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Summary 

The 2011 Census was the first census the Montenegro Statistical office organized, conducted and 

disseminated from the first to final phase. The most interesting items during the data collection 

process were related to migration and ethnic-cultural characteristics.  

During the data collection process, some challenges emerged related to the following questions on 

migration characteristics:  

• Use of the term “abroad” in the question “Did you ever reside abroad one year and over?” 

• Should students pursuing tertiary education report migration if they have studied abroad? 

How should we treat these cases?  

• Do people who were in the army for at least one year and stationed outside the current 

borders of Montenegro have to report migration?  

With regard to ethno-cultural characteristics, challenges emerged in relation to the following 

questions:  

• Ethnic affiliation - In the data collection phase there were practical problems with open-

ended  question responses.  In the data dissemination phase, there were challenges in the reporting 

of two ethnic affiliations. 

• Religion - Challenges on the creation of classification categories and for dissemination.  

• Mother tongue - The possibility of double declaration and classification for dissemination 

purposes was problematic and recognized as a sensitive issue.  

• Other language – The treatment of languages of previous Yugoslav countries as 

«other» language in order to answer the question of knowledge of languages. 
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 I. Background 

1. Montenegro is a small, southern European and Mediterranean country with 620 

thousand inhabitants. It is situated in the south of the Balkan Peninsula on 13 thousand km².  

Since 2006 it is has been an independent country. Before 2006 it was in a state union with 

Serbia and before this one of six Republics within Yugoslavia. 

2. Census 2011 was the first Census that the Montenegro Statistical office organized, 

conducted and disseminated at all phases of operation.  

3. Keeping in mind the lack of human capacity at the Statistical office of Montenegro, 

at the very beginning phase of Census preparation, it was decided to do the following:  

(a) The Census would cover all EU regulation requested variables, which are the 

same as core topic UN recommended variables. 

(b) The Census would cover other non-core topic variables which are requested 

by national laws.  

4. Reflecting this decision and related to the issues covered in this paper: 

(a) “Migration characteristics “as a core topic were included in the Montenegro 

census.  

(b) Ethnic variables are obliged through the Law of national minority.  

 

 II. Challenges related to migration characteristics 

5. According to the 2010 CES Recommendations "for purposes of international 

comparability as well as for internal use, information on country of previous residence 

should be collected on the basis of international boundaries existing at the time of the 

census." Montenegro followed this recommendation. 

6. During the data collection process, the first challenge was recognized during the 

pilot census conduced in 2009. This is related to the “ever reside abroad” item. The 

question was:  

“Did you ever reside abroad one year and over?” 

7. During the pilot census data collection phase it was found that the word “abroad” 

was not recognized in the proper way.  Some respondents, especially from north of 

Montenegro, did not recognize some countries as “abroad”. This was the case with all 

former Yugoslav countries, especially Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Croatia.  

8. Because of this we decided to change the “wording” used in the question. In the 

Census “abroad” became “out of Montenegro”: 
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9. With regards to migration characteristics a problem was reflected by people not 

understanding that someone who was a student participating in tertiary education outside of 

Montenegro should be reported as a migrant. This situation involved all cases and periods. 

10. Additionally, this issue reflected a problem with the traditional approach of 

reporting students in tertiary education as members of their original household. Due to this 

problem we collected information for them also, and in the data processing phase they were 

removed from the population of Montenegro (according to collected information). In this 

manner we enumerated about 7 000 tertiary students who studied outside of Montenegro.  

11. Another challenge was the army. During the period of Yugoslavia every male was 

required to be in the regular army for some period, though this changed over time. For 

example, during 1960-1970 this was two years, then later reduced to18 months and finally 

to one year. The place where someone could be stationed was over all Yugoslavia. After 

consultation, but without an answer from EUROSTAT by a reasonable deadline, we 

decided that periods in which someone spent one year and over in the army should not be 

considered migration. This decision was made using logic from the definition of usual place 

of residence. If someone is in the army, and stationed outside their country of usual 

residence, then these persons should not be considered migrants.  

12. These problematic issues were recognized before conducting the census and special 

attention was given to these issues during training.  

