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Annex I

National Practices in the 1990 Population Censuses

I. INTRODUCTION

1. In September 1993 the secretariat circulated a ques tionnaire on population
and housin g censuses to countries in the ECE region.  Its main purpose was t o
ascertai n the extent to which their national censuses had complied with th e
recommendations for the 1990 censuses of population and housing which had been
adopt ed by the Conference of European Statisticians and the ECE Committee o n
Housing, Building and Plan ning for national censuses which were to be conducted
in or around 1990 (i.e. during the 1985-1994 period) in the ECE region. 1/

2. The following thirty-two countries provided information which related thei r
censuses to the content of the ECE 1990 census recommendations: Armenia; Aus tria;
Belarus;  Bulgaria; Canada; Croatia; Cyprus; Czech Republic; Estonia; Finland ;
France;  Germany; Hungary; Ireland; Italy; Kyrgyzstan; Latvia; Lithuania ;
Luxembourg;  Norway; Portugal; Republic of Moldova; Romania; Slovak Republic ;
Slovenia; Spain; Sweden; Switzerland; The former Yu goslav Republic of Macedonia;
United Kingdom; United States; Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro).  Th e
Netherlands,  which did not take a census in the relevant period, nevertheles s
provided comparable inform ation from registers and sample surveys.  The replies
from all of these countries are summarized in the following sections of thi s
paper.

3. In addition to the information provided by countries in response to th e
questionnaire, the secretariat has also made use, w henever possible, of national
census questionnaires, census publications and other sources of information in
orde r to clarify and, where necessary, supplement the replies to specifi c
questions in the questionnaire, in cases where this was needed.

4. The dates  of the national population and/or housing censuses that wer e
taken by countries in the ECE region during the 1985-1994 census decade are shown
in Table 1.  As can be seen from this table, almost all of the countries which
replied  conducted a census during that decade and so participated in the 199 0
World Population and Housing Programme.  Thirty-two of them conducted a census
of population and housing as a single operation and five of these also included
a census of agriculture in the same exercise.  At l east three countries (Canada,
Irel and and The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) conducted two censuse s
during the census decade.

Table 1. Dates of national population and housing censuses taken during the
decade 1985-1994  
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Country Census date Country Census date 

Armenia 12/1/1989 Lithuania 11/1/1989
Austria 15/5/1991 Luxembourg 1/3/1991
Belarus 12/1/1989 Netherlands 1/7/1991 *
Bulgaria 3/12/1992 Norway 3/11/1990
Canada 4/6/1991 Portugal 15/4/1991
Croatia 31/3/1991 A Republic of Moldova 12/1/1989
Cyprus 1/10/1992 Romania 7/1/1992
Czech Republic 2/3/1991 Slovakia 3/3/1991
Estonia 12/1/1989 Slovenia 31/3/1991 A
Finland 31/12/1990 Spain 1/3/1991
France 5/3/1990 Switzerland 4/12/1990
Germany 25/5/1987 Sweden 1/11/1990
Hungary 31/12/1989 The former Yugoslav
Ireland 21/4/1991 A   Rep. of Macedonia 31/3/1991 A
Italy 20/10/1991 United Kingdom 21/4/1991
Kyrgyzstan 12/1/1989 U.S.A. 1/4/1990
Latvia 12/1/1989 Yugoslavia 31/3/1991 A

A = Census of Agriculture also included * reference date 

5. The  summary and analysis of national practices in the 1990 round of
population and housing censuses is of interest for two reasons.  First, it
can provide a basis for determining which parts of the 1990 ECE
recommendations might be in need of revision for the 2000 round of censuses. 
Second, but of equal importance, it can show the extent to which
internationally comparable data are or will become available from the
national censuses conducted by the countries in the region.  Therefore, each
country is asked to check carefully the information contained in this paper
in respect of its national census in order to ensure that all the essential
explanatory notes have been included and to correct any errors which may have
been inadvertently made in the interpretation of the national replies.

6. The parts of the responses which relate primarily to population
censuses are summarised in the present paper and those parts which relate
primarily to housing censuses will be summarised in a separate paper for
review at the work session on housing censuses (this meeting is currently
tentatively scheduled to be held in September 1995).   However, in order to
provide an overall view of the extent to which countries in the region
complied with the ECE recommendations for population and housing censuses,
some of the material in the two documents will pertain to both population and
housing censuses.

II. TOPICS FOR WHICH DATA WERE COLLECTED   
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7. The ECE population (and housing) census recommendations make a
distinction between "basic topics" on the one hand and "additional topics" on
the other.  Basic topics are those which are of general interest and value to
countries of the region and hence they are the ones which countries have been
recommended to include in their census.  Additional topics, in contrast, are
topics which are considered useful but of less importance and general
interest than the basic topics,and hence the recommendations left it to
countries to decide whether and to what extent they should be included in
their census.  The basic and additional topics for which countries collected
data are shown in Table 1 of Annex 3. As noted above, although this table
lists the topics which are applicable to both population and housing
censuses, the summary analysis presented below is restricted  to the basic and
additional topics which are usually associated with population  censuses (i.e.
covering Basic Topics 1 through 13 and a. through n. and Additional Topics 1
through 28 and a. through i. in Table 1 of the Annex).  Information on
national practices with reference to the 1996 housing census recommendations
will be presented in a similar working paper that will be prepared for the
planned (September 1995) work session on housing censuses.

A. Basic topics

8. The basic topics which were included in the population censuses of
countries in the ECE region are shown in Table 1 of Annex 3 (refer to columns
headed by 'B.T. ...).  Thirty-two of the thirty-three reporting countries
listed in the table conducted a census of population.  The entries in the
table show that the ECE recommendations were implemented to a very large
extent in regard to the inclusion of the recommended basic topics,
particularly when allowance is made for the fact that the data compiled by
some countries on certain topics (most notably on status as employer,
employee, etc. and on socio-economic group) might be rather different in
nature from those recommended because the data were made available through
related information collected on other topics in the census, and also for the
fact that two countries collected information on certain topics directly from
registers rather than from census questionnaires.  Thus, of the thirty-three
reporting countries, twenty-nine or more of them collected information on the
following fifteen basic topics: place of usual residence; total population;
locality; sex; age; country of birth and or citizenship (legal nationality);
type of activity (current or usual); occupation; industry (branch of economic
activity); educational attainment; relationship to reference person of
private household; family status; type of family nucleus; size of family
nucleus; and number of children in the family under a specified age. 
Furthermore, 24-28 countries collected information on the following nine
basic topics: (legal) marital status; socio-economic status; place of work;
household status; number of economically active members in the family; type
of private household; size of private household; number of economically
active members in the household; number of children under a specified age in
the household.  There were only two basic topics that were omitted by ten or
more reporting countries, namely: place of residence at prior reference date
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(omitted by fourteen countries); number of members of retirement age in the
household (omitted by ten countries).

9. The number of topics included by different countries ranged from 12 to
27 out of the 28 basic topics listed in the ECE recommendations that are
usually associated with population censuses.  Of the thirty-three reporting
countries, twenty included twenty-four or more basic topics, six included
twenty to twenty-three and the remaining seven included twelve to nineteen
basic topics.

10. No country stated that it had any plans to delete from its next census
any of the basic topics included in its last population census, although one
country indicated it might consider the deletion of a series of questions on
economic activity which could be regarded as better covered by other surveys
e.g. Labour Force.  Several countries said that it wold be premature to
anticipate the content of their next census, since they would first want to
ascertain the views of users of the data and no country has put forward any
firm proposal for adding to the list of basic topics for the next round.

B. Additional topics    

11. The additional topics which each country included in its population
census are shown in Table 1 of Annex 3 (refer to the columns headed by "A.T.
...").  The entries in the Table show that although a fairly large number of
additional topics were included in the population censuses that were
conducted in ECE member countries, most countries in general included
relatively fewer specified additional topics in comparison to basic topics. 
Ten countries included 23-30 of the 37 Additional Topics that relate to
population censuses (i.e. Additional Topics 1 through 28 and a. through i. of
Table 1 in Annex 3) and only two countries included less than ten of them. 
Most (15) of the remaining countries included from 15 to 20 additional
topics, but there were considerable variations in the composition of those
selected by different countries.  Nevertheless, it would seem from the number
and choice of topics that many countries took account of the list of
additional topics in the recommendations in deciding on the number of
supplementary topics to be included in their population censuses.

