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I INTRODUCTION

1. International migration flows pose particulaadbdnges to the production and
measurement of reliable and widely comparablessiadi In principle, a migration across
national borders is recorded twice: once in thentgwof departure at the time of emigration and
once in the country of destination at the timenamigration. However, it can be assumed that
people who leave a country are difficult to coumthieir country of origin because of their
absence, while they should be more easily coumtéaei receiving country. Thus there are
generally more difficulties to cover emigrationthanmigration in most countries.

2. As immigration statistics seem to be more nunresnd are also generally considered
more reliable it seems reasonable to concludefdhabost countries other countries' inflow
statistics are a promising potential source ofstias on their outflows — either to estimate
missing or to complete partial emigration data. &wer, deriving emigration data through
statistics of host countries is a cheap and faifficient way of filling gaps in national migration
registration systems.

UThis paper has been prepared by Marcel HeinigeissSFederal Statistical Office.
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3. Based on the above premise the Joint ECE-EwrSstainar on International Migration
(March 21-23, 2005) proposed the creation of a Faske to assess the feasibility of using a
receiving country’s immigration data to measureggation in a sending country. This proposal
was then endorsed by the Bureau of the ConfereinEaropean Statisticians at its meeting of
October 24-25, 2005.

4. Within the overall objective of improving theeusf harmonized concepts and definition
of stock of migrants and within the framework of tiN Recommendations on Statistics of
International Migration, the Task Force was askedatrry out a pilot project collecting and
analyzing migration data from different countriesldo develop guidelines on how to measure
emigrants through data on stocks and flows in bosghtries — taking into account issues of data
suitability, timeliness and availability. This agty corresponds to the output #4b (Design and
administer pilot projects to measure emigratiomgslata collected by the receiving country) of
the CES Work Plan to Improve International Migratitatistics (ECE/CES/BUR/2005/13). The
Task Force conducted its work between January 26@60ctober 2006.

5. This document focuses on the data collectiohgdahe pilot project. The next chapters
give an overview of the organization of the datehexge exercise, its use of a specially
designed set of tables for the collection of migratiata and methodological information from
different countries, and the major findings of #malysis of the collected data. These findings in
turn provided the basis for the guidelines on tk&hange of data on international migration and
their use to improve emigration data of sendinghtaes.

. THE DATA EXCHANGE EXERCISE
A. Participating Countriesand Organization

6. The data exchange exercise involved 19 countdiesh formed four groups lead by
Canada, Estonia, Portugal and Switzerland. Fountces were members of more than one

group:

Group 1 — Albania, Italy, Switzerland, TFYR of Maomia

Group 2 - France, Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom

Group 3 - Australia, Canada, Czech Republic, Itslgrway, Poland, TFYR of Macedonia,
United Kingdom, United States

Group 4 - Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Kazakhstamndg, Russia

7. Albania and Georgia were not able to provide @deatg. The Czech Republic represented
a special case as data were not provided by th&tryatself but extracted from Eurostat's
NewCronos database.

8. Data collection was carried out first on flowsldhen, at a second stage, on stocks. Each
of the participating countries had to report datarogration flows with or immigrant stock from
each of the other countries of the same group.yEs@untry was asked to provide all data
available on immigrants/emigrants according toarati definitions and sources. If more than

one source were available on the same type ofallatdthem should have been reported.
Detailed metadata for each utilized data source wneguested as well.
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9. The four group leaders were responsible fodtldting of a data analysis report which
presented and analyzed the data collected witluh geoup (see Chapter 6). The entire data
exchange exercise was supervised and coordinatéeetfocial and Demographic Statistics
Section of UNECE.

B. Data Exchange Templates

10. The data exchange occurred on the basis of contemplates, i.e. a set of tables that
were prepared taking into account the existenaef diverse data sources across countries.

