2014). Consequently, detailed naƟ onal level surveys have been 
conducted in countries where emigraƟ on and/or immigraƟ on has been important and has 
aƩ racted more policy aƩ enƟ on. The focus of the surveys refl ects the main migraƟ on tendencies 
of the respecƟ ve country. Among the naƟ onal surveys overviewed, there were some (highlighted 
in sub-chapter 3.3.2.) that could serve as good examples worthy of following and/or improving 
upon in other countries too.

The advantages off ered by surveys with richer data content should defi nitely be exploited, 
since in the majority of countries – as this overview has shown – administraƟ ve data sources (to 
diff ering degrees) lack important characterisƟ cs of immigrant populaƟ on, like some of the already 
menƟ oned Zaragoza indicators. Their exploraƟ on can only be achieved by targeted surveys. At 
the same Ɵ me, the possible introducƟ on of longitudinal surveys should also be considered, as 
they would provide essenƟ al informaƟ on about the integraƟ on process of immigrants (relevant 
in countries with considerable immigrant populaƟ ons), as well as about the changing paƩ erns 
of emigraƟ on. 

As regards surveys on emigraƟ on or labour out-migraƟ on, an important lesson learnt here is 
that the opportuniƟ es for sending countries are limited – while an innovaƟ ve pilot methodology, 
as menƟ oned above, was developed within SEEMIG to reach out-migrants (people staying 
abroad for a defi ned period). Also, we have seen that cooperaƟ on between research groups of 
the country of origin and those of the desƟ naƟ on country greatly increases the success of such 
surveys.

The last type of data sources discussed in this report is the census. Censuses are especially 
important for migraƟ on analyses since they collect data on various migrant groups (foreign 
ciƟ zens, foreign-born persons and ever-internaƟ onal migrants) using an EU-level harmonised 
methodology. Last censuses were conducted complying with EU standards in all SEEMIG countries 
(even in EU candidate state Serbia). Data idenƟ fying migrants (country of ciƟ zenship and country 
of birth) were included in all the censuses, as well as data idenƟ fying ethnic minoriƟ es (ethnicity, 
mother tongue and religion) in many cases. But further harmonisaƟ on of quesƟ ons referring 
to migraƟ on history (former places of residence and date of arrival in the current place) is 
recommended, which would make comparison across countries easier. Although these quesƟ ons 
were asked in some form in all countries, inclusion was not uniform.

There are also diff erences across countries in terms of the populaƟ on covered in the census 
– regarding both immigrants and emigrants (e.g. 3 months vs. 12 months resident criterion, 
those living abroad included vs. excluded, asylum seekers included vs. excluded). The further 
harmonisaƟ on of populaƟ on covered by censuses is also recommended.

Although the advantages of register-based censuses have been stressed for a long Ɵ me, and 
developments seem to be moving in this direcƟ on, only two SEEMIG countries (Austria and 
Slovenia) had such censuses in 2011. The reason for this is that such censuses need long-term 
planning and preparaƟ on, as well as substanƟ al fi nancial resources to set up adequate data 
systems, since data which are not included in any kind of register cannot be covered by a census. 
Besides suitable legislaƟ on, source registers with unique idenƟ fi ers that enable data sources to 
be linked are also needed. 

Since Member States have a choice whether to include further quesƟ ons in the census besides 
the mandatory ones, countries considerably aff ected by some form of migraƟ on (immigraƟ on 
or out-migraƟ on) might consider including more quesƟ ons in this topic. Regarding immigrant 
populaƟ on, inclusion of the following topics is recommended, based on the comparaƟ ve overview 
(see more details in chapter 4.4.):
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Legal status of foreign ciƟ zens• : it would be parƟ cularly important in case of third-
county naƟ onals (immediately aŌ er arrival and at the Ɵ me of the census);
Date of acquisiƟ on of the ciƟ zenship • and the type of naturalizaƟ on: in case of individuals 
who acquired the ciƟ zenship of the given country later than their date of birth; in this 
regard the case of new ciƟ zens who acquired their ciƟ zenship when new states were 
created (aŌ er dissoluƟ on of former States) needs special aƩ enƟ on;
Recording • all ciƟ zenships: in the case of individuals with dual ciƟ zenship (in countries 
where this has not been a pracƟ ce yet, and the dual ciƟ zenship is allowed by law), and 
harmonizaƟ on of the registraƟ on mode of mulƟ ple ciƟ zenship;
Country of birth or (former) ciƟ zenship of parents• : in order to idenƟ fy second-generaƟ on 
migrants.