12. The additional topics for which information was collected was most
commonly collected are as follows (number of countries shown in brackets):
specified age of groups of children in the family (26); urban and rural area
(26); place of birth (native-born population (25); place where found at time
of the census (24); language (24); (de facto) marital status (23); national
and/or ethnic group (22); total number of children born alive to all women
(22); school attendance (22); whether living as inmate of institutional
household or other communal establishment or not (22); type of activity
(usual or current) (21); sector of employment (20); number of family members
whose main source of livelihood is economic activity (20); type of
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institutional household or other communal establishment in which a person
lives (18), number of household members whose main source of livelihood is
economic activity (17); religion (17); journey to work (17); educational
qualifications (17), literacy (17); number of dependent family members (17);
main source of livelihood (16); total number of children born alive to
ever-married women (14); dependency relationship (actual or presumed) (14);
duration of residence (13), location of school, university etc. (13);
extended family status (11); number of dependent household members (11); time
worked (10); type of extended family (10); farm or non-farm residence (9);
place of previous residence (9); date of current marriage of ever-married
women (8); generational composition of private households (8); year or period
of immigration into the country (7); date of first marriage of ever-married
women (5); income (5); duration of unemployment (3); and secondary occupation
(3).

13. Most countries stated that they were not planning to delete from their
next population census any of the additional topics which they had included
in their last population census.  However, one country reported that its
question on religion was likely to be deleted on sensitivity grounds.  
Another country stated that it was proposing to delete from the next census
its question on number of months worked, since the date derived from it were
not used to obtain the economically active category.  One country indicated
its intention to examine the possibility of improving the wording of its
question on language with a view to obtaining better quality data.

14. Several countries referred to the possible inclusion in their next
population census of one or more additional topics which they had not
included in their last census.  One country said it would consider the
possibility of obtaining information on household and voluntary activities by
the inclusion of a question on unpaid work and would also consider asking for
more specific data on relationship of persons within the household.  Another
country also signalled its intention to look at the latter possibility. 
Other topics mentioned in this context were main source of livelihood (two
countries), access to durable goods within the household and availability of
cars (one country), citizenship, year of immigration, country from where the
person came, de facto marital status (one country), number of children born
alive, position in profession and movements close to work (one country),
religion, adaptation of labour force concept and exact denomination of
educational attainment (one country), sector of employment and topics to
study commuters (one country), time worked, duration of unemployment and
secondary profession (one country), and income (one country).
     
C. Other topics  

15. Approximately one-third of the thirty-three responding countries
indicated that they collected information on one or more topics which were
not included in the ECE recommendations.  The types of other topics for which
information was collected included inter alia  the following:
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(a) Migration characteristics: previous nationality; duration of
continuous residence in the locality; status of foreigners by reference to
type of authorization to stay in the country.

(b) Personal characteristics: physical disability or handicapping
condition; long-term illness; active or other duty/veteran status; usual
language spoken at home.

(c) Economic characteristics: occasional occupation; periodic
performing of agricultural work; number of unemployed members; types of
previous employment; previous profession of inactive persons; former
occupation and status of retired persons; occupation of parents; for persons
working abroad at the time of the census, the name of the country and
duration of work stay; for expatriate workers returned from abroad, the
duration of work abroad, the year of return and the name of the foreign
country.

(d) Educational characteristics: type of school attended and means of
travel to school.

(e) Family and household characteristics: relationship of persons in
the household; recreational possibilities available to the household with
particular reference to access to chalets, cottages and country homes.

16. No country reported that it was planning to delete any of the above
topics from its next census.  A few countries indicated that they were
considering including in their next census some topics which had not been
included in their last one.  In this connection, reference was made to
questions related to travel to work, unpaid work, citizenship, relationship
between household members, more precise designation of educational
attainment, adaptation of the international concept of labour force, topics
to study commuters, duration of unemployment and secondary occupation.

III. DEFINITIONS AND CLASSIFICATIONS OF BASIC TOPICS

A. Geographical characteristics of persons

(i) Place of usual residence  (B.T.1)

17. Information on this topic was collected by thirty-two of the thirty-
three reporting countries on the basis of the national definition of this
concept, with two of the countries obtaining the information from registers
rather than census questionnaires.  A few countries stated that the data
collected related to the place of permanent residence or the place of legal
residence, but did not say whether the population data obtained on either
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basis would be likely to differ significantly from the total usually-resident
population.  However, on the basis of information from the 1980 round, it
seems unlikely that there would be a significant difference in either case.

18. Several countries reported that they encountered some difficulties in
allocating special groups of persons to their place of usual residence.  In
this regard the groups which were mentioned were: pupils and students living
in a school or university residence or as boarders in a household for part of
the year and elsewhere during vacations (4 countries); persons in prisons (2
countries); persons in psychiatric hospitals (1 country); persons in communal
establishments (1 country); persons on military service (1 country); and
persons living away from home during the working week but returning there at
weekends (1 country).  Judging by the relatively small number of reported
difficulties it would seem that in most instances the special rules drawn up
governing the treatment of these and the other groups of persons listed in
paragraph 23 of the ECE recommendations have functioned smoothly and
therefore that no undue problems were encountered in allocating them to their
place of usual residence.

19. Although not always expressly stated in the replies to Notes (i)-(iii)
of the relevant questionnaire, it would appear that the great majority of the
countries, in compiling the census results for geographic areas, allocated
persons to their place of usual residence in all or most of their
tabulations.  Two countries however reported that all of their tabulations
were compiled on the basis of where persons were found at the time of the
census and not on the basis of their place of usual residence.

(ii) Total population  (B.T.a)

20. All of the thirty-three reporting countries indicated that they had
compiled information on this topic.  As indicated above, most countries
compiled the count of the total population on the basis of the usually-
resident population, but in a few cases the figures compiled referred to the
total legally-resident population, the total permanent population or the
total present-in-area population.

21. Around half of the countries provided details in their response
regarding which of the groups listed in paragraph 27 of SSAS-No. 40 were not
included in the count of the total population, but only some of them gave
reasons why they were excluded.  Where full details were provided, the
responses revealed that national practices varied considerably in the
statistical treatment of many of the groups listed i.e. whether the group was
to be included or excluded, and under which conditions.  Countries did not
specify to what extent, if any, counts or estimates of the size of each of
the groups were available.

22. Only one country stated in its response that information on under-
enumeration was available.
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(iii) Locality  (B.T.b)

23. Information on this topic was derived by all but one of the thirty-
three reporting countries.  The ECE recommendations specified that the
recommended definition for this topic may need to be adapted in accordance
with national conditions and practices and it appears from the responses
received that several countries made such adaptations.  However, the
recommended definition of a locality based on the notion of a distinct
population cluster seems to have been generally followed by most countries
that used this concept.

24.  Several countries failed to give any details of the classification that
they used with this topic and therefore it was not clear whether or to what
extent those countries complied with the recommended classification contained
in paragraph 29 of SSAS-No. 40.  However, based on the information supplied
by the remaining countries, it appears that the size classification used by
most of them corresponds fully or to a large degree with the one-digit level
of the recommended classification.  A few countries, however, reported that
they used a condensed classification at the lower, upper or both ends of the
classification, but where this happened the differences do not appear to be
significant.

25. The responses listed a wide range of types of localities for which
statistics are being compiled, including, for example, communes, parishes,
settlements, census agglomerations, population agglomerations, etc.

(iv) Urban and rural areas  (N.B. This is an “ additional  topic”)

26. Twenty-six of the thirty-three reporting countries derived information
on this topic, at least to some extent, from data collected in their census
of population.  One country said that it could derive the information from
the data held on the population registers.  The remaining six countries gave
no explanation as to why they did not derive this information.

27. Compared to the other basic topics included in the ECE recommendations,
this one continues to be characterised by a considerable amount of variation
between countries.  This, however, is to be expected, for although the ECE
recommendation is that for purposes of international comparisons, countries
should define urban and rural areas in a particular manner, it also
recognizes that countries may wish to define them differently for their own
needs.

28. Of the twenty-six countries which stated that they derived statistics
on this topic, twenty-three said that they did so only for urban and rural
areas.  However, it would seem that some of these countries are using
breakdowns that are more refined than the simple two-level rural/urban one. 
Some of the other categories which they mentioned in the responses were
built-up areas, mixed areas and types of areas in terms of settlement
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structure.  The remaining three countries indicated that they derived data on
three categories i.e. urban, rural and intermediate (or mixed).

29. Around two-thirds of the 26 reporting countries indicated that they
used locality as the unit of classification to distinguish urban, rural or
mixed (if applicable) areas.  Of the remaining third, three countries gave no
details in this regard, but the rest said that they used the smallest civil
division for the purpose of the distinction.