11. For the first data collection round eight tabieere requested for three different types of
migration flow statistics. Two tables were basedr@residence one year ago concept. Three
tables were based on annual immigration flows anekttables were based on annual emigration
estimates (for details see Appendix). All setsabilés were — whenever applicable —
differentiated by different concepts of ‘countryooigin' identification. In addition, data were
broken down by sex and age groups (under 18, 182489, and 50 years and over).

1. Overview of Requested Migration Flow Data

» Tables 1 and 2 referred to data obtained frongthestion on the place of residence one
year ago which is usually included in populationsigses. This information may also be
available from household surveys and populatiorstecs.

» Tables 3, 4 and 5 referred to annual inflow daféected through other sources than the
census, generally of administrative nature.

» Tables 6, 7 and 8 referred to annual outflow detaerally collected from administrative
sources.

12. For the second data collection round two tablestocks of migrants and their
descendants were requested. Both sets of tablesdifferentiated by different concepts of
‘country of origin' identification of migrants, tinelescendants and their parents (for details see
Appendix).

2. Overview of Reguested Migration Stock Data

» Table 1 referred to stock data collected in houlskbkarveys, population censuses and/or
population registers and cross-referenced by cpufitpbirth and country of citizenship.

» Table 2 referred to stock data cross-referencezbbmtry of birth, country of citizenship
and country of birth of parents.

13. Inflow and outflow data were requested by défe concepts of ‘country of origin'
identification:

* (current) country of citizenship

e country of birth

« country of previous or next residence
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14. Each one of these related concepts is usafal fomprehensive look at the phenomenon
of migration. They allow for a more detailed exaatian of the characteristics of the migration
flows. From a supranational point of view the mres¢vant concept for the measurement of
migration flows between countries is the countryiEvious residence (in case of immigration)
or next residence (in case of emigration). Origastthation specific data allow identifying and
quantifying actual migration flows between differ@ational territories. However, in many
countries the focus is often on place of birthibzenship of immigrants. Consequently, this
type of data was also collected with the aim oéasmg the differences between data classified
by each of these three concepts and answeringu#ggtign whether one concept can feasibly act
as a substitute for another one.

15. Data on outflows were collected to see whageation data were available in the
individual countries and to compare them with cgpending immigration data from receiving
countries in order to assess the implications amgusnother country's immigration data. A
systematic comparison and in-depth analysis oéréfices in flow data between two given
countries, however, was not the aim of the emigradiata collection.

16. Immigrant stock data should allow a compreh@nsionitoring and analysis of the
impact of international migration which means tteg basic distinction between foreign-born
and foreigners is not quite sufficient. Thus dataewequested that classify the population stock
according to country of birth, country of citizeigfcitizenship at time of birth and country of
birth of parents and/or a combination of those faaniables. This allows for the identification of
specific sub-groups relevant to international migra such as descendants of foreign-born -
often referred to as the 'second generation' aturalized citizens.

17. Designing the data exchange templates wascatfiist step in the collection process.
The better the templates fit the overall objectitresbetter the data that can be gained from
them. It was expected that most countries wouldoeadble to provide all the requested data but
the aim was to gather as much information as plessitorder to facilitate comparisons across
countries. At the same time the data requests kegerelatively simple by deliberately limiting
the details of the requested data and by being &ullare of the fact that not all information
needs would be completely satisfied.

1. DATA RECEIVED FROM INDIVIDUAL COUNTRIES

18. The following synoptic tables show the typerafiration data produced in the individual
countries and the different data sources useddimpding national migration statistics. It should
be noted that the information in the tables is @siekly based on the data that were supplied for
this exercise. They do not necessarily represétti@tata that are actually available in the
countries.
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Table 1: Distribution of Countriesby Type of Migration Data

Type of Migration Data Number of Countries
Immigration Data 17
Emigration Data 14
Immigration_andEmigration Data 14
Only Immigration Data 3

19. Out of the 19 participating countries 17 weskedo provide immigration data. 14
countries also supplied emigration data, with Can&tance and the United States the only three
countries that provided no annual data on outfladtdirst glance the availability of emigration
data seems to be much better than expected wtdds te the conclusion that most countries
that produce data on immigration flows also hava @& emigration. However, the mere
availability of such data does not give any indmatbout the scope, the reliability or the

quality of emigration statistics.

