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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the analysis of the stasistiata and sources on international
migration from thell countries of the Cl®ata on migration flows and stocks was collected
with the objective to explore the availability adtd on international migration in the
participating countries and to compare the datenmmuation as provided, respectively, by the
receiving and sending countries. A regional apgndadhe study of international migration in
the CIS countries is particularly appropriate sititeese countries represent a ‘migration system’:
in fact a large portion of the migration flows bese countries occurs between them, with some
notable exceptions such as Moldova and Ukraineghvaiso have migration exchange outside
the region

From the data and information collected, it appéaas administrative and legislative
regulations have a strong impact on the definitiosesd and statistics produced. In some cases
this is the main reason for the underestimatioceotain categories of flows of international
migrants. The relatively low figures on migratidaws suggest that the migration regime of this
region, often based on visa-free agreements, has@act on the statistical data derived from
registration systems.

In terms of data availability, almost all of theSC¢ountries regularly produce figures on
migration flows. Such data is mainly based on #dggstration procedures of the population in
the ‘place of residence’. The time criterion toedatine the place of residence is used in several
states, but almost everywhere a foreigner must haesidence permit to be registered and
included into the statistics of flows. A comparisuftthe data on migration flows as registered by
receiving and sending countries showed very sifidgares in certain instances, as for example
in the case of migration flows between Belarus dkrhine, the Russian Federation and
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, Armenia andaldkr In other cases, however, there were
important discrepancies between the data produgecespectively, the country of origin and the
country of destination.

Data on the stocks of foreigners and the foreigm lpopulation is in most cases
restricted to census data only, which makes furtbarparisons with data on migration flows or
citizenship acquisitions difficult. Data on popudet groups based on one variable only (be it
country of birth, citizenship, or nationality/etlry) is usually unsatisfactory when the goal is to
extract information on international migrants. Theent history of these countries, which were
all part of the Soviet Union until 1991, and théumalization procedures make the interpretation
of data on foreigners or foreign born residentBalift. A more extended set of variables should
be used to better identify persons with a migratiaokground.

! The following countries provided the requestedidatd information on sources: Armenia, Azerbaielarus,
Georgia, Moldova, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, the Rars§iederation, Tajikistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan.
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Based on the results of the analysis, it can lethat data sharing, both at a national and
international level, is crucial for improving dajaality and availability. Data sharing at a
national level is essential to overcome some ofatbaknesses identified: interaction between
statistical and administrative authorities may iayar data collection procedures and bring
definitions more in line with international standsr In any case, the utilization and
dissemination of available administrative data $thtwe¢ encouraged to increase the scientific
knowledge of international migration. All possilblays should be explored to improve
collaboration and produce better data, which isulimate objective of all interested patrties.
Data sharing at an international level is extrenmglgortant to better assess the quality of
national data and better understand the dynamicgerhational migration and estimate its
consequences. Mechanisms to allow such an excludmigta on a regular basis should be put in
place, ensuring that the data is properly docundeigequately processed and widely
disseminated.

Given its role in providing good quality data ondts of international migrants, the next
census round should be fully utilized to produceenrelevant data on international migration,
exploring all the possible dimensions and variabd@s can produce useful and internationally
comparable data. Some promising examples of usingdhold sample surveys to produce data
on international migration should also be considerg a possible solution to existing data gaps.

l. BACKGROUND

1. Many countries trying to compare data on emignatising immigration statistics are
faced the problem that different definitions aredusn the process of migrant identification. The
majority of the countries of the CIS region haveadmantage — as they use a very similar
measurement method of migration flows. It meanstti@possibility to compare this data
seemed to be very strong. The importance of detarg) within the state is determined by the
special regime of migration in the region: the majart of both immigrants to / and emigrants
from the states are involved in migration exchabg®veen the CIS countries (table 1).
Migration management in the states as a rule issied on problems inside the region.

2. The states of the region are closely tied wxtinegnely large volumes of short-term and
long-term labour migration, which as a rule aramitically underestimated both in receiving
and sending countries. However, immigration andgeation influence the size of the resident
population and the social context of the countrgeneral, that makes it a special subject of
investigation. For instance, in 2007, the Fedenigration service of the Russian Federation
issued 1,821,748 work pernfits citizens of the CIS countries (85% of the tatialount).

3. The reported project was undertaken to checlavaédability and comparability of data
collected in the CIS countries from the point adwiof possible data exchange. To collect the
data for comparison a series of templates was prdpgy the UNECE Statistical Division, and
the countries were asked to use all available ssuincluding population censuses, registers,

2 Work permit is valid for 1 year.
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administrative records, household surveys andfdatathe authorities responsible for migration
management.

Table1l Ratio of migrants to/ and from the CIS courgigad states outside CIS in migration flows
(aggregated data for 2000-2006) per cent

Immigrants Emigrants
OUTSIDE OUTSIDE

CIS | CIS TOTAL [ CIS CIS TOTAL
Armenia 68,1 | 31,9 100 78,5 21,5 100
Azerbaijan 97,3 | 2,7 100 96,7 3,3 100
Belarus 886 | 114 100 62,3 37,7 100
Georgia (CENSUS 2002,
life time migrants 2000-2001) 88,4 116 100 | NA NA NA
Kazakhstan 90,3| 9,7 100 73,1 26,9 100
Kyrgyzstan 98,3 | 1,7 100 92,6 7,4 100
Moldova CSB data 52,2| 47,8 100 70,4 29,6 100
Russia 95,0| 5,0 100 52,2 47,8 100
Tajikistan 99,3 | 0,7 100 99,6 0,4 100
Turkmenistan NA | NA NA NA NA NA
Ukraine 85,1 | 14,9 100 61,2 38,8 100
Uzbekistan 97,3| 2,7 100 90,3 9,7 100
TOTAL 86,8 | 13,2 100 72,2 27,8 100

4. The requested data (all data - by sex and year 2000-2006) were as follows:

a) Flows of immigrants by country of origin;

b) Flows of immigrants by citizenship irrespectiveljtioe country of origin;

C) Flows of emigrants by country of destination;

d) Flows of emigrants by country of citizenship irrespively of the country of
destination;

e) Immigrants by place of residence one year befdosv§);

f) Stock of foreign resident population by citizenship

Q) Stock of foreign born resident population by coyrmt birth;

h) Citizenship acquisition by country of previous z#inship (annual positive decisions
on applications);

)] Population balance (components).

5. This information was supposed to be enouglestiibe the situation about data

availability, to compare at least the principleadah international migration and to assess the
possibility of data combination and exchange. ides it was an opportunity to revise once
again the available sources and to systematizedfaitions used for migrant identification. It
seemed useful to test the possibility and analyeedsults of the data exchange between the
states of a vast area with a high ratio of intrgieeal migration. Data on refugees and asylum
seekers as well as about foreign workers (or nalsoemployed abroad) were not requested.
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6. The data was provided by 11 countries. Three fdables were received from
Moldova: one file from the NSI and two files fraime Population Register (for temporary and
permanent residents)4; for the purpose of comparatalysis it was decided to use data from
the National statistical Bureau, although populategister data was also used to explore the
available variables.

7. It was expected that there would be a big dfiee in the availability of data of certain
types. Data on migrants flows were available mdtenahan data on their citizenship;
information on stocks of foreign and foreign boopplation in most cases was based on
population censuses, some of them conducted b2@f@.

Table 2 Data availability

All Data provided | Data provided Not Total
requested | for both sexes | not for all years | available
data only 2000-2006*
Template table 1. Immigrants6 4 1 0 11
by country of previous
residence
Template table 2. Immigrantg 3 2 1 5 11
by citizenship
Template table 3. Emigrants | 6 4 0 1 11
by country of next residence
Template table 4. Emigrants | 2 1 1 7 11
by citizenship
Template table 5. Resident | O 0 2 9 11

population according to
country of residence one year
before and sex

Template table 6. Resident | 1 2 5 3 11
population by citizenship

Template table 7. Resident | 1 0 7 3 11
population by country of birth

Template table 8. Citizenshig 2 4 0 5 11
acquisition by previous
citizenship

Population balance (both 11 0 0 0 11
sexes )

* Several countries provided statistics from pofialacensuses conducted in 1999.

# Acknowledgements. We would like to thank the repnéatives of national statistics agencies and riara
authorities for provided data and consultationsnaNCesnocova and luriu Golus (Moldova), Liudmilargasheva
and Igor Gromov (Kyrgyzstan), Liubov Zadoyenko (bike), Rza Allakhverdiev (Azerbaijan), Elena Kisjiha

(Tajikistan), Gagik Gevorgyan (Armenia), Marina Rakaninova (Russian Federation), Khalida Kambarova

(Kazakhstan), Paata Shavishvili and George Meb@wmrgia), Natalya Roganova (Uzbekistan).

“ After consultation with Ms. Nina Cesnocova, tempyrand permanent residents were combined into able t
and further comparison of the data was done usitly NSI and PR files. The population register inltibwa was
established rather recently and is in the procébsittling its capacity.
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8. The data provided by the countries differed froen ploint view of completeness and
comparability. Data on flows of immigrants and erargs T emplatetables 1 and 3) as a rule
were available in all countries although 4 cowstiid not provide information on the sex of
migrants. Data on immigrants in Georgia related Boyear period before the Population census
(2002) and included migrants who have resided iar@a since 2000 and 2001.

9. Templatetable 2 (information on the citizenship of immigrants) wasvided by 6
countries, however only part of it was used indhalysis. The most suitable information was
received from Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova and Ruésitnough the RF began to process statistics
on citizenship only in 2002). Although Georgiayded all the requested information, it could
hardly be used in comparative analysis as thedgurere very low (just a few persons).
Kyrgyzstan began to produce statistics on theasighip of migrants only in 2006.