 

 III. Challenges related to Ethnic-cultural characteristics 

 A. Data collection phase 

 1. Ethnic affiliation 

13. Recommendations said: 

Information on ethnicity should therefore always be based on the free self-declaration of a 

person, questionnaires should include an open question and interviewers should refrain 

from suggesting answers to the respondents. 
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14. We fulfilled this request with following question: 

 

 
 

15. On the one hand this is good solution, but this method resulted in other challenges. 

Free self-declaration and open-ended questions are still susceptible to manipulation. 

Enumerators must input everything the respondent reports. This is OK. But in the data 

processing stage we ran into issues with the multitude of answers possible.  

16. In our case, software for data entry to classify responses was programmed in 

advance and during data entry the operator used these classifications. In the event of new 

modalities, it was possible to enter new names and expand the number classification 

categories.  

17. We discovered during field work that there were so many new names that we 

decided that this field would remain open during the data entry phase, meaning the operator 

entered responses directly from what was written on the Census form. After half of the 

census material was entered, we created a special team who worked on classifications 

which was created for dissemination purposes. So in this way we include in our database 

exactly what was collected in the field.  So in our original database you can find the 

following: 

 “Džedaj“: the result of a small public campaign where groups of young people 

promoted a new ethnic group called “ Džedaj“ 

 Cartoon characters like Micky Mouse, the Smurfs, etc. 

 Aliens from Mars or other planets. 

18. In Montenegro we decided to disseminate each modality having at least 100 cases.  

This threshold was very near for some of answers mention above. Thus, the question we 

ask is: must we disseminate these cases? 

19. In our database they are treated as “other.” And in the tables on our web site 

(http://www.monstat.org/eng/page.php?id=392&pageid=57) you can see that “other” is less 

than 1% of the population (See also Annex 1). 

20. Another issue is double ethnic affiliation. The Recommendations say:   

Respondents should be free to indicate more than one ethnic affiliation or a combination of 

ethnic affiliations if they wish so. 

21. There was no problem following this recommendation in the data collection phase. 

Difficulties began when creating ethnicity classifications to be used for dissemination.  In 

all previous censuses first modality was used for all double ethnic affiliations. For example, 

if someone declared as “Montenegrin –Serb” they were classified as “Montenegrin.” In the 

opposite case, if someone declared as “Serb –Montenegrin” they were classified as “Serb”. 

This practice was strongly discouraged by EU experts, but there was no agreed upon 

answer on how to disseminate double declaration. One of the dissemination proposals was 

to have a person with dual-ethnicity to be counted for both ethnicities. Using this method 

the total number of population would increase two-fold for those with dual-ethnicity. This 

was not an acceptable proposal for Montenegro. We finally decided that dual-ethnicity 

would be treated as a new category and dissemination would be determined by their 

frequency. As a result, six double modality ethnicities were published with the release of 

data. In Montenegro, dual-ethnicity was declared by 8% inhabitants.  

http://www.monstat.org/eng/page.php?id=392&pageid=57
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In order to guarantee the free self-declaration of ethnicity, respondents should be allowed 

to indicate “none” or “not declared” when asked for their ethnicity. 

22. Keeping in mind this recommendation during the pilot census, before questions 

related to ethnic-cultural characteristics, we included the sentence “person is not obliged to 

declare about following questions.” Each enumerator read this during data collection. As a 

result, we found that more than 20% of respondents did not want to declare their ethnicity.  

23. To avoid this situation in the Census we deleted this sentence from the 

questionnaire.  Information about the possibility of non-declaration was included in the 

Manual instructions and staff was trained for this.  Just before field work was to begin a 

NGO for human rights complained to the Court about this. This was despite the Manual 

instructions stating that the right to not declare ethnicity was guaranteed by the 

constitutional Law of Montenegro. 

24. This situation started due to the obligation of enumerators to fill empty lines for all 

these questions.  Due to these instructions the NGO believed that everyone was required to 

declare their ethnicity. 

25.  However they missed a very important part of the instructions: the enumerators 

obligation to fill empty lines was to avoid having enumerators answer the question for those 

who did not wish to declare their ethnicity. If someone did not want to declare the 

enumerator was to put in the empty line “Does not want to declare.” This answer was 

treated as the correct answer.  