Some of the above (like country of birth of parents and ciƟ zenship acquisiƟ on) were already 
recommended by the UN Economic Commission for Europe as non-core topics for the 2010 Censuses, 
along with reason for migraƟ on (UNECE 2006).

While censuses provide a more or less suffi  cient overview of the populaƟ on with immigrant 
background, and enable comparison of various immigrant groups and at lower geographical units, 
they are less saƟ sfactory in terms of out-migraƟ on and return migraƟ on. Part of return migraƟ on (in 
the case of migrants staying abroad for a period of more than a year) is recorded by censuses in most 
SEEMIG countries, while out-migraƟ on is usually not or less well recorded. Based on the census, the 
size of the populaƟ on decrease in comparison with populaƟ on esƟ maƟ on based on registers can 
be observed, i.e. people who leŌ  the country between two consecuƟ ve censuses and possibly their 
signifi cant share in some age groups. But the date of emigraƟ on, the desƟ naƟ on country and the 
reason for migraƟ on is only discovered if there is a separate quesƟ onnaire (or emigraƟ on module) 
about this – completed by former household members living in the country of origin or by former 
neighbours. Obviously, this only records some part of out-migraƟ on, and reliability of data received 
in this manner is rather quesƟ onable.

Although registering out-migraƟ on is a problem to be solved in most countries, it is also a problem 
that seems to exceed the opportuniƟ es provided by the census. Similarly to surveys, censuses have 
limitaƟ ons in counƟ ng absent persons, especially in case of the emigraƟ on of the enƟ re households. 
Despite this, and taking into account the previous aƩ empts made for esƟ maƟ ng emigraƟ on 
through an emigraƟ on module in the census (Camilleri 2006), inclusion of some supplementary 
census quesƟ ons regarding emigraƟ on and labour out-migraƟ on, as well as return migraƟ on is 
recommended. Although naƟ onal-level development of censuses could also be an important step, 
the real improvement would be if all suggested topics would be regulated at the EU-level.

In addiƟ on, the cooperaƟ on and data exchange between countries is important in the case of census 
data, too. ImmigraƟ on data of desƟ naƟ on countries are important for esƟ maƟ ng out-migraƟ on from 
countries of origin. In this regard the new disseminaƟ on system of census data, the Census Hub 
developed by Eurostat – which is expected to be offi  cially announced in the summer of 201447 – is an 
important and expectedly very useful development. 

On the whole we can conclude that the enhancement of migraƟ on-related data sources should 
be iniƟ ated in all major fi elds (administraƟ ve, survey, census), because only a harmonised, complex 
structure of all these data sources can provide an accurate and comprehensive picture on the 
phenomenon of migraƟ on.
47 See more: hƩ p://www.unece.org/fi leadmin/DAM/stats/documents/ece/ces/ge.50/2014/Topic_2_Eurostat.pdf.
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Appendix
General overview and evalua  on of using administra  ve data for sta  s  cal purposes48

What are administra  ve data?

AdministraƟ ve data are registers established for administraƟ ve purposes.
AdministraƟ ve records contain data concerning enforcement of rights or doing so as required 

by law which are oŌ en related to budgetary revenues and expenditures. The staƟ sƟ cal use 
administraƟ ve data requires comprehensive and reliable data sources that cover the country as 
a whole, and can be individually considered consistent from the point of view of methodology 
and quality. The fact that more and more administraƟ ve data sets are available for staƟ sƟ cal 
purposes is parƟ ally a result of the rapid development of informaƟ on technology over the past 
few decades. The most important records are kept in electronic formats, which makes it possible 
to take advantage of all the benefi ts that come with the staƟ sƟ cal use.

