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Introduction 

 
The current study “Definition of a model to produce business statistics based on new 

statistical units in case of a whole enterprise group is considered as one enterprise” was 

initiated by Eurostat in spring 2013 with the aim to test practical application of the new 

definition of statistical observation unit enterprise (proposed by the ESSnet on Consistency 

in 20121) on the population of domestic enterprise groups.  

The study was carried out by the national statistical institutes of Denmark, Finland, 

France, Italy and the Netherlands. The first task was to define the criteria for delineation 

of domestic enterprise groups that may automatically be treated as single statistical unit 

enterprise. The second task was to develop the methods of computing the main economic 

variables such as turnover, production value, value-added etc for these enterprises.  

This report covers only the first task of the study. The second task is currently being 

developed and the results will be delivered by the end of 2013. 

The research work was carried out by the national statistical institutes using the 

information available in the national business registers for statistical purposes. The detail 

description of the national findings is presented in the annex to this report. A summary of 

the work done and conclusions are made by SOGETI Luxembourg with a help of 

independent expert.  

  

                                                      
1
http://www.cros-portal.eu/sites/default/files//Deliverable_53_Part1.pdf 

http://www.cros-portal.eu/sites/default/files/Deliverable_53_Part1.pdf
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1. Objectives 

 
Currently the NSIs define an enterprise as it is described in the Council Regulation No 

696/93 on the statistical units for the observation and analysis of production system in the 

Community: 

The enterprise is a smallest combination of legal units that is an organisational unit 

producing goods or services, which benefits from certain degree of autonomy in decision-

making, especially for the allocation of its current resources. An enterprise carries out one 

or more activities at one or more locations. An enterprise may be a sole legal unit. 

 
As practice shows in some cases in order to simplify the maintenance of the business 

register the NSIs treat the legal units equal to the enterprises. The different interpretation 

of the enterprise definition might lead to inconsistency in statistical data of different EU 

countries. 

In order to avoid different interpretations and to make it applicable in different countries 

the ESSnet on Consistency proposed a new definition of enterprise unit that gives more 

stress on the common control of the legal units and links it with the enterprise groups. The 

new proposed definition was as follows2: 

 

A statistical unit enterprise is an organisational market oriented unit which benefits from 

sufficient degree of autonomy in decision-making. An enterprise carries out one or more 

activities at one or more locations. Meaningful data for statistics can be provided for this 

unit. 

The Enterprise can correspond to a single legal unit (not controlled by any other legal 

unit), an enterprise group as a set of legal units under common control, or an autonomous 

part of an enterprise group. 

 

The ESSnet on Profiling proposed a method of defining enterprise unit (profiling technique) 

for the multinational enterprise groups using a Top Down approach3.  

                                                      
2 

 A Task Force on Statistical Units has been established by Eurostat to refine the new proposed definition. (The final 
proposal is not yet available). 

 
3
The method to analyse the legal, operational and accounting structure of an enterprise group at national and world 

level, in order to establish the statistical units within that group, their links, and the most efficient structures for the 

collection of statistical data (Business Register Recommendation manual, annex 3.1) 
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The current study at its first stage (TASK 1) aims at developing a method for defining the 

enterprise unit by profiling domestic (all – resident) enterprise groups that have only one 

autonomous part and can be treated automatically as one enterprise. The economic 

criteria for identifying such enterprise groups in the national Business Register for 

statistical purposes have to be proposed. The number of such enterprises and their share 

in the national economy of participating countries has to be estimated. 

 

At a second stage TASK 2 (not covered by this report) a method of computing the main 

Structural Business Statistics characteristics (number of enterprises, turnover, production 

value, value-added, number of employees and wages and salaries) has to be developed.  

 

The TASK1 of the study had to be implemented by the NSIs of the Netherlands (CBS), 

France (INSEE), Denmark (Statistics Denmark), Finland (Statistics Finland). 

2. The principal method and criteria used by the countries. 

At present, the business statistics of all the countries participating in this exercise use 

legal units as enterprises, except NL. The study has been made on the population of the 

enterprise groups that were available in the national business registers. The information in 

different countries refers either to 2010 (FI, DK) or 2011 (NL, FR). 

In order to identify the enterprise groups that may be treated as one enterprise, the NSIs 

used different approaches. Two principal methods can be distinguished:  

1. The first method is based on the identification of the enterprise groups which 

contain the legal units that meet some predefined criteria. It should be 

possible to identify them automatically. This approach might be called the “bottom-

up” approach. 

2. The second method is based on the identification of large and complex 

enterprise groups that need special attention (profiling) and cannot be treated 

automatically as one enterprise. In order to identify these groups, some special 

criteria have to be applied. The rest of the groups are then automatically treated as 

one enterprise each. This approach might be called the “top-down” approach. 

