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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

4, Many countries experience problems in providiogurate data on international
emigration. Reliable estimates of emigration flawsl stocks are often requested since policy
makers need good statistical information to manaiggnational emigration and assess its
consequences. Various statistical sources aretaggdvide data on migration outflows and
stocks of nationals living abroad but their accurigan most cases unsatisfactory.

5. Various countries experiencing intensive emigratried to estimate it through an
“emigration module’, in the form of specific quesis on absent persons included in the last
population census. The objective of this reseas¢h evaluate the quality of data collected
through emigration modules used in censuses indountries (Georgia 2002, Moldova 2004,
Poland 2002 and Tunisia 2004) through the compaéthese data with statistics produced by
main countries of destination. The final objectiw&o identify good practices for those countries
that are considering to using an emigration mothri¢he next census.

6. The first important aspect that emerged frometkeem of practices adopted by these
countries is that different approaches were usekating emigrants with respect to the count of
resident population. In particular, some countimetuded emigrants in the resident population
irrespectively of duration of absence. In viewlod hext census round, it's important that
countries collecting information on emigrants slyi@pply residency rules, with particular
reference to duration of absence. Therefore, thessons living abroad for 12 months or more
should be excluded from the count of resident patpur.

The four countries used different definitions tentdfy emigrants at the census: in particular,
different criteria were adopted in terms of dunata absence, also depending on administrative
rules in place, and different approaches werezatilin identifying respondents to which
guestions on absent persons were asked. Moreaventries targeted different groups of
emigrants: some concentrated on those who leftabatry in most recent years while others
tried to cover a broader group of emigrants, inclgdhose who left the country up to 10 or
more years before the census. These choices chféebted census results, in terms of coverage
as well as on accuracy of collected information.

7. From the comparison of census data on emigweitiiscorresponding data supplied by
the main destination countries, it can be saidehagration data from the census provide good
coverage of:
¢+ emigrants who left the country in the years immtdyabefore the census (up to 5 years);
¢+ emigrants who are more likely to keep close tigh wieir country, mainly because of
close family ties and/or because of geographiaafiprity
¢ emigrants who are still included in the registmatgystem of the country of origin, where
such administrative registers exist.

8. It derives that emigration modules/questiorth@atcensus are not able to provide an
accurate count of the total number of emigrantsiireg abroad. However, such approach can be
useful to collect information on selected groupsmiigrants, as for example on those who
emigrated recently and/or on those who have clasgly ties in the country of origin.
Moreover, the emigration module can be a usefulttmgather information on additional
aspects, such as:

¢ socio-economic profile of households having a mertibieg abroad
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¢ reason of emigration
+ identification of geographical regions/populationgps most affected by emigration

9. Countries wishing to include an emigration medat the next census should pay
attention to the following aspects:
¢ Clear separation between count of resident populand count of emigrants, with the
latter being excluded from the resident populatigheir absence lasts 12 month or more
+ ldentify the group of emigrants that can coveredhgyemigration module, such as those
emigrated in the years immediately before the cemswl/or those who have family ties
in the country of origin;
¢ Clear definition of respondents, in order to avdie risk of overcounting (the same
emigrant reported by two or more respondents)
¢ The use of a separate module, different from thénnesansus form, appears to be
preferable since it makes clear the distinctiomesident from non-resident population,
for the purposes of the statistical count
¢ Questions on emigrant persons should focus on tvgeand simple topics and their
number should be very limited

10.  This exercise showed that the use of immignatiata produced by destination countries
is an extremely useful source of information on gnamts, especially on national citizens living

abroad. The use of statistical data from destinatimuntries should be encouraged and it could
provide a fairly accurate count of citizens liviagroad. In this context, using the emigration
module could be considered as an important todketove statistical data on selected groups of
emigrants and/or on some qualitative aspects ofreton.

BACKGROUND

11. In many countries it is difficult to estimaté mationals or, more generally, of former
residents that have left the country to live abrdeliable estimates of migration outflows and
stocks are often requested to understand interretiemigration and assess its consequences.
Various statistical sources are used to provida datmigration outflows and stocks of nationals
living abroad. Following earlier experiences, soecmuntries made use of an ‘emigration
module’ during the 2000 round of population censusecollect data on emigration. Through the
utilization of an emigration module at the census, possible to give answers, though partial, to
various questions related to emigration when cslerces are not available:

« how many nationals (or residents) are living abfoad

« what are the main destination countries?

+ how long have emigrants been absent from the cpuwitorigin (or when did
they leave to go abroad)?

« what are the reasons for moving abroad?

« what is the social and demographic profile of theseple?

12.  The objective of the present study is to euveldhe quality of data collected through
emigration modules through the comparison of tligdvith statistics produced by destination
countries. The final objective is to identify gopihctices for those countries that are considering
to utilizing an emigration module for the next cansThe experience of four countries (Georgia,
Moldova, Poland and Tunisia) that used an emignatitodule at the last census has been
considered in this analysis.
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1. ‘EMIGRATION MODULES* USED IN SELECTED COUNTRIES AT THE 2000
CENSUS ROUND

13.  This chapter examines the ‘emigration modulgsised by four selected countries
(Georgia, Moldova, Poland and Tunisia) in theit lzational census. The first paragraph focuses
on the different standards used to define the temigrant’, the second paragraph presents some
methodological aspects concerning the selectiorsgondents and the final paragraph examines
the type of information collected.

Table 1 - Census round 2000: time frameworks and gshated volumes of emigrants in
selected countries

Georgia Moldova Poland Tunisia
January October .
Date of census 2002 2004 May 2002 | April 2004
Resident Population 4.371.535 3.383.332| 38.230.0009.910.872
Emigrants 113.726 273.056 786.085 75.773
Ratio emlgrants/re5|dent 2 6% 8.1% 2 1% 0.8%
population

1.1 Definitions of ‘emigrants’

14.  The selected countries have used quite diffefeinitions to identify emigrants to count
at the population census. In this regard, the falig two dimensions have to be taken into
consideration for a correct understanding of théoua definitions used:

¢ Duration of stay abroad
¢ Administrative linkages

15. In relation to minimal duration of stay abro#tk four selected countries of emigration
present quite different approaches, largely inftileg their respective results. In Georgia, only
persons who left the country for more than 12 menthre defined as emigrants. Georgia
collected information about all persons who leé tountry in the intercensus period (1992-
2002). The minimal period of absence was loweruni3ia, where emigrants were defined as all
those persons who had stayed or intended to stayf tlie country for more than 6 months.
Moreover Tunisia focussed on emigrants who leftcixntries in the five years prior to the
census. Inthe case of Poland, a stay abroadnufri2hs is sufficient to be considered as
emigrant, while no indication on duration of absen@s used in Moldova. Important
differences also exist in terms of the emigratieniged: while In Moldova and Poland there was
no specific time coverage, but absent persons wareted irrespective of when they left the
country.