Table 2: Distribution of Countries by Data Received for Each Template

Data Exchange Templates Number of
Countries
Residence one year ago by country of birth 14
Residence one year ago by country of citizenship 14
Immigrants by country of last residence 16
Immigrants by country of birth 13
Immigrants by country of citizenship 15
Emigrants by country of next residence 13
Emigrants by country of birth 10
Emigrants by country of citizenship 13
Population by country of birth and citizenship 10
Population by country of birth, country of birth @hrents and citizenship 2
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20.  Annual immigration flow data were slightly mdrequently supplied than flow data
derived from the question about the previous resideOrigin-destination specific data (country
of last or next residence) could be supplied byhilgaest number of countries. For both
immigration and emigration flow data the countrybath was least available. Immigrant stock
data were less frequent than flow data, with omly tountries (Canada, Spain) being able to
provide information about immigrants' parents.

21. The following table presents the informatioreatly shown in Tables 1 and 2 from a
different angle by cross-referencing the type ajnation with the definition of migrant origin.

Table 3: Distribution of Countriesby Type of Migration Data and Definition of Migrant
Origin

Type of Migration Data
Definition of Migrant Origin Immigration Emigration Immigrant
Flow Data Flow Data Stock Data
Country of last/next residence 16 13
Country of birth 13 (annual) 10
14 (residence 1
year ago)
Country of citizenship 15 (annual) 13
14 (residence 1
year ago)
Country of birth andtitizenship 10
Country of birth anatitizenship 2
andcountry of birth of parents

Table 4: Distribution of Countriesby Type of Migration Data and Type of Data Sour ce

Type of Migration Data

Type of Data Source Immigration | Emigration Immigrant

Flow Data Flow Data Stock Data
Population Census 11 1 7
Population Register 5 5 3
Aliens' Register, Permits of Stay Register 8 5 2
or Other Administrative Database
Household Sample Survey 1 1 2
Border Sample Survey 1 1 -
Passenger Cards System 1 1 -
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22. Generally, data sources used by the participatbuntries were quite diverse. In
addition, the type of information collected or ded from these sources was different from one
country to another. Six major types of data souveer® used for both immigration and
emigration flows. Stock data on immigrants weree from four types of sources. The most
widely used source for immigration flow data was glopulation census, followed by
administrative registers that usually cover nonematls only. A majority of countries used
multiple data sources to produce immigration datdth the census being one of those sources
in 11 countries. Administrative registers were tii&in sources for outflows. Emigration data
mostly relied on one single source, Poland andugattbeing the only two countries which used
multiple sources for emigration data. The censasmagas most frequently used to tabulate
immigrant stocks. Surveys occupied a much less pr@mhrole as sources for migration data.

23. The following two tables present the data sesifor immigration and emigration data
supplied by the participating countries.

Table 5: Received Immigration Flow Data by Type of Data Sour ce

Country Type of Data Source
Population | Household | Border Population | Permits of stay| Passenger
Census sample sample register register, aliens'| cards
survey survey register or system

other
administrative
database

Albania

Australia X X

Canada X X

Czech

Republic

Estonia X X

Finland v

France X

Georgia

Italy X X X

Kazakhstan

Norway X

Poland X X

Portugal X X X

Russia X

Spain X X

Switzerland X X

TFYR of X X
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Macedonia

United
Kingdom

X

United
States

X

TOTAL

11

3

1

5

... ho data provided for this exercise or data ex¢éérom Eurostat database

Kazakhstan: source for immigration data unknown

Table 6: Received Emigration Flow Data by Type of Data Sour ce

Country

Type of Data Source

Population
Census

Household
sample
survey

Border
sample
survey

Population
register

Permits of
stay register,
aliens'
register or
other

administrative

database

Passenger
cards
system

Albania

Australia

Canada

Czech
Republic

Estonia

Finland

France

Georgia

Italy

Kazakhstan

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Russia

Spain

Switzerland

TFYR of
Macedonia

United
Kingdom

United
States

TOTAL

1

1

1

5

... no data provided for this exercise or data extchfrtem Eurostat database

Canada, France, United States: no emigration daitable

Kazakhstan: source for emigration data unknown
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IV. THE MAJOR FINDINGS