Statistics Finland and Statistics Denmark used the first method, while Statistics 

Netherlands and INSEE of France used the second method. With the first method, 

Denmark and Finland automatically identified 50 % and 63 % of the domestic groups as 

enterprises respectively. With the second method, France and the Netherlands identified 96 % 
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and 99 % respectively. This difference is clearly the result of the principal method used. 

Therefore, automatic application of the criteria worked out only for some of the domestic 

enterprise groups (especially in case of the first method). The remaining groups required 

careful manual treatment.  

The criteria for the identification of the enterprise groups were different. The first method 

focused more on the complexity of the group (number of legal units in the group, activities 

carried out by the legal units, identification of ancillary activities, number of institutional 

sectors). The second method focused more on the size of the enterprise groups (number of 

employees, value of turnover, total assets), although the complexity of the group was also 

taken into account. The choice of criteria depended largely on the availability of information 

on enterprise groups and legal units. A list of possible criteria with countries’ comments is 

provided in the Table 1 (page 12). 

The number of domestic enterprise groups automatically defined as enterprises is 

presented in the table below (the data is approximate): 

Country Total 

number 

of Legal 

Units*  

Number of 

enterprise 

groups 

(more than 

1 Legal 

Unit)* 

Number of 

domestic 

enterprise 

groups 

Domestic groups identified as one enterprise each 

Number  %  

number employ

ment 

turnover 

Denmark 668000 34000 26000 13000 50 18  

Finland 266062 7138 1726 1079 63 47 40 

France 3379467 44030 38885 37166 96 62 56 

Netherlands 2480040 147925 141370 139444 99 84 85 

*Without Section A – Agriculture and, Section K – Financial and Insurance Activities 
 
 

The main concepts used by the participating NSIs are described below.  
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Statistics Denmark  

The business statistics in Statistics Denmark (SD) is based on enterprises. In almost every 

case these enterprises consists of only one legal unit, but in a few cases one enterprise 

consists of 2 or more legal units (a complex enterprise). 

In order to delineate the domestic enterprise groups that may be equal to an enterprise, 

data from the Danish Statistical Business Register (SBR) for 2010 was used. 

Information is based on the data on legal units within the SBR, which were aggregated to 

the enterprise group level. And as there are , at present, no administrative data sources 

available on ownership between legal units, SD is dependent on a commercial data 

provider. Furthermore as work on enterprise group level, in SD, is a new approach the 

initial population has been cleaned up, i.e. erroneous records were identified and removed, 

legal units that were inactive, terminated prior to or born after the period were also 

identified and removed. 

As work on enterprise groups is new, SD applied a “hands-on” approach to the task, in 

order to get an idea of the material. It further meant that a special coding system that 

showed number of legal units in the group, availability of data on turnover and 

employment, institutional sector and NACE code of the legal units of the group has been 

created. 

In order to be able to establish specific criteria/rules that would apply to groups with the 

same characteristics the population of domestic enterprise groups were split into several 

sub-groups. The main idea, in the approach conducted by SD, is that rules (consisting of 

criteria) and not just single criteria‟s must be established in order to determine if an 

enterprise group can be treated as one enterprise – and furthermore that these rules may 

differ between the enterprise groups, as these groups may have different characteristics.  

Criteria used in the established set of rules are e.g.: 

1. The enterprise group consist of 2 legal units 

2. Head of Group placed in activity code holding company 

3. All legal units belonging to the same institutional sector 

4. All legal units belonging to the same activity code 

The main findings. About 50 % of all domestic enterprise groups were identified as being 

treated automatically as one enterprise, but the vast majority of these enterprise groups 

consist of legal units belonging to different institutional sectors, leaving only about 4 % of 

all domestic enterprise groups. The remaining about 50 % of all domestic enterprise 
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groups were too complex in nature to determine at this point, and probably needs to be 

treated manually. 

The gains are of limited magnitude, as these 4 % of all domestic enterprise groups only 

employs 0,4 % of the employees in Denmark in 2010. 

Issues. A major issue related to the principle of merging legal units belonging to the same 

enterprise group into one domestic enterprise is SNA2010 operating with different sectors. 

This means that enterprise groups consisting of several sectors cannot be merged into a 

single enterprise due to the principles in National Accounts. 

Another issue is that Stability and Continuity, over time, might be influenced if e.g. one (or 

more) legal unit within the group changes activity code, and thus the homogeneity of the 

enterprise group as a whole, disappears. Then the NSI‟s would have to profile the 

enterprise group  

The full report of Statistics Denmark is presented in the Annex 1 

 

Statistics Finland 

The Business register for statistical purposes contains legal units, local kind of activity 

units (LKAUs), enterprise groups. In most cases a legal unit is equal to an enterprise (in 

accordance with present definition). 