30. Several countries provided information on how they classified urban or
rural areas by reference to population size.  In most cases they appear to
have followed the ECE recommendation in this respect i.e. using the
suggestion that for the purposes of international comparisons, countries
should define urban areas as localities with a population of 2 000 or more. 
However, one country reported that it applied a limit of 1000, another
country a limit of 5000 and another a limit of 10000 population.

(v) Place of residence at prior reference date  (B.T.2)  

31. Nineteen countries collected data on this basic topic and eight of them
also collected data on one or more of the three other types of migration
topics which are included in the recommendations (i.e. six on duration of
residence (Additional topic 3), five on place of previous residence
(Additional topic 4), and five on year (or period) of immigration (Additional
topic 5).  In addition, seven of the countries which did not collet data on
the basic topic collected data on one or more of the other types of migration
topics (seven on duration of residence, three on place of previous residence
and two on year or period of immigration). Five other countries indicated
that although they did not collect migration-related data in a census, these
were obtainable for the most part from population or administrative
registers.  One country said that it collected the data as part of a separate
migration statistical exercise.  The remaining country explained that it did
not collect any of the data since it was relatively small and migration was
not a significant feature.  The overall picture therefore is that four out of
five of the responding countries included at least one question relating to
migration in their census and about one in three included more than one such
question in their census.  

32. Five of the nineteen countries which collected data on this basic topic
used the recommended reference date of one year before the census for the
purpose of determining the migration status of the population, four used a
reference date of five years, one used the anniversary of the previous census
(ten years), one used 31 December 1980 (about eight years), one used a
combination of one and five years and one a combination of one, five and ten
years.

33. A few countries said that they did not produce separate tabulations
relating to children born between the prior reference date and the date of
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the census.  One country indicated that it only tabulated persons aged five
years or more.

34.  The very few countries which gave any details on the classification
they applied to this topic appear to have used the one contained int he ECE
recommendations, with any differences being of a more nature.  For the
remaining countries which collected information on this topic the assumption
is that they too have classified the population by migration status in a
manner which was generally consistent with the recommended one-digit level of
the ECE classification.

B) Demographic characteristics of persons  

(vi) Sex (B.T.3)

35. All countries collected data on this topic, but two reported that the
data were available from population registers.

(vii) Age (B.T.4)

36. The ECE recommendations refer to two methods by which information on
age may be gathered, namely, by asking for the date of birth or the age last
birthday, but with the emphasis more on the former since it yields more
precise information.  Twenty-seven  of the responding countries produced data
by age solely on the basis of information relative to the date of birth and
three reported that they used both methods.  One country said that it
produced data relative to age last birthday but would consider seeking more
precise information in its next census.  The two remaining countries stated
that they collected data on this topic, without specifying the method used.

37.  Thirty of the thirty-three countries which obtained information on age
by means of the date of birth did so via the exact date of birth i.e. day,
month, year.  In most cases this was done through a question on the census
form but a few countries obtained the information from a personal
identification number incorporating such details, or from population
registers.  The other three countries asked the year of the birth and whether
the birth occurred in a specified period relative to the census.  In the
latter event one of the three countries also asked for the day of the birth.

38. Only two countries provided information on their procedures for dealing
with persons whose age was not stated.  One said that these were classified
separately, without imputation, and the other stated that it imputed an age
to such persons by reference to data provided by another respondent with
similar characteristics.

39. It appears from the responses received that most countries classified
age in the manner suggested in the ECE recommended tabulations (i.e. by
single years of age in a few tabulations, by five-year age groups in a large
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number of tabulations and by broad age groups in some other recommended
tabulations).

(viii)   Marital status  (B.T.5)

40. All thirty-three countries reported that they collected information on
this topic.  Eight stated that the information was collected on the basis of
de jure status, three stated that it was collected on the basis of de facto
status and twenty stated that it was collected on both bases.

41. Eight countries reported that information on this topic was collected
from persons of all ages and six countries reported that information on it
was collected only from persons aged 15 and over.  Five countries collected
the data only for persons aged 16 and over, but two of these countries also
included persons under that age if they were married i.e. with de facto
marital status.  One country said that it collected data only for persons
aged 14 or over and another said that it collected data for women aged 14 and
over and for men aged 16 and above.  Another country only collected data for
persons aged 13 and above.  The eleven remaining countries did not state
whether they collected the information in respect of the whole population or
only from persons above a specified age.

42. One of the eight countries that collected the data for persons of all
ages indicated that they were edited and tabulated only for persons aged 15
and over.  It also reported that persons under 15 were automatically assigned
the marital status of single.  Furthermore, where no answer was provided, a
marital status was imputed by reference to a respondent with similar
characteristics.  Two other countries reported that the data were processed
in a manner which would ensure that persons below a certain age would be
automatically classified as single.  In the case of one country this applied
in relation to all children under the age of 16 and in the case of another,
in relation to males under 18 and females under 15.

43. The recommended basic (one digit) level of the classification of the
population by marital status was followed by most countries.  However, three
countries reported that their national classification made no distinction
between married persons living together and married persons living separately
and in this respect therefore the ECE recommended classification was not
followed.  On the other hand, one of the three countries said that it
included a category for remarried persons which is not included in the ECE
recommendation.  One of the other countries stated that its census
questionnaire contained a separate question asking whether a person was
living in a consensual union.

(ix) Country of birth and/or citizenship  (B.T.6) 

44.  Thirty out of the thirty-three reporting countries indicated that
information was available from their census on at least one of these two
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topics.  In most cases it was collected through a question on the census
questionnaire, but a few countries reported obtaining the data through a
register or a similar source.  Twelve countries indicated that they collected
the data both on country of birth and on country of citizenship (legal
nationality).  Seven countries reported that they collected information only
on country of birth and three stated that they collected it only on country
of citizenship.  Seven other countries indicated that they obtained
information on the subject, but did not specify whether this applied to one
or other of the topics, or both.  Two of the three countries which stated
that they did not collect information on either topic explained that this was
because of the relatively small number of persons of foreign origin in the
country.  The third country in this group gave no reason.

45. Three countries reported that the information which they collected on
country of citizenship was collected from foreigners only.  One country (not
categorized above) said that its citizenship question related only to the
country itself and was tabulated separately from the country of birth
distributions.  Also, its standard tabulation of country of birth contain the
classification of “foreign born” rather than non-citizens.  None of the
reporting countries referred to the special citizenship groups mentioned in
paragraph 59 of SSAS 40 and whether in relation to these it had been found
necessary to formulate special instructions.

C) Economic characteristics of persons  

(x) Type of activity (current or usual)  (B.T.7) 

46.  Thirty-one of the thirty-three reporting countries collected information
on current or usual type of activity. The replies reveal that twenty-one
countries collected data only on current activity i.e. according to the
labour force concept, and that one collected data only on usual activity.  In
addition, four (?) countries collected data on both current and usual
activity, although in relation to two of these countries collection on the
latter basis was restricted to specific categories of the population, for
example, casual workers and persons working mainly on farms.  Five other
countries stated that they obtained information on these topics but did not
specify whether the comment applied to one or other of them or to both.  One
of the countries which collected no information indicated that answers to the
census question would give a general description of the type of activity in
which the person was engaged.

47. Of the twenty-one countries which relied exclusively or primarily on
the labour force concept for information relating to the type of activity,
ten complied with the recommendation of using a one-week reference period. 
Each of these countries appears to have selected as the reference period the
one-week period preceding the date of the census.  Eight countries said that
they selected the date of the census as the reference period.  One country
took the three weeks preceding and another the twenty-two days preceding the
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date of the census, as the reference period.  Of the four which collected
data on both, for current activity two used one week and the other two used
census day as the reference period.  Three countries did not specify any
reference period.  For usual activity, three of them appear to have used the
period of one year preceding the census as the reference period, but the
other did not specify a period.  The one country which collected data solely
on usual activity did so unrelated to any reference period.

48. Most countries said that they collected information on type of activity
only for persons above a certain age.  Twelve countries stated that they used
fifteen as the minimum age, six used sixteen, two used fourteen and one used
twelve.  One of the countries using fifteen as the marker also obtained
information on children aged ten to fourteen who were not at school but were
working on farms (e.g. as shepherds or cowherds).