16. In addition to duration of absence, some caesmtonsider administrative linkages in the
definition of an ‘emigrant’. In the case of Moldoaad Poland, theormal registration in the
country of origin determines if a person has to be enumerated ‘@sagrant’. Emigrants are
defined as permanent residents who are ‘temporaiisoad, i.e. persons who moved abroad
without deregistering from their country of residenEmigration is considered to be
‘temporary’, regardless of the duration and redsommbsence.
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Inclusion of
Definition of resident people enumerated by the ¢esus Definition of ‘emigrant’ emigrants in resident
population
 Persons residing permanently at the given plaga(déess of o _
their whereabouts during census) . IPerso(;1 who h(ad left Georgia W)Ithln the period @f|th
ast 10 years (at census surve
Georgial » Persons present in Georgia fol2 months 5 Y b . G _ yf 15 hs ( Not included
) o _ » Person absent from Georgia for months (a
* Temporary residentss(12 months residing in Georgia) and census survey)
temporary absentees (absent€dr2 months)
. L .| * Permanent (de jure) resident registered for resigen
« Citizens of Moldova who reside in the country (nefiess if| . .
Moldova temporarily abroad at census survey) in the Republic of Moldova
? * Foreign citizens and persons without citizenshipthwi' P_e_rgon gone temp_orarily abfoad due to work, stuflies included
residence in Moldova at census survey visiting famlly or friends, holidays etc. (regarskeof
the duration and reason of absence)
* Permanent (de jure) residents registered for resglein| : . . il
Poland (regardless of citizenship and place wheeg teside iFr’]eFr)rgg ?]Zm (de jure) resident registered for resilen
Poland at census survey) _ Included
» Temporary immigrants excluded (regardless of thatihn of » Person staying abrodar > 2 months (regardless of
their stay) the period of stay)
» Persons staying (or intending to stay) in Tunisia # 6 ’ Egrrjg;) residing abroad fer 6 months (at censys
Tunisia months Not included

Absentees< 6 months

Member of a family nucledsand residing within &
household in Tunisia 5 years prior to the census

* The Census covered only the territory under the jurisdiction of the Georgian Government (Abkhazia and South Ossetia were not included).
2 Census covered only the territory under jurisdiction of the Government of Moldova (area of the Left bank of the river Dnestr was not included).
SA family nucleus can be composed by: a couple with or without children, a mother widowed or divorced with children, a woman widowed or divorced without children, a father widowed or divorced with children, a man widowed or divorced without children
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1.2 Identification of respondents
17. When collecting information on absent perstims jdentification of respondents is of

primary importance, highly influencing the coverag®l the accuracy of the collected data. Who
should be asked for? Who might provide the mogilvkd and appropriate information on
absentees?

18. It is common practice to ask information oneatbpersons to their previous household
members. Overcounting problems may arise when thareone household could report an
absent person or, on the other hand, undercoveridigeccur when the household of the absent
person does not exist any longer, for exampleerctise the entire household emigrated
following the absent person.

19. The four countries had a quite similar appraanth mainly relied on household
members of emigrated person, also because thagaeelikely to provide accurate information
on absentees. Georgia asked all registered howusetehbers and in their absence to any other
adult member of the same household. Similarly, fblaquired family members of the absentee
or other persons living with him/her before his/departure. Moldova asked all the household
members of the absentee, while Tunisia limiteddidua collection to the former family nucleus
of the emigrant (i.e. wife and unmarried children).

20. Some of the selected countries also identdietidefined alternative respondents who
could provide information on absentees in absehedl bousehold members of an emigrant.
Poland collected information on emigrants (withheusehold members living in the country at
census date) by asking the absentee’s neighbodfsrggersons renting the emigrants residence.
Similarly, Georgia census asked information on earits to people having no family ties with
the absentee.

Table 3 - Typology of proxy respondents providingriformation on emigrants
» Registered household members
» Any adult member of the household (in absencegibtered household member)
If whole household abroad: - Relatives
- Neighbors
- Local administration authorities (town, village)
Moldova | < Absentee’s household members
» Family members of absentees
Poland » Persons living with the family member before thpafture in a joint household
» Neighbours of the absentee and/or persons rertengrnigrants residence

Georgia

Tunisia » Former family nucleus of the emigrant (spouse amdarried children)
1.3 Census questionnaire and questions on emigraiti
21. The method used to collect information on rggaand the type of questions have an

impact on relevance and accuracy of data. In thgand, two main aspects are particularly
important:

» Separate module vs. inclusion of questions in therform

» Topics covered by questions on emigrants

22. Two countries used a separate emigration maxutglementing the main
questionnaire of the census. Georgia elaboratpeaf& census questionnaire for emigrants
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(form EM - 12 questions) added to the census fdmmmisia presented two modules on migration
within the national census questionnaire: the tirs¢ on mobility, internal migration and
immigration, the second one on international entigna(VIl - 8 questions). Poland included
some few questions on emigration in the main qaestire (Form A) and utilized an additional
module to investigate long-term and internal migra{M -12 gquestions). Moldova, instead,
added some specific question regarding migratidhensecond form (2P) of the main census
guestionnaire.

23. Coming to the content of the questions, irigal to be awarex-ante of the output
type the adopted questions are going to producet\Wihd of information on emigrants should
be collected? What kind of information is useful filee development of policies?

24. It is fundamental to express all questions @fear and precise way, leaving no space
for interpretation and misunderstandings. A welirted formulation is an essential prerequisite
for the reliability and comparability of the datatoome. The table below summarises the
different questions utilised by the four selectedrdries with the purpose of collecting useful
information on current emigration patterns. Theetgb questions can roughly be classified into
four main categories: general information, legakdiges, duration of absence and additional
data.

25. All the selected countries of emigration cdkelcthrough a separate module on
emigration or additional questions in the main cemguestionnaire some main general
information on the emigrant (name, sex, maritalustarelationship to head of household, etc.)
Georgia and Moldova, furthermore, ask for the relig belief of the emigrants. Poland,
compared to the other countries is not directlyugnmg the mother tongue of an emigrant, but
ask instead for the ‘most frequently spoken langustchome’. Tunisia collected only the year of
birth, while the other countries ask for the congpldate of birth (day, month and year).

26. With regard to the legal linkages, all courstiellected information about the place of
birth and the citizenship of the emigrant. In aiddif Georgia and Moldova ask for the
emigrant’s nationality, i.e. the ethnic group angmant is belonging to.

27.  Coming to the duration of absence of an emigsanme differences between the adopted
guestions were observed: Georgia and Tunisia dskele year of emigration (Georgia census
also the month of emigration) and thus collectmgjriectly information on the period of stay
abroad. Moldova and Poland, instead, asked bodettiirfor the duration of absence, but
adopting a different categorisation: under 1 yegedr or more (Moldova), since birth/since
1988 or longer/since 1989 or shorter (Poland).Harrmore, Moldova asks for the duration of
permanent residence in the current place. Only g@asks for the intention of the emigrant to
return to his/her country of origin.