24, The analysis of the individual country datahie four group reports was primarily guided
by one of the main objectives of the work of thesK &orce, i.e. to assess the feasibility of using
other countries' data to address the needs ofrsgduntries with specific emphasis on (1)
whether host countries can adequately measure iratiag from a particular country; (2)
whether the immigration data of the host counttadae consistent with other data sources
including emigration data from the sending coun{By;whether different definitions and
concepts have an influence on the use of anothartigés immigration data.

25. Putting all the information on migration datdlection and production in the individual
countries together results in a very complex andrde picture. It is therefore extremely difficult
to come up with general findings which universapply to all 19 countries.

26. Immigration data are not uniform across théiddal countries as they serve the
countries' own policy related goals. The nationahfework for collecting migration statistics
plays a crucial role. In broad terms, the availgbdf immigration data varies according to
statistical sources available in each country. €quently, the scope and the quality of
immigration data derived from different receivinguaitries vary widely. One of the goals of the
data analysis was to determine how to use theseniform immigration data to the best
advantage of a sending couritry

A. Data sources

27. There was no evidence that any one sourcetafpdaduced more accurate results than
others even though certain sources (e.g. admitiigreegisters covering the whole population),
under specific conditions, may be able to providgarcomprehensive statistical data than
others. Each data source is in some way limited wispect to its coverage of migration. These
limitations follow from the diverse nature of im@tional migration today as well as from the
multiple purposes these data sources have beegnddsio serve. In all participating countries
emigration is weaker in terms of data sources ihmamigration.

28. The use of multiple or alternative sourcesdtednine or estimate international
migration is still lacking in many countries. Ap&mm the census mobility question the flow
data in a large majority of countries were derifredn one single data source only. There were
just a few exceptions: e.g. ltaly (population régisnd permits of stay register), Portugal
(permits of stay register, emigration survey), threted Kingdom (International Passenger
Survey, Labor Force Survey), and the United Stghteserican Community Survey,
administrative data). Poland is the only countat tises the census to obtain information on
emigration. Relying on several different data searcan provide a wider and more complete
coverage of the immigration and emigration streantsring and leaving the country. On the

! The Task Force considered it to be important thaimmigration data were as comprehensive as fpessill
would be inclusive of all groups relevant to intgional migration (nationals and non-nationalsppanent and
non-permanent residents, native-born and foreign-hbike). Only such an all-encompassing immigi@nicept

can satisfy sending countries' wide and divergiegds for emigration data
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other hand, combining data from different sourcegrovide a coherent picture can be
methodologically challenging due to variations amcepts and definitions.

29. The often made assumption that data on inflawsceiving countries are more complete
than those on the corresponding outflows in sendmmtries cannot be fully endorsed or
rejected by the data gathered in this exercise.r@sgts suggest that the type of data source
being used in a given country plays a crucial noldetermining the scope and the coverage of
inflows and outflows.

B. Flow vs. stock data

30. Both flow and stock data are highly relevamtifbernational migration statistics. While
annual flow data are, in principle, best suitedtf@ measurement of migratory movements such
data may be difficult to obtain as they requiraialy elaborate registration system or data
collection tool. Stock data are generally easierditect. Despite the well known limitations
regarding their use for the estimation of interoradil migration (e.g. they show only selective
aspects of the outcomes of the migratory procesae@br more chosen points in time and
represent the cumulative effect of net migrati@w over a certain period in the past) stock
data can sometimes provide a more comprehensit@@iof immigration than annual inflow
statistics. This is especially the case in coustnbere immigration statistics are confined to
only those people who have been granted permaesidience permits.