10. Templatetable 4 (citizenship of emigrants) was available only incuntries: Moldova,
Kyrgyzstan (only for 2006), Russia (since 2002) bikdaine. Data provided by Belarus in table
4 included only nationals.

11. Templatetable5 appeared to be the most difficult to fill.ilithough the countries
provided some data based on the last populatiocsuses, thignformation appeared to be
missing. There was no special question about maoesidence 1 year ago in the census
programs. As a rule, it was asked if a person ivad in a given place since birth and if not -
since what year he or she had lived there (and thiegbrevious region/country of residence
was). Georgia and Moldova (population register Jdatavided the same information that was
presented in the template table 1. The Centrais8Btatl Bureau of Moldova also provided data
on migrants who had resided in the country for dryarrived in 2004). The results of the
comparison of this data with statistics of emigmatio Moldova from the other states in 2004
showed a very good correlation of both sources.

12. Templatetables 6 and 7 (data on the foreign born and foreign populatittls) was
available for all years (2000-2006) only in Moldead was based on the Population register.
Formally, information on stocks was unavailableyanltwo countries: Azerbaijan and
Uzbekistan, but, as a rule, the other countried tise population census to estimate the stocks
both of the foreign and foreign born populationd éims data was available only for one year.
The censuses in Belarus, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhetas conducted in 1999, so the reference
interval was different from that which was requir&grgyzstan, in addition to the census data,
provided statistics from two household surveys B280d 2006, data extended to the universe).
Among the states without a population registery @thtistics Belarus makes an annual
estimation of the resident population (nationald fnmeigners) using current data from the
ministry of interior on foreign residents (persavith a residence permit over 1 year) ). The
foreign-born population of Belarus was estimatedh@nbase of the census-1999. Therefore,
table 6 was in fact available in 7 countries: ArmaeBelarus, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova,
Russia and Tajikistan. Template table 7 with dattable for analysis was provided by Armenia,
Georgia, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan (22086).

13. Templatetable 8 included information on citizenship acquisition amas received from
6 countries. Only three of them provided data toatid be used for further work. During 2000-
2006 quite a few people obtained citizenship indtentries of Armenia, Azerbaijan and
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Moldova (225, 78 and 743 persons respectively.ddia for Armenia was available only for
2006). Belarus provided statistics that were neidéd into the countries of previous citizenship.
Data from Ukraine and Russia seems to be quiteuatedor the purposes of comparison

14. It could be noticed that annual data on fl@vimmigrants were available in all
countries while the data on emigrants was a@h\ailable. Information on stocks of foreign
and foreign born population in most cases was basgbpulation censuses, some of them
conducted before 2000. Data on the citizenshipigfants and on the citizenship acquisition
process also appeared to be available only inesmuntries, however, the collected
information seemed to be enough for comparativéysisaat least on the basis of some states.

[l. SOURCES
A. SOURCES ON FLOWS

15. The main system of migration data collectioI8 countries is inherited from the
period of the Soviet Union. Official statisticsftdws produced by the NSis are based on
primary individual information received on paperreas from the police (or other authorized
agencies responsible for the registration of theupadion). There are only two exceptions to this
rule: Moldova, which established a population Regiseveral years ago, and Georgia, which
abolished registration in the early 1990’s and risiwce 2004) is also on its way to establishing
a PR (annex 2).

16. Some countries since the 1990’s have usedypeas of registration - in a place of
residence or in a place of stay, and the statistedade only the first category of migrants. This
means that the comparability of such data seerbe gwod only if the rules of registration and
definitions of the place of residence are similar.

Box 1 Method of collection of statistics on migrationwis in the CIS countries.

This method of migration data collection comes fitbim early 1930’s, when the passport system was
established in the USSR. Registration and de-regjish of the population in (or from) the place of
permanent residence was accompanied by the filiind several forms, one of them — for the purpose
of statistical observation, the other - for polics only. Information on children (if they have no
passports - i.e. under 14 or 16 years old) moviitly adults is to be included into the statistiaaif of
an adult (only once). If a child is moving alonesegparate form is to be filled out. This methodatfa
collection is still in use in CIS countries for thstimation of both internal and international ratgn.

n

Ukraine recently began to use copies of police fofon statistical purposes: although the covenige
migration flows has improved, the list of availalliables has shortened. The primary forms are
collected and passed on monthly to the statistiodles for computer input and further processing. |
Kazakhstan, nationals are registered in the agefitye Ministry of Justice, and foreigners — in the
Ministry of Interior. Statistics on foreigners drased on special ‘statistical’ coupons attacheteo
migration card of each foreigner. Both coupons tgration cards and statistical forms filled out for
nationals are sent to the national statistical fodyrocessing.
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Data on emigration is collected in a similar wayewta person is officially de-registered from thacgl
of residence. In Russia the “departure” forms diedfout only in the case of emigration abroadijlevh
other countries use both arrival and departure $dormeasure internal migration.

The list of questions in the form make it possibleollect a variety of information about a migrant
Coverage strongly depends on the accuracy of ratimt. As a rule, children are registered muchseor
than adults are, and many emigrants do not detezdiefore departure, as some personal rights (for
example — to have a residence (dwelling spacéjarcountry of origin) require this kind registcati

B. SOURCES ON STOCKS

17.  The foreign and foreign-born population are, asle, restimated through the population
censuses. Moldova can also use the Register da¢acéinsus is a good source of information,
but there are long time intervals between each ame they can not provide up-to-date
information both on the foreign born and foreigmpplation.

18. In some countries, statistical bodies (ans itat typical up to the moment) receive
information on the foreign population (residentsssued permits to stay ) from the Ministry of
Interior. As a rule, the diversity of availabl@riables is very poor. Some important data on
migration is not available even by sex or age. & will never improve until there is no
demand for improvement, and the national statilsitisitute should interact with the migration
authorities. In the RF, data on issued residenomifgeand residence permits holders is available
by request. Only Kyrgyzstan used the national hiooisesample survey to estimate the foreign
and foreign-born population in the country.

19. Inthe CIS countries annual statistics of 8o most countries is based on primary
information on persons registered (or de-regestein the police agencies, while data on stocks
are mainly collected within population censusegquration (of foreign population) registers are
used only in Moldova (and partly in Georgia).

V. DEFINITIONS

20. UN Recommendations on Statistics of Internatfidigration define an international
migrant as “a person who changes his or her cowftngual residence. A person’s country of
usual residence is that in which the person hdaaepo live where he or she normally spends
the daily period of rest”. For estimation of migoat flows 1 year time criterion is used (presence
in the country of destination and absence froncthentry of origin).

21.  Statistics of flows observes persons who are defegistered and de-registered in a
certain place of residence (address) by the poliagher authorized agency. As a rule, a place
of residence is defined as a dwelling where a peligses predominantly or permanently, while a
place of stay is defined as a dwelling where agehses temporarily; the “daily period of

rest” is not mentioned anywhere (see annex 3 faerdetailedefinitions of place of stay and
residence used in the CIS countries) . It melaasa time criterion is necessary to separate
temporary stay from permanent residence. Howeotalhthe countries use it in their practice
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and even if they do, time limit may differ, andhat is more important, ‘the one year’ criterion
seems not to be used anywhere.

22. Only some countriesf 11 use the time criterion to identify if arpen must be
registered in a place of residence or in a placgayf (see annex 3 for the details of time limits).
Belarus and Russia do not useit. A 6 mornitbron of stay in the new place (for
registration irthe place of residence) is used in Georgia, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan
Moldova and Tajikistan. Some countries useedgint criteria for nationals and foreigners or
define it only for foreigners.

Box 2 Registration in a place of stay and place afleexe in the RF.

Since 1996 a person in the RF can be registeretplace of stay and in a place of residenceisStail
data are collected only about the second catedarygrants, although the first category is rather
numerous. Before 2000 foreigners from the CiShtioes in Russia could be registered in a place of
residence without any residence permit if theyvpd their right to dwell in a certain place. Whibkis
rule was established in 2000 many migrants didmatage to get the residence permit as is was @advid
to the closest relatives only — children and spswéd¢he RF residents. Therefore other relativegdcbe
registered only in place of stay (irrespectively of how long they in fact residedinssia). Statistics on
international migration immediately ‘lost’ a lot ofigrants, as the primary forms were not filled fmut
them. It is the main explanation of dramatic desega immigration to the RF since 2001. Since2200
there was one more change in rules of data calleethich again caused underestimation of internatio
migrants (see chapter 9). According to the riiesd is no time limiof stay and the period of
registration of a RF citizen is determined by deslling space owner.

23.  Very often time criterion is connected witle #tatus of a foreigner, as an application for
a residence permit (and further registration ihe@ae of residence) is necessary after a certain
period of stay. In all the CIS states, a forergnest have a residence permit if he or she wants
to reside in the country and be registered in egotd residencdf a foreigner does not have a
residence permit, only registration in a placetayss possible and in this case statistical forms
are not filled ot

24. There are many long term visa holders whoatameed a residence permit. In some
countries this may influence the accuracy of migrastatistics based on registration in the place
of residence. Such migrants are registered ondyplace of stay, although the duration of stay
may last several years. Work and educational wiédeins can extend the expiry date as many
times as they require. Therefore, the underestimaif immigration may be considerable. The
same persons are not de-registered as emigrathisiircountries; although formally the balance
is correct, the true situation is not showHdowever, this issue deals with migrants from the
states with a visa regime, citizens of the CIS toes except Georgia and Turkmenistan do not
need a visa to travel within the region.

® This information was not provided by all trmuntries.

® In Russia, before 15 January 2007, foreigners teitiporary residence permits could also be regigtenly in a
place of stay although such a permit was valid3fgrars. In Armenia, an ordinary residence permitloaissued

for a person which have resided in the country3fgears as a temporary residence permit holdeef#special

categories of migrants).