In order to distinguish the domestic enterprise groups from the rest of the group and to 

identify those that can be treated automatically several data sources were used, such as 

EGR, consolidated financial statements, FATS data, SBS data. In order to identify 

enterprise groups that can be treated as one enterprise the following criteria were applied: 

(i) Complexity (number of legal unit in the group) – two legal units; 

(ii)  Analysis of the activities (NACE 4-digit level) – identification of ancillary activities 

using predefined list of activity codes; Production unit + ancillary (holding, administration) 

= one enterprise. 

(iii) Number of activities; if all the legal units have the same activity, the group may be 

treated as one enterprise. 

Number of domestic enterprise groups identified automatically applying these criteria 

counted about 60% of total domestic enterprise groups about 26 % of all the enterprise 

groups. 
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The main findings. More than half of domestic enterprise groups can be identified as one 

enterprise automatically applying simple criteria. However their impact on the total 

economy is low. The rest of the domestic groups have a complex structure and need to be 

treated manually.  

Issues. Large number of groups (not only domestic) remains between the manual and 

automatic treatment. It would require additional resources, may increase the reporting 

burden on enterprises and can make it difficult to get the data. 

The full report of Statistics Finland is presented in the Annex 2 

 

Statistics Netherlands (CBS) 

The statistical business register is updated using the data from the Tax Authorities and the 

data from the Trade Register of Chamber of Commerce that holds the official 

administrative register. The Trade Register provides data on the parent of the incorporated 

legal units. The Tax Administration maintains the register of the fiscal entities that are 

entitled to pay corporate tax. Statistical business register gets official information on the 

enterprise groups from the national administration on a regular basis. 

Statistics Netherlands has implemented the Council Regulation No 696/93 by using in 

business statistics the „enterprise‟ concept instead of the „legal unit‟ approach. The largest 

enterprise groups are profiled manually by a „top down‟ approach and the rest are treated 

automatically as one enterprise without distinction domestic and truncated enterprise 

groups. 

Statistics Netherlands has developed an algorithm to identify the largest enterprise groups 

for manual profiling. After the largest groups are identified by applying this algorithm the 

rest of the enterprise groups are considered as equal to one enterprise each.  

During the implementation of this project Statistics Netherlands improved the algorithm 

adding new criteria and weights to each of them. The main characteristics that were used 

for this algorithm presented in the report. The main of them were as follows: 

(i)  Complexity of the group (number of legal units, number of layers of control within a 

group, number of locations, number of NACE sections , etc). 

(ii)  Size of enterprise group (value of turnover, number of persons employed, total 

assets). 
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(iii)  Statistical relevance (contribution of the enterprise group to the total employment 

of NACE class; contribution of the legal units of the enterprise group to the total 

employment NACE class). 

In order to prioritize the criteria the weighting system has been developed that was 

attributed to each of the characteristics. 

Number of domestic enterprise groups counts about 99 % of the total number of the 

groups (more than 1 legal unit), 98 % of them might be treated as one enterprise each 

(85 % of employment of domestic enterprise groups).  

The main findings. It is feasible automatically, by applying special algorithm, to identify 

the enterprise groups with potentially several autonomous centres that have high impact 

on the economy and to focus on manual profiling of them. The other groups supposed to 

have one autonomous centre and are be treated as one enterprise. This way of defining 

the enterprises allows deploying resources efficiently and effectively (by concentrating on 

most relevant and complex groups), using to a maximum extend administrative data and 

delineating enterprises that are used in business statistics as observation units. 

Issues. This method depends on the availability of the resources for the manual 

treatment of complex enterprise groups. 

In the present algorithm Statistics Netherlands makes no distinction between domestic 

groups and foreign owned groups. Implementation of a new concept enterprise in case of 

multinationals creates breaks in time series that need to be quantified and explained  

The implementation of the concept “enterprise group = enterprise” should be an 

integrated part of the strategy on implementation of the enterprise concept in the data 

quality management for business registers and statistical production processes. 

The full report of Statistics Netherlands is presented in the Annex 3 

 

INSEE 

Almost all the statistics disseminated by INSEE are still based on legal units. There are 

plans to operate a first change in 2015 on the data for 2013. 

In 2008 summer the French parliament adopted a new law (n° 2008-776 “Loi de 

modernisation de l‟économie”, LME) providing a new definition of the enterprise – adopting 

the European regulation – and implying to gather the affiliates into “profiled enterprises” in 

the sense of “economic actors”. This law implies a decree that defines precisely those four 
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categories of enterprises: the micro, the small and medium (SMEs), the intermediate size 

(ISE) and the large enterprises (LE). This law and its decree reinforced the decision of 

changing the definition of enterprises. 

INSEE executive board decided to modify the definition of enterprises and defined this 

strategy with three targets. 