31. Moreover, data on stocks of immigrants candrg useful to give information on stocks
of (other countries') emigrants, provided that aata person's ‘immigration background’ exist.
Given the fact that the (decennial) population aeris one of the main sources of stock data
such information is generally available even thonghnecessarily on a timely basis. In most
countries, the census uses all three conceptsuriitiy of origin' identification. However,
information on a person's parents seems less findlgjLebtainable, thus limiting the
identification of the group of descendants of fgneborn.

C. 'Country of origin' identification

32. The analysis of the three different conceptsaintry of origin' identification shows that
none of these variables may be considered anmleay for another one. It would appear
problematic e.g. to consider country of citizenssyponymous with country of last residence as
a universal rule. In a given country A, the numtsieimmigration events involving citizens of
country B, the number of persons born in countgnl the number of immigration events
originating from country B may be very differentbd relationship between these three concepts
is country-specific and may even change over tivkile there is a high degree of correlation
for some migratory flows it is far less obviousoitmers. The greater and unrestricted
international mobility for EU citizens within theuEbpean Economic Area (EEA) for instance
and the emergence of new forms of migration, scaasit, circular or return migration, seems
to lead to an ever widening gap between these ptsice

D. Immigration vs. emigration data

33. For most countries it is more difficult to @t information about emigration than
immigration. In the worst case scenario, the sepdountry has no or only incomplete flow data
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on persons leaving its territory. The receivingrdoy, on the other hand, may in principle have
both inflow and stock data on immigrants, i.e.$kading country's emigrants. Therefore,
receiving countries can generally provide a momam@hensive picture of emigration than most
sending countries.

34. None of the participating countries was ablprtavide all the requested data and is
currently in a position to produce statistics aegular basis which cover all basic information
needs on emigration. Moreover, nowadays the neeeliable and timely emigration data exists
everywhere — even in 'traditional' immigration ctries such as Australia, Canada and the
United States as well as those in Western and BortBurope.

E. International comparability of migration flows

35. The low degree of comparability of data onniméional migration flows becomes
evident when matching data on flows between pdic®ontries that are reported by the country
of origin and the country of destination. Emigratiata from a sending country were often
different from immigration data in a correspondregeiving country. In most cases the two data
sets do not match at all. As expected there wasotable exception: Finland and Norway
provided data that were almost identical. Thisus tb the Inter-Nordic Migration Agreement
which links the registration and deregistratiomofirants between the countries that participate
in this coordinated exchange of migration inforratiThe many inconsistencies concerning the
same migration flow between other pairs of couataee mainly due to differences in the
concepts and definitions, the methods and coveshtie data collection as well as the time lag
between the registrations of the same event itvibecountries.

F. Terminology and definitions used in internagibmigration statistics

36. It is obvious that despite the myriad effoawards achieving international comparability
and the ongoing discussions at the multilateradllewuniversal standardized and harmonized
terminology used in the collection of internationagration statistics is far from a reality. There
are many conceptual, theoretical, temporal, metlogittal and systematic discrepancies
between different countries’ migration statistics.

37. The major issues that have to be dealt withwdseng another country's migration data
include:

» The use of different concepts or definitions ¢foars considered an immigrant or an
emigrant.

* National data sources that cover different refeegperiods as well as different
population universes (e.g. resident populationsgme population, legal population).

* The different treatment of nationals and nonaradls (data e.g. are available only for
one group and not the other).

» The inconsistency of flow data derived from tle@sus and from administrative registers
and the inconsistency between flow and stock deistherefore rather the rule than the
exception that different national data sources idedifferent data for the measurement of
the same migratory events.



Supporting paper 2
Page 12

» The inconsistency of origin-destination spedilaws between two given countries when
the respective national data are compared.