26. According to present situation the Court decided that we can continue with 

preparation of the census.  

27. During the public advertising campaign we sent messages to the public that every 

citizen of Montenegro should have the same information, provided in the same manner, and 

be completely free to answer to all questions in the questionnaire. They were told that it 

was their right as Census participants to not be obliged to answer questions on nationality, 

i.e. ethnical affiliation, as well as religion, but if they did not want to report these items they 

should answer with the statement “I do not want to declare myself”. 

28. Below is a picture of the instructions for enumerators from the instruction Manual.  
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Classification 

29. Recommendations said: Classifications of ethnic groups should be comprehensive 

and include at the finest level, ethnic groups, self-perceived groups, regional and local 

groups as well as groups that are usually not considered to be ethnic groups (for example 

religious groups, groups based on nationality in the sense of citizenship etc.). 

Classifications at the highest level depend on national conditions and concepts and no 

internationally comparable classification is recommended. 

30. We have already mentioned the classification of ethnicity a few times, as well as 

challenges in their creation. We would like feedback from experts in this meeting to discuss 

the following.  

 How to decide which “group” is an ethnicity and which is not? 

 Should Statistical Offices simply recognize different “words” and classify results 

based on their frequency? 

 Should we treat “Dzedaj“as an ethnicity? 

31. There are many examples of Balkan countries where some ethnic groups are not 

treated the same as other ethnic groups. For example, in Bosnia there is an official request 

to treat Muslims as Bosniaks. At the same time in Montenegro, the national Muslim council 

and the national Bosniak council exist as two separate institutions. Who will decide 

whether Muslims should be treated as religion, while in the previous censuses of 

Yugoslavia Muslims existed as an ethnicity, as can be found in all Census publications 

since 1961.  

32. Similarly, in Montenegro some people treat Montenegrins as an ethnic group.  

33. Clasification of ethnicity is a very sensitive issue and the Statistical Office must be 

very careful to keep in mind the recommendation that says: Classifications of ethnic groups 

should be comprehensive and include at the finest level, ethnic groups, self-perceived 

groups, regional and local groups as well as groups that are usually not considered to be 

ethnic groups (for example religious groups, groups based on nationality in the sense of 

citizenship etc.).  

34. A historical approach can show what was done previously in the former country of 

Yugoslavia. 

35. Analysing censuses from 1948 to 2003, the following table shows the ways in which 

issues of ethnic characteristics have been considered in the territory of Montenegro (all 

countries of the former Yugoslavia). 
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36. It is obvious that this issue was treated differently in all censuses with different 

explanations. 

1948 1953 1961 1971 1981 1991 2002/3 

Ethnicity 

(Narodnost): 

Every person  

noted what 

their ethnicity 

was: 

examples 

Serbs, Croats, 

Slovenes, 

Macedonians, 

Montenegrin, 

Hungarians, 

Albanians, 

Rumanian, 

etc. Muslims 

were called 

Serb-Muslim, 

Croat-

Muslim, 

defined-

Muslim. 

Ethnicity(Narodnos)

: All persons noted 

what their ethnicity 

was. For example, 

Serb, Croat, 

Slovene, 

Macedonian, 

Montenegrin, 

Hungarian, Shiptar,  

German, Italian, 

Czech, Slovak, 

Turkish, Gypsy itd. 

Person with 

Yugoslav origin 

without  ethnicity, 

could declare as: 

Yugoslav-

undeclared. For 

other who did not 

declared enter: 

undeclared. For 

children up to 10 

years of age parents 

will declared. 

Ethnicity(Narodnost)

:Each person entered 

ethnicity, for 

example, Serb, Croat, 

Slovene, 

Macedonian, 

Montenegrin, 

Muslim (in the sense 

of ethnicity) Shiptar, 

Hungarian, German, 

Italian, Czech, 

Slovak, Turkish, 

Gypsy, etc. 