It must be emphasised that knowing individual data is the aim of an administraƟ ve register, 
while this is only expedient in staƟ sƟ cal data producƟ on. HereinaŌ er we discuss administraƟ ve 
data as potenƟ al data sources for staƟ sƟ cal data producƟ on that, according to the Code of 
PracƟ ce, must be carried out by the staƟ sƟ cal authority independent of poliƟ cal and other 
external interference. 

The advantages of using administra  ve data sources

Cost savings

A staƟ sƟ cal survey is a costly data-collecƟ on process. Although informaƟ on technology exempts 
human resources from a signifi cant part of the processing burden, staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ on is 
sƟ ll quite labour intensive, especially in terms of fi nding respondents and arranging interviews 
with them, phases of work that will probably never be fully automated. Moreover, most of the 
administraƟ ve data have now been made accessible in electronic format. Consequently, there is 
no reason to collect informaƟ on more than once.

The resource needs of a census carried out in the tradiƟ onal manner are much higher than 
those of sample surveys, because the tasks are to be carried out on a much larger scale. StaƟ sƟ cal 
offi  ces that hold tradiƟ onal census data require extra funding for this work, because it is too 
costly to be funded from their own regular budgets. This explains the fact that censuses can be 
carried out in a tradiƟ onal manner very rarely, usually every ten years or so, and thus certain 
staƟ sƟ cal indicators can be produced only over such a long Ɵ me period, while the general public 
demand more and more recent data. TradiƟ onal censuses are exposed to poliƟ cal prioriƟ es due 
to their large cost requirements.

Although the cost of establishing a staƟ sƟ cal system based on administraƟ ve sources can reach 
the amount that is necessary to set up a system using staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ on, the operaƟ onal 
costs of the laƩ er are usually considerably lower. Censuses conducted in European countries 
in 2000–2001 show the diff erences of the two methods in terms of costs. Most countries 
use administraƟ ve data sources combined with tradiƟ onal data collecƟ ons in censuses, and 
consequently the unit cost varies widely. In countries where the census was basically carried 
48 This secƟ on was prepared based on following documents: European CommuniƟ es 1999, StaƟ sƟ cs Finland 2004, Euro-
pean StaƟ sƟ cal System 2011, UNECE 2007, 2011, UN: Fundamental Principles of Offi  cial StaƟ sƟ cs.



SEEMIG WORKING PAPERS / 2

72

out by staƟ sƟ cal data collecƟ on, the per capita cost amounts to more ten Ɵ mes than that in 
Finland, where the census was based enƟ rely on administraƟ ve sources. In Finland, the cost of 
compiling census data was 0.2 EUR per person while it was close to 14 EUR in Switzerland50. We 
can say that this is the strongest argument in favour of using administraƟ ve data more widely 
in staƟ sƟ cs.

Access to administraƟ ve sources is usually free, especially if the data come from the public 
sector. However, even if the data owners charge costs for the producƟ on of data fi les needed by 
a staƟ sƟ cal authority, the total amount will be signifi cantly lower than if the same data had been 
collected via a staƟ sƟ cal quesƟ onnaire.

Reducing the burden on respondents and other resources

Use of any external data source for staƟ sƟ cal purposes means that the primary data provider 
is exempted from fulfi lling requests for new data, which in turn reduces the burden on data 
providers. In many countries, such as Hungary, reducing the burden on data providers, parƟ cularly 
in the sphere of business, is a strategic goal of the government.

Reducing the burden on data providers also fi gures among EU regulaƟ ons. The duƟ es of 
staƟ sƟ cal insƟ tutes including the uƟ lisaƟ on of administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes have 
been laid out in the Code of PracƟ ce of the European StaƟ sƟ cs.

Frequency of staƟ sƟ cal data producƟ on 

It is one of the other advantages of the use of administraƟ ve sources that in some cases it is 
possible to produce staƟ sƟ cs more frequently, without increasing the burden on respondents 
while the cost only increases slightly. In countries where administraƟ ve data sources are used, 
annual census indicators can be calculated, while in others where tradiƟ onal methods are 
followed, it may only be done once every fi ve or ten years.

