
FAQ to the 2008 ad hoc module  
on the labour market situation of migrants  

and their immediate descendants 
 
 
There is a mistake in the regulation (English version) for the variable 215. The code 6 has to 
be ' Yes, other legal access restrictions'. 

215  Whether current legal access to the labour market is 
restricted 

Everybody aged 15-74 

 1 Yes, access restricted to employment for specific 
employers/sectors/occupations 

and C17/18≠C170/171 

 2 Yes, access restricted to self-employment and (C24=1,2 or 
 3 Yes, access not allowing self-employment C99=1,2,4 or (C99=3 
 4 Yes, combination of 1 and 2 and C116=1)) 
 5 Yes, combination of 1 and 3  
 6 Yes, other legal access restrictions  
 7 No  
 8 Does not know  
 9 Not applicable (person aged less than 15 or more than 74 or 

(person aged 15-74 and C17/18=C170/171) or (person aged 
15-74 and C17/18≠C170/171 and C116=2, blank)) 

 

 Blank No answer  
 
 
Comments made by the LAMAS working group during the consultation in July 2006 
which are not included in the Explanatory Notes 
 
Specific comments by variables: 
 
C211/212 (Total number of years of residence in the host country) 
 
Discussion/proposal:  

- Note: This variable C211/212 will not really allow identifying short-term migrants. 
Indeed, it corresponds to the total time of residence in the country and this period may 
not be continuous. 

 
 
 
C215 (Whether current legal access to the labour market is restricted) 
FR: Special attention should be taken in the training of the interviewers for this question due 
to the ambiguity of the information requested, the sensibility of the subject and the fact that 
the person answering the question "do not know" always the legal restrictions applied to him. 
France would like to use imputation for this variable, which taking into account the French 
rules of access to the Labour market could lead to classing almost all the foreign nationals 
into code 1.  
UK: how do you code a situation where a person has a restriction on who they can work for 
(code 1) and say, number of hours they can work (code 6)? 
 
Discussion/proposal: 

- Clarification about illegal migrants or legal migrants working illegally (not allowed to 
work): as proposed by the TF, no recommendation should be made at the European 
level concerning their coding since it is important not to be able to identify them in 



some countries. We could expect that they would rather answer codes 6, 7, 8 or blank. 
Countries keep the possibility to add national recommendations for coding.  

- UK: Should be coded 1. This should appear in the explanatory notes. 
- Taking into account that the person is not always aware of the restrictions applied to 

him/her, imputation is recommended if this is possible with the other information in 
the survey. 

 
 
C214/C215 – statistical rules 
PT: 214 and 215 must be facultative for Portugal since there are legal restrictions according to 
the Portuguese statistical system law. Our juridical department informed that these questions 
can be asked but the answer can not be compulsory (INE Portugal can ask these 2 questions 
but the respondent must be informed that his\her answer will be made on a voluntary basis). 
 
Discussion/proposal: 

- In that case, for these 2 variables, it seems that the interviewed person will be asked 
for but he/she must be informed that his\her answer will be made on a voluntary basis. 
This means that the questions corresponding to the variables will be facultative for the 
interviewed persons. In case of refusals, the code blank would be used. More 
generally, the fact that the underlying questions are facultative for the interviewed 
persons does not involve that the variable is necessarily facultative for the MS (e.g. 
wages …). In case the refusals to answer to these variables are too high, the results 
from these variables will not be disseminated/published by Eurostat.  

- In case several MS would need to have these variables as optional for statistical legal 
reasons, these variables should be replaced by the 2 variables of replacement (Annex 
2). 

 
 
C216 (Use of means for establishing what highest qualification equates to in the host 
country system) 
HU: filter of 216 is a bit complicated. 
 
Discussion/proposal: 

- About the filter: It is difficult to enlarge the filter for all the countries. For countries 
for whom this filter is too complicated, one possibility may be to enlarge the filter at 
national level (e.g. all foreign born) and to rebuilt the variable on the basis of the 
Commission Regulation for the delivery of the micro-data files. 

 
 
C217 (Need to improve host country language skills to get an appropriate job) 
ES: It is really very difficult to have a good wording for this type of variable without using 
two or more questions, but, in any case, the proposed one seems to be very subjective and 
probably will give not coherent results. 
NL: we think that it is too subjective. This is also not possible to measure by proxy. A more 
objective variable should be developed. 
PT: The rewording of the old question V9, current 217 (Need you improve host country 
language skills you get an appropriate job), seems to be more appropriate, however, the filter 
continues to exclude the second generation of immigrants - children born already in the 
country. We think that this group should be included, once the lack of language skills can, 
eventually, occur among them. 