Ethnicity(Narodnos

t ili etnička 

pripadnost): 

Enter the 

nationality or 

ethnicity according 

to the statement of 

the interviewed 

person. For children 

younger than 15 

years use a 

statement given by 

the parents. 

(According to 

Article 41 of the 

Constitution of the 

SFRY a person 

could enter  not 

declared.) 

 

Ethnicity(Nacio

nalnost) 

(Belonging to a 

nation, 

nationality or 

ethnic group): 

(under Article 

170 of the 

Constitution of 

the SFRY  a 

person could 

enter not 

declared.) 

Ethnicity(Naci

onalnost) 

(nationality or 

ethnic group) 

(under Article 

170 of the 

Constitution 

of the SFRY 

person could 

enter not 

declared.) 

EthnicityEthniciy 

(Nacionalnost) 

(nationality or 

ethnic group) 

(under Article 34. 

of the 

Constitution of 

the Montenegro a 

person could 

enter not 

declared.) 

 2. Religion 

37. Recommendations said: 

Data should always be based on the free self-declaration of a person and questionnaires 

should include open questions to allow small groups, break-off groups and local 

denominations to identify. 

38. We fulfilled this request with the following question: 

 

 
 

39. Classifications should be comprehensive. They should include at the finest level: 

groups of religions, religions, and subsets of religions, such as, religious denominations, 

administrative and organizational groupings, groups of churches, churches, and 

breakaway groups as well as belief systems that may not generally considered being 

religions. 

40. The use of an open-ended question again has both pros and cons. As with the 

ethnicity question, the open-ended format allows the opportunity for free declaration, but 

we are again faced with the same problems when it comes to classification. These 

challenges are more or less the same as those we faced for ethnicity:  
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 Who will decide what responses are religions and what are not? 

 Are Statistical Offices just technical institutions that should disseminate all reported 

answers according to frequency? 

41. As with the classification of ethnicity, for the classification of religion the Statistical 

office of Montenegro played the role of technical institution. In this sense we have 

produced the table in Annex 2. It can be noted that 16% of the population of Montenegro 

reported the religion “Islam” and 3% of the population of Montenegro have the religion 

“Muslim”.   

42. The question is: Are these two categories the same? Who should make the decision 

that they are the same? The Statistical Office? Religions institutions?  

43. If someone has freely declared that his/her religion is “Muslim,” can the Statistical 

Office change this to “Islam”? From the technical point of view the letter “M” is different 

from “I”, “u” is different from “s,” and moreover Muslim has six letters while Islam five.  

44. In addition, please consider the connection between religion with ethnicity, as we 

have previously mentioned that there is a group of persons who declared Muslim as their 

ethnicity. 

45. In Montenegro the situation was solved like this: After input from the Islamic 

community in Montenegro, when we publish short tables with main religion we merge 

Muslim and Islam. In the detailed tables you can find both modalities.  

 3. Mother tongue 

46. Recommendations said: 

……It is therefore recommended that an open answer box. Classifications should be 

comprehensive and include on the finest level language groups. 

 
47. We fulfilled this request with the following question: 

 
 

48. There was no problem with this recommendation in the sense of an open-ended 

response and classification.  

49. In Census 2011 we can say that one of the most sensitive questions was the question 

about mother tongue. The challenge started early on when the Law of Census was first 

adopted. The first version of the Law of Census defined “Mother tongue” as “the first 

language spoken in early childhood at home.”  A party in the Parliament of Montenegro 

found this definition problematic and adopted an amendment with the following changes: 

“MOTHER TONGUE (Montenegrin, Serbian, Bosnian, Albanian, Croatian or other 

language)”.  Languages in brackets are the languages mentioned in the constitutional Law 

of Montenegro. Namely, the Montenegrin language was for the first time collected and 

published in Census 2003, but the majority of population still declared their mother tongue 

as Serbian. 