"1n 2007, the Federal migration service of the RusEederation issued over 303 thousand mudtisjiamong
them 64 thousand educational and 238 thousand k-vigas.
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25. In all the countries, the migrant must confims or her right to stay or reside in a
certain residence, i.e. - provide authorizatigmsd by the flat /nouse owner, or a document
proving the migrant’s ownership of the dwelling.

26. As arule, the registration agency belongs to thaistty of Interior. There may be a
special division responsible for registration -elitke Federal migration service in the RF and
Department of citizenship and registration of pbgkpersons in Ukraine. In Kazakhstan,
nationals are registered in the agencies of thadulinof Justice, and foreigners; in the Ministry
of interior. The population register of Moldovanmnaged by the Ministry of informational
development, but the Ministry of Interior issuesidence permits for foreigners and collects its
own statistics.

27. Statistics of immigration and emigration in @k countries depends on definitions of
place of residence and place of stay, as welhase criterion used to define both categories.
The time criterion to separate temporary and peantresidence is not applied everywhere and
may differ from 30 days (I Azerbaijan) to 3 ye@rsArmenia). In all the states a foreigner can
become a resident only after gaining of a residgrarmit.

V. VARIABLES

28. The depth of any analysis depends on the yasfatharacteristics of the observed object
or process. Social and demographic information @rants is very important to understand the
reasons and consequences of migration. Althoughaimy cases countries did not provide

statistics by sex, some other available variablesewnarked.

Table4 Number of countries that process informationh®yfollowing variables

Variable /

Template Tablel | Table2 | Table3 | Table4 | Table 5 | Table6 | Table7 | Table8
Age 9 3 8 3 2 6 3 0
Citizenship 4 6 4 4 1 9 - 6
Country of

birth 3 2 3 3 1 3 8 1
Country

(place) of

previous

residence 11 1 0 0 3 0 0 0
Educational

attainment 7 1 7 1 1 3 2 1
Ethnicity/

nationality 9 2 8 2 2 4 4 1
Marital

status 6 2 5 2 1 2 1 1
Reason for

migration 4 1 2 1 0 1 0 0
Activity

status 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Sex 8 4 8 3 3 8 8 2
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29. The number of available variables depends ersdhirce of information. A very diverse
set of data is collected through a census, howéveprocess of data processing is sometimes
limited by financial considerations. Variables tdtsstics of flows depend on what information

is included in the primary forms and what tabulati® planned. Rosstat have used modern forms
since 1996, but information on citizenship has h@@cessed only since 2002, as well as some
other variables.

Table 5 Availability of variables for different types ofith in selected countries

KYRGYZSTAN

Templatetable No.: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Age X X X X NA | x X NA
Marital status X X X X NA NA
Citizenship X X X X NA | x NA
Country of birth X X X X NA X NA
Reason for migration X X X X NA NA
Ethnicity/nationality X X X X NA NA
Educational attainment X X X X NA NA
Activity status X X X X NA NA
Country of previous residence X NA NA
MOLDOVA (POPULATION REGISTER)

Template table No.: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Age X X X X X X X X
Marital status X X X X X X X X
Citizenship X X X X X X X
Country of birth X X X X X X X X
Reason for migration

Ethnicity/nationality X X X X X X X X
Educational attainment X X X X X X X X
Activity status

Country of previous residence X X

RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Template table No.: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Age X X X X NA | x NS
Marital status NA NS
Citizenship X X X X NA | x X
Country of birth NA X NS
Reason for migration X X NA NS
Ethnicity/nationality X X NA | x X NS
Educational attainment X X NA NS
Activity status NA NS
Country of previous residence X X NA NS

* NA — not available, NS — not specified

30. Data on age, sex and the country of previcsideace is available for flows of
immigrants and emigrants. Only 4 countries prodiat@ on the citizenship of migrants.
Qualitative characteristics that are necessargsembe migrants are available in a larger
number of countries: ethnicity (9), education#hiaiment (7) and marital status (6). Only four
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states process data on the reason for the molieugh this information seems to be rather
formal.

31. Anadvantage of the Population register of Meldwas proven by its wide-range of
available variables. All the required statistienfplates 1-8) are available by age, marital status,
country of birth, ethnicity and educational attaemwh Besides Moldova, most of the necessary
variables could be provided by the statistical agenof Kyrgyzstan and the Russian Federation
(table 5). As a rule, the data obtained from nationinistries of interior (-residence permits,
citizenship acquisition) is not available even by.s

32. The countries that use primary statistical oo not always process all the collected
information for budgetary or other consideratiddsme available data is not inputted or, even if
it has been inputted, not procesSsdeor example, data on migrants’ citizenship ikected but

not processed in Azerbaijan and Armenia, data erplaace of birth is included in the primary
form used in all the countries except Kazakhstahjdinputted and processed in only 3 of
them: Ukraine, the RF and Moldova. There are ced#ferences in the list of available
variables, and the reason for move is, perhapsntist rare one.

VI. POPULATION BALANCE AND MIGRATION STATISTICS

33.  Appropriate migration statistics are so impartaecause of their impact on population
estimates. They mean that the coverage of migratituences the parameters of national
accounts and data used for population projectmalsregional development plans.

34. Eight countries out of 11 included data on ignaunts and emigrants (templates 1 and 3)
in the population balance, while the other thr&eergia, Moldova and Tajikistan - used
migration data for population estimation in a diffiet manner. Statistics Ukraine revised the net
migration in 2000 and 2001 after the census - 20@Psince 2003 has used regular data on in
and out migration flows (templates 1 and 3).

35. The statistical bureau of Moldova used annatd dn flows of immigrants and emigrants
from the templates 1 and 3, however some slight (ert dramatic) adjustments were

undertaken annually. The most considerable adjudtmas done for the year 2000, when the
negative net migration was reduced from - 63802818 persons. Adjustments are based on the
correction of error in provisional estimations @ippilation size. As a rule, this difference (error)
is not considerable and is caused by the finalkections of birth and death numbers at the end of
the year. The adjustment for 2000 was caused lgyranin estimation of emigration. Total net
migration in 2000-2006 was negative -28,5 thousamde annual adjustments reduce it by +4
thousand.

8 A special questionnaire was sent to the NSIs oft®countries to clarify what variables are inelddn the
primary form and what are actually inputted andcpssed. Answers were received from 8 countries.
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36. Georgia did not provide annual data on flowsrohigrants and emigrants due to the
absence of a regular system of migrants registratia data collectién Data on immigration
flows (template 1) was based on the Census 2002 aadon emigration (template table 3)
contained some information from the Central registaliens (CRA), but it included just a few
persons and could be hardly used in the calculaigopulation balance. However, the
estimated population by the end of the year ditfdrem the population at the beginning of the
year not only by the value of the natural incre&ssome way, net migration appeared to be
taken into account as well. According to the erptaon provided by Statistics Georgia, this
difference is based on data on entries and exiliscted by the Border police of Georgia. Such a
methodology of net-migration estimation is unlikébyprovide accurate results, and seems to be
a forced measure. The number of supposed fluctwatbah the period of observation from -35
thousand in 2000 to + 76 thousand in 2006 and waal¢o -41 thousand for the whole period.

37. Tajikistan included data on immigration and gmaiion into the population balance, but
there were annual adjustments of net migrationwAs commented upon by Statistics
Tajikistan, the population balance includes batbrnal and international net migration. Internal
net migration (between regions of the country) tegoally should be equal to zero but due to a
certain time lag between the moment of departuderagistration in the new place of residence
there is some difference in the numbers of arrigald departures by the end of the year. This
residual is equal approximately to 3000 personsialhynand is used for the adjustment and
correction of the population balance. Total netnatign for the period 2000-2006 was equal to
-63,9 thousand while adjustments increased negagv migration to -82,3 thousand. After the
next census, the population quantity will be adjdsds well.

38. All the countries with regular systems opplation registration and the collection of
migration statistics include net migration into ptgtion balance estimations. Censuses of
population data are used for adjustments of arstasiktics. Therefore, there is a demand for
data accuracy from both sources, because the éstimbthe population would be unsatisfactory
if migration is intensive and not measured well.

Vil.  COMPARISON OF FLOWS OF IMMIGRANTS AND EMIGRANS : BETWEEN
RECEIVING AND SENDING COUNTRIES

38. Relatively low figures of migration flows indldata prove that this region has a special
migration regime, when thousands of migrants mava temporary basis to get a job. A visa-
free system greatly facilitates regular visitste tountry of origin, and many migrants do not
apply for resident status and do not intend to becaationals of the destination country. Their
families remain in the home country. Partiallisicaused by underdeveloped legislation and
difficulties in obtaining permanent resident statasRussia, the process of Residence permit
acquisition is rather complicated and most migraats not apply for it or do not want to do it.

° The population register in Georgia is being create
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39. The accuracy of comparison strongly depends on wtattries are being compared:
there are states with intensive and numerous niogrébws, while some directions of migration
are very ‘weak’. Annual numbers may be hardly corapke for the same reason.

40. The procedure of comparison was as followsdtta of country X on total emigration to
country Y from 2000 until 2006 was compared wité thtal immigration from X counted in the
country Y. Comparison of data was sometimes diffibecause the figures were very low (even
aggregated volumes of flows within the 7-year paxid~or instance, in 2000-2006 Ukraine
counted only 108 emigrants who left for Tajikist&e|arus — 51 emigrants who moved to
Tajikistan , Azerbaijan — 47 persons who emigratelioldova etc.

41. Understanding of coverage both of immigrants emigrants is important. Theoretically,
and ideally, data on emigrants collected in thentguof origin should coincide with data on
immigrants from the same country in the countrgestination, i.e. each migrant should be
recorded twic&. To get information on the “degree” of coveragerofriigration, it is necessary
to carry out a reverse procedure. Table 6 showsril€éyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan the number of
immigrants from the other CIS countries by 60% exiegl the amount of emigrants who left for
these countries and were de-registered in the deardf origin. Kyrgyzstan also demonstrates a
better coverage of emigrants (170% of immigrarasfiKyrgyzstan were counted in the other
countries). In the absolute figures Ukraine hashiiggest ‘overestimation’ of immigration (to

be more precise — the most considerable positsidual) - about 65,000 persons during the 7-
year period.