G. Metadata

38. Given the lack of uniformity in the definition$international migrants and in the
concepts of international migration flows used amious countries the availability of complete
and comprehensive metadata is paramount. The natsitlauld include complete and detailed
information on each data source, including the dgitey laws, the practical administrative
procedures involved, and the level of coverageci@pemphasis must be paid to any changes in
a country's population universe, the data collecpimcess or legal regulations which might
affect the way migrants and their movements advosders are defined and counted. A lack of
detail in the available national metadata mightedgfull understanding of observed anomalies,
discrepancies and gaps. There is the inherentlplitysihat data are misinterpreted by another
country wishing to use them if the metadata ardulbt known and understood — and
misguided decisions may be made regarding their use

V. CONCLUSIONS

39. The data exchange exercise provided empingdéace of the issues to be confronted
and the challenges related to the use of a regeoonntry’s immigration data as a potential
source for emigration statistics.

40. Measuring and comparing migration movemengsopiulations in different countries is
indeed a challenging task. The conceptual, metlgitdl and definitional problems, which
result in differences in the numbers from sendimgj @ceiving countries, make the use of
another country's immigration data difficult. Anettproblem involves the combination of data
from different receiving countries in light of theiarying degrees of quality. It is safe to state
that harmonization of international migration statis won't be reached in the short or even
medium term. However, it is possible even now tabuseful data on nationals or former
residents living abroad or having moved abroad ftbenimmigration data of receiving
countries.

41. The results of the analysis of migration dati(ected in the four groups indicate that
immigration statistics in receiving countries catusé a relatively good source of information

for sending countries on their emigrants. The degfausefulness depends on the quality of the
country’s own emigration statistics. Specific daéeds are defined by what is already produced
by a country’s statistical system as well as tmel laf information that a country wishes to have.
Using other countries' immigration data may bedhly available short-term option for countries
lacking emigration statistics. For countries withesast some emigration data they could provide
benchmarks against which they can evaluate theairayailable statistics. An increasing reliance
on the use of another country's data, however,ldhmi preclude improving emigration data
collection at the national level.
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42. Depending on the source national statistidades (NSOs) have different possibilities to
influence the collection of essential migratioratetl data. Administrative data are usually
amassed by agencies other than the NSO. Therefisraat likely that statisticians can effect
changes in the rules of registration to improveghantity and quality of data and to facilitate
compliance with international recommendations. Ratn-based data collections (surveys and
censuses), however, are usually carried out by N$Rs, in theory, should help ensure the use
of harmonized concepts and definitions and theusioh of pertinent questions in the data
collection exercise.

43. Based on the findings of the data collectioereise some general guidelines were
developed which explore the possibilities of usimgnigration data to compensate for and
improve the existing weaknesses of emigration dagending countries. These guidelines (i)
identify the typology and uses of emigration déiaprovide guidance on how to use
immigration data of receiving countries to get imfi@ation on emigration, and (iii) propose
activities, which would lead to increased availi&pibf emigration data.
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APPENDIX

List of Tables Used in the Data Exchange Exercise

1) Flow Data

Table 1. Population of your country by age gro@x, lace of birth, and place of
residence one year before data collection

Table 2. Population of your country by age gro@x, €itizenship, and place of residence
one year before data collection

Table 3. Persons who immigrated to your countrynfapuntry X (where X is country of
previous residence) by age group, sex, and sirggle of entry (the 10 most recent years
available)

Table 4. Persons who immigrated to your country where born in country X by age
group, sex, and single year of entry (the 10 mexsmt years available)

Table 5. Persons who immigrated to your country where citizens of country X by
age group, sex, and single year of entry (the 16tmezent years available)

Table 6. Persons who emigrated from your countigotmtry X (where X is the country
of next residence) by age group, sex, and single gkedeparture (the 10 most recent
years available)

Table 7. Persons who emigrated from your countrg where born in country X by age
group, sex, and single year of departure (the 16t mezent years available)

Table 8. Persons who emigrated from your countrg where citizens of country X by
age group, sex, and single year of departure @hadst recent years available)

2) Stock Data

Table 1. Population by country of birth and citigkip (as of January 1 of the 10 most
recent years available)

Table 2. Population by country of birth, countfybath of parents and citizenship (as of
January 1 of the 10 most recent years available)

*kkkk