Coverage

AdministraƟ ve sources are mostly kept for implemenƟ ng naƟ onal public programmes, so from 
this perspecƟ ve they are full coverage, oŌ en ensuring complete or nearly complete coverage 
of the target group concerned. Consequently, in most cases there are no sampling errors and 
non-responses. As a result, more accurate and detailed esƟ mates can be provided for sub-
populaƟ ons, such as small areas, or other respondents of unique characterisƟ cs.

Timeliness 

The use of administraƟ ve resources increases the Ɵ meliness of the staƟ sƟ cal data by providing 
access to more up-to-date informaƟ on on variables. StaƟ sƟ cal surveys, on the other hand, 
usually take a long Ɵ me from concepƟ on to producing results, and this is especially true of 
annual or ad hoc data collecƟ ons.

UƟ lisaƟ on of these three advantageous properƟ es of use of administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal 
purposes is parƟ cularly possible when the occurrence of the invesƟ gated event is relaƟ vely rare, 
and its distribuƟ on in space, society or Ɵ me, etc., is uneven. In such cases staƟ sƟ cal indicators 
can be produced with a staƟ sƟ cal survey of a very large and complex sample, which is very Ɵ me-
consuming and costly, and therefore it can be prepared infrequently. Moreover, it is not clear 

50 Source: DocumentaƟ on of the 2000 round of populaƟ on and Housing censuses in the EU, EFTA and Candidate Coun-
tries (Eurostat), hƩ p://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-CC-04-002/EN/KS-CC-04-002-EN.PDF.
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whether they indeed characterise the analysed phenomenon. In these cases it is beƩ er to use 
administraƟ ve data sources (if any). It is much cheaper and the required staƟ sƟ cs can therefore 
be published more frequently.

AdministraƟ ve data is mainly useful for deriving objecƟ ve indicators, and certainly cannot take 
over the role of sociological surveys or that of subjecƟ ve data; however, they can serve as a 
framework for sample surveys based on a staƟ sƟ cal quesƟ onnaire.

Public image of staƟ sƟ cal acƟ viƟ es

Public opinion about sharing of informaƟ on varies considerably from country to country, and 
this is especially true in cases where exchange of data between diff erent government agencies is 
involved. If the public generally accepts and supports the sharing of data, the staƟ sƟ cal offi  ce’s 
presƟ ge can be increased by making beƩ er use of exisƟ ng data sources, as its acƟ vity is more 
effi  cient and cost eff ecƟ ve.

Challenges in the use of administra  ve data sources

A number of advantages of using administraƟ ve data sources are listed above; however, there 
are also challenges in using these data sources for staƟ sƟ cal purposes. Some of these are related 
to specifi c data sets only, but most of them are general.

Access to administraƟ ve data

One of the main obstacles to widespread use of administraƟ ve data sources for staƟ sƟ cal 
purposes is lack of access to the data. The condiƟ ons necessary for ensuring access for staƟ sƟ cal 
use are mulƟ -faceted: legal, poliƟ cal, organisaƟ onal, and technical. The most important is the 
legal criteria making it possible to use administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes. The other 
condiƟ ons are less important. Nevertheless, being familiar with them is useful in order to smooth 
the fl ow of data as well as to minimise the risk of any problems or misunderstandings between 
data owners and staƟ sƟ cal associaƟ ons.

Legal condiƟ ons
The StaƟ sƟ cs Act is typically the legal rule that defi nes the role and tasks of staƟ sƟ cal agencies. It 
usually sƟ pulates the condiƟ ons under which the insƟ tuƟ ons producing offi  cial staƟ sƟ cs may have 
access to external data and use them. If the staƟ sƟ cal organisaƟ on has no general authorisaƟ on 
to access any data, except those of a ‘secret’ nature in order to fulfi l its legal duƟ es, then sector-
specifi c laws and regulaƟ ons specify the terms that defi ne the use of non-staƟ sƟ cal data sources 
for staƟ sƟ cal purposes. In addiƟ on, the staƟ sƟ cal regulaƟ ons of the European Union provide 
for the accessibility of administraƟ ve data, which is binding on the member states. So it may be 
possible that two or more laws regulate access to administraƟ ve data.