49. Several countries provided the requested supplementary information on
the national definitions and/or classifications that they used.  This shows a
considerable degree of divergence in the region, particularly as regards the
criteria that were used to determine whether certain groups of persons should
be included among the economically active or the economically inactive.  The
main area of divergence seemed to be in the treatment of part-time unpaid
family workers, who, according to the ECE recommendation, should be
considered as in self-employment irrespective of the number of hours worked
during the reference period.  Some countries appeared to have acted in
accordance with the recommendation in their treatment of this category, but
others appear to have included this group as economically active only if they
worked a specified number of hours during the reference period.  In one
country the test was stated to be one or more hours whereas in another it was
stated to be fifteen or more hours.  There also appears to have been
considerable divergence between countries in the treatment of members of the
armed forces.  In one they are not regarded as part of the economically
active population and in others they are, but in some of the latter, it
seems, they are not treated as among the persons in paid employment.  In one
country the armed forces included persons who were in initial or refresher
training and who would shortly return to civilian life.  The same country
explained that whilst in general it had followed the ECE recommendations,
there were some other exceptions.  For example, persons on temporary layoff
from a job are not considered to be employed even though they may have an
assurance to return to work following the contingency.  Also, that country
regarded the concept of work as including operationally any work at all, even
for less than an hour.  It also explained that its census did not define the
usually active population as recommended i.e. it collected data on all
persons 16 years and over on whether they worked at all in the previous year,
the weeks they worked and the usual hours they worked per week.  It was not
possible within its census (which contained both the current and usual
activity categories) to classify separately persons who would be regarded as
homemakers.
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50. Despite the divergences noted above and other differences in the way in
which some countries sub-divided the economically active population into the
recommended groups, there appears to have been a high degree of conformity
with the ECE recommendations by countries in the region in regard to this
topic.

(xi) Occupation  (B.T.8)

51. All of the reporting countries stated that they collected information
on this topic.  Twenty of the reporting countries indicated that they used
their own national classification of occupation which was either wholly or
partly convertible to the International Standard Classification of
Occupations, at least at the minor (two-digit) level of the classification. 
However, some of these countries stated that conversion programmes had still
to be developed to enable appropriate conversion to ISCO (1988) to take place
and two of them said that to some extent conversion would be on an estimated
or best fit basis.  One of the countries stated that its national
classification, which was not compatible with ISCO, would be convertible at
the one-digit level, combining various data.  It would appear that the Nordic
countries, whose classification is still based on the 1958 version of ISCO,
would be able to attain a fair measure of comparability with the 1968 ISCO,
but it is not clear from their responses to what extent they might be able to
convert to 1988 ISCO.  It would seem that several countries, which were
previously part of the old Soviet Union and so used the national
classification then applying, would have difficulty in converting to ISCO
1988.  Three countries did not specify the extent to which their
classification of occupation corresponded to the 1988 edition of ISCO. 
Another country indicated that it used its own Standard Occupational
Classification but that no links to ISCO had been established, nor any
adaptations done.

(xii) Industry (branch of economic activity)  (B.T.9)

52. All but two of the thirty-three reporting countries collected
information on this topic.  Most of them indicated that their national data
on industry were compiled in accordance with, or were convertible to, the
1968 edition of the International Standard Industrial Classification of all
Economic Activities (ISIC) to the two-digit level, either fully or with
relatively minor differences.  One country said that the national data were
not directly comparable, but by combining answers to census questions it
could derive certain results to the first-digit level of ISIC.  Another
country stated that whilst its national classification had no links to the
international one, it had developed an adaptation which would allow a
matching at the one-digit level.  Several countries reported that their
classification of industry closely followed the General Nomenclature of
Economic Activities in the European Communities (NACE), and it appears that
for most of them their national classification will be largely convertible to
ISIC 1968 at the two-digit level.  A few countries indicated that they used a
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national classification of industry but did not specify the extent to which
this conformed to the 1968 edition of ISIC.

(xiii)   Status (as employer, employee, etc.)  (B.T. 10) 

53. Twenty-three of the thirty-three reporting countries stated that they
collected information which enabled them to derive data on this basic topic. 
However, the remaining ten countries said that they did not collect such
information, some explaining that there was no demand by users for it or it
was of too low priority in the context of the national requirement.  One
explained that at the time of its census the particular categories in the
classification had little relevance to its particular circumstances, but also
said that it would take close account of the recommendations in its next
census.

54. Twenty out of the twenty-three countries which were able to respond
positively on this topic appear to have complied largely with the
classification that had been recommended for it. The other three countries
did not specify to what extent they were able to comply with the
recommendation.  Within the responses from the twenty countries some
important differences from the recommended classification have been reported. 
For example, about ten countries said that their national classification did
not contain a category for members of producers’ co-operatives; one country
reported that its classification combined employers and own-account workers
in a single category; another country explained that it did not separate the
self-employed into employers and self-account workers and another one
explained that for the category of persons not classifiable by status (group
6.0) it assigned a status which was based on a comparison of other social
characteristics - in this the part relating to persons seeking work for the
first time is identifiable.  In addition, one country indicated that its
national classification did not contain a category corresponding to group
6.0.

55. Most countries appear to have complied with the recommendation to have
the statistics on this topic refer to the status of economically active
persons with respect to their employment during the time-reference period
adopted for data on economic characteristics.  However, two countries
reported that their national practices differed from the recommendation in
that the relevant questions were directed to persons employed during the
reference period and not to unemployed persons who were previously employed. 
One country stated that in its national classification the category of unpaid
family workers was not separately identified and another indicated that
family workers were only included in its national classification provided
they worked at least 15 hours in the reference week.

(xiv) Socio-economic status  (B.T.c)
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56. Twenty-seven of the thirty-three reporting countries stated that they
derived data on socio-economic status, four stated that they did not and two
gave no information.  Most countries that compiled data on this topic did so
by combining information from several topics.  Of the twenty-six that
provided details of their practices in this regard, four reported that they
combined data from two different topics, seven from three, four from four and
one from five, topics.  The other ten countries in this group provided no
details of the topics which they combined for this purpose.

57. The responses reveal considerable inter-country variation in the topics
that were used to derive information on socio-economic groups.  The ones most
commonly used in the various combinations were occupation (15 countries),
status as employer, employee, etc. (10 countries) and type of activity (7
countries).  Other topics that were used in combination with one or more of
the preceding topics were educational attainment (4 countries), place of work
(3 countries), industry or branch of economic activity (2 countries) and main
source of livelihood (2 countries).

58. Although a large number of countries collected information related to
this topic it seems that very few of them derived data that corresponded to,
or would be convertible to, the two-digit level of the classification by
socio-economic group that is contained in the recommendations.  This is
perhaps to be expected, particularly bearing in mind that compliance with the
recommended socio-economic group classification is essentially limited to
those countries which collected information on the three topics upon which
the ECE classification is based (type of activity, status of employer,
employee, etc. and occupation), complied with the basic levels of the
classifications recommended for the three topics, and used these three topics
and classifications to produce their national classifications of socio-
economic groups.  Indeed, the responses indicated that only three countries
used all of the above three topics in deriving data on socio-economic groups
and that several other countries had used one or more of them in combination
with other topics and using different classifications, to develop a different
socio-economic group or related type of classification that they regarded as
more suitable for their national requirements.  Notwithstanding this, several
countries reported that their national classification complied largely with
or was largely convertible to the one recommended.  One country suggested
that as Eurostat have dropped the table on socio-economic categories from
their 1990 census programme, it might in future be preferable to concentrate
on an occupation-based requirement.

59. Aside from using topics other than the three recommended ones as the
basis for the national classifications of socio-economic groups, some of the
other differences that were mentioned by one or more countries included not
having a group in the national classification for members of producers’ co-
operatives and unpaid family workers (i.e. for groups 2.0 and 6.0 of the ECE
classification), not assigning unemployed persons to a socio-economic group,
and classifying persons not gainfully occupied according to the socio-
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economic group classification of the persons upon whom they were deemed to be
dependent.

(xv) Place of work  (B.T. 11)  

60. Twenty-eight countries reported that they collected information on this
topic.  Of the five which reported that they did not, one said that it did
not carry a sufficient measure of priority to be included in its limited
census programme and another had doubts about the usefulness of the data that
might be obtained and thought that in any case the topic would have limited
relevance to the general pattern of employment in the country.  The other
three gave no reasons for its non-inclusion.