28.  The additional data mainly focus on the plamentry of residence and the reason for
moving of an emigrant. Georgia and Tunisia ask lbatlthe country of destination (without
specifying if transitory of final destination). Ggga, however, collected information also on the
country of current residence. Similarly, Moldovayaites the current residence of an emigrant at
census date. Poland, instead, only asks for thoe gfiprevious residence without collecting any
information on the country of destination. All caues enquire the reasons for moving but adopt
a quite dissimilar codification of answers (seddat). In addition, Georgia asks for economic
relationship with the rest of the family of the gmaint (material aid)
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Table 4 - Comparison of questions on migration éebjn the main census questionnaires and in thefation modules’

Georgia Moldova Poland Tunisia
Type* Questions o . o : - - o U o o s -
Specific form in main questionnaire Questions in main questionnaifeQuestions in main questionnaire Specific module within main
(Form EM -15 questions) (Form 2P) (Form A) questionnaire (VII - 8 questions)
G Name « Last name, initials « First name, last name, father's name * Surname, Name « First name, surname
G Sex * Male or female * Male or female + Male or female * Male or female
G Date of birth « Year, month, day, age « Year, month, day, age * Year, month, day. * Year
« Language of his/her nationality (Native language) (Most frequently spoken language at home)
G Language + Other languages * Open answer + Open answer ND
G Religion « Orthodox Christian, Roman Catholics, Gregorian... none + Open answer - ND
. « Higher, post-secondary, secondary, primary, others
G Educat|0na| Ievel « Higher, unfinished higher, secondary vocational... illiterate « Higher, secondary vocational/high... analphabetic . A:g youznendlng schgol? Y. primary, ND
) . + Single, legally married (and living together), legally ret living
G Marital Status + Married, widowed, never married, divorced, separated Shnl?‘meéerﬁ?‘se‘jogsegIa?éiwéénzzcsgcé\:ﬂnrseeglz‘gleeﬁg' separately), widower, divorced, legally separated ND
P ! "  sep: + Month, year of current marriage
Relationship to head of
« Fil s use, U s . i * Fi i , hut wife, u ... NOt-| ive . U , hu: wife, itant, ... - . W
G h h |d First person, spouse, son/daughter, mother/father. elatianship First resident, husband/wife, son/daughter... not-relati Head of household, husbhand/wife, cohabitant, ...non-relptveon Open answer
ouseno
B . « Region, municipality + Poland
L Place of birth Country, autonomous republic, region - Other country - Other country (specify) ND
: 5 P Ethnicit,
L Nationality/Ethnicity -+ Open answer e ower - ND
. . * Georgian * Republic of Moldova + Polish (only)
L CltlZenShlp + Stateless « No citizens + Both - Polish and other (specify) ND
+ Other country «_Foreign citizens other countries «_Only others (specify)
D Date of emigration + Year, Month - - - Year
« Since birth
H « Under 1 year "
D Duration of absence - * Lyear and more + Since 1988 or longer -
+_Since 1989 or shorter (month, year)
. « From birth
D Duration of permanent . - Year of permanent living 3 R
H H « Place of previous residence
reSIdence In current place «_Arrived from rural or urban it
: * Yes/no
D Intention to return e - - -
A Country of destination + Various options - - + Open answer
(Residence/Situation at census date) (Pern_\anem/!empor?ry stay in Poland at census date)
+ Present . II:W: ggmggzhy . grbesseenr:!sta n other place Poland
B . . . . ive y - y il _
A Country Of Current reSIdence + Various options Temporarily absent « Live permanently - absent stay abroad (indicate country
« Other settlement of Republic
+ Abroad (indicate country) +  Stay temporarily - arrived from other place in Poland
+ _ Stay temporarily - arrived from abroad (indicate country)
. H « Other locality in Poland (province, community, urban/raraia)
A Place of previous residence | - L Rorere oty o unity, u ) -
+ Job seeking
« Change of employment
. " . . (Reason for absence) * Acquisition of accommodation
) ) : ::\‘me%(;\;eemem of living conditions (employed before emigratjon . Work . Bene_r accommodation conditions
A Reason of emigration e + Studies - - Marriage
« Other « Other « Family unification
* Return to place of origin
* Studies
«_Other
R . . « Emigrants aid family
A Material aid/remittances - Family aids emigrant - -
« No

“*Keys: G =General information, L = Legal linkages, D = Duration of absence, A = Additional data.
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3. COMPARISON OF DATA FROM ‘EMIGRATION MODULES’ Wi
HOST COUNTRIES

TH DATA FROM

29. Data obtained through the ‘emigration modul&stions in the national censuses have

been compared with statistics collected in the rhast countries. Total counts and distributions
by demographic attributes (sex, age, marital statnd reasons for moving were compared. The
objective was to assess the coverage and the agaifrdata collected through the censuses, as
well as to get some indications on the various @gghes used to build the emigration modules.

3.1

30.

Main host countries and sources of information

countries, according to data collected at the pdjmri census.

Table 5 - Migrants from selected countries of emigation to main host countries

Table 5 gives an overview of the main destomatiountries for each of the four selected

Georgia Moldova Poland Tunisia

CSL?r?ttry % Cgssttry % C:(J)r?ttry % ngr?ttry %

Russia 72950 64.19 Russig 153366 56.p% Gernjany 0294337.4% France 31955 42.2%

Greece 18421 16.2% Italy 53010 19.4% USA 158009 1980] Italy 16973| 22.4%
Germany| 4847 4.3%| Romanip 10515 3.9pb Italy 39262 0%5| Lybia 5368 7.1%

USA 4316 3.8% Portugal 9467 3.5% Canada 29117 3ff%ermany | 4933 6.5%

Ukraine 8582 3.1% U.S.A. 199 2.6%

Total 113726 100% Total 273056  100¢6 Tota 786085 0%0 Total 75773| 1009
Top four | 100534| 88.49 Top fivg 234930 86.0% Topfqu520692| 66.2%| Top five| 61224 80.8%
31. Table 6 below summarizes the various sourcesiaf provided by destination countries,

as well as definitions adopted by the same cowmntrie

Table 6 - Data source for comparison received frorhost countries

. N Country for
Data source Definition of immigrant y
comparison
S;?:nﬁtss(r?zskljierg; Stock of foreign citizens recorded in the populatiegister. Includes Poland. Tunisia
2Iien ooulation asylum seekers living in private households. Fardigrn persons of Geor ié '
re istgr P German origin (Aussiedler) excluded. ga.
Germany 2 - — . . : .
Criteria for registering foreigners: holding a desice permit and
Flows, Central intending to stay in the country for at least 1 kvetncludes asylum Poland, Tunisia,
Population register | seekers living in private households. Inflows ofspeis of Germans Georgia.
origin excluded.
stfgfztgf fozgr&gr_s Holders of a residence (stay) permit at a reledate. (Children under | Poland, Moldova,
stayp 18 who are registered on their parents’ perminatecounted) Tunisia.
Register
ltaly Flows Issue of residence permits, including short termsaexcluding Poland, Moldova,
renewals). Tunisia.
Holders of residence permits. Does not includedtwish temporary
Stock permits (less that six months in duration) and etitel Minors are Moldova, Tunisia.
registered in parents’ records.
Stocks of migrants Statistics based on the International Questionsabata Georgia. Moldova
Spain g for 2003 worked out using the new cast method€adf being based gia, Moidova,
Flows . . . o X Poland, Tunisia.
on data provided by the Residential Variation St&s).
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Canada Census 2001 Foreign-born not naturalized Poland

American Foreign-born immigrants (naturalized and foreigh@fse universe is

Community Surve limited to the private household population, andledes the population| Poland
USA 2001 200%’ y living in institutions, college dormitories, anchet group quarters. Datg

’ are based on a sample and are subject to samgaliiability.