AT: It will be difficult to give an interpretation of the category “No”. “No” could mean 
someone does not need to improve language skills because they are already very good (or host 
country language is the mother language like Germans in Austria or Brazilians in Portugal), or 
language skills are not relevant for getting an appropriate job. It will therefore be better to 
split “No” into more categories. 
 
Discussion/proposal: 

- About the subjectivity of the variable: The TF has investigated numerous possibilities 
for the development of a more 'factual' variable on language skills, all were rejected 
and the conclusion was that it is definitely impossible to search for an objective 
assessment on the level of proficiency in the host country language and that should be 
developed a variable which is labour market related. 

- About enlarging the filter to children of migrants: Yes, but on the other hand, it seems 
very sensitive to ask persons born in the host country whether they need to improve 
their language skills. The proposal would rather be to keep the filter on migrants; the 
countries keep the possibility to enlarge it at national level if needed. 

- Note: Code 2 'No' could be split in 2 categories 'No, host country language is mother 
tongue' and 'No, other' (e.g. German in Austria, French in Belgium …). Indeed, the 
proportion of foreign born persons with the national language as mother tongue is 
likely to highly differ from one country to another. This would influence the results. 

- AT: The task force has discussed the possibility of have several categories of "No" but 
the conclusion was that our interest is to identify the persons having language 
problems and not so much to categorize those who do not have this kind of problems. 
Besides the country of birth or nationality give information on the mother tongue. 

 
 
C218 (Main help received in the host country in finding the current job or setting up 
own business) 
UK: Do we need a definition of 'Migrant or ethnic association'? There are private clubs that 
exist which are not really ethnic associations in a legal sense - would they be included here? 
 
Discussion/proposal: 

- Yes. It may be better to change the phrasing "migrant or ethnic organisation". 
 
 



FAQ by email: 
 
About C211: Coding of the upper and lower limits (01-98)? Does '01' include 'One year'?  
Answer: According to the explanatory notes 'One year' should be coded as '02'.  
 
About C214: In some countries EU citizens have unlimited duration. Following the 
explanatory notes those persons should be coded as '7' (Yes, but do not know the duration). 
Answer: With this respect to this coding the explanatory notes are not correct! Persons with 
unlimited duration should be coded as "No". Due to the reasons of comparability please use 
code '7' for these persons. Eurostat will try to recode this afterward by using information 
about the national legislation. Within the evaluation process of the module this problem 
should be addressed. 
 
LV: About C211/212: How is the coding in case the respondent "doesn't remember exact 
year"? Did these persons should be coded as blank? 
Answer: In theory the information on "doesn't remember ..." is interesting and we would like 
to distinguish this case from "no answer". But unfortunately it is too late to implement this in 
the ad hoc module. But maybe you can use this information for your own evaluation (means 
an analyses within your final report). For the repetition of the module this should be taking 
into account. 
 
EE, LV and LT: Coding for variable 203/206 (Example for Latvia) 
In order to be consistent with all other Member States surveys, all persons without the live in 
Latvia but Latvian citizenship have to be coded as 9999 since the filter for this variable is 
C17/18=C170/171. However, these persons have to answer all other questions of the ad-hoc 
module. We will have the possibility to identify those born or not born on the Latvian territory 
from the variable 'country of birth' since the current borders apply to this variable. We would 
like to compare this group (migrants without citizenship) with other groups. 
To summarise, we would then have persons with Latvian citizenship 
Persons born in Latvia 
1. Persons born after 1990 in Latvia and acquiring the Latvian citizenship by birth: Code 9997 
2. Persons born after 1990 in Latvia and acquiring the Latvian citizenship after birth: Year of 
citizenship (4 digit code) 
3. Persons born between 1940 and 1990 in Latvia (current borders) and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship in 1990 (* see comment below): Code 9997 
4. Persons born between 1940 and 1990 in Latvia (current borders) and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship after 1990: Year of citizenship (4 digit code) 
5. Persons born between 1918 and 1940 in Latvia (current borders) and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship in 1990: Code 9997 
6. Persons born between 1918 and 1940 in Latvia (current borders) and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship after 1990: Year of citizenship (4 digit code) 
Persons born outside the current borders of Latvia 
7. Persons born outside Latvia, started to live in Latvia before 1990 and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship in 1990: 9997 
8. Persons born outside Latvia, started to live in Latvia before 1990 and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship after 1990: Year of citizenship (4 digit code) 
9. Persons born outside Latvia, started to live in Latvia after 1990 and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship at birth: 9997 (** see comment below) 
10. Persons born outside Latvia, started to live in Latvia after 1990 and acquiring the Latvian 
citizenship after birth: Year of citizenship (4 digit code) 



*) Due to the transitional arrangements that year. 
**) If it exists. 
 