50. Similar to ethnicity, but with fewer cases, double declaration for mother tongue was 

reported by 0.3% inhabitants of Montenegro. 
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 4. Other language 

 

51. As a very interesting issue, for the first time in a Census we collected information 

about “Foreign languages the person is using (understands, speaks, reads and writes).” The 

expected challenge was that the majority of answers could be a person who declared 

knowledge of Montenegrin, Serbian, Bosnian or Croatian languages. Results from the pilot 

Census were satisfactory. Final results from the Census showed that only 0.2% declared 

knowledge of a foreign language as “other.” Additionally, 26% of the population in 

Montenegro knows English, 9% of population knows Russian, 5% knows Italian and 

German, and French in known by 3% of population.  Detailed information can be found at: 

http://www.monstat.org/userfiles/file/popis2011/saopstenje/znanje%20stranih%20jezika.pd

f 

B.  Dissemination phase 

52. A new challenge is disclosure control measures during the dissemination phase.  

53. It is recommended: 

Special care, therefore, may be required in census procedures and outputs relating to 

ethnic group and religion in order to demonstrate to respondents that appropriate data 

protection and disclosure control measures are in place. 

54. All individual answers of citizens given under the Census will be protected, will be 

only used for statistical purposes, and they will remain confidential, as defined by Article 

20 of the Law on Census. Any act against Article 20 or misuse of individual data will be 

punished in accordance with Article 27 of the same Law.  

55. Procedures and measures of protection were adopted during all phases of census 

operation from data collection to dissemination.  

56. At the level of the Statistical Office it was decided to apply disclosure control and 

protect all cells with frequency under six for ethnic-cultural variables at the settlement 

level. In this manner, due to primary and secondary confidentiality we protected about 8% 

of the cells in tables for ethnicity at the settlement level.  

57. The same rules applied for disclosure control for mother tongue and religion. The 

percent of protected cells was little bit higher, as it was 9% for mother tongue and 11% for 

religion.  In addition to the large percent of protected cells (cells with “z”) there are many 

cells with “-“, which means there are no cases. Below, is a picture of excel tables available 

on our web site: http://www.monstat.org/cg/page.php?id=536&pageid=322 

: 

http://www.monstat.org/userfiles/file/popis2011/saopstenje/znanje%20stranih%20jezika.pdf
http://www.monstat.org/userfiles/file/popis2011/saopstenje/znanje%20stranih%20jezika.pdf
http://www.monstat.org/cg/page.php?id=536&pageid=322
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58. On the discussion of dissemination it is important to stress one more issue. On the 

question on ethnicity 4.9% of inhabitants gave as an answer “do not want to declare” and 

this was also given by 4% for mother tongue and 2.6% for religion.  

 IV. Conclusions 

59. There many open questions and I would invite for discussion for the next round of 

Census 2020 to at least clarify the following questions. 

What should Statistical institutions do?  

 Are we simply technical institutions or we should we make some decisions related 

to classification?  

 How should we treat a new “ethnic group”- like Dzedaj or something else? 

 How to disseminate double modality? 
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  Annex 1- Ethnic structure of population in Montenegro, 
Census 2011 
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  Annex 2. Structure of population by religion in Montenegro, 
Census 2011 

 
 

 
 

  Annex 3. Population by mother tongue in Montenegro, 
Census 2011 
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  Annex 4 Ethnic structure of population in Montenegro 
according Censuses from 1961 to 2003  

Ethnicity 1961 1971 

 

1981 

 

 

1991 

 

 

2003 

 

Total 468852 528156 584310 615035 620145 

Montenegrins 383988 355576 400488 380467 267669 

Serbs 14087 39514 19407 57453 198414 

Yugoslavs 1559 10943 31243 26159 1860 

Albanians 25803 35674 37735 40415 31163 

Bosnians - - - - 48184 

Egyptian - - - - 225 

Italians 80 70 45 58 127 

Macedonians 593 723 875 1072 819 

Hungarians - - 238 205 362 

Muslims 30665 70236 78080 89614 24625 

Germans 95 109 107 124 118 

Roma 183 396 1471 3282 2601 

Russian 141 116 96 118 240 

Slovenians 819 658 564 369 415 

Croatian 10664 9192 6904 6244 6811 

Other 3042 1452 816 437 2180 

Do not want to declare 0 521 301 1944 26906 

Regional affiliation 0 1204 1602 998 1258 

Unknown 175 3224 4338 6076 - 

 

    