61. Most of the countries which collected information on this topic appear
to have complied with the ECE recommendation to classify economically active
persons who do not have a fixed place of work in a separate category and of
restricting this category to persons whose work involves travel in different
areas and who do not report daily to a fixed address.  However, a few
countries reported that they did not comply with this recommendation, but
instead classified persons in this group either according to where they
started work, or where they worked mostly, during the reference period, or
classified them according to their place of usual residence or to the place
where their employer’s office was located.

62. Two countries reported that they identified place of work by the
precise name and address of the location, which enabled them to allocate
persons to a particular industry or branch of economic activity.  Another
country appeared to apply a similar principle, but confined it to situations
where the person worked and resided in the same municipality.  If the person
worked outside his or her locality, then only the name of the outside
locality was collected.

D) Educational characteristics of persons  

(xvi) Educational attainment  (B.T.12) 

63. All thirty-three reporting countries stated that they collected
information on this topic and about half of them indicated that their
national classification corresponded to or was convertible to ISCED at the
one-digit level.  About one-third of them failed to provide any indication of
the extent to which they conformed to the recommended classification for this
topic.  The remaining countries used a national classification which either
did not correspond to or was not convertible to ISCED at the one-digit level
and in this connection some of the groups which they used appeared to be
rather different from those set out in para. 118 of SSAS 40 and in one
instance certain of the ECE categories were combined in the national
classification into one group.
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64. The vast majority of the thirty-three reporting countries used a lower
age limit for the collection or tabulation of data on this topic, which in
most cases was the minimum school leaving age in the country.  Two countries
indicated that they did not use any lower age limit, and the variation in the
lower age limit used in the remaining countries ranged from children of pre-
school age to persons aged 16 or over.

65. It would appear from the responses that most countries in the region
applied a similar concept in the definition of educational attainment i.e.
they defined completion in terms of the actual obtaining of a degree, diploma
certificate or other qualification.  A few countries however appear to have
used attendance at the educational establishment during the entire academic
year in the final grade of the level as the criterion, regardless of whether
or not a degree, diploma, certificate or other qualification was obtained.

E) Household and family characteristics of persons  

(xvii)   Relationship to reference member of private household  (B.T.13)

66.  Twenty-nine out of the thirty-three responding countries reported that
they collected information on this topic and six of them indicated that the
data collected referred to the relationship to the head of the family rather
than to the head (or reference member) of the household.

67. The recommendations left it to countries to decide whether the
reference member was to be the head of the household or one of the other
possibilities mentioned in paragraph 138 of the recommendations. About half
of the countries indicated that they used the head of the household as the
reference member, and most of them (as did almost all of the responding
countries) indicated that this person was either self-designated or was so
designated by other members of the household who responded to the census
questionnaire.  Several countries reported that they specified the criteria
by which the person who was to be designated as the head or reference member
should be determined (e.g. the economically active household member, the main
income earner, the member in whose name the housing unit is owned or rented,
or the oldest member).  A few countries stated that they used the first
person listed on the census questionnaire as the reference person and three
stated specifically that an adult person must always be selected.  One
country reported that data on this topic was based on a 34% sample of the
population and that the reference person was a person aged 16 or over
selected at random, who was then obliged to give details on the persons
living with him/her in the same housing unit.  Five countries failed to
provide information regarding the basis on which the reference person was
determined.

68. The page in the secretariat’s questionnaire relating to the topic on
relationship to reference member of private household contained a
supplementary question (see Note (ii) of the relevant page) asking countries
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to include in their reply a statement of the extent to which they followed
the various recommendations contained in SSAS-No 40 concerning the household
concept (paras. 121-130) and the family concept (paras. 131-137).  Relatively
few countries, however, gave a detailed response to this request and thus
only limited information was available to the secretariat for judging to what
extent these parts of the recommendations were observed.  However, based on
the information that was provided, it would seem that at least ten countries
used the “housekeeping unit” concept of a private household, that four used
the “household-dwelling” concept and that one country used both.  One of the
countries which used the “housekeeping unit” concept said that it processed
only data concerning relations within the family nucleus.

69. Based on the limited information provided in the responses relating to
the portion of the recommendations pertaining to the family concept, it
appears that about half of the responding countries defined the family in the
narrow sense of a family nucleus comprising persons within a household who
are related as husband and wife or as parent and never-married child by blood
or adoption.  However, a few other countries appeared to have used a wider
definition of family (for example, by including all persons related by
kinship or marriage, as family members).  A few countries also seem to have
used a narrower definition of family than the one contained in the
recommendations (e.g. by excluding persons living in a consensual union) and
one country stated that it had one-person families.

(xviii)   Household status  (B.T.d) 

70. Twenty-six countries reported that they derived information on this
topic, but three of them explained that this was done on the basis of the
family rather than the household concept.  It seems that almost all of them
have used the classification recommended (two-digit level) for this topic.

(xix) Family status  (B.T.e)

71.  Thirty countries indicated that they derived data on this topic.  In
general, the recommendations appear to have been followed.  One country
reported however that it had no structural data by reference to the family,
but that it was nevertheless possible to provide the information on an
approximate basis from the processing of the personal data within the
household context.  Another indicated that data published on this topic do
not differentiate between spouses who have children and spouses who have not. 
Nor do they distinguish between spouses and lone parents, who are treated as
a group.  However, in both cases, data can be extracted on a family basis,
through special tabulations.

(xx) Type of family nucleus  (B.T.f)

72. Thirty-one countries reported that they derived data on this topic and
in general the recommendations appear to have been well followed.  However,
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one country said that it could only provide the data on an approximate basis,
from information structured on a household basis, and another stated that it
did not include data on consensual unions.

(xxi) Size of family nucleus  (B.T.g) 

73. Thirty-one countries indicated that they classified family nuclei and
generally they seem to have done this in accordance with the relevant
recommendations i.e. with reference to the total number of usually resident
members.

(xxii)   Number of children in the family under a specified age  (B.T.h)

74.  Thirty-two countries stated that they derived data on this topic,
although one said that no age limit was regarded as applying to members of a
family.

(xxiii)   Number of economically active members in the family  (B.T.i)  

75. Twenty-eight countries reported that they derived data on this topic.

G. Characteristics of private households  

(xxiv)   Type of private household  (B.T.j)

76.  Twenty-seven countries reported that they derived information relating
to this topic, although three of them qualified their response by explaining
that the data related to the family rather than the private household
concept. About half of these countries seem to have complied with the
recommended three-digit level of ten classification contained in para. 150 of
the ECE recommendations.  It is not apparent from the responses given by the
other half to what extent they complied with the recommendation or whether
they had encountered any problems in this regard.

77. The questionnaire issued by the secretariat on this topic asked
countries to indicate in their replies whether, in addition to the
recommended classification of private households by type (para. 150 of SSAS-
No. 40), they also used one of the classifications of households by type that
was suggested in paras. 152-153 of SSAS-No. 40.  Three countries reported
that they had used the recommended classification in paragraph 152 and
another said that although it had not used this classification, it could
easily derive information on that basis.  There was, however, no indication
from the three countries who had used the para. 152 recommendation (i.e. in
addition to the one contained in para. 150) whether they had found it to be
of particular, or additional, value.  Several other countries stated that
they did not use para. 152 and the remaining countries gave no indication in
this respect.
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(xxv) Size of private household  (B.T.k)

78. Twenty-seven countries reported that they classified private households
by size according to the total number of household members.  One country
indicated that for this purpose it included persons present in the household
at the time of the census, even though they did not usually reside there.

(xxvi)   Number of economically active members in the household  (B.T.l)

79. Twenty-seven countries indicated that they derived data on this topic.

(xxvii)   Number of children under a specified age in the household  (B.T.m)

80. Twenty-seven countries stated that they derived data on this topic.

(xxviii)   Number of members of retirement age in the household  (B.T.n)

81. Twenty-seven countries reported that they derived data on this topic.

(xxix)   Tenure status  (B.T. 14) 

82. Twenty-eight countries indicated that they collected data on this
topic, and almost all of them appear to have complied with the recommended
way of classifying households by tenure status, at least to the recommended
one-digit level of the classification.  One country said that it treated
tenure status as a topic of the dwelling rather than the household, but
explained that households can be characterised by this dwelling topic.

83. A few countries stated that they did not comply with the optional (two-
digit) level of the classification.  Several countries reported that they
used a classification which enabled them to identify separately households
which had housing accommodation provided for them by the employer of one of
the household members or by some other person or organisation (e.g. by a
parent or other relative or an administrative authority).  Several countries
indicated that their classification specified whether the household occupied
the housing unit free of rent and one country reported that it had a separate
category for households occupying farm-house accommodation under a leasehold
arrangement.  Another country reported that its classification distinguished
between housing units which were furnished and those which were unfurnished.