UK: About C219. Response category "No, not entitled to". Is this looking for legal barriers to 
using services (i.e. objective) or respondents' perceptions of entitlement to use (i.e. 
subjective)?  
Answer: Code in variable C219 was split in 2 codes (special for the case of asylum seekers). 
So this means a legal barrier. 
 
DE asks whether the filter for C218 in the AHM 2008 regulation is correct (more precisely: 
shouldn't there be an additional condition: YEARESID ne '00', i.e. NOT born in this country?)  
Answer: The filter is correct. We would like to compare host country origins and migrants. 
 
NO have started working on the questionnaire for the ad hoc module 2008. They wonder 
when and if, Eurostat will produce a draft proposal for a questionnaire and codifications for 
the 2008 ad hoc module on the labour market situation of migrants? 
Answer: Unfortunately Eurostat can't provide a proposal for the questionnaire.  
 
NO asked about pilot studies. Statistics Norway is conducting a pilot study concerning 
improvement of the response rate among non-nationals. This is partly financed by Eurostat. 
Do you know which other countries who is conducting a similar pilot study? 
Answer: 
 
UK has not yet completed any pre-testing for the 2008 ad hoc module. During April they will 
draw up the initial version of the questions, which will undergo cognitive testing in May. The 
report on the recommendations of this research will be available in early June.  
Further testing of the questions will then take place in August when the 2008 Dress Rehearsal 
questionnaire goes into the field. The Dress Rehearsal report will be produced in September. 
They will send the cognitive testing report as soon as it is finalized.  
No answer:  
 
UK. C218 Main help received in the host country in finding the current job or setting up own 
business  
1 relatives/friends 
2 public employment office 
3 private employment agencies 
4 migrant or ethnic organisation 
5 other 
6 none 
9 not applicable 
everybody aged 15-74 and C24=1,2 
The proposal is that the question is asked to all of working age and persons in work or with a 
job from which absent during the reference week. However it would only make sense to ask 
response option 4 to respondents who are migrants or of ethnic origin. It would not make 
sense to ask this response option to the majority of respondents who are of host country 
origin. 
Answer: The filter is correct. We would like to compare host country origins and migrants. 
 
UK. I understand the need for comparisons. However, respondents of origin in the host 
country will find it odd to be asked if they received help from a migrant or ethnic organisation 



as they would nether expect help nor be entitled to help from a migrant or ethnic organisation. 
In the UK context, it would make no sense for us to ask respondents if they were 'not entitled' 
to contact with an advisor for job guidance or participation in language tuition as 'entitlement' 
would not apply to these services.  It would only make sense to ask this to respondents who 
had not participated in labour market training programmes, as this is the only service where 
'entitlement' could apply - based on legal status, and we can get information about this from 
the question on legal access to the labour market (C215). 
The point I am trying to make is that in the UK 'not entitled' could not be a reason for not 
being in categories 1 and 3.  It could apply only to 2. We could ask the reason (including 'not 
entitled') to respondents who answer 'no' to participation in labour market 
training/programmes. 
Answer: This is maybe a problem. Due to statistically reasons (mainly comparison) this is 
unfortunately not avoidable. Maybe you can address this problem in the interviewer 
instructions. If an interviewer asked origins in the host country they have to do this with 
caution! 
 