The whole population of groups were split into two parts: the groups that must be treated 

by face-to-face interviewing because they are large and/or complex and can be split into 

several autonomous parts (Target 1), the groups that can be treated automatically as one 

enterprise because they are simple or small (Target 2), the groups that need additional 

information and can be treated as one enterprise or not (Target 3). 

For the Target 2 ther is no need to consolidate accounts (to eliminate interflows), for the 

target 3- additional information is needed. 

The main data sources for the groups are - a part of the tax declaration that contains all 

the financial links between entities and a commercial source; both of them are checked by 

a specialized staff of roughly 12 people. All the information allows to calculate the global 

head of each EG and its French perimeter (controlling directly or not of an affiliate). 

The main criteria to define the Targets and in particular the Target 2 that is of interest to 

our study as it defines the enterprise groups that may be treated automatically as one 

enterprise, are as follows: 

(i)  The size of the group (number of employees, total assets, turnover). “Small” 

groups are kept (whatever their complexity). Consolidation can be done by summing up 

the different components of the legal units without taking into account the internal flows 

because they are small. An estimate of the error done will be assessed in lot 2. 

 (ii)  Complexity of the groups (number of legal units, and number of activities). 

“Simple” groups are those that are made of two legal units only. It is assumed that the 

cases where two legal units acting as two independent enterprises are very rare cases. 

This adds some “simple” groups to the target, even if they are not small. 

For the current study the business register 2011 was used. The domestic groups with less 

than 250 employees (+ threshold on turnover and total assets forming the French 

domestic SMEs) plus other domestic groups with two affiliates were selected. That 

amounts around 37 thousand of groups, or around 84% of the total number of the 

groups(domestic or not) , about 20 % of employees, and 15 % of value-added of the 

groups and around 96% of domestic enterprise groups (62 % of their employment and 

56% of their turnover). 
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The main findings. The work done during the implementation of the project checked if 

the strategy was correct. The selection of the groups according to the size might not 

always mean that automatic treatment (without consolidation of interflows) is correct and 

might require manual intervention. Further investigation is needed. Using as a criterion the 

size of the group the turnover is double counted (no consolidated accounts available). 

Issues. It is not decided yet how to treat the groups of the Target 3.  

The changes in the definition will make the breaks in the time series. That is very sensitive 

for the National Accounts. This needs to be solved. 

The changes to new statistical unit might have consequences to other regulations than 

SBS. This needs to be solved. 

The full report of INSEE is presented in the Annex 4 

 

3. Next steps 

The study will be continued with the implementation of the Task 2 “Computing the main 

SBS characteristics for the enterprise groups that are defined as an enterprise”. The 

national statistical offices of Finland, Denmark and France will work on the methods of 

calculation of the main SBS characteristics for the enterprises defined in the Task 1. The 

availability of the data might have an impact on the delineation of the enterprise groups 

that might be treated as enterprises. 
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Table 1 

Analysis of the possible criteria 

for delineation of the enterprise groups that may be treated as one enterprise automatically 

(based on the input from Statistics Netherlands, INSEE, Statistics Finland, Statistics Denmark ) 

 

 

1. Complexity of the enterprise groups 

  Criteria CBS  INSEE  Statistics Finland  Statistics Denmark  

  Availability 

/Comments 

Used/not 

used 

Availability 

/Comments 

Used/not 

used 

Availability 

/Comments 

Used/not 

used 

Availability 

/Comments 

Used 

/not 

used 

1.1 Number of legal units Available Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 

1.2 Number of legal units which 

report employment 

 

 

Available Yes In contradiction with 

the aim of connecting 

production with 

production means, 

including the cases in 

which the means are 

functionalised 

No Available No Could be used as a criterion 

to determine the complexity 

of a group 

Yes 

1.3 Number of ownership 

relationships within a group 

Available 

 
Yes 
 

Possible but complex: 

not a criterion for this 

purpose 

No Available No Not available. Could be used 

as a criterion, in order to 

determine whether or not the 

enterprise group could be 

regarded as one enterprise. 

Complex, and time 

consuming. 

 

No 
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1.4 Number of layers of control 

relationships within a group 

Available Yes Possible but complex: 

not a criterion for this 

purpose 

No Available No Not available. Could be used 

as a criterion, in order to 

determine whether or not the 

enterprise group could be 

regarded as one enterprise. 

Complex, and time 

consuming. 

No 

1.5 Number of locations on 

which a group carries out 

activities 

Available 

 

 

Yes Seems not relevant No Available; not 

relevant 

No Available - but doesn't seem 

relevant 

No 

1.6 Number of NACE sections 

within a group , excluding 

auxiliary activities  

Available Yes  Yes  Yes The more complex (divided) 

the enterprise group is, the 

more difficult it will be to 

determine if the enterprise 

group may be treated as one 

enterprise. 