Table 6 “Coverage” of immigrants counted in the countéslestination and emigrants counted in the
countries of origin. 2000-2006, persons

Difference between

Difference between emigrants counted in the

immigrants counted in the country of origin and ‘Coverage’ of | ‘Coverage’

country of destination immigrants counted in | immigrants of emigrants

and emigrants counted in the countries of (immigrants to| (emigrants tg

the countries of origin destination emigrants) immigrants)
Armenia -1626,5 -10909 0,80 0,84
Azerbaijan -1802,5 -23361 0,88 0,58
Belarus 17968 -5634,5 1,19 0,90
Kazakhstan 10990,5 22515,5 1,03 1,05
Kyrgyzstan 11069,5 76449 1,60 1,70
Moldova CSB | -4206 -48496,5 0,73 0,42
Moldova PR -9137 -50890,5 0,41 0,39
Russia -133632 -100423,5 0,90 0,77
Tajikistan 1117,5 14765,5 1,14 1,26
Ukraine 64606,5 -15700 1,35 0,94
Uzbekistan 17032,5 143904 1,61 1,34

1% Enrico Bisogno. Measuring emigration: various opéi for a difficult challenge. Expert Group Meeting
measuring international migration. New York, 4-7cBmber 2006, PowerPoint presentation.
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42. A much lower immigrant flow was observed in BloVa (especially by its Population
Register that covered about 41% of the inflow ofraints from the other 9 countries of the CIS).
As the official statistics of emigration in Moldogance 2002 are totally based on population
register data both sources covered only about 408ma@rants.

43. The Russian Federation also demonstrates derestimation’ both of immigrants
(about 134 thousand) and emigrants (over 100 tmal)s@he coverage of immigrants is not so
bad (about 90% of emigrants to RF are countedarother countries), while emigrants are
registered worse (77% of immigrants from the REhm CIS).

44. To understand the degree to which data isrdifiteor similar on the same migrant flows
collected in sending and receiving countries, thgragated data (for the whole period) was
transformed into a matrix (annex 5, table A). T data on immigrants in the countries of
destination were related to the number of emigriinta the countries of origin (Annexes Table
B), and vice versa — the number of emigrants weleded to immigrants to evaluate the coverage
of emigrants in the country of origin. In both casewas supposed that the comparison will
show the degree of 'underestimation’ in one ofdbmpared countries.

45.  Amongst all the countries (coverage of coufitevs in both countries), Belarus and
Ukraine demonstrated a figure closest to the ‘fibr@able D, annex 5); Russia and Ukraine (the
number of immigrants in the RF was very close ®ribmber of emigrants counted in Ukraine).
The correlation in data between Kazakhstan and kigtae was rather good (about a 90 per cent
correlation), and between Armenia and Ukraine (alsaut 90 per cent).

46. A problematic correlation was demonstrated betwthe data on immigrants and
emigrants from Armenia to Ukraine (there were twasemany immigrants than emigrants), from
Moldova to Belarus — 2.2 ; from Russia to Uzbekigia 3 times more immigrants than
emigrants - 22206 to 9550 persons respectively@rdiwere even more unsatisfactory ratios, but
the numbers of migrants were too low to considerdbmparison to be reliable.

47.  As the estimation of emigration is the mostiiesting and difficult issue, we shall focus
on these results. Technically it is the same mtoceof reversal data correlation, but for the
purposes of comprehension of how good the coveshgmigrants is it is better to use this
option. (Table E Annexes). The coverage of emigraras the poorest in Moldova (all
directions, but especially to the RF and Ukrain% and 40% of immigrants from Moldova
respectively), in Azerbaijan regarding emigratiortkraine (32% of immigrants from
Azerbaijan to Ukraine); in Russia (the data on eatign to Kyrgyzstan — covered only 40% of
immigrants from the RF to Kyrgyzstan). The besterage of emigration from Russia was
observed in the direction of Azerbaijan and ArmeMaldova ‘underestimated’ the migration
inflow from the RF.

48. It should be taken into account that for pcédikireasons some regions of states such as
Moldova, Georgia and Azerbaijan are not under e¢pirisdiction. National statistical offices
do not collect data about migration from theseaergiwhile countries of immigration count
these migrants according to their previous couotmgsidence. Therefore, if a migrant from the
region of the Left bank of the River Dnestr (ogrfr Abkhazia) arrives in Russia, his or her
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previous place of residence would be registerdd@dova (or Georgia). Sometimes these flows
may be rather considerable.

Chart 1 Comparison of net migration estimated in the BeaKazakhstan , the RF and Ukraine and the

other CIS countries. 2000-2006, persons
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49. The results of migration exchange between dluatries could also be compared using

the data on net migration estimated in the counitigrigin and country of destination (Table C,
Annex 4). The countries with the biggest flowswlamnsiderable difference in the estimation
of net migration. More often, sending countriesvglaosmaller size of negative net migration
(Chart 1). In the case of migration exchange witis$ta, Uzbekistan ‘overestimated’ migration
loss, during the period of observation the diffeeename to about 100,000 persons (Russia did
not count these people). In the case of Belarusdtity CIS state that as well as Russia has a
positive net migration) Moldova, Azerbaijan, Rasand Ukraine ‘underestimated’ the negative
net migration by about 40%. A more detailed analpsoved that both the volume of net
migration and the correlation between immigrant$ amigrants may vary from year to year. It
is worth doing a comparison of annual data in ptdenonitor the possible changes.
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50. Russiaand Ukraine (chart 2)A comparison of annual data on migration flows betwee
Ukraine and Russia gave unlikely results: sinces2dith countries had positive net migration in
mutual migration exchange (although the figureshamelly comparable: in 2006 Russia had +
20,795 and Ukraine + 2,017 ‘net-migrants’). Russtatistics demonstrates an increasing
numbers of immigrants from Ukraine in 2005 and 2@@&ile Ukraine shows a simultaneous
decrease of emigration to the RF. Of course, itinigave happened due to some registration
peculiarities or de-registration of migrants. Ardainal investigation should be undertaken by
national statistical institutes to clarify the sitton and avoid the incorrect interpretation of the
real trends.

Chart 2 Migration flows and net migration in Ukraine an@ tRF. 2000-2006, persons
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51.  Ukraine and Kazakhstan (chart 3). Since 2002, departures from Kazakhsidskraine
started to be registered worse than arrivals taldkr, while volume of the counter flow seems
to be estimated almost similarly both in Ukraine &azakhstan. Net migration in 2000-2006 to
Kazakhstan was ‘underestimated’, in Ukraine it aiasost 3 times higher, although the volume
is rather small (in 2007 — 164 persons to Kazakhatal + 502 to Ukraine).

Chart 3 Migration flows and net migration in Kazakhstan dfidaine. 2000-2006, persons
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52. Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation (chart 4) Rosstat ‘underestimates’ emigratitan
rather than immigratiofrom Kazakhstan, therefore net migration appears tudteer, but the
general trend seems to be the same. Although thkedifference in the coverage of net

migration in Kazakhstan and Russia is not dran{aB©8 thousand in Russia and -301 thousand
in Kazakhstan within the 7- year interval), it maglonsiderable annual differences.

Chart 4 Migration flows and net migration between Kazakhsiad the RF 2000-2006, persons
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53. Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan (chart 5). These countries demonstrate fairlyechista on

the flows in the same direction. Even in the cdse good correlation in data a certain difference
could be noticed in the estimation of emigrantshgystatistical agency of Kazakhstan and
immigrants from RK in Uzbekistan. However, the namrsbare relatively low and do not
influence the situation in general: the absolutem® of net migration in both countries are very
similar for every year of observation.

Chart 5 Migration flows and net migration in Kazakhstan asebekistan. 2000-2006, persons
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54.  Moldova and Russian (chart 6)The case of Moldova is of special intereS§tomparing

the statistics of Moldova (collected by the CenS8#dtistical Bureau and data obtained from the
Population register) with statistics of Russia,caa see that CSB data appears to be more
complete as it includes information from the Minysdf interior, and provides better coverage of
some categories of migrants that are underestinigtéide PR. The main problem in data
comparability can be seen on the second chart stétistics of Moldova and Russia
demonstrate opposite trends in migration to Mold®@sstat observes a permanent decrease in
emigration and Moldova observes a simultaneougas® in immigration from Russia.
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Chart 6 Migration flows and net migration in Moldova artRF. 2000-2006, persons
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55.  Georgiawas the only country which abolished the systemegistration in a place of
residence (so called “propiska”) after the couiltag declared its independence, and it did not
simultaneously introduce any alternative. Curreéatistics of migration were undermined and
the Census-2002 became an unigue chance to dolleshation on recent migration trends.
Statistics Georgia provided data on life-time migsavho moved to Georgia from abroad in
2000-2001. The comparison of data with statistitemigration to Georgia from the CIS
countries (Table 7) showed that the annual figdifered at least twice (there were more
immigrants to Georgia than emigrants from the coQnit seems that the aggregated data on
emigrants for 2 years - 2000 and 2001 looks verylar to the data on immigrants who arrived
in Georgia in 2000. However, the figures are naltw (except migration from the RF) and it
may be just a coincidence. Besides, Georgia dicgownt immigrants on the territory of
Abkhazia, while the countries of emigration ideetifthe direction of emigration for these
persons as “Georgia” and theoretically there shbelfewer immigrants to Georgia than
emigrants from the country.