UK. C219/220 Use of services for labour market integration in the two years following the 
last arrival 
1 Yes, contact with an advisor for job guidance/counselling or job search assistance 
2 Yes, participation in labour market training programmes 
3 Yes, participation in host country language tuition 
4 Yes, combination of 1 and 2 
5 Yes, combination of 1 and 3 
6 Yes, combination of 2 and 3 
7 Yes, combination of 1, 2 and 3 
8 No, not entitled to 
9 No for reason other than code 8 
99 not applicable 
Code 8 'No, not entitled to' was added after the last meeting of the 2008 AHM Task Force.  In 
the UK, code 8 could apply only to option 2, 'participation in labour market training 
programmes' - but not to 1, 'contact with an advisor for job guidance ...' or to 3, 'participation 
in host country language tuition', as 2 and 3 would be available to anyone who entered an 
office for job guidance or who enrolled on a host country language course (a person's legal 
status would not be checked).  However, code 8 could apply to 'participation in labour market 
training programmes' (as legal status would be checked) if a respondent's legal access to the 
labour market was restricted, and we would pick up this information from variable C215, 
'whether legal access to the labour market is restricted', so I see no need to include code 8 as a 
response option to variable C219/220. 
Answer: The reason for introducing the code 8 was for persons who didn't find themselves in 
the categories 1 to 7 (special for the case of asylum seekers) 
 
EL: C219/220 Use of services for labour market integration in the two years following the last 
arrival 
In the explanatory notes of this variable we see that services from public and private 
institutions should be included.  
The problem is that if we include services provided by private institutions, then code 08 (not 
entitled) seems “irrelevant” since private institutions providing guidance to migrants rarely (or 
never) pose legal barriers in participation. That is, we believe that the answer would be always 
09 (because even if the respondent did not participate in a program of a public service due to 
legal problems, the reason that did not participate in “private” programs would always be 09. 



Answer: The variable should cover the use of both services - public and private, the 
involvement of private services being different across the EU. In some countries the public 
employment services delegate the supply of services to private firms. Code 08 (not entitled to) 
should therefore be left to the respondent assessment. In case of difficulty due to widespread 
private services, this option may be restricted to those having no legal rights to work. 
 
 
UK: In the UK context, it would make no sense for us to ask respondents if they were 'not 
entitled' to contact with an advisor for job guidance or participation in language tuition as 
'entitlement' would not apply to these services.  It would only make sense to ask this to 
respondents who had not participated in labour market training programmes, as this is the 
only service where 'entitlement' could apply - based on legal status, and we can get 
information about this from the question on legal access to the labour market (C215). The 
point I am trying to make is that in the UK 'not entitled' could not be a reason for not being in 
categories 1 and 3.  It could apply only to 2. We could ask the reason (including 'not entitled') 
to respondents who answer 'no' to participation in labour market training/programmes. 
Answer: For the MS there is not an obligation to ask the question in the suggested way. If you 
can derive the item 8 from another question this is okay for us. But you have to comment this 
in the coding procedure. 
 
UK: C219/220 Use of services for labour market integration in the two years following the 
last arrival  
1 Yes, contact with an advisor for job guidance/counselling or job search assistance 
2 Yes, participation in labour market training programmes 
3 Yes, participation in host country language tuition 
4 Yes, combination of 1 and 2 
5 Yes, combination of 1 and 3 
6  Yes, combination of 2 and 3 
7  Yes, combination of 1, 2 and 3 
8 No, not entitled to 
9 No for reason other than code 8 
99 not applicable 
The filter says it should be asked to respondents born abroad, of working age when they came 
to the host country and who arrived in the last 10 years. However, it would apply only to 
those who came to the host country for employment - not to those who came for study, 
marriage, etc, so should it also be filtered to those who came to the host country for 
employment i.e. 
C213 = 1,2,3. 
C219 should be asked to 'Everybody aged 15-74 ...'. This filtering include persons who came 
for study, marriage, etc, 
 
UK:  
C 213 code 6 accompanying family/family reunification 
C213 code 7 family formation (marriage) 
Interviewers found that the differences between these two codes are quite subtle and that 
respondents are not distinguishing clearly between the two. In fact, migrating for family 
formation can also involve family reunification e.g. a respondent could have migrated in order 
to get married to someone to whom they were previously engaged or who was previously a 
partner. Therefore, the categories are not mutually exclusive. 



Answer:  Code 6: For persons which come together for migration. Code 7: For persons which 
come after the partner. Maybe you can amend the labels. 
 
C218 main help in finding current job 
C219 use of services for labour market integration in the 2 years following the last arrival  
Interviewers have found cases where these questions refer to the same job/labour market 
integration - i.e. services used in the two years following the last arrival led to the current job, 
for which we ask about main help received in finding the current job.  Therefore, there can be 
some overlap in what is captured in these two questions, as, in the cases mentioned, the 
questions ask respondents about the same experience in slightly different ways.  
Answer:  We agree there is an overlap. But this is not a problem. In C218 we are interested 
on the "way migrants obtained their current job" and in C219 we are interested on the "topics 
of services for labour market integration". 
 
 