Yes 

1.7 Number of SPE's in a group 

 

Available 

 

 

Yes, for 

specific 

cases 

Groups composed of 

holding + operating 

unit => always one 

enterprise. The 

intended procedure 

will act as a sieve: - 

filter cases from the 

simplest to the most 

complex. -assess what 

to do with the 

remaining most 

complex 

Yes, for 

specific 

cases 

 Yes, for 

specific 

cases 
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2. Size of the enterprise groups 

 
 Criteria CBS  INSEE  Statistics Finland  Statistics Denmark  

2.1 Value of turnover (all legal 

units of the group)  

Can be calculated 

from fiscal units 

 

 

Yes  Yes Available, not used as 

a criterion 

No For group purposes, consolidated 

figures should be used. A 

threshold on the groups that have 

to deliver consolidated 

(enterprise group) figures. These 

data are not available at present. 

Could be used as a threshold for 

relevance in the creation of the 

enterprise 

Yes 

2.2 Number of persons employed 

(all legal units of the group)  

 

Available Yes  Yes Available, not used as 

a criterion 

No Information is available, but not 

relevant as a criterion. 

No 

2.3 Net assets of the group Availability unclear 

at the moment 
Yes  No   No See 2,1 No 

2.5 Balance sheet total of the EG Not available for 

all groups 

 

 

Yes Total assets are 

used 
Yes  No  No 

2.6 Issued (share) capital Will become 

available from 2014 

No  No  No  No 

 

3. Statistical relevance 

 Criteria CBS  INSEE  Statistics Finland  Statistics Denmark  

3.1 Contribution of the legal units 

of the enterprise group to the 

total employment NACE 4-digit 

level 

Available Yes Available, use not 

planned. Seems 

more resulting 

figure than a 

delineation 

criterion 

No Not as a criterion No Could be used as a criterion, if 

e.g. the LU’s are placed in the 

same activity 

Yes 
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4. Stability 

 Criteria CBS  INSEE  Statistics Finland  Statistics Denmark  

4.1 Number of consecutive years in 

population to delineate 

enterprise groups as one 

enterprise 

 

 

Available No Presently the studies 

are made on an 

annual snapshot; then 

it might be treated 

according to stability 

rules (method 

developed in 

Profiling) 

No   From 2016 SD will have better 

data on Danish owned companies 

with max. 3 weeks delay. Could be 

influenced over time by 7, 

Homogeneity. 

No 

 

5. Continuity; 6. Supply chain;  7. Homogeneity;  8. Consolidated accounts; 

 Criteria CBS  INSEE  Statistics Finland  Statistics Denmark  

5 Continuity The business 

register applies 

continuity rules 

on enterprise 

groups and 

enterprises 

Yes Presently the studies 

are made on an 

annual snapshot; 

then it might be 

treated according to 

stability rules 

(method developed in 

Profiling) 

No  No Could be influenced over time by 

7, Homogeneity. 

No 

6 Supply chain  Too complex and 

only possible 

under condition 

of accepting 

many 

assumptions 

No If EG works in 

several supply chain 

steps, delineation 

rules will be built 

(e.g. when production 

and ancillary - 

transport and 

logistics => 1 ent.) 

(e.g production and 

wholesale => 

complex rule)  

 

 

Yes  No Difficult to obtain data on this 

topic, but could be used as a 

criterion 

No 
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7 Homogeneity    Can be an input for 

supply chain analysis 

Not as 

such 

 No Could be used, if the group 

consists of e.g. LU's in the same 

activity, then perhaps they could 

be regarded as one enterprise. 

Could influence 4, Stability and 5, 

Continuity, over time. 

 

Yes 

8 Consolidated accounts 

 

 

Not a 

discriminating 

criterion 

No  Yes Cannot be a 

determining 

criterion. Small 

enterprise groups 

are not obliged to 

compile it. 

No Not available at present No 

 

9. Countries specific criteria 

 Criteria CBS  INSEE  Statistics 

Finland 

 Statistics Denmark  

9.1 Number of fiscal entities within 

the group for incorporated tax 

(NL) 

 

Available – 

incorporated tax 

allows consolidation 

using control and  

economical 

criterions – not used 

because of 

complexity 

No In France, fiscal and 

VAT entities are 

Legal Units 

Not 

relevant 

 No  No 
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9.2 Number of fiscal entities within 

the group for value added tax 

(NL) 

 

Available – VAT 

allows consolidation 

using control and  

economical 

criterions  – not used 

because of 

complexity 

 

No In France, fiscal and 

VAT entities are 

Legal Units 

Not 

relevant 

 No  No 

9.3 Institutional sector information 

on each LU, as this could affect 

the possibility of merging LU's 

into an enterprise (DK) 

 

Sector code is 

defined on group 

level 

No     National accounts department in 

DK reports that holding 

companies and "normal" 

companies with activity are 

placed in different sectors, and 

that the merging of these 

companies would cause 

difficulties in the national 

account. 