IV. TABULATION PROGRAMME  

84. The publication Recommendations for the 1990 Censuses of Population and
Housing in the ECE Region  also contained a recommended tabulation programme
(paras. 261-271 of the recommendations published in SSAS-No. 40).  The
complete list of recommended tabulations given at the end of para. 269 of the
publication related to both population and housing censuses, and tables A1-
A12 plus tables B1-B27 on the list are the ones which pertain either
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exclusively or primarily to censuses of population.  The extent to which the
thirty-three responding countries implemented this part of the recommended
tabulation programme is summarised in Table II of Annex 3.
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1/     Recommendations for the 1990 Census of Population and Housing in the
ECE Region .  Statistical Standards and Studies - No. 40 (United Nations
Publication, Sales No. E.87.II.E.38).

ANNEX II

NATIONAL PRACTICES IN THE 1990 HOUSING CENSUSES

I. INTRODUCTION

85. In September 1993 the secretariat circulated a ques tionnaire on population
and housin g censuses to countries in the ECE region.  Its main purpose was t o
ascertai n the extent to which their national censuses had complied with th e
recommendations for the 1990 censuses of population and housing which had been
adopt ed by the Conference of European Statisticians and the ECE Committee o n
Housing, Building and Plan ning for national censuses which were to be conducted
in or around 1990 (i.e. during the 1985-1994 period) in the ECE region. 1/

86. The following thirty-two countries provided information which related thei r
censuses to the content of the ECE 1990 census recommendations: Armenia; Aus tria;
Belarus;  Bulgaria; Canada; Croatia; Cyprus; Czech Republic; Estonia; Finland ;
France;  Germany; Hungary; Ireland; Italy; Kyrgyzstan; Latvia; Lithuania ;
Luxembourg;  Norway; Portugal; Republic of Moldova; Romania; Slovak Republic ;
Slovenia; Spain; Sweden; Switzerland; The Former Yu goslav Republic of Macedonia;
United Kingdom; United States; Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro).  Th e
Netherlands,  which did not take a census in the relevant period, nevertheles s
provided comparable inform ation from registers and sample surveys.  The replies
from all of these countries are summarised in the following sections of thi s
paper.

87. In addition to the information provided by countries in response to th e
questionnaire, the secretariat has also made use, w henever possible, of national
census questionnaires, census publications and other sources of information in
orde r to clarify and, where necessary, supplement the replies to specifi c
questions in the questionnaire, in cases where this was needed.

88. The dates  of the national population and/or housing censuses that wer e
taken by countries in the ECE region during the 1985-1994 census decade are shown
in Table 1.  As can be seen from this table, almost all of the countries which
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replied  conducted a census during that decade and so participated in the 199 0
World Population and Housing Programme.  Thirty-two of them conducted a census
of population and housing as a single operation and five of these also included
a census of agriculture in the same exercise. One country (Ireland) conducte d
two censuses during the census decade, but only the most recent one (1991 )
covered both population and housing.
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Table 1. Dates of national population and housing censuses taken during the
decade 1985-1994  

Country Census date Country Census date 

Armenia 12/1/1989 Lithuania 11/1/1989
Austria 15/5/1991 Luxembourg 1/3/1991
Belarus 12/1/1989 Netherlands 1/7/1991 *
Bulgaria 3/12/1992 Norway 3/11/1990
Canada 4/6/1991 Portugal 15/4/1991
Croatia 31/3/1991 A Republic of Moldova 12/1/1989
Cyprus 1/10/1992 Romania 7/1/1992
Czech Republic 2/3/1991 Slovak Republic 3/3/1991
Estonia 12/1/1989 Slovenia 31/3/1991 A
Finland 31/12/1990 Spain 1/3/1991
France 5/3/1990 Sweden 1/11/1990
Germany 25/5/1987 Switzerland 4/12/1990
Hungary 31/12/1989 The former Yugoslav
Ireland 21/4/1991 A   Rep. of Macedonia 31/3/1991 A
Italy 20/10/1991 United Kingdom 21/4/1991
Kyrgyzstan 12/1/1989 U.S.A. 1/4/1990
Latvia 12/1/1989 Yugoslavia 31/3/1991 A

A = Census of Agriculture also included * reference date 

89. The  summary and analysis of national practices in the 1990 round of
population and housing censuses is of interest for two reasons.  First, it
can provide a basis for determining which parts of the 1990 ECE
recommendations might be in need of revision for the 2000 round of censuses. 
Second, but of equal importance, it can show the extent to which
internationally comparable data are or will become available from the
national censuses conducted by the countries in the region.  Therefore, each
country is asked to check carefully the information contained in this paper
in respect of its national census in order to ensure that all the essential
explanatory notes have been included and to correct any errors which may have
been inadvertently made in the interpretation of the national replies.
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90. The parts of the responses which relate primarily to housing censuses
are summarised in the present paper and those parts which relate primarily to
population censuses are summarised in a separate paper - Working Paper No. 2
of the 17-19 May 1995 Joint ECE-Eurostat Work Session on Population Censuses,
which has been reproduced and distributed for background information as
Working Paper No. 3 of the Joint ECE-Eurostat Work Session on Housing
censuses.  This has been done to facilitate the consideration of the
background documents at the two meetings - the May 1995 meeting on population
censuses and the October 1995 meeting on housing censuses - which the
Conference of European Statisticians has convened to review the 1990
recommendations.    However, in order to provide an overall view of the
extent to which countries in the region complied with the ECE recommendations
for population and housing censuses, some of the material in the two
documents will pertain to both population and housing censuses.

91. Although the information contained in Working Paper No. 3 refers to the
portions of the ECE recommendations which relate primarily to population
censuses, the participants at the forthcoming meeting on housing censuses are
invited to examine it in conjunction with the information in the present
paper, particularly since some of the topics covered in Working paper No. 3
(e.g. locality, urban, semi-urban and rural areas) may also be of interest to
them.

II. TOPICS FOR WHICH DATA WERE COLLECTED  

92. The ECE population and housing census recommendations make a
distinction between "basic topics" on the one hand and "additional topics" on
the other.  Basic topics are those which are of general interest and value to
countries of the region and hence they are the ones which countries have been
recommended to include in their census.  Additional topics, in contrast, are
topics which are considered useful but of less importance and general
interest than the basic topics, and hence the recommendations left it to
countries to decide whether and to what extent they should be included in
their census.  The basic and additional topics for which countries collected
data are shown in Table I of the Annex.  As noted above, although this table
lists the topics which are applicable to both population and housing
censuses, the summary analysis presented below is restricted  to the basic and
additional topics which are usually associated with housing  censuses (i.e.
covering Basic Topics 14 through 28 and Additional Topics 29 through 48 in
Table I of Annex III). 

A. Basic topics
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93. The basic topics which were included in the housing censuses of
countries in the ECE region are shown in Table I of the Annex (refer to
columns headed by 'B.T. ...).  Thirty-two of the thirty-three reporting
countries listed in the table conducted a census of housing and all of them
conducted it in conjunction with a census of population.

94. The entries in the table on topics relating to housing censuses show
that the ECE recommendations were implemented to a very large extent in
regard to the inclusion of the recommended basic topics, particularly when
allowance is made for the fact that two countries collected information on
certain topics directly from registers rather than from census
questionnaires.

95. The entries show that most (27-33) of the thirty-three reporting
countries that conducted a housing census collected information on the
following nine basic topics: tenure status; type of ownership; type of living
quarters; number of occupants; number of rooms; toilet facilities; bathing
facilities; type of heating and period in which the building containing the
dwelling was constructed.  Moreover, about two-thirds or more (22-26) of them
collected information on the following five basic topics: location of living
quarters; occupancy status; occupancy by one ore more households; water
supply system and type of building in which the dwelling is located. 
Information on the remaining basic topic (kitchen) was collected by 21 of the
reporting countries.  There were only four basic topics that were omitted by
eight or more of the reporting countries, namely: occupancy status (omitted
by eight countries); occupancy by one or more households (omitted by  eleven
countries); kitchen (omitted by twelve countries) and type of building in
which the dwelling is located (omitted by nine countries).

96. The number of basic topics included by different countries ranged from
7 to 15 out of the fifteen basic topics listed in the ECE recommendations
that are usually associated with housing censuses.  Of the thirty-three
reporting countries nineteen included from 13 to 15 basic topics, seven
included from 10 to 12 basic topics and the remaining seven included from 7
to 9 basic topics.