Table7 Georgian census data on life time immigrants (262001) and statistics of emigration to
Georgia from the CIS countries

2000 2001 2000-2001
(Country of (Country of Country
2000 (Censusof | 2001 (Censusof | origin dataon | origin dataon | of origin

Country of origin | Georgiadata) | Georgiadata) | emigrants) emigrants) data
Armenia 192 405 66 61 127
Azerbaijan 180 344 97 53 150
Belarus 29 46 5 26 31
Kazakhstan 72 99 38 42 80
Kyrgyzstan 5 7 12 6 18
Moldova 12 17 0 0 0
Russia 3200 3746 1802 1339 3141
Tajikistan 5 12 8 18 26
Turkmenistan 1 11
Ukraine 271 441 207 97 304
Uzbekistan 25 29 21 10 31
Total 3992,0 5157 2256 1652 3908
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56.  Sexcomposition of migration flows (chart 7). To check the ‘quality’ of coverage it is
necessary to compare some other characteristites. Five countries provided information

on the sex of immigrants and emigrants. The corapanvas sometimes not possible because of
the very low number of migrants.

Chart 7 Males ratio among immigrants and emigrants frolacted CIS countries in Russia and
Kazakhstan. 2000-2006, %
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57. Russia and Kazakhstan were chosen as thesdaiaé substantial. There was a certain
difference in data collected in Azerbaijan on eraigs and in Kazakhstan and Russia on
immigrants from this state: the percentage of mafeeng immigrants was obviously higher
than among emigrants counted in Azerbaijan. It magn an ‘underestimation’ of either the
emigration of males from Azerbaijan or the immigyatof females in the countries of
destination . The flows from other countries denti@ts very a similar sex composition of
flows. However, the comparison was limited duen ery low figures of immigrants and
emigrants in some countries. (For more detailed daé annex 1).

58. The comparison of data on flows showed thatissics of immigration and emigration
collected in receiving and sending countries respely seem to agree well in some cases, but
it is obvious that aggregated data is not gondugh for the analysis both in terms of period of
observation and variables. It means that coispaiof annual data demonstrates
considerable annual fluctuations, besides, moraas are necessary to understand if we
compare the same populations.

VIIl.  CITIZENSHIP OF EMIGRANTS AND IMMIGRANTS: OMPARISON OF DATA
ON FLOWS

59. The comparison is based on information receivechfBelarus', Ukraine and Moldova
from 2000 - 2006. The period of observation fa RF differed (2002-2006) due to the lack of
data for the previous years. Data provided by sother countries showed very low numbers of
foreign migrants and could hardly be used in anslys

1 Belarus was the only country which provided inéabstatistics on residence permits issued for
foreigners by the MOI.
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60. Some considerations are to be taken into a¢cdbare was a very important limitation
in the analytical capabilities of the data collelcbe the citizenship of immigrants and emigrants
(templates 2 and 4). The requested informatioludexl only the citizenship (and sex) of
immigrants and emigrantsyespective of the direction of migration. It was not possible to
define where the citizens of each country arrivedifor moved to, and it is clear that both
parameters (citizenship and direction of migratida)ot necessarily coincide. It could be
assumed that citizens of Kazakhstan are more likefgove to Kazakhstan from the RF, and
citizens of Ukraine move to Ukraine. Data on ethipiperhaps could be helpful here as many
countries have this information (although ethnicityo does not necessarily coincide with the
direction of migration or citizenship). As the matals were not distributed by the countries of
origin and destination as well, it blocked furtitemparison of data.

Table 8 Ratio of foreigners in flows of immigrants in/caamigrants from the CIS selected countries,
(Belarus*, Ukraine, Moldova PR — 2000-2006, Russ2003-2006), %

Emigrants (statistics of the country

Immigrants (statistics of the country of dediima) origin)
Country of
citizenship UKRAINE| RUSSIA | MOLDOVA | BELARUS UKRAINE | RUSSIA | MOLDOVA
Armenia 64,4% 12,1% 101,4% 105,6% 87,0% 8,3% 100,0%
Azerbaijan 64,6% 8,2% 97,1% 96,3% 65,5% 12,3% | 78,6%
Belarus 31,1% 4,8% 74,2% 5,3% 1,6% 5,2%
Georgia 65,1% 5,0% 101,7% 100,9% 61,4% 5,4% 64,7%
Kazakhstan 35,9% 6,5% 89,3% 38,2% 31,4% 4,0% 40,2%
Kyrgyzstan 46,1% 4,9% 100,0% 53,4% 48,0% 5,4% 75,0%
Moldova 25,8% 5,7% 81,1% 23,8% 5,6%
Russian 2,6%
Federation 38,6% 53,5% 92,0% 11,8%
Tajikistan 43,9% 6,0% 91,7% 75,6% 88,9% 5,4% 88,9%
Turkmenistan 61,6% 6,4% 91,7% 44,7% 89,2% 7,3% 50,0%
Ukraine 9,4% 80,2% 74,0% 6,2% 9,8%
Uzbekistan 36,3% 11,4% 101,6% 139,8% 59,5% 8,3% 97,6%
Total
foreigners** | 43,8% 8,2% 81,3% 82,8% 10,1% 3,2% 14,4%
Total
nationals 53,4% 89,7% | 18,7% 17,2% 88,2% 95,4% | 85,6%

* Data on nationality of emigrants from Belarus @v@ot provided.
** Stateless and ‘unknown’ are not included

61. The following data was compared: flows of imraigs by countries of origin and
citizenship (templates 1 and 2 respectively), oS of emigrants by countries of destination
and citizenship (templates 3 and 4 respectively).

62. The composition of migration flows by citizensHiffers not only by countries, but also
by the direction of migration (immigration or emagjon). The ratio of foreigners in migration
flows is the main feature distinguishing the seddatountries.
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63. Immigrants in Moldova and Belarus are mainkgigners. In Ukraine, the average ratio
of foreigners is about 43%, but it strongly depeodshe country of origin and may vary from
25% (in the case of Moldova) to almost 65% (in¢hee of the countries of Caucasus). Russia
demonstrates the smallest ratio of foreigners anmonggrants.

64. International agreements on simplified procedrcitizenship acquisition have a strong
impact on the composition of immigration flow byizenship. Soon after arrival, immigrants
acquire citizenship in the country of destinatiowl after that are registered and included in
statistics as nationals of this country. This caplan a lower percentage of foreigners among
immigrants from Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan in Ukeai similar situation is observed in
Russia. Many nationals of Moldova have double ertehip (Ukrainian is the second), this fact
may explain a rather low ratio of foreigners amangigrants from Moldova in Ukraine.

Chart 8 Ratio of foreigners and nationals in migraticowfs in selected CIS countries , %

Ratio of nationals and foreigners among immigrants in selected CIS countries (RF- Ratio of nationals and foreigners among emigrants in selected CIS countries (RF- 2002-
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65. Certain trends can be observed in the ratforefgners among immigrants from 2000-
2006; the ratio was decreasing in Moldova (frorf%88 2000 to 78% in 2006) and increasing
in Ukraine (from 37% in 2000 to over 51% in 200@)Belarus and Russia there were
fluctuations, but they do not allow us to make definite conclusions because the observation
period is rather short.

66. The composition of emigrants by nationalitghiree countries is more or less similar;
about 88-95% of emigrants are nationals. The péagerof nationals in the flow of emigrants
depends on the direction of emigration: the majaftemigrants from Belarus and Ukraine to
Russia are nationals of the country of origin, el@migrants that move to the countries of
Caucasus and Central Asia are foreigners (postfiblyare nationals of the country of

destination). The emigration of foreigners from &ass underestimated for the reason described
below.
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67. The main problem concerning the data on theeciship of migrants is the extremely

low percentage of foreigners in migration flowdle Russian Federation. It was observed
within the whole period of time since the datatstibeing processed, and can be explained as
follows: a) since 2000 there have been dramatiogbsiin data collection procedures and b) (for
immigrants only) there are a lot of immigrants vawoguire RF citizenship in a simplified

manner (the procedure takes 3 months from arrarad)which are registered and counted as
nationals.

a) The statistics collected in the RF was serioaffigcted in 2002 when certain changes
occurred in the rules of data collection. SinceZ@Be methodology of data collection was
established only for nationals. This affected b#hestimation of in and out migration of
foreigners in Russia, although emigrants are mketylto be RF nationals moving abroad.

b) The simplified way to gain RF citizenship isadable either on the basis of the multilateral
international agreement (signed in 1999 by Belafagakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and the Russian
Federation), or, if a foreigner belongs to onehaf $pecial categories — for instance, if he or she
is married to a person (or has a parent) who igzen of the RF, etc. Acquisition of citizenship
according to the international agreement may tag ® months, while the ‘family

reunification’ method may take about 12 morth&pplicants without “privileges” must stay in
the country for a certain period of time with thatss of a residence permit holder until they can
gain RF citizenship. Citizens of the abovementiosiagies do not need a residence permit to
apply for RF nationality. On arrival they submiethecessary application for citizenship and a
decision is made in 3 months. Therefore, theseopers8 months after arrival theoretically can
be registered in the place of residence as RFmasio As the percentage of immigrants from
these states is rather high (especially from Kagtah— about 26-30 % of annual inflow; 4%
and 6 % from Belarus and Kyrgyzstan respectivelyjfiuences the volume of the whole flow.
(More detailed information about the average peabtime to gain RF citizenship was not
available).

Box 3 Reasons for underestimation of foreign migrantRussia

In 2002 the new federal Law on status of foreigmetse RF was adopted. This Law (for the first
time in the RF history) defined basic principled~ofeign population data bank creation but nothing
was said about communications between adminiggraburces of data and Russian official
statistics. Besides, nothing was written aboueasity to collect primary information for the needs
of Rosstat. It means that since 2002 there iswydemgal act which prescribes either to fill in the
primary statistical form for foreigners registeradRussia, or to send any statistical data on
migration flows from the Federal migration servioeRosstaf.