Yes 

9.4 Activity information on each 

LU (DK) 

 

 

      If a small enterprise group is in 

same activity (and same sector) 

then perhaps it could be regarded 

as one enterprise. See also 1,6 & 

3,2 & 6 & 7  

 

Yes 

9.5 Delineation of  ancillary 

activity and units (FI) 

     Yes   
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I. Introduction 

I.1 The main objective of the project  

 

Enterprises in the statistical production give a better understanding of the national economy in general. 

A better understanding by using enterprises could be obtained in 

1) a better coherence of assets on one side which may be placed in an overarching holding-company 

and the activity (turnover and employees) placed in a lower placed daughter-company due to legal 

causes and/or in an attempt to shield these assets from potential creditors or 

a. in this case the use of enterprises could provide a better and more correct picture of the use of 

assets on one side (combined with the employees) and the outcome of turnover and value 

added on the other. 

2) the case with one legal unit with 3 identical but geographically spread workplaces in opposition to 

an enterprise group consisting of the same 3 identical but geographically spread workplaces but 

where these workplaces are established as legal units for some, probably legal, reasons. 

a. the use of enterprise and not just legal units should in this case provide a more correct level of 

information as the enterprise group containing 3 identical legal units will be rendered equal to 

the legal unit with 3 workplaces within.  

However establishing and, perhaps more important, maintaining these enterprises are very time-

consuming in manual labor as these enterprises are theoretical constructs. On the other hand is the 

legal units which, in terms of administrative data sources, are “real” units, and information on these 

units are fairly easy to obtain. 

The objective in this project/task is to try to utilize administrative data on enterprise groups, in this 

case small domestic enterprise groups, in order to automatically establish and maintain enterprises 

based on the legal units in a group. 

The expected outcome of this project is to get a better understanding and perhaps even criteria, rules 

and algorithms in order to automatically generate enterprises based on knowledge of small domestic 

enterprise groups. 

A key issue within this project is that the resources allocated are limited and combined with a very 

tight schedule. As a result of these constraints our focus will be on identifying small domestic groups 

that may be treated as one enterprise. For the residual (and probably larger) domestic enterprise groups 

it cannot be excluded that these may be treated as one enterprise, but as these may be more complex in 

nature they will require further investigation and analysis in order to obtain this knowledge – perhaps 

even profiling. Hence these enterprise groups will therefore not be in focus of this project. 

In order to get an idea of the material available (in the case of STATDK) we choose to have a bottom-

up approach and also a real hands-on approach. Thus meaning that the available dataset basically were 

torn apart and the enterprise groups then were divided in increasingly smaller sub-groups in order to 

be able to identify the small domestic enterprise groups that may be treated as one enterprise. 

In this project, and if practices from this project should be implemented in the future approach on how 

to automatically create enterprises (based on information on enterprise groups that may be treated as 

one enterprise), registers and intra-group relations on LeU-level are used extensively. 

 

I.2 National practice – observation units in business statistics 

In principle all business statistics in Statistics Denmark are based on enterprises as the unit. In 

practical terms this, in most cases, corresponds to the legal unit (LeU), a view also shared by Eurostat. 

Statistics Denmark is currently undertaking a work, this project included, which should enable and 

help in the process of: 

 Creation of (even more) enterprises 
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 Consolidation of data based on administrative data 

 

I.3 Advantages/ Disadvantages with the national practices 

If the unit is based on Legal Units – information on these units is available as legal units are real, and 

that these have to provide information, e.g. annual accounts etc. Extensive use of administrative data is 

possible, and time consumption on this task should be within acceptable ranges. 

If the unit is based on Enterprises – no administrative information will be available on this unit level as 

it is a theoretical construct. However, if created manually and/or automatically, it is assumed (see I.1) 

that these units could provide a better statistical information on the activities carried out. However a 

huge trade-off in this case is 

1) that use of administrative data will not be possible as these data are available on legal units only 

and 

2) that time consumption, both in creating and maintaining these enterprises (especially if profiling is 

needed) but also in creating consolidated data on these units, must be considered vast and 

immense. 
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I.4 Population of enterprise groups (total and domestic enterprise groups) 

See Annex 1 for further details. 

We decided to use the reference year 2010 as base for this project. Among the various reasons for this 

decision is the fact that the Business Register (BR) is in a final (frozen) version, the data on enterprise 

groups from the commercial data provider is available, and the contributing statistics (if needed) are 

available in a final version; e.g. IFATS, OFATS and General Enterprises Statistics. 

In the BR of 2010 we have a total of 667,541 LeU’s (all sectors, all activities and all types of 

companies (sole proprietor, companies, etc.) that were active in the whole or a part of the year 2010. 

These LeU’s had in total 2,135,129 employees (full-time equivalents). 