97. Some countries also provided explanations as to why they had not
collected information on some of the basic topics.  For example, two
countries stated that they had omitted the topic on occupancy status because
their coverage extended only to dwellings that were occupied.  A few
countries considered that dwellings without a kitchen, or without a flush
toilet, were so unusual as to remove the need to capture data on the topic. 
One country indicated that it did not ask for information on heating because
of its warm climate.
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98. No country stated that it is planning to delete from its next census
any of the basic topics included in its last housing census nor has  any
country indicated that it is intending to include any new housing topics in
its next census.  A few countries have said that it is too soon to give a
firm indication on future intentions since they would first wish to ascertain
the views of users on the census content.

B. Additional topics    

99. The additional topics which countries included in their housing
censuses are also shown in Table I of Annex III (refer to the columns headed
by A.T. 29 to A.T. 48).  The entries in the table for these 20 additional
topics show that they were much less likely to be included in the census than
the basic topics.  Indeed, the largest number of additional topics included
was 13 and only one country reached that figure.  Nine countries included 10
to 13, five included 8 to 9, thirteen included 5 to 7 and the remaining six
included 1 to 4, additional topics in their housing census.

100. The additional topics for which information was collected are as
follows (number of countries shown in brackets): useful and/or living floor
space (23); single or shared occupancy (20); hot water (19); main type of
energy used for heating (19); number of dwellings in the building (18); type
of sewage disposal system (16); materials of which specific parts of the
building containing the dwelling are constructed (16); piped gas (14);
position of dwelling in the building (14); rent (13); electricity (13);
number of floors (storeys) (10); number of cars available for the use of the
household (8); lift (8); type of vacancy (7); whether a building is a farm
building or not (7); telephone (6); durable consumer goods possessed by
household (2); cooking facilities (2); insulation (1).

101. Several countries stated that it was too early to anticipate any
changes to the content of their next housing census as far as additional
topics were concerned.  One topic, rent, was reported by three countries as
having met some public opposition, but none of the three envisaged it being
omitted from its next census.  Another country said that the same topic might
be dropped from the census, since it was considered more appropriate to
surveys.  On the other hand, one country indicated that it intended to seek
more information on rent in its next census.  Two countries reported that
another topic, size of dwelling or housing unit, had encountered some public
criticism, although neither indicated that it intended to omit the topic from
its next census.

C. Other topics  
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102. Nine countries reported that they collected information in their
censuses on one or more additional topics which were not covered by the ECE
recommendations.  One said that in relation to dwellings it collected data on
availability of storeroom, cellar, balcony, garden, garage or parking space. 
Also, in relation to buildings, it asked, inter alia, about construction work
(after completion) during the last ten years.  Two countries stated that they
collected data on individual recreation accommodation (owned or rented) such
as chalets or summer cottages.  Among the other topics referred to in this
context were monthly cost of purchase or rent of the dwelling, costs of
utilities and fuels, owner costs (taxes, insurance, mortgage, etc.), drinking
water supply, energy used for the provision of hot water and period of
renovation of building.  None of the countries which included any of these
topics declared an intention to delete any one of them from its next census.

III. DEFINITIONS AND CLASSIFICATIONS OF BASIC TOPICS   

(i) Tenure status (of private households)  (B.T. 14)

103. Twenty-eight countries indicated that they collected data on this
topic, and almost all of them appear to have complied with the recommended
way of classifying households by tenure status, at least to the recommended
one - digit level of the classification.  One country said that it treated
tenure status as a topic of the dwelling rather than the household, but
explained that households can nevertheless be characterised by this dwelling
topic.

104. A few countries stated that they did not comply with the optional (two-
digit) level of the classification.  Several countries reported that they
used a classification which enabled them to identify separately households
which had housing accommodation provided for them by the employer of one of
the household members or by some other person or organisation (e.g. by a
parent or other relative or an administrative authority).  Several countries
indicated that their classification specified whether the household occupied
the housing unit free of rent and one country reported that it had a separate
category for households occupying farm-house accommodation under a leasehold
arrangement.  One country reported that its classification distinguished
between housing units which were furnished and ones which were unfurnished.

A) Characteristics of housing units and other living quarters  
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(ii) Type of ownership  (B.T. 15)  

105. Twenty-eight of the thirty-three reporting countries included this
topic in their census and most appear to have followed the recommended basic
level of classification, distinguishing between owner-occupied and non-owner-
occupied dwellings.  However, the coverage of this topic in terms of types of
dwellings differed from country to country.

106. The recommendations were basic for occupied conventional dwellings
only, but several countries extended it to other housing units and in two
cases to all living quarters.

(iii) Location of living quarters  (B.T. 16) 

107. Twenty-six of the thirty-three reporting countries collected
information on this topic, using definitions and classifications which
necessarily conform to each country's practice in respect of place of usual
residence (B.T. 1) in the population census.

(iv) Type of living quarters  (B.T. 17) 

108. Twenty-nine of the reporting countries collected information on this
topic and as far as can be judged from the replies, there has been a
considerable degree of compliance with the recommended definitions and basic
classifications.  Of the five countries which did not collect data on this
topic, one explained that its census concerned conventional dwellings only
and whilst people in other living quarters were included in the population
census, they did not feature in the housing census as such.  Another of the
five said that the topic was not considered important nationally and the
remaining three gave no reason for its non-inclusion.

109. Several of the countries which collected data on the topic indicated
that their classification was compatible with the recommendation at the one-
digit level and some said that their classification met for the most part the
optional two-digit level.  One country stated that the capture of data on
this topic was a controlling exercise and that the information was too
limited to include in the tabulations.  Another country indicated that in its
national classification, hotels, institutions and camps were treated as non-
living quarters.

(v) Occupancy status  (B.T. 18) 
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110. The twenty-five countries which included this topic in their census
appear to have conformed generally with the recommendations, although there
were some differences in the treatment of dwellings reserved for secondary or
seasonal use.  A few countries seem to have excluded such dwellings from
their housing census coverage, regarding them as not forming part of the
housing stock.  One country stated that its seasonal dwellings were only
identified as such if they were occupied at the time of the census and were
shown as vacant if they were unoccupied at the census date, yet were fit for
occupation all the year round.

(vi) Occupancy by more than one household  (B.T. 19) 

111. This topic has no application to those countries which used the
household-dwelling concept.  Nevertheless, information on it was collected by
twenty-two of the thirty-three reporting countries and they appear to have
implemented largely the ECE basic recommendations on the topic.  One country
stated that it collected data on shared dwellings which were classified by
the number of household spaces available and that this data enabled the
recommendation to be met in general.  Another country stated that its
national classification contained only two categories i.e. one household and
two or more households, instead of the three categories listed in the
recommendation.  A similar approach was adopted by one other country, but
using the family rather than the household concept for its comparable two
categories.

(vii) Number of occupants  (B.T. 20) 

112. Twenty-seven countries gathered information on this topic and on the
basis of the concept of place of residence that was in use in individual
countries.  One of the countries which did not collect data on the topic
explained that, in its census, persons who usually live in a housing unit or
living quarters but who were absent on census night were not included in the
number of occupants of the housing unit or living quarters, while persons
temporarily present were so included.

(viii) Number of rooms  (B.T. 21)  

113. This topic was included by all of the thirty-three reporting countries,
but there were several departures from the recommended definition of a room. 
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In at least five countries, kitchens were not counted as rooms and in several
countries, rooms used for business and professional purposes do not appear to
have been counted in accordance with the recommendations.  In one of the
latter countries, rooms which were used for business etc. purposes were
nevertheless classified as rooms if they were originally intended for the
purposes of habitation.

114. The minimum area of 4 square metres included in the recommended
definition of a room was considered too small by several countries.  At least
four countries applied a minimum of 6 square metres and one used a level of 8
square metres.  One country, which applied the recommended limit, said that
in so doing it in practice instructed the enumerators to operate on the basis
of kitchens at least two metres wide, since it considered square measure more
difficult, if not confusing, to apply.

(ix) Kitchen  (B.T. 22)  

115. This topic was included by twenty-one of the thirty-three reporting
countries.  Most of them followed the recommended definition of a kitchen,
but there were some variations.  Some collected the data by reference to
conventional dwellings, others by reference to conventional dwellings and
housing units, and a few by reference to living quarters.  Of the twelve
countries which collected no data on the subject, one explained that surveys
had shown that the number of households with two or more rooms and no kitchen
was negligible and another said there was no user demand for the data, which
in any case could be obtained from surveys.