Census 2000 Foreign born immigrants (naturalizetfareigners) Poland

Russian Census October

Federation 2002 Stock of foreign citizenship residents and temponaigrants Moldova, Georgia.

MOI Population register file includes persons a@ntgthe country for

Israel Flows permanent residence under the Law of Return ocdleof Entrance. Georgia
Ukraine g(t)a(r)\lsus December Stock of residents of foreign citizenship Moldo@eorgia.
France Stock Rolling census (sample) Tunisia, Poland.
Greece Census 2001 Stock of foreign-born citizens Georgia

3.2 Comparability of data

32. It should be remembered that, when comparite fdam countries of emigration and

host countries, reference populations may be glifterent, since the defining criteria may vary.
Among the possible reasons for discrepanciesdif@xing ones should be highlighted:

* In some countries ‘citizenship’ is regarded as neaiterion, while in others reference is
made to the ‘place of birth’. In particular withgeed to ‘citizenship’ it should be
remembered that due to naturalization proceduresdime person might be recorded with a
different citizenship in the country of emigratiand in the host country.

» Data collected in a census is based on informatiowided by respondents, while statistics
based on registers are to a certain extent infegtby rules and procedures governing
administrative processes.

» The moment of the census in countries of emigradimes not coincide with the reference
date of statistics received from the destinatiountiges.

» For political reasons, some areas were not incliéae national census program in
Georgia (Abkhazia and South Ossetia) and Moldasi Iflank of the river Dnestr and the
town of Bendery. On the contrary, host countrientdy migrants who arrived from these
areas as immigrants from Moldova or Georgia respalgt

3.3 Country cases

33.  This part presents a comparative analysis legtwee data collected on
emigrants/immigrants by the selected countriesrafeation (through ‘emigration module
practices’) and the data collected by main respecountries of destination. For each country of
emigration, the ‘data coverage’ on migrants willdd@mined, focusing at first on the recorded
number of emigrants/immigrants and secondly omth@n characteristics of the emigrants, i.e.
the demographic attributes (sex, age, marital stathie duration of absence and the reasons for
moving.
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3.3.1 Georgia

34.  Georgia provided a set of tables based onatditected at the 2002 census. However,
guite a few of them could be compared with statsstiom the destination countries: emigrants
by sex, country of destination and current resideo a certain extent this data could help to
figure out and to monitor ‘interim’ migration up the country of final destination.
Unfortunately, the period of second move was neniified, thus only the data on current
residence was used for comparison.

35. From the host countries, the Russian Federatimvided data from the 2002 Census,
rather close in terms of time framework to the @&or census, covering citizens of Georgia that
were residents of the RF and temporary migrantem@ey provided information on the stock of
foreigners (citizens of Georgia) that were regeten Germany by 31/12/2001.

Ukraine provided statistics of residents with Geamgritizenship (Census, December 2001).
Data on immigrants with Georgian citizenship wasereed from Spain for the date 01/01/2002.

Table 7 - Number of Georgian migrants in main countes of destination

Stock of migrants Coverage
Host country Data source
Total M F Total | M | F
German data (stock) 11739 5092 664)
Germany
Georgian data 4847 2277 2570 41,30)fa 44,7‘}%) 38,7%
Greece (census 2001) 22875 983pP 130B6
Greece
Georgian data 18421 8141 1028p 80,40*0 82.7}% 78.9%
Russian RF data (census 2062) 52918 31754 21164
Federation Georgian data 72950 4634¢ 26604 137,9% 146,0% 795
Ukraine (census 2001) 6006 3474 252[
Ukraine
Georgian data 2015 1361 654 33,50)P 39,1% 25,9%
Spain Spanish data 1771 1149 622
Georgian data 858 618 240 48,4°/$ 53,8°J/o 38,6P0

36.  The surplus (137,9%) of the Georgian dataspeet of the RF data could be caused by
the naturalization of immigrants from Georgia. Omy2000-2001, more than 43000 Georgian
citizens were naturalized in the RF.

37. It should be emphasized that Georgia suffer@d@matic population decrease caused by
emigration after the previous population censuk989: Greek population present in Georgia
decreased by 85%, Russians by 80% and Armeniadd%y The approximate net out-
migration during the inter-census period is supgdsebe around 1.2 million persons (i.e.
about 1 million persons if we exclude the populaid Abhazia and South Ossetia not covered
by the Georgian census in 2002).

® In October 2002 (RF census date) there were 6604 temporary migrants from Georgia in the RF, 5945 of them — of Georgian nationality. For comparison with Georgian data
only RF data on residents (52918) was used. Data on citizens of Georgia residing in some other countries was obtained from available sources including the Internet.

° The mentioned nationalities are to be intended as ethnicity, not as citizenship.

" The population of the country in 1989 was 5400000. The natural increase within the period between the census was 182500, therefore, the residual (estimated net migration)
by 2002 was 1211500, Source -Demographic Yearbook of Georgia 2005.
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38.  Greece is one of the main countries of emignatiom Georgia. According to the 2001
Greek census, 71000 immigrants were born in Geoogiaof whom 22900 persons have the
Georgian citizenship (Census data 2001). The Gaorggnsus showed 18624 emigrants staying
in Greece in January 2002, which is close to theksof foreign Georgian citizens in Greece.

AGE STRUCTURE

39. Due to the lack of detailed Georgian data enailje structure of emigrants in each host
country, the data provided by the main countriedastination was compared with the age
structure of the whole stock of emigrants from @eo(to all countries of destination). As 64%
of all Georgian emigrants moved to the Russian e, the aggregate Georgian data was
separately compared with the data received from RF.

Chart 8 - Age structure of migrants from Georgia tohost countries (for Georgia average data for
all destinations), %
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40.  As shown by the charts above, the age compnsdf migrants from Georgia differs
between the main countries of destination. In Geynéor instance, Georgian immigrants are
much younger than those in the RF and UkrainehAsaverage data for all destination countries
was used for Georgia, it is impossible to value #duequacy of Georgian data in terms of
coverage. Only the curves of Georgian and RF datal to merge. However, as average
parameters are often influenced by other comporwritee migrants stock such a coincidence of
figures may be accidentally.