From the BR we obtained an administrative population on the pure domestic groups (thus meaning not 

foreign owned/controlled and not owning/controlling foreign companies), in total 33,987 groups with 

82,749 LeU. On average the enterprise groups are fairly small, as these consists of 2.4 LeU per 

enterprise group. 

The initial population unfortunately also included LeU’s that, due to termination prior or birth after the 

relevant period, is not relevant. Therefore the first task was to remove these units from the population 

– these units should not have been part of the initial population, but as enterprise groups (and 

especially extraction of these from STATDK BR) is a new feature, some errors is observed in that 

regard. 

 

Title Description 

HoG The top-most LeU in the enterprise group 

Mother A daughter-company (LeU) within an enterprise group which also have one (or 

more) daughter-company (LeU) below 

Daughter A pure daughter-company (LeU) which do not own one (or more) underlying 

daughter-company (LeU) 
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The following steps were then carried out in order to achieve a relevant population (this is just to 

illustrate how we obtained the population which we wanted to analyze): 

- Step A 

o All the enterprises within a group are terminated prior to or born after the period 

 1,461 groups with a total of 3,126 LeU’s is removed due to course of life of 

the LeU’s 

- Step B 

o All the enterprises except one are terminated prior to or born after the period 

 508 groups with a total of 1,065 LeU’s is removed due to course of life of the 

LeU’s 

- Step C 

o The group structure is flat (only Head of Group (HoG) and daughter/daughters) and 

the HoG is terminated prior to or born after the period 

 14 groups with a total of 49 LeU’s is removed due to course of life of the 

LeU’s 

- Step D 

o “Cutting” the enterprise groups 

 The HoG is relevant and at least one daughter is also relevant – but some 

other daughters (which themselves are not mothers) are not relevant 

 0 groups with a total of 70 LeU’s is removed due to course of life of the 

LeU’s (all of them daughters) 

- Step E 

o Complex structures and the HoG is not relevant 

 3 groups with a total of 15 LeU’s is removed as the HoG is not relevant, but 

some of these enterprise groups could be re-established but with a new HoG 

(this demands further analysis/work) 

- Step F 

o Complex structures and the daughters that owns daughters are not relevant 

 4 groups with a total of 21 LeU’s is removed as daughter companies in the 

“middle” of the enterprise group structure are not relevant and is removed. 

Some of these enterprise groups may be re-established, with a lower daughter 

company being attached directly to e.g. the HoG (this demands further 

analysis/work) 

 

The Steps A-D is based on an algorithm and the process is automatic via SAS-programming. Steps E-

F is of complex nature and a manual processing to determine relevance is necessary. In this project the 

groups in steps E-F have been removed and disregarded and no manual process has been carried out. 

But the issues in Steps E-F should of course be sought solved if national Business Registers are to 

implement this approach. 

 

The result from the steps A-F gives that the following has been removed from the population: 

- 1,990 groups with a total of 4,346 LeU’s are removed due to the very complex nature of these 

enterprise groups 

 

The relevant enterprise groups to this project are therefore: 

- 31,997 groups with a total of 78,403 LeU’s is in the population 

 

This population has been divided further into the following 3 sub-groups, of which 2 (A0 and A1) are 

considered not-relevant: 
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- A0 – groups which consists of at least 1 LeU that have missing values in BR, why relevance 

cannot be established 

o 10 groups and with a total of 25 LeU’s is removed due to missing data/values 

- A1 – groups with every LeU below STATDK threshold on economic activity (See Regulation 

(EC) No. 177/2008, Article 3, section 5 and 6) 

o 5,648 groups with a total of 12,642 LeU’s is removed (these could be checked at a 

later stage if needed, but as every LeU is considered not important, this seems 

unnecessary and unimportant) 

- A2 – groups above threshold, and therefore relevant for this project 

o 26,339 groups with a total of 65,736 LeU’s with 461,044 employees (full-time 

equivalents). Thus these enterprise groups cover 22 per cent of the employees in 

Denmark in 2010.  

 

The A2-population can then be further broken down into 4 sub-groups: 

- B1 – enterprise groups which contain both EMP and TUR 

o 21,775 enterprise groups with a total of 55,035 LeU’s with 457,245 employees (full-

time equivalents) 

- B2 – enterprise groups which contain EMP (not TUR) 

o 1,147 enterprise groups with a total of 2,697 LeU’s with 3,799 employees (full-time 

equivalents) 

- B3 – enterprise groups which contain TUR (not EMP) 

o 2,781 enterprise groups with a total of 6,560 LeU’s with 0 employees (full-time 

equivalents) 

- B4 – enterprise groups which does not contain EMP and TUR (but one or more LeU is above 

threshold) 

o 636 enterprise groups with a total of 1,444 LeU’s with 0 employees (full-time 

equivalents) 

 

These 4 sub-groups can again be broken down into several sub-groups (sub-groups C01-C99), see 

below and Annex 1 for details, and one can then begin to divide these sub-groups into further 

fragments, in order to identify small domestic groups that may be regarded as one enterprise and in 

that process to establishing rules and algorithms that can be used in that regard. 
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In this step we have added a variable, EG_PROP (short for Enterprise Group Properties), which 

contains information about the enterprise group, does it contain: 

- 1 or more LeU’s, which contain both EMP and TUR, 

- 1 or more LeU’s, which contain only EMP, 

- 1 or more LeU’s, which contain only TUR, 

- 1 or more LeU’s, which contain neither EMP nor TUR. 