21n 2007, about 362 thousand foreigners gained RFeaship, among them only 157 persons did it in
the standard way, 254.5 thousand — in a simplifreginer and 107.2 thousand on the basis of
international agreements.

3 These commentaries were included into introductionthe Demographic Yearbook of Russia (chapter 7
“Migration”, “Methodology description”), and Migran Statistics Yearbook of Russia-, although it cabexplain
the size of migration flows underestimation. It meathat since 2002 citizenship appeared to be@oangerion for
exclusion of migrants from statistical observatitthe end of 2006 a bilateral decision was reddtetween FMS
and Rosstat and since 2007 the data will be cdlletemigrants which get the temporary residencenjeas it is
obligatory before an application for a permanesidence permit.
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Theoretically no statistical forms for foreignereaarrive in or leave from Russia should have been
filled in and forwarded to Rosstat. It was expedteat Rosstat would receive information only on
migration of the RF nationals. In practice, in goragions police agencies (due to the tradition)
continued to collect primary data for Rosstat;he dther, they stopped collecting data for Rosstat
because of the understanding that it was no mardatk For example, according to Rosstat data
2002 and 2003 in Moscow there were absolutelfzeoo) immigrants with foreign citizenship.
During 2003-2006 among 42527 international migrantsch arrived in Moscow there were only 41
persons with foreign citizenship and 3249 wereetdat or did not identify their nationality. Th& R
capitol is one of the most attractive regions tmefgn migrants and such low figures of foreign
immigrants seem to be unrealistic. Within the s@e@od several thousands of foreigners got
residence permits in Moscow but were not includedfficial statistics. Similar situation was
observed in many other regions of the RF2007 7,672 thousand foreigners (from all the
countries of origin) were registered implace of stay and only 183 thousand in a place of
residenct.

n

68.  The numbers of foreign immigrants can be also compared with flows of emigrants from

the country of the same nationality (keeping in mind that data on the country of emigratvas

not available). On average, the results of suabnaparison were satisfactory , except in the case
of Russia (for the reasons mentioned above). Imgbeiving country ‘x’, the number of foreign
immigrants of a certain nationality 'y’ was ratl@ose to the number of emigrants who moved
from 'y’ to ‘X’. However, it is clear that emigrasmfrom any country may have different
nationalities and citizens of the same state maygrmte to different destinations. The charts
present the data on the main countries of migramigin in selected countries (the RF is
excluded to make the data on other countries reaible’).

69. In Belarus, the number fareign immigrants who got residence permits from MOI was
very close to the amount of emigrants who hadftefBelarus from the country of the same
nationality. In Moldova, a considerably lower numbéimmigrants make it difficult to interpret
the data, although the number of foreign immigrasitgery close to the number of immigrants
registered in Moldova. In Ukraine, the numberarefgn immigrants is half the number of
emigrants from the same countries in Ukraine. Ha@ngthe difference is even bigger if
foreigners are compared with statistics of immi¢ggdrom the same countries in Ukraine. In the
case of the RF, the same discrepancies in theasiimof migration of foreigners can be
observed: while emigrants and immigrants from tla@nneountries of origin look very muck
alike, the number of foreigners is extremely low.

70.  About 90% of immigrants in Belarus and Moldeval less than %2 in Ukraine are
foreigners. In Russia, the percentage of foreigizeextremely low because of the revised data
collection procedure and the fairly large numbefooéign immigrants who gained RF
citizenship very soon after arrival, and are nogistered as nationals.

' Residence permit holders



Working paper 5
Page 25

Chart 9 Numbers of foreign immigrants, total immigrants amdigrants from selected CIS countries in
Belarus, Moldova, Ukraine (2000-2006) and Rusdi®222006)
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IX. COMPARISON OF DATA ON MIGRATION WITH INFORMATION ON
CITIZENSHIP ACQUISITION

71. To bridge the data on immigrants and emignraitts statistics of citizenship acquisition,
information from Belarus, the Russian Federatioth @kraine were used. All the countries are
receiving countries for many emigrants from thexfer USSR republics of Central Asia and the
Caucasus, although Ukraine is also sending emigitarthe RF. The comparability of

statistics was problematic for the other countwbsch provided these statistics as well. The
number of persons who acquired new nationality veeteemely low as the process depends on
whether the state is a sending or receiving country

'* positive net-migration in Ukraine in exchange vRihssia should be analyzed more thoroughly as the
RF data does not confirm it.
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72. Statistics of citizenship acquisition are, gy most dependent upon politics.
Sometimes it is difficult to explain the differengesimilarity between data on immigration and
on citizenship acquisition. Legislation establisBpscial terms of citizenship acquisition for
different types of foreigners, that imply differeperiods of waiting. For instance, in Russia it
may be 3 or (normally) 5 years after arrival, taeg is in Ukraine, etc. Some categories of
immigrants (which may be very numerous) acquineeitship through a simplified procedure in
just a few months after arrival, while others muatit'®. This may influence the aggregated data.

73. To make a sensible comparison it is necessatgdst) to have the data on the year of
arrival, the type of citizenship acquisition (sinfield or normal) and the year of application for
the citizenship. New administrative rules and clesng legislation may cause temporary
fluctuations in data, so it worth knowing this cexttas well. Too many unknown variables may
influence the results of comparative analysis.

74. Belarus(chart 10) Data on the citizenship of emigrants from Belamas missing
because only information on exit permits issuedationals was available (but not by the
countries of future residence). Data on citizensluguisition were available for 2005 and 2006.
On average, data on citizenship acquisition caeslavith statistics of immigration. In 2000-
2002, the number of persons who acquired Belarusiemenship was lower than the amount of
immigrants. This “residual’” was compensated for2003-2004, when citizenship was granted
more often than immigration facts were registe&dce 2005, there was an obvious decrease in
the procedures of citizenship acquisition, in aage it correlates with decreasing numbers of
immigrants. Additional information is necessaryrake the analysis better grounded. As
Belarus is a participant of the international agreet on simplified terms of citizenship
acquisition (and one of a few receiving countriethe CIS), many immigrants from Kazakhstan
and Kyrgyzstan first acquire citizenship of Belaams! later are registered as national
immigrants. As a result, the number of foreign ilgwants is much lower than the number of
persons who have acquired citizenship in the RB.

75. TheRussian Federation (chart 11).1n 2003, the new legislation (adopted in 2002) was
brought into force, and the extremely low figur@soitizenship acquisition in 2003 can be
explained through some administrative factors (tet2a72.7 thousand in 2002, only 38.1 in 2003
and over 333 thousand in 2004). Since 2004 it easelen that the number of persons who have
acquired RF citizenship is higher than number ahigrants counted in the RF and emigrants
counted in the countries of origin. The closestumber (to the persons that had acquired
citizenship) was the stock of residence permit ésd

'® |n Russia, the period of simplified citizenshigaisition differs: for citizens of Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and Belarus it takes 3 months (withestdence permit), for citizens of visa-free stat@s
months, and for other foreigners — up to 12 morith)is case temporary residence permit is oligat
to apply for the RF citizenship..
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Chart 10 Immigrants and citizenship acquisition in Belar2@00-2006 , persons
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Chart 11 Immigrants and citizenship acquisition in Rusg@03-2006, persons
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76. The main difference between the countries felésvs: except the cases of Belarus,
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan the number of residpeamit holders is bigger than the number of
immigrants. Chart 11 (b) shows that the formeraretis of these three countries are more
numerous than the other categories of immigrariis.difference between the number of
persons granted RF citizenship and the number wiigmants was very big. Howewver is clear
that the majority of persons who have gainedRF citizenship first should have arrived to
the RF. As it was explained by an expert of theefal Migration service of the RF, it is not
given that all of these people, after gaining emighip, were registered irpbace of residence

(and included into the Russian statistics of immigration). Those who did not have their own
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dwelling might have been registeredaiplace of stay in hired apartments or at their relatives’
places. In this case, these migrants will not lgéstered in the statistics, although they arrived i
the RF for residence and have been de-registerixa icountry of origifl

77. In part, the discrepancies in the data obsemtin the rather short time period 2000-
2006 can be explained if we extend the period skolation back to the 1990’s. Chart 12 shows
that in the first half of the 1990’s many more ingnaints arrived to the RF than there were
persons granted RF citizenship. From 1992 to 2866yt 7.8 million immigrants arrived at the
RF and 4.2 million persons gained RF citizenshipnF1992 to 2006, 88% of all immigrants
arrived in Russia before 2001 and 12 % after. Alé@3b of all persons which were granted RF
citizenship became RF nationals in 1992-2000, &odied0% in 2001-2006.

Chart 12 Immigration and citizenship acquisition in Rassi 1992-2006, persons
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78. In the 1990’s, thousands of migrants (mainlg$tan speaking people with Russian
ethnicity) arrived in Russia from the former USS&Rublics having passports issued in the
USSR. Many of these people did not apply for REeitship immediately as those passports
were still valid in Russia New legislation regaglithe RF citizenship was adopted in 2002. It
established rather strict rules for persons whandichave passports (i.e.- citizenship) of the
Russian Federation. In 2002-2004 the issuance rdéw type of passport was campaigned for in
Russia. Immigrants who arrived in the 1990’s betgaapply for RF citizenship to get valid
documents. A special amendment was includedtir@daw to facilitate the procedure of
citizenship acquisition for these people. This nscidwat at the beginning of the new century
there was a certain amount of migrants who hagtedtnmany years ago but only since 2002
began to apply for RF citizenship

" De-registration in the country of origin is onetloé conditions of application for RF citizenship
(information provided by the FMS of Russia expeiadimir Burov).