SEX COMPOSITION

41.  Similarly to the age structure, also the ratibsale and female emigrants differ
relevantly between the main countries of destimatspecially within the younger age groups
emigrated to Spain and Germany.
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Chart 9 - Sex composition of migrants from Georgido host countries, %
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42. Unfortunately, Georgian data does not prouidi@mation on sex composition by age

groups for each main country of destination. Tlassfor the comparison on the age structure, the
data received from the main countries of destimatvas compared with the Georgian aggregate data

(and separately between Georgian and RF data).

Chart 10 - Sex composition of migrants from Georgido main host countries by age groups (for
Georgia average data for all destinations), %

80% 80%

0% 0%
60%

50%

i 0%

W 30%

0%

2%
10%

0%
0% — T — > < o
T 32233 5 S - ¥ o> >

~ <
- o

4
9
4
9
- 24
9
4
9
4

-~ o = o = o = o o o <
— N N ™ ™ - w © ©
o b © b o b o b o b o o

70 +

o W o 1 o b o o b o o
— 1 N N ™ o = w0 o © ©

45 -

—o—Ceorgia - -~ -Russia

—o—Georgia - =+ - Germany —o— Ukraine - -# - - Spain

43.  Such variations in the demographic charactesistf migrants from Georgia suggest a
more diverse tabulation of the data collected tghotlne ‘emigration module’, which could
provide a clear picture of the differences betwesigrants stocks in various countries of

destination.

44.  Separated data tabulation is also necessanpteed for the inter-country data
comparison on the marital status, the duratiorbekace and the reason for moving.
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45.  According to the inter-country data comparigagrgia lost many more migrants than
those captured by the ‘emigration module’. Thefingfncy of the methodology adopted for the
collection of data may be particularly evidenthe tase of whole households moving abroad
with no proxy respondent left to report for thesgnattions in the national census questionnaire.
Such deficiencies should stimulate national siaissts to clarify definitions and standards
utilized for emigrants. For instance, a more limitene framework could be adopted, collecting
data only on emigrants who left the country rege(Blyears prior to the census).

3.3.2 Moldova

46. Similar to Georgia, also Statistics Moldovaldawt provide detailed demographic
information (age, sex, marital status) on its eamgs in the different countries of destination.
Thus, once more, the aggregate values of the emmicunt of emigrants (in all host countries)
were utilized for data comparison. Contrary, Mold@wllected data on the duration of absence
and the reason for moving (both crosscut by sex¢déch country of destination.

Destination countries’ data was received from Rars§iederation (national census data 2002),
Iltaly (population register on inflows 2000-2004 aedidence permits statistics orr'31
December 2003 and 2004), Ukraine (national cenatss2D01) and Spain (stocks data 8n 1
January 2004 to 2005 and flows data on 2001-2004).

NUMBER OF MIGRANTS

Table 8 - Number of Moldavian migrants in main courries of destination

Data source Stock of migrants Coverage
Host country
Total M F Total | M | F
RF data on citizens of Moldova:
residents and temporary 60608 38018 22590
. migrants in the RF 10/2002

Russian

Federation Moldavian data (cohort of
emigrants with period of
residence in the RE since 34964 22194 12770 57,7% 58,4% 56,5%
10/2002 and before)
Italian data (estimation for
10/2004) 39905 12116 27789

taly Moldavian data (emi i

oldavian data (emigrants in o 0 s

Italy 10/2004) 53010 17857 35153 132,8 147,4% 126,5P6
Ukrainian data (census 2001) 13522 6439 7083

Ukraine Moldavian data (migrants
staying abroad since 2001 and 1273 728 545 9,4% 11,3% 7,7%
earlier)
Spanish data (stocks of

) Moldavian citizens residents of 8012 4446 3566

Spain Spain, estimation for 10/2004)

Moldavian data 3868 2388 1480 48,3"/{; 53,7% 41,5
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47.  The underestimation of emigrants in RF and ldkraan partially be explained by the
differing census dates (RF - October 2002, Ukraibecember 2001, Moldova October 2004).
Thus, a comparison between selected cohorts ofrantgy(obtainable from Moldavian

data) staying in the RF far2 years and in Ukraine far3 years would have been more
appropriate. Furthermore, Moldova data shows thaerthan 60% of emigrants stayed in the
RF and Ukraine for less that one year. Frequensand-term trips characterize the pattern of
migration between these countries. Census quesiii@sndid not ask whether the period of the
migrant’s absence was interrupted or not, thusomdgnts could also report shorter periods of
absence (e.g. most recent move out his or her goahbrigin). Similar to the case of Georgia,
whole households moving abroad and/or membersjgiaihousehold already living aboard
may be not recorded as no one report for their extian.

48. Italian data on stocks seems to be closertaldita collected in Moldova: the
overestimation of 32% of emigrants in respect eodhta on immigrants from Moldova was
more considerable for males than for females (46&626% respectively). This result could
occur due to the data collection methodology adbptdtaly, which usually does not catch
immediately recent movements. Besides, temporasgasonal migrants do not intend to
register at all.

In contrast, Spanish statistics counted more thaetthe amount of migrants in respect to the
estimations of Moldavian data, probably due toattdht definitions used for the data collection.

AGE STRUCTURE

49.  Similarly to the case of Georgia, the lack efailed data on the age structure and on the
sex composition by different age groups for eachnneauntry of destination only allows a
comparison with the aggregate Moldova data on tthelev stocks of emigrants to all the
countries of destination. As also for Moldova thajonity of emigrants moved to the Russia
Federation, thus Moldova data on age structureoansiex composition by different age groups
were separately compared with the data received R&.2

50. The average age structure of emigrants fromdba is significantly influenced by
migrants in the RF, which make up 56% of the whatleck. Indeed, as shown by the chart
below, the curves of Moldova and RF are very similahile the age curves of the other
countries of destination differ relevantly from thkoldovan curve. As already mentioned in the
chapter on Georgia, the characteristics of migréamtgely depend on the country of destination,
thus it might be useful to produce separate sizdidr each country.

8 Given the available information, this procedure seems to be the only way to proceed for any data comparison. As the large majority of Moldavian emigrants moved to RF, the
comparison of the aggregate Moldova data with the RF data is the more reliable.
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Chart 11 - Age structure of migrants from Moldova © host countries (for Moldova average data for
all destinations), %
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51.  The high percentage of children among immigrémim Moldova in Russia, Spain and
to some extent also Ukraine may indicate how tleesmtries host entire households coming
from Moldova.

SEX COMPOSITION

52.  The data on the composition of males and fesreteong migrants provided by Moldova
and the respective countries of destination areditnilar for the RF and Italy. Contrary,
Ukraine presented an opposite sex compositionewdlain showed a significant difference in
the percentage value.