Although the ‘staƟ sƟ cal law’ of the European Union (European StaƟ sƟ cs 223/2009 RegulaƟ on) 
declares that member states’ naƟ onal staƟ sƟ cal agencies ‘shall have access to administraƟ ve 
data sources, from within their respecƟ ve public administraƟ ve system, to the extent that these 
data are necessary for the development, producƟ on and disseminaƟ on of European staƟ sƟ cs’, 
it also states that ‘pracƟ cal arrangements and the condiƟ ons for achieving eff ecƟ ve access 
shall be determined where necessary by each member state … within their respecƟ ve spheres 
of competence’. European Union regulaƟ ons on certain specifi c staƟ sƟ cal areas, however, go 
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further and eliminate this dependence on the local legal rules. An example of this is the European 
regulaƟ on on the staƟ sƟ cal business register, which provides unlimited access to all administraƟ ve 
sources whose data are needed to compile it.

While naƟ onal regulaƟ ons defi ne the condiƟ ons for accessing non-staƟ sƟ cal data, they also 
determine the boundaries of use. Constraints, such as those staƟ ng that administraƟ ve data can 
be used only for specifi c staƟ sƟ cal purposes and that personal data have to be protected are very 
common. This last clause even prevents access to individual business informaƟ on when personal 
and business data overlap (e.g. the self-employed).

CooperaƟ on with public authoriƟ es

A unifi ed eff ort on the part of public authoriƟ es, in order to build a staƟ sƟ cal system that use 
data sources collected for non-staƟ sƟ cal purposes to the greatest possible extent, can only be 
truly eff ecƟ ve if it is supported by strong and clear commitment at governmental level and there 
is close cooperaƟ on between the authoriƟ es concerned. It is absolutely necessary for producing 
good quality staƟ sƟ cal data that the data owner ensures so-called descripƟ ve informaƟ on, 
i.e. informaƟ on that is necessary for the accurate interpretaƟ on of data of the received fi le. If 
possible, data recepƟ on and data quality should be formally agreed with the data owner in order 
to reduce risks of corrupted data quality due to scant data collecƟ on, insuffi  cient data entry or 
delayed data transfer.

Seƫ  ng up large, comprehensive staƟ sƟ cal data systems (e.g. a census) on the basis of 
administraƟ ve data makes it parƟ cularly necessary for the staƟ sƟ cal agency to have strong 
bargaining power in relaƟ on to other authoriƟ es.

Public agreement

To ensure that administraƟ ve data be considered predictable and reliable data sources of 
staƟ sƟ cs, it is necessary for the public to agree with the sharing of data among governmental 
agencies. In some countries, depending on the poliƟ cal atmosphere and historical experience, 
it is relaƟ vely easy to achieve the agreement compared with others. In some countries people 
are wary of losing control of their own data, while in others the populaƟ on fears surveillance. It 
is very diffi  cult to overcome such uneasiness, but a persistent, well-designed educaƟ onal policy 
can reduce it signifi cantly. Clearly and unambiguously worded noƟ ces on the limits and rules of 
data use must be issued so that the public may understand sensiƟ ve data obtained for staƟ sƟ cal 
purposes can never be accessed by other government authoriƟ es.

The fi Ō h principle in “The Principles of Offi  cial StaƟ sƟ cs” published by the United NaƟ ons 
states that any data source can be used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, whether staƟ sƟ cal survey or 
administraƟ ve record. StaƟ sƟ cal agencies may take into account the quality, Ɵ meliness, cost 
and the burden on respondents when choosing the appropriate data source. The sixth principle 
states that individual data obtained for staƟ sƟ cal purposes by staƟ sƟ cal organisaƟ ons should be 
kept strictly confi denƟ al and only used for staƟ sƟ cal purposes; administraƟ ve data can therefore 
only fl ow one way. The two principles comprise the main messages of the awareness-raising 
acƟ viƟ es.