116. As in the case of rooms, a few countries applied a larger minimum area
in their definition of a kitchen, in place of the recommended 4 square
metres.  On the other hand, two countries applied no area minimum, thus not
distinguishing kitchenettes from kitchens.  One other country stated that it
did not collect data on kitchenettes.

(x) Water supply system  (B.T. 23)  

117. Twenty-six countries included this topic in their census and their
replies indicate that they complied largely with the basic ECE
recommendations in this regard.  Two of these limited the coverage of the
topic to conventional dwellings only and one limited the coverage to housing
units only.  Another country confined the topic to hot water and the
remaining six countries did not include the topic, a few stating that it had
little relevance where water supply facilities existed in virtually all of
their housing stock.
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(xi) Toilet facilities  (B.T. 24)  

118. Information on this topic was collected by twenty-seven of the
reporting countries and most of them appear to have followed the relevant ECE
recommendations.  However, a few collected the data by reference exclusively
to either the building, or the dwelling, or the housing unit or the living
quarters, thus limiting their ability to comply fully with the categorization
contained in the recommendations.  Nevertheless, one of the countries which
obtained data by reference to the building said that it could derive data for
the household by cross-classifying with information on type of accommodation. 
Of the six countries which did not collect data on this topic, three
explained that the topic had little relevance to their needs.

(xii) Bathing facilities  (B.T. 25) 

119. Twenty-nine countries collected data on this topic and most seem to
have applied the relevant ECE recommendations.  However, in two countries the
topic was confined to conventional dwellings and in a few there were limited
or no data available on facilities outside the dwelling or other housing
unit.  Two of the four countries which did not collect data regarded the
topic as of very limited value and another said that the information was
obtainable from surveys.

(xiii) Type of heating  (B.T. 26) 

120. Twenty-nine countries obtained data on this topic and most of them
followed the ECE recommendations.  However, one country stated that it only
examined whether or not central heating existed, independently of the type of
heating facilities.  Another said that it drew no distinction between
installations for the exclusive use of the housing unit and other
installations.  Of the few countries which did not collect data, one
explained that this was due to climatic reasons, one regarded type of heating
as irrelevant and another said data were obtainable from surveys.

B) Characteristics of buildings containing dwellings

(xiv) Type of building in which the dwelling is located  (B.T. 27)  
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121. Twenty-four countries captured information on this topic and while some
replies are less detailed than others it seems that most of them followed the
ECE recommendations.  However, two countries reported that they were unable
to identify in the national classification dwellings which were ground-
oriented and one of these two also said it was unable to identify dwellings
consisting mainly of living quarters other than housing units.  Another
country confined its classification to occupied private dwellings.  One
country stated that its classification related to types of dwellings rather
than buildings and so constrained its ability to provide the detailed
breakdown listed in the recommendations.  One of the few countries which did
not collect data on the topic said that it nevertheless obtained data on
dwellings situated in non-residential buildings as well as dwellings used for
non-residential purposes.  Of the few countries which did not collect data,
one said it did not consider the topic relevant to defining the quality of
housing stock and another said the information was of no interest to users or
the public.

(xv) Period in which the building containing the dwelling was constructed
(B.T. 28)

122. All but four of the thirty-three reporting countries obtained
information on this topic and around half of them seem to have followed the
recommendations closely.  In the others, the departures from the recommended
period breakdown occur mostly in respect of the periods before 1971.

123. In relation to buildings which had undergone major reconstruction one
country reported that its classification reflected the date of such
reconstruction, whilst another one indicated that its classification
reflected the date of the original construction.  There is insufficient
information in the replies from other countries on which to judge the extent
to which national practices throughout the region may vary in this regard.

IV. TABULATION PROGRAMME    

124. The publication Recommendations for the 1990 Censuses of Population and
Housing in the ECE Region  also contained a recommended tabulation programme
(paras. 261-271 of the recommendations).  The complete list of recommended
tabulations given at the end of para. 269 of the publication related to both
population and housing censuses, and tables A12-A14 plus tables B27-B32 on
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the list are the ones which pertain either exclusively or primarily to
censuses of housing.  The extent to which the thirty-three reporting
countries implemented this part of the recommended programme is summarised in
Table II of Annex III.        



TABLE I.  Population and housing census topics for which data were collected (continued)
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Albania
Andorra
Armenia X - - - - - - X - - - - X X
Austria X X X - X - X X X X X X X X
Azerbaijan
Belarus - - - X X - - - - - - - X X
Belgium
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bulgaria X X - - X - - - - - - - - -
Canada - - - - - - - X - - X - X -
Croatia X - - X - - X - - - - - X X
Cyprus   X - - - - - - X - - - - X -
Czech Republic   X X - - X X X X X X - X X X
Denmark
Estonia   X - - X X - - X - X - - X X
Finland   X X - X X - - X X X - X X -
France   X X - - - - - X - X X - X -
Georgia  
Germany X X - - - - - X - X - - X -
Greece
Hungary  X X - - X X X X X X - - X X
Iceland
Ireland X X - - - - - X - X - - X -
Israel
Italy X X - - - X - X X X X X X X
Kyrgyzstan X - - X X - - - - - - - X X
Latvia   X - - X X - - - - - - - X X
Liechtenstein
Lithuania X X - X X - - X - - - - X -
Luxembourg X X - - - X - X - X X X X -
Malta
Monaco
Netherlands X X - - - - - X - - - - X -
Norway X X - - - - X X - X - X X -
Poland
Portugal - - - X - - X X X X - - X X
Republic of Moldova X - - X X - - - - - - - X X
Romania   X X - X X - X X X X - - X X
Russian Federation
San Marino
Slovak Republic   X X - - X X X X X X - X X X
Slovenia   X X - X - - X X - - - - X X
Spain X X - X X X X - - X - - X -
Sweden X X - - - - - X X X X X X -
Switzerland X X - - - - X X X X - - X -
The former Yugoslav
 Republic of Macedonia X - - X - - X - - - - - X -
Turkey
Turkmenistan
Ukraine
United Kingdom X - - - - - X X - - - - - -
United States - X - - - X - X - X X - X -
Uzbekistan
Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro) X - - - - - X - - - - - X X

Total 29 20 1 13 14 7 14 24 10 18 7 8 31 16
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TABLE II.   IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDED TABULATION PROGRAMME

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7

Austria A A A A A A A

Belarus A A A A A A A

Bulgaria A A A Legal (de jure) - A A A

Canada A A A A A
15 years and 
over

A A

Croatia A A A A
NOT by country of 
citizenship

A A
According to the 
national 
classification

A
According to 
the national 
classification

Cyprus   A A A B NOT citizenship A A A

Czech Republic  A A A B 8 A A A

Estonia   A A A A A A A

Finland   A A A A A A A
France   A A A A NOT country of A A A
Germany A A 12 A 12 A NOT country of A A A

Ireland A A A A NOT citizenship A A A

Latvia   B A A B B B B
Luxembourg A A A A 24 A A A
Portugal A A A A A A A

Republic of 
Moldova

- B
By 5 year age 
group

B
By 5 year age 
group

- - A A

Romania   A A A A A A A

Slovakia A A A A
NOT country of 
birth

A A A

Slovenia   A A A A
NOT country of 
birth

A A A

Sweden A A A A A A A

Switzerland A A A A A A A
The former 
Yugoslav

A A A A NOT citizenship A A A

For explanation of symbols, see notes at the end of the table.
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Austria

Belarus

Bulgaria

Canada

Croatia

Cyprus   

Czech Republic  

Estonia   

Finland   
France   
Germany

Ireland

Latvia   
Luxembourg
Portugal

Republic of 
Moldova

Romania   

Slovakia

Slovenia   

Sweden

Switzerland
The former 
Yugoslav

A8 A9 A10 A11 A12 A13 A14

A A A A A A A

B 2a A A 3 A A - -

B
NOT 
employers, 
salaried or

A A A A - A

A A A A B
5
Concept of 
conventional

A A

A A
According to the 
national 
classification

A A A A A

A A - A A A A

A B B 9 B B A A

B A B B B - B

A A A A A A -
A A A A A - -
A A A A A A A

A A A A A A A

- B B A - - -
A A 24 A A A A 24 A 24
A A A A A A A

- A A - - - B
By living 
quarters

A A B B B A A

A A B B 25 B 26 B 26 A

A A A A A A A

A A A - 28 A - B 29

A A B B A B A

A A A A A A A

For explanation of symbols, see notes at the end of the table.