Chart 12 - Sex composition of migrants from Moldovao host countries, %
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53. Furthermore, the data provided by the main trasof destination presented significant
variations of the male ratio in the different ageups of immigrants from Moldova. As
Moldavian data only covers the whole stock of eamgs, it is impossible to proceed for an
appropriate assessment of the coverage of thisnadea.



Working paper 3
Page 17

Chart 13 - Sex composition of migrants from Moldovao main host countries by age groups (for
Moldova average data for all destinations), %

0% 80%

60% 0%

60%
50%

50%
40%

40%

30%
30%

20%
20%

10% 10%

0% T T

) 0% T T T T T T T T T T |

- +
— =
- o

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59

0-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59

—o— Moldavian data « «A- « Ukrainian data (Dec.2001) —o— Italian data - & - - Spanish data —o— Moldavian data - -4 -RF data

DURATION OF ABSENCE

54. Data on the duration of residence (year ofakriwas provided by Italy and Ukraine.
However, the comparison seems to be possible oitityltalian data as cohorts of migrants from
Moldova to Ukraine with a period of absence=d years are quite small in number

55.  The data analysis showed a significant underatbn of the Italian data in the most
recent cohort of migrants in Italy. The cohortmimigrants with a period of stay in Italy of less
than 1 year (stock data) made up only 21% of theeseohort of emigrants from Moldova,
while data on the annual issue of stay permitsv)owvere over 60%. This may indicate that
short-term arrivals are rather numerous and shpeldaps be analyzed as a separate cohort.

° Only 15 % of the whole stock (1273 persons out of 8582, Moldavian data) stayed in Ukraine since 2001 or earlier (10% arrived in 2000/2001, 5% earlier). Similarly (according
to the Ukrainian census), 64% of immigrants from Moldova arrived in 2000-2001 and 36% in 1999 or earlier.
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Chart 14 - Cohorts of migrants from Moldova to Italy by period of absence
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56. The main discrepancy was observed among femiglents leaving Moldova the year
prior to the census who particularly liable to xeladed in the Italian statistics of stay permit
holders (stocks). The underestimation of femaleramts from Moldova in Italy probably
occurred due to the difference between males andlés in the pattern of migration; probably
females take more frequent trips and on averageastaad for a shorter period of time.
Volumes of cohorts of migrants that arrived inyithklom Moldova earlier are recorded
similarly.*°

57. In regard of short-term arrivals, Italian stttis of flows appeared to be much closer to
the Moldavian estimations.

° The comparison between the Italian and Moldavian data was facilitated by the fact that the Moldova census divided emigrants by period of absence and destination country,
and ltalian data was distributed by year of arrival. The only presumption we need to make is as follows: immigrants in Italy who were granted a stay permitin
2004 should be compared with emigrants from Moldova that had stayed abroad for less that 1 year by October 20, 2004.
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Chart 15 - Inflow of Moldavian migrants to Italy and cohort with <1 year of absence from
Moldova, 2004
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REASONS FOR MOVING!

58. Data collected in Moldova showed about 1700@enabor migrants than was observed
by Italian statistics (also due to a dissimilaréfnrame of reference, i.e. Moldavian data of
October 2004, while Italian data of December 2004g different methodology used for the
data collection may suggest that many of the lamigrants work without any stay permit.
Besides, in 2004 new policies on work permits miggate decreased the officially registered
number of immigrants that stayed in Italy for enyphent reasons.

Chart 16 - Reasons for moving of migrants from Moldva to Italy, 2004, %
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59.  Summarizing, it should be underlined how thia dallected through the ‘emigration
module questions’ seem to be efficient in termagd structure and sex structure, partially also

 Data on the migrant stock in Italy provided at the end of 2004 was compared with data on the whole stock of emigrants from Moldova in October 2004, independently of the

period of stay in Italy.
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for the duration of absence (for cohorts that adimore than 1 year ago). Nonetheless, it
appears useful to proceed for a detailed tabulatianillustrates more accurately the basic
demographic parameters of emigrants residing femiht country of destination.

3.3.3 Poland

60.  Statistics Poland provided the largest dateetyaon emigrants in the main

different countries of destination: age, sex, nahstatus, year of departure and reason for
moving. These information were compared with siasgprovided by Canada (census data 2001
on foreigners), ltaly (stay permits on 31/12/20adi 2002), Germany (stock of foreign
population on 31/12/2001 and 2002, Central Regudt&oreigners), Spain (stock of foreign
population on 01/01/2002) and USA (American ComrtyuSurvey, mid-year Polish-born
population, both naturalized and non-citizens, 280d 2002).

NUMBER OF MIGRANTS

61. If we consider the absolute values on Poligjramits, the figures show to be

rather similar (especially those for Germany aaty/Jtand partially the migrants stock of Spain).
Contrary, the Polish data clearly diverse with@anadian data, probably due to the dissimilar
definitions used in the census, or due to the naosecohorts of immigrants of Polish origin that
moved to Canada and the USA more than 10 yearstpribe census.

Table 9 - Number of Polish migrants in main countres of destination

Stock of migrants Coverage
Host country Source of data
Total M F Total M F

German data (31/12/2001) 310432 156291 154141

Germany ]
Polish data 294304 1391013 155201 94,8% 89,0P% 100,[7%
Canadian data (2001) 66235 3157% 346600

Canada Polish data (migrants absent

0, 0, 0,

for > 12 months) 26319 12773 13546 39,7% 40,5% 39,1%

ital Italian data (31/12/2001) 32889 9190 23699

al
y Polish data 39262 11533 27720 1194%  1255%  117.0%

Spanish data (01/01/2002) 18818 9411 940y

Spain

P Polish data 14492 6610 7882 77,09 70,2% 83,8P0

USA ACS data (2001) 205425 96010 109415

USA Polish data (over 2 months of ;56559 75137 82872 76,9% 78,39 75,7%
absence) ’ ’ ’
Polish data (> 12 months) 136455 65161 71294 66,4% 67,9% 65,2%

AGE STRUCTURE

62. Except for Canada, the Polish data on the stotknigrants is very similar (for all age
groups) to the data of the main countries of datitin, in particular with the one received from
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Germany and ltaly (see Annex 3). Italian data skome lower figures on minors, but mainly

due to the fact that children are recorded in #rept’'s stay permit.

63. In the case of the USA, the numerous cohor{gast migrations may influence the age
structure of the immigrant stock, as in the meaatthrese migrants could have been naturalized
as US citizens (thus not covered by the Polishugrfalso deregistered as permanent resident).
However, the profile of the stock of non-citizeris Bolish origin and emigrants from
Poland in the USA is rather similar (confirming thesually emigrants do not deregister when
leaving their country of origin)

64. Canada census data recorded fewer persons maim working age groups (25-44 years)
and more children and old persons (60+) among emigrfrom Poland in respect to the Polish
data. In the case of Canada and to a lower ext&ytalpeak in age group 70+ prove that the
migration of parents with children were mainly figrmanent rather than temporaggidence.