18 Taking into account that since the middle of tB6@'s migration has been underestimated by
official statistics, the potential may be even &rg
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79. In any case, the preliminary conclusion, (ppshaisappointing), may be as follows: two
types of administrative data (citizenship acqusitand residence permits) accord much better
than the administrative data and official statst€ migration. More thorough research should
be done to understand the reason for such dradiatieepancies in data on immigration and
citizenship acquisition. In general, an analysiadrministrative data for the RF showed that in
this country, residence permit holders acquire REemship rather quickly. As only certain
categories of foreigners may utilize this priviletfgs could be an additional characteristic of
immigrants in Russia: many of them have family tigth other RF nationals.

80.  Ukraine (chart 13) Data on immigrants shows a declinéérocedures for obtaining
citizenship, and emigrating to Ukraine, while aclog to the Ukrainian statistics the flows of
foreign immigrants are even growing and the totabant of immigrants has been rather stable
since 2002. The comparison is correct in the cafeecCaucasian states: the number of foreign
immigrants was very close to the number of persdms acquired citizenship within the same
time interval.

Chart 13 Immigrants and citizenship acquisition in Ukeaipersons

(1) by year (2000-2006) (b) by selected coestdf orign
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0O Total emigrants to Ukraine 32563 28401 24059 19775 19753 18646 m 2001-2006 Foreign immigrants in | 3650 2923 2275 2563 553 5800 607 6711
Ukraine

B 2001-2006 Citizenship acquired 3813 3611 5405 21277 1396 19938 2604 22086

m Total foreign immigrants in Ukraine 14078 11106 11980 13264 13109 14355
m Total citizenship acquired (9 CIS) 57811 43146 26291 17925 17572 20575

81.  An extremely high number of immigrants from Bkistan who acquired Ukrainian
citizenship may be explained through the processpmdtriation of the Crimea Tatars from
Uzbekistan to Crimea and their naturalization irrditke”®. The correlation between the data on
immigrants from Kazakhstan in Ukraine and persohe acquired Ukrainian citizenship
occurred as a result of factors similar to thost@&RF (naturalization of migrants who moved

' There was a big diaspora of Crimean Tatars in Uskak after they had been deported from Crimea in
the middle of the XX century, since the 1990’s pihecess of repatriation is still going on. In 2062
estimated stock of Crimean Tatars outside Ukraiae @qual to 250-300 thousand persons.
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to Ukraine in the1990’s) and by the simplified prdares of citizenship acquisition within the
bilateral agreement.

82. In the case of Moldova the situation is différdvioldova is one of a few countries that
recognized double citizenship, so nationals of Medmay be citizens of Ukraine and any other
state, and hence do not need to disclaim theirqus\citizenship or immigration for residence.
Besides this, there is a special agreement on-basier co-operation between the countries
which facilitates the acquisition of Ukrainian z#énship for residents of certain regions of
Moldova. In any case, the political context is vemportant in Moldova as well as in the other
CIS countries.

83.  Citizenship acquisition data in the CIS countriza thig extent depends on legislation
peculiarities that define the special terms for ignants from selected countries. The conditions
and circumstances of citizenship acquisition afecad by many political factors and the
history of geo-political transformations in the Gi51990's.

X. STOCKS OF THE FOREIGN AND FOREIGN BORN POPULAMNCAND
CITIZENSHIP ACQUISITION

84. The main problem of compilation of this datdhwgtatistics of citizenship acquisition is
as follows. It is necessary to know the time oivairas a large number of foreign born migrants
moved many years ago — before the breakup of tieRMhen the migrants had the same
citizenship. Although the ratio of persons bormsale the country is not very Big it can be
used to show the results of recent migration dinllge data is arranged by time of arrival. The
percentage of persons who arrived in the countfgrbe¢he breakup of the USSR was rather
high: in Ukraine it was 85% and in Belarus — 68%haf population was born outside the
country. If we want to analyze trends in citizepshcquisition it is worth to choose the data on
foreign population (if possible — of recent yeatrswival). In most countries, the percentage of
the population that is foreign born was higher ttr@nratio of the foreign born population, but
the ratio of the foreign population in the courgrad the CIS is very low.

85. Information on the foreign and foreign born popatprovided by the CIS countries
was based on the recent population censuses. lahoMi the same data (besides the census-
2004) was obtained from the population register.

20 except in the case of Kazakhstan, which could hiatenesting pattern for investigation if data on
citizenship were available
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Chart 14 Ratio of foreign and foreign born population dtetl resident population of selected CIS
countries % (Source — National Censuses round 28@&less and unknown are not included)
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86. Statistics Belarus provided information ongteck of foreign residents based on
residence permits holders in the country in 200062@able 9). Census 1999, information was
available only for foreign-born persons. The aggte number of foreign residents appeared to
be more numerous than the number of persons wharaddgBelarusian citizenship (from 5 to 18
times in different years of observation). In 200@izenship was granted to 20.4 thousand
persons, while there were about 95 thousand forgigidents in the country. In 2006, the
proportion was 6.5 to 117 thousand persons respéctOnly in the case of Kyrgyzstan
(although the numbers are rather low), Kazakhstahlkraine did the not differ so much, but
still could not explain the regime of citizenshgmaisition by foreign residents of the country. It
means that additional information is necessaryetteb understand the trends in the process of
citizenship acquisition and residence permit issaan Belarus.

Table 9 Resident foreign population (Template 6) and eitghip acquisition in Belarus, persons

Foreign  Population Citizenship Acquisition

2005 2006 2005 2006
Kazakhstan 4271 4145 1132 893
Russia 71921 77 176 1296 1415
Ukraine 17 578 2 473 1724 1346
Kyrgyzstan 294 266 160 181
Total 111 098 117 372 8182 6570

87. TheRussian Federation provided data of the population Census 2002 orfidireegn
resident and foreign born population. In Octobed2Q@here were over 1,025,413 foreign
residents in the RF (88% of them — nationals ef@iS states); 429,891 - stateless persons and
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1,269,023 residents who did not identify their oa#lity. Comparing the data on the stock of
resident foreigners in October 2002 with the nundfgrersons who acquired RF citizenship in
2003-2006, we can suppose that the figures wereclese in the case of Ukraine; if we add
immigrants who arrived within the same period te $tock of foreigners from these states (in
2002) it can be supposed that emigrants from Arepekzerbaijan and Georgia also acquired RF
citizenship by the end of 2006. However, additidnédrmation is necessary both on migrants
and persons granted RF citizenship to check it the same population.

Chart 15 Foreign resident population, flows of immigrantsl aitizenship acquisition in Ukraine and
Russia (period after the population censuses)
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88.  Ukraine. At the moment of the Census 2001, the foreign [adjmun of Ukraine was
167,984 persons and 18,472 of them were natiohatedCIS countries. 82,550 residents were
stateless and 40,364 — did not identify the aishep. Comparison of the data seems to not be
effective enough as the data differs dramaticdlhe number of persons who acquired
Ukrainian citizenship was close to the stock o&fgners of the same nationality that resided in
Ukraine at the time of the census, but it is neachow many foreign immigrants (who arrived
in Ukraine after the census) also acquired Ukraiiizenship. Only in the case of Moldova did
it seem that foreigners who have resided in Ukrairtbe time of the census were granted
Ukrainian citizenship within the next few years.

89. The results of compilation of data on citiz@psacquisition and stocks appeared to be
not satisfactory.Such analysis can be effective and explicablg mntertain cases and
additional information is necessary for a bettéenpretation of these statistics.

XI. AN EXPERIENCE OF COMPILATION OF DATA FROM DIFERENT SOURCES

90. Additional information on migration was availabte the Russian Federation. Besides
the template tables prepared by Rosstat, somdrdatahe Federal migration service was
available: the number of residence permits (permiar®RP and temporary - TRP) issued in
2003-2006, and the number of foreigners with vedgldence permits for the same years. This
data was compared with statistics of foreign immangs in the RF and emigrants from the CIS
countries to the RF.
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91. Data on flows of all immigrants (template hjlassued permanent residence permits
(PRP) did not correlate well because many immigréenen foreigners) did not need residence
permits for the reasons mentioned above. It coaldupposed that official statistics of foreign
immigrants includes only those persons who obtgarananent residence permit. This
assumption was confirmed by the FMS data on isBlde’'s. After the new law started

working a campaign was conducted in 2003-200zh&mge the documents (for valid residence
permits); and since 2005 the number of issuednaeent residence permits became very close
to the number of foreign immigrants registered mg&at. This means that many foreign
immigrants withtemporary residence permits could be registeredsadents only 1-3 years

after the date of arrival, when they obtain a perema residence permit. Therefore the year of
arrival of nationals and foreigners in the datdezéd by Rosstat may differ.

92. The correlation of data on immigration and égspermanent residence permits is not
complete: the figures (immigrants and issued Re)ary close in the case of Kazakhstan, rather
close in the case of Kyrgyzstan , Ukraine and Bslamore or less close in the case of Armenia,
but are quite different in the case of Uzbekistat Azerbaijan. Anyway, the size of the largest
flows of immigrants was rather similar to the numbgcitizens of the same states who obtained
the permanent residence permit within the periodbsiervation. The average correlation of
foreign immigrants counted by Rosstat to the nunobé&sued permanent residence permits is
very close to one.

93 Issued temporary residence permits correlate wigl statistics of emigration collected

in the countries of origin only if citizens of theestates in future may need a residence permit to
apply for RF citizenship. The number of emigramtsrf Tajikistan and Uzbekistan (counted in
these countries) was rather close to the numbemgborary residence permits issued to the
citizens of these states. However, taking into anta very intensive labour migration from
these countries to the RF, the figures includethénofficial statistics (both from FMS and
national statistical institutes) seem to be ratimeall. For example, in 2006, Rosstat registered
6523 immigrants from Tajikistan, while FMS reportedt 60,362 Tajik workers were hired in
the RF; for Uzbekistan the numbers were 37,12684n2i10 respectively. The correlation
between emigration and temporary residence pessiiaince in the RF depends on the
citizenship of the emigrants. In 2005-2006 Rosstainted 325,759 immigrants (both foreigners
and nationals) from the CIS countries, NSls ofdbentries of origin counted 270,356 emigrants
to the RF (except Georgia and Turkmenistan, whidimdt provide data on emigrants) and the
FMS issued 287,176 Temporary residence permitsaveeage correlation of the number of
emigrants and TRPs was nearly 0.9, but the éiffeg between the countries was extremely
big.