Diff erent defi niƟ ons

If the necessary administraƟ ve data of appropriate quality is already at the disposal of staƟ sƟ cs, 
we may sƟ ll face many problems, arising from the fact that these data were originally collected 
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for non-staƟ sƟ cal purposes, and because the two goals are oŌ en not the same. Even if a register 
is considered accurate, its data can diff er to some extent from those that a staƟ sƟ cal survey 
would collect. Diff erences may manifest in terms of:

units,� 

concepts,� 

nomenclatures used,� 

reference Ɵ mes between the two types of data.� 

AdministraƟ ve data refl ect the de jure situaƟ on, while the staƟ sƟ cal data refl ect the de facto 
situaƟ on; if the legislaƟ on, means of maintenance of the register, or lack of the public discipline 
permits then the results obtained from the two types of sources may diff er signifi cantly from each 
other. Thorough invesƟ gaƟ on should ascertain what various indicators are suitable for producing 
and what their limitaƟ ons are before using administraƟ ve data for staƟ sƟ cal purposes. Finally, it 
is necessary to clarify what the staƟ sƟ cal expectaƟ ons are of the data, and if the concepts used 
by the administraƟ ve data source meet staƟ sƟ cal requirements. 

Limited availability of informaƟ on

Register data are usually exact and robust because they are collected for administraƟ ve 
purposes. SomeƟ mes a few pieces of informaƟ on (e.g. educaƟ on or occupaƟ on) are also included 
but regular maintenance of them is vague. Generally, there is no way to update them and the 
authority is not interested in whether these data have changed. If the authority does not pay the 
same aƩ enƟ on to all data in a record the less important data will be less precise. That is why it is 
rarely worth having further data collected just for staƟ sƟ cal purposes in an administraƟ ve register. 
Only the variables can be used that have been collected independently from the staƟ sƟ cal or 
research concepts. AdministraƟ ve data will never be eligible for invesƟ gaƟ ng opinions, emoƟ ons 
or aƫ  tudes; this needs specifi ed sample surveys.

Use of more sophisƟ cated staƟ sƟ cal methods

OŌ en a single administraƟ ve register is not suffi  cient to achieve a staƟ sƟ cal goal, but the 
integraƟ on of more will provide the necessary data set. In certain cases, data integraƟ on is the 
result of a complex staƟ sƟ cal procedure rather than a simple connecƟ on of units or copying of 
sub-registers into one dataset.

Given the conceptual diff erences, complex esƟ maƟ on procedures play a greater role when 
using administraƟ ve data alone or integrated compared to staƟ sƟ cal ones. Register-based 
staƟ sƟ cs need thorough knowledge of the invesƟ gated event, process and its background as 
well as the characterisƟ cs of the primary data collecƟ on system, its shortcomings and reasons 
for this. Bad and unimprovable data must not be used.

Conclusions

Overall, it can be stated that in spite of all the problems associated with the use of administraƟ ve 
data, the advantages far outweigh the disadvantages. Most of the problems that arise with the 
use of administraƟ ve data can be solved, or at least reduced in similar ways – as in numerous 
areas of staƟ sƟ cs –, with eff ecƟ ve planning and organisaƟ on, a thorough knowledge of data 
sources, creaƟ ve thinking and the acƟ ve cooperaƟ on of the partners involved. 
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However, the specifi c problems concerning use of administraƟ ve data do not undermine 
their inclusion in staƟ sƟ cal data producƟ on. Indicators produced either from administraƟ ve 
or staƟ sƟ cal data sources give only esƟ mates about a reality that we do not know completely. 
An indicator can be biased in diff erent ways, depending on the analysed phenomenon and the 
nature of the data source included.

If there is a defi nite intenƟ on of the government to use secondary data as widely as it is 
possible for staƟ sƟ cal purposes, most of the challenges can be overcome. However, there are 
some real obstacles like the lack of good will and the rejecƟ on of the addiƟ onal workload by the 
top management of responsible insƟ tuƟ ons, as well as low priority and low quality of register 
data.  The negaƟ ve public opinion with regard to the use of personal data is also oŌ en referred 
to, but highly overesƟ mated.