Chart 17 - Age composition of migrants from Polandn main host countries, %
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SEX COMPOSITION

65. No particular discrepancy in the distribution $ex of Poland migrants was observed.
Polish data on emigrants to Spain show a slighighdr percentage of females, while the
difference with the German data is mainly due ®uhderestimation of male emigrants living in
Germany.
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Chart 18 - Sex composition of migrants from Polando main host countries, %
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66. The average male (and female) ratio of emigritotm Poland seems to suffer the strong
influence of two different components: high peregets of males in most age groups in
Germany and high percentages of females in Itahjottunately, the Polish data does not
provide information on the sex composition of eraigs by age groups in each main country of
destination. Thus, similar to the cases of Moldamnd Georgia, the aggregate Polish data for all
destination countries was used for comparisont A& noted in the sections on Moldova and
Georgia, it is worth tabulating information on thge structure and sex composition of emigrants
for every destination country.

Chart 19 - Sex composition of migrants from Polando main host countries by age groups (for
Poland average data for all destinations), %
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MARITAL STATUS

67. For the comparison of the marital status ofsAa@migrants data on the cohorts of
emigrants with a period of stay of over 12 montlesewtilized. The absolute numbers on
marital status are rather similar in Germany aaly liwhile they differed in Canada and the US
(Annex 4). Significant differences have been obséyetween the marital status of short-term
and long-term emigrants from Poland.

68.  The comparison is quite problematic as thegeaites of marital status differ from

country to country. In the Polish census datajrfstance, ‘separated’ persons were included in
the category ‘other’, while Germany and the USA wad have the category ‘separated’ at all
(thus separated persons could be included bothrraaied’ or ‘divorced’). Furthermore, the
profile of the stock of polish emigrants in Germasynfluenced by a rather high percentage

of persons with ‘not stated’ marital status. Aadabmparison on ‘never married/single’ persons
(and to a lower extent ‘widowed’ persons) wouldsketistically more reliable.

Chart 20 - Marital status of migrants from Poland to main countries of destination aged 15
years and above, %
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DURATION OF ABSENCE

69. Polish data on absentees indicates the yasapairture (2001 and before) of each
migrant. The cohort with a period of absence betw&&2 months was counted separately (i.e.
persons moving between June 2001 and March 2008 .cbhort was rather numerous,
especially in Spain, Italy and the UK. Howeverptiain reliable results, only the data on
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cohorts leaving in 2000 or earlier were used fanparison (i.e. migrants staying abroad since
more then 12 months - see Annex 5). The first peofomigration relates to years 2000-2001,
the second to the years 1998-1999 and the thirdooti®se migrants moving in 1997 or earlier.

70.  The data collected on Polish migrants in Carmexdbthe US were similar only for recent
moves. The whole stocks, instead, are quite ditsimmainly due to the cohorts that moved to
Canada and the USA long time ago. In Italy, cytliegularization programs caused the data
fluctuations on recorded immigrants. Despite theilarity shown by Polish and German data on
the number and age structure of migrants from Rblenregard of the duration of absence the
‘emigration module’ appeares to be effective owlythe cohorts of recent migration: the
number of emigrants to Germany recorded in Polath dere equal to 91% of the Polish
immigrants registered in Germany in the year 28@0,79% in 1999, about 57% in

1997 and only 41% in 1993.

Chart 21 - Data on flows of Polish migrants to Itay and Germany, by year of

departure/arrival
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71. Census data of destination countries seenptegent the stocks (rather than the flows)
of Polish migrants, as some of immigrants couldehatt the destination country at census date
in Poland. Italian data (stay permits) seems teigeomore valuable information, than German
statistics as latter points out extremely high wods of polish immigrants. This discrepancy is
mainly caused by the aliens records methodologptadoin Germany, which includes the
numbers of short-term visitors.

72. In 2000, the USA Census Bureau published datatish-born immigrants in the USA
by period of entry (before and after 1990) andeitship (with or without US citizenship, i.e.
naturalized or not). Polish census data showedleehiconvergence with US data on the most
recent cohorts of immigrants in the USA (movingwestn 1990 - 2000 and not yet naturalized):
the emigrants counted in Poland make up 68% oPtiish-born foreigners recorded by the US
Census and 74 % of the US American Community Su(x&€8). Data comparison of arrivals
prior to 1990 differs relevantly, presenting veowllevels of coverage (about 35%).
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Chart 22 - Stock of migrants of Polish origin in the USA in 2000 by period of arrival
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REASONS FOR MOVING

73. From all the countries of destination only ttadian data provides some information on
the reasons for moving of Polish migrants. Compgathe results, it comes out that the proxy
respondents of Polish emigrants mentioned ‘employnrelated reasons’ more often than
emigrants themselves recorded in Italy.

The data on stocks of migrants that moved for farmelated reasons are rather similar. The
slight difference in the figures may be caused bgsa clear formulation of the answer option
adopted in the Polish census compared to the ontioed in Italian registration records:

indeed, ‘family matters’ does not necessarily mggnsame as ‘family reunification’.

Chart 23 - Reason for moving of migrants from Polad to Italy
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74.  Summarising, the data collected through thedeation module questions’ adopted in
the Polish Census shows to be reliable in terntseofge structure and sex composition
(especially in comparison with data on migrant ksggrovided by Germany and Italy, both in
terms of absolute numbers and percentage).
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75. Furthermore, the coverage of data seems taxddpghly on the duration of absence:

data on recent cohorts is much more congruentftirahose moving long time ago. In order to
obtain adequate information, a time period of fiee up to 5 years prior the census date seems
to appropriate.

76. Finally, the comparison of more ‘qualitativeirpmeters, such as marital status and
reasons for moving, is highly influenced by thetdd definitions/standard and the accuracy of
the information collected through the census.

3.3.4 Tunisia

77.  The Statistical Institute of Tunisia (INS) pided information on emigrants that left the
country within a 5-year period before the censtengfApril 1999 till April 2004), crosscut by
age and sex, as well as the respective countrigsstination. The emigrants covered within this
5 year interval represent about 9% of the estimsteck of emigrants living abroad (843204 in
2003 according to consular recordsFurthermore, a separate tabulation for natiorEusigian
citizens) and foreigners-born emigrants was given.

78.  Statistical data for comparison were receivethfGermany (total stock of
foreigners/citizens of Tunisia and stock of thogesad within the 5 years before 2004, both
for 31/12/2003 and 31/12/2004). Two types of dagaeneceived from Italy: the stock of
residence permits holders (citizens of Tunisiahltotal and those who arrived within the 5
years before the reference date, for 31/12/5 280@334/12/2004) and data on migrant flows of
citizens of Tunisia for 1999-2003.