L As a rule, application for a permanent resideneenjiés possible only after at least one year afpierary
residence in the RF with the status of a TRP holfeP is issued for 3 years. Both TRP and PRRvadldoreigner
to apply for RF citizenship. A temporary residepeemit as well as RF citizenship can also be abthibefore
migrating to Russia, if a person applies to thecBRsulate. (Information on these persons was raitadle). The
waiting time for the temporary residence permitmailty lasts for 6 months,
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Chart 16 Issued permanent residence permits (FMS of Rdss$& and number of foreign immigrants
(Rosstat data) in Russia
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94.  Statistics on residence permit holders and citizgnacquisition appeared to be closely
connected. Both temporary and permanent residegroaifoholders may apply for the RF
citizenship and the terms of the decision waitingetare the same.

Table 10 Residence permits holders in the RF and citizprestquisition, persons

2003* 2004 2005 2006 2003-2006
Total RP holders 213444 298015 321396 269212 110206
Citisenship acquired 38 117 333117 508457 371782 514723

* changes in legislation

95.  The degree of correlation depends on what courasybleen chosen for comparison.
Ukrainian citizens must reside in a status of als¥gce permit holder to acquire RF citizenship.
It is shown on the chart how the stock of residgrerenit holders step by step (year after year)
acquire Russian nationality. Citizens of Kazakhsts@ their right to apply for RF citizenship in
a simplified way — without a residence permit analso can be seen on the chart. Perhaps only
those persons who do not want to get the RF cslz@rbut want to reside in Russia legally are
'long-term’ residence permit holders.

96. Border statistics sometimes is used to estimate the trends and coesees of
international migration. However, there are manyittitions that should be taken into accétnt
None of the CIS countries are isolated, therefarelér statistics in the case of these states
should be used and interpreted very carefully. Ade data at the borders is collected better at
entry rather than exit; the means of transport @foence the coverage, information on the

2 UN Recommendations on Statistics of Internationajrktion. Rev. 1, 1998 , paragraphs 68-75
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passengers traveling by tr&iis usually less precise than information colledtedirports and
other computerized border crossing points, wheregaant applies to an officer (and not an
officer passing through a train to check the doausiand collect information). Besides,
information on migrants (travelers) with a visaigposed to be more accurate than the data
about persons who do not need a visa to entecohistry, etc. Therefore we can not be sure if
we are dealing with real trends or with errors atadcollection until it is clear which country the
traveler resides in permanently, how long he oristemds to stay in the country of arrival etc.
For example, Statistics Moldova showed that dutleglast several years the country has had a
negative net migration, while border crossing ddaws an annual increase.

Chart 17 Residence permit holders and persons grantedRtati2enship (country of origin - Ukraine
and Kazakhstan)

(a) Ukraine (b) Kazakhstan

UKRAINE KAZAKHSTAN

250000

200000

150000

100000

50000

350000

300000

B RP holders B Citizenship

O RP holders

B Citizenship

250000

200000

150000

100000

50000

04

2003 2004 2005 2006 2003-2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003-2006

Table11 Border statisticsin selected CIS countries (2003-2006)

2003 2004 2005
Russia Entries 22521059 22064213 22 200 649
Exits 2064226( 20944886 20 801 886
Residual 1878799 1119327 1398763
Ukraine Entries 4388787 18583260 20488701
Exits 3456212 17041128 19263665
Residual 932575% 1542132 1225036
Moldova Entries 314883 364846 507014
Exits 277906 358325 482274
Residual 36977 6521 24740

Source: Migration trends 2004-2006 , Soderkopirar€ss Countries, 2007;

Rosstat data.

2 According to the RF Border Service data, in 2006u4l32% of foreigners arrived in Russia by train.
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97. The Federal Border service of the Russian B¢iderpublishes data on entries and exits
by purpose of the trip, including — “to the pladgpermanent residence”. As a rule, the other
types of purpose of a trip depend on the type sd Mbut more than a half of all foreigners arrive
in Russia from the visa-free countries of the GBout 56%, or 13 million entries and more than
11 million exits per year in 2005-2006). This me#mat caution is needed in interpreting this
data, as it may include both persons who immig@tbe country for permanent residence, and
people who have visited a foreign country (Rusara) are on their way home. Many of them
travel several times a year, so the double courttifde count, etc.,) is inevitable. Looking aeth
chart 18 (“b”, exits) it is very difficult to supge that the emigration &dreigners from Russia is
so intensive. Chart 18 shows that the number ofjemts from the RF which were de-registered
in the place of residence for the reason of emmmas just incomparable with the number of
persons who crossed the border for the same r€psonanent residence).

98. Perhaps data on entries for permanent residemeere comparable with immigration
statistics. Data on foreign immigrants and perseing entered the RF for residence in 2002 and
2004 looks very similar but in 2005 and 2006 tlgeifes were quite different.

Chart 18 Comparison of data collected at the borders anthéyational statistical institute in the
Russian Federation. Migration for permanent residepersons
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99. Foreigners who moved to the RF for residenctade the purpose (“move to the
permanent place of residence”) when crossing tih@dopbut many of them have to apply and
wait to obtain residency status (residence pesitance). Only after they get this permit will
the purpose of their migration be realized. A resik permit allows a foreigner to be registered
in the placeof residence, and only then will this be included into the statis of immigration
produced by Rosstat.

100. Therefore, border records perhaps could bderbmmpared to the FMS data on
applications for residence permits. Besides, mamgidgners can acquire RF citizenship rather
quickly. The waiting period may be only 3 monthsgda person could wait for the citizenship to
be registered in a place of residence as a RFnatilh means that the migrant has crossed the
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border as a foreigner and a little bit later (witkihe same year) was registered in a place of
residence as a national.

101. Statistical data can be compiled with infoliorafrom other sources, although the
methodology of data collection should be clear.dgoistatistics are not the best source to
combine with data collected through population s&gtion procedures as they include border
crossings rather than actual migrations. Administeadata on residence permits from the
national migration authorities could be a good seuo explain some peculiarities in official
statistics of international migration.

XIl.  CONCLUDING REMARKS

99. The preliminary analysis of the available detan the CIS countries showed that data on
flows are available in all countries except Geo(giatil the Population Register is activated),
only several countries process data on the citiapraf immigrants and fewer - of emigrants.
Information on stocks is provided mainly by the plagpion Censuses. The reliability of
information on foreigners in flows of immigrantsca@migrants depends on the data collection
procedures and the terms of citizenship acquisfoommmigrants from different countries. Data
of flows is collected through registration in ageé of residence, and a foreigner, as a rule, must
have a Residence permit. A time criterion for reegigon in a place of residence is used in
several countries but may be different for natisaad residents and what is more important
from the UN recommendations.

100. The best results in the comparison of flowsmwhigrants were demonstrated by Belarus
and Ukraine (the coverage of the same flows betwleeiountries was almost 1 to 1); Russia
and Ukraine (the number of immigrants in the RF way close to the number of emigrants
counted in Ukraine), Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, ékiaand Ukraine. A problematic
correlation was demonstrated between the data ongrants and emigrants from Armenia in
Ukraine (there were twice as many immigrants thaigeants), from Moldova in Belarus — 2.2;
from Russia in Uzbekistan ( 2.3 times more immiggdhan emigrants).

101. The estimation of emigrants from Moldova hase differences, especially to the RF
and Ukraine which are 46% and 40% respectively,iaiterbaijan regarding emigration to
Ukraine (32% of immigrants from Azerbaijan in Ukra); in Russia (data on emigration to
Kyrgyzstan — covered only 40% of immigrants frora RF in Kyrgyzstan). The most
satisfactory coverage of emigration from Russia alaserved in the direction of Azerbaijan and
Armenia.

102. Statistics of citizenship acquisition in diffat countries correlate with different data. In
the RF it depends on a) the annual stock of reselparmitdolders (that shows the relatively
short waiting period) and b) the number of immigsainom the countries with a simplified
procedure of citizenship acquisition that do natdha residence permit.

103. Data on the stocks of the foreign born popadatan hardly be used to monitor the
process of immigrant naturalization, although datdoreign residents may possibly be more
adequate, but only for the years close to the Genbugeneral, this data (at least obtained from
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the censuses of 2000 round) does not explain mudican hardly be compared with statistics of
flows (except in the case of Georgia and Moldova).

104. The results of comparative analysis willnb@e accurate if more detailed information is
available; aggregated and averaged data mayimg@ertant differences in volumes and
composition of migration flows and stocks.

105. The compilation of statistical data is usefbien information collected by the national
migration authorities is used as the main souradatd, while border statistics has obvious
limitations. Representative sample surveys araised regularly and not in all the countries
of the region. The analysis confirmed thathlregistration based systems and censuses of
population should be improved to provide bett&atistics of international migration both in
terms of coverage and diversity of data.

106. Inthe case of CIS countries the coveragecanmglation of the data strongly depends
on geo-political context , historical backgroundfional legislation and international
agreements in the region that determine the psoglsigration , registration and citizenship
acquisition.

107. However, the efficiency of data exchange sderbg positive; the comparison of
information allows the main differences to be olsedr stimulates the search for the reasons
behind these discrepancies and eliminate theictstf@esides, it is a strong stimulus for the
exchange of information both on changes in the oteilogies of data collection, as well as on
the political context which may influence trendsnigration management and the naturalization
process in the countries joined into a migratiostemy.

*kkkk