79. By the end of 2003, the ‘5-year stock’ con#tithi30% of all the citizens of Tunisia
residing in Germany and about 38% residing in ItAly the Tunisian ‘emigration module’ was
addressed to persons who had been absent fromunéyg for at least 6 months up to a
maximum of 5 years prior to census date (i.e. APAR - April 2004), data comparison had been
done with the Italian and German statistics on'Skhgear stocks’ for the date 31/12/2003.

Spain only furnished aggregate data on immigratausian citizens, which does not allow
proceeding for an appropriate data analysis obtiiear cohort. Thus, the results of the data
comparison may be partially biased.

80. French data appeared rather different duedifieaent sample size and other peculiarities
of data collection methodology adopted by the mglicensus.

NUMBER OF MIGRANTS

81. On average, Tunisian data more or less condtlighe statistics received from Germany
and especially from Italy. Contrary, due to undertane intervals, the Spanish data shows clear
discrepancies. Nonetheless, if we assimilate tl@niSh numbers to the German and Italian data
(by supposing that the recent cohort of Tunisiamigrants in Spain also constitutes about 30-
40%), then the figures become quite similar (al®&@-400 persons, instead of 1192), showing a
rather good coverage with the data of the Tunise&rsus.

*2 philippe Fargues, International migration in the Arab region: trends and policies, paper presented at the UN expert group meeting on international migration and development
in the Arab region. Beirut, 15-17 May 2006, p.25.
3 Although, foreign-born emigrants had only a partial coverage and represented a very low percentage of total emigrants from Tunisia not numerous (0,9%, i.e. 701 persons, ).
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Table 10 - Number of Tunisian migrants in main coutries of destination

Stock of migrants Coverage
Host country Source of data
Total M F Total M F
German data
Germany | (5vearstock, 31/12/2003) | 7380 | 5405 | 1981
Tunisian data 4933 4171 762 66,8‘%+ 77,2°J(o 38,5%
Italian data 23931 16791 7140
Italy
Tunisian data 16973| 15016 1957 7o,9°)f) 89,4% 27,4%
Spanish data (stock
Spain 01/01/2004) 1192 845 347
Tunisian data 204 239 55 24,7%{ 28,3% 15,9%

AGE STRUCTURE

82.  The age curves of migrants produced by Tunahrespectively Italian and German
data almost merge. The data on the age compositibanisians concurs particularly from the
age group 15 years upwards (see also Annex 6). &estatistics seems to be most reliable as
children were counted on the same level as adidistrary, Italian data on residence permits
tends to underestimate minors, as they are registarder their parents’ stay permit. A similar
underestimation of young aged persons resulted fr@e"emigration module’ adopted in the
Tunisian census, thus, finally almost no discregamas found between the Italian and Tunisian
data in this age group.

Chart 24 - Age structure of migrants from Tunisia © main host countries, %
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SEX COMPOSITION

83.  Certain differences between the data provigeithd Tunisian census and the statistics on
immigrants received from Germany and Italy wereeobsd in relation to the sex composition of
Tunisian migrants: while the coverage of male rmggaeached respectively about 67% and
71%, female migrants were recorded much less by dimésian data (only 38% and 27% of the
female immigrants registered respectively in Geryramd Italy).

84. In Tunisia, usually the husband emigrates, fasstl only in a second phase his wife and
children join him abroad. While still living in Tisia, a wife of an emigrant reports the
emigration of her husband. Contrary, once a womiéim lver children joins her husband or
family abroad, nobody in the country of origin wakcount for her emigratiofl.Due to this
emigration pattern and the methodology of dateectibn used in the Tunisian census, female
and child emigration is largely underestimated.

Chart 25 - Sex composition of Tunisian migrants irmain countries of destination, %
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Chart 26 - Migrants from Tunisia to Germany and lItaly, by sex composition and age groups
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85.  Consequently, the male ratio among registeyatido Tunisian data is significantly higher
than the one recorded on Tunisian immigrants im@erand Italian data (particularly in the
oldest and youngest age groups).

86.  Contrary to the previous countries, in the edsEunisia it seems worth presenting the
data divergence in the female ratio instead oftihée ratio. Indeed, the table below clearly
shows the extent of the underestimation of fematgation in different age groups,
characterizing the Tunisian data collection.

Chart 14 - Sex composition of migrants from Tunisigo main host countries
by age groups, %°
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87. No data was received from Statistics Tunisighenmarital status of emigrants, while on
the duration of absence only the aggregate datallfoountries of destination was provided.
Finally, the reason for moving could not be comgatae to the missing data from the main
countries of destination.

88.  Summarizing, it must be underlined once mose th® Tunisian data collected appear to
be more reliable in regard of male emigration. bajehe stock of male absentees is rather close
to the stock of male immigrants in Germany andaty| while women and minors are
significantly underestimated. The resulting outisud biased sex (and partially also the age)
structure of the Tunisian stock of emigrants.

CONCLUSIONS

89.  The comparative analysis of the data collettiealigh the ‘emigration modules’ of
Georgia, Moldova, Poland and Tunisia with the immaigpn statistics of the respective main
countries of destination showed advantages andvhsgages of using such modules to collect
information on emigration.

® However, as very few persons are counted in the youngest and oldest age groups (in Tunisian data), the males and females percentage in these groups are statistically less
reliable.
*® The numbers of migrants in the youngest and oldest age groups are inconsiderable (especially for Tunisian data).
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90. From this comparison exercise it emerges Heashorter the period of absence (i.e. the
more recent the year of emigration), the more cetephnd reliable is the information collected
on the account of the emigrant. In the case ofriRblor example, it was observed that data
coverage was highly dependant on duration of alesehemigrants: data collected on recent
cohorts was very close to immigration data of akegton countries. Thus, a limited time
framework such as, for instance, a 5-year periaat po the census date, seems to be more
appropriate to collect more reliable data on enmtga

91. Furthermore, the data collection worked sligh#tter for emigrants who are still
included in administrative processes (e.g. poputategister in Poland) and/or those who are
more likely to keep close ties with their counteyy. Poland data on emigrants in Italy and
Germany compared to those in USA and Canada),ricpir if members of the family nucleus
are left behind (e.g. Tunisian male in France).

92.  Onthe other hand, it is clear that emigratjoastions at the census cannot cover cases
when the entire household has left the countryloemit’s not clear which household members
should report about absent persons. In this regambre limited time framework (such as a 5-
year period prior to the census date) seems teaserthe probability of finding a household
member in the country of origin, reporting reliabléormation on the emigrant. The constraint
of whole households moving abroad and the lackafiable proxy respondents may also
produce biased data on age structure and sex c@dpos

93.  With respect to the structure/design of theiggation module questions’ some relevant
differences were observed in the national censtiseo$elected countries of emigration. Georgia
and Tunisia used a separate module, complemefhgnmain census questionnaire, focusing
only on emigrants. The number of questions in @migration module’ varies significantly
between the selected countries of emigration. Gilkahquestions are asked to proxy
respondents, it is suggested that their numberdH@uquite limited.
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