 

The values above where thereafter transformed into a string consisting of 4 digits, with the following 

values: 

 0, 1 or 2. 

o 0 = no LeU’s, 

o 1 = 1 LeU, 

o 2 = 2 or more LeU’s 

The meaning of the position of the digits: 

 First digit (Xxxx) 

o The LeU or LeU’s have both EMP and TUR 

 Second digit (xXxx) 

o The LeU or LeU’s have only EMP 

 Third digit (xxXx) 

o The LeU or LeU’s have only TUR 

 Fourth digit (xxxX) 

o The LeU or LeU’s have neither EMP nor TUR 

 

The values above illustrates that the code 1001 means that the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU’s, 

where one LeU have both EMP and TUR, while the other LeU neither have EMP nor TUR 

The code 2000 means that 2 or more LeU’s in the enterprise group (and in this case all of the LeU’s in 

this enterprise group, as the other digits in the code are 0) have both EMP and TUR. 

These codes can thereafter be combined with the number of LeU’s in the enterprise group, the 

individual sector code of the LeU, the individual activity code of the LeU, etc. in order to break the 

enterprise groups down into smaller groups, that can be analyzed. 

 

  



 
 

25 
 

Table 1. 

The following overview shows the different enterprise group combinations there were present in the 

2010-population, and in which sub-groups (e.g. C99)the enterprise groups were placed. 

'0002' = 'C99 All Without' '1120' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0011' = 'C21 Tur in one, else Without' '1121' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0012' = 'C21 Tur in one, else Without' '1122' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0020' = 'C22 Tur in all' '1200' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0021' = 'C23 Tur in all and rest Without' '1201' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0022' = 'C23 Tur in all and rest Without' '1202' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0101' = 'C11 Emp in one, else Without' '1210' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0102' = 'C11 Emp in one, else Without' '1212' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0110' = 'C10 Rest' '1221' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0111' = 'C10 Rest' '1222' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0112' = 'C10 Rest' '2000' = 'C02 Emp and Tur in all' 

'0120' = 'C10 Rest' '2001' = 'C03 Emp and Tur in all and rest Without' 

'0121' = 'C10 Rest' '2002' = 'C03 Emp and Tur in all and rest Without' 

'0122' = 'C10 Rest' '2010' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0200' = 'C12 Emp in all' '2011' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0201' = 'C13 Emp in all and rest Without' '2012' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0202' = 'C13 Emp in all and rest Without' '2020' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0210' = 'C10 Rest' '2021' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0211' = 'C10 Rest' '2022' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0212' = 'C10 Rest' '2100' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0220' = 'C10 Rest' '2101' = 'C10 Rest' 

'0221' = 'C10 Rest' '2102' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1001' = 'C01 Emp and Tur in one, else Without' '2110' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1002' = 'C01 Emp and Tur in one, else Without' '2111' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1010' = 'C10 Rest' '2112' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1011' = 'C10 Rest' '2120' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1012' = 'C10 Rest' '2121' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1020' = 'C10 Rest' '2122' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1021' = 'C10 Rest' '2200' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1022' = 'C10 Rest' '2201' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1100' = 'C10 Rest' '2202' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1101' = 'C10 Rest' '2212' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1102' = 'C10 Rest' '2220' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1110' = 'C10 Rest' '2222' = 'C10 Rest' 

'1111' = 'C10 Rest' other = 'C10 Rest' 

'1112' = 'C10 Rest'  
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Nodes 

The populations in the sub-groups can then, as mentioned, be divided into increasingly smaller 

subgroups or so called “nodes”. A node in this context is a knot or a connection point in which the 

observations that fulfills the given criteria is placed. Nodes consist of a number of criteria and may 

form a rule/algorithm. Nodes are therefore used as a reference to a rule/algorithm so it is not necessary 

to write the entire rule/algorithm, but just to refer to the node. In this project nodes are used on a 

mutually exclusive basis, hence on the lowest node-level an enterprise group can be in only one node. 

See Annex 1, 3 and 4 for further information. 

 

Results from each sub-group (C01-99) 

The following section sums up the number of the enterprise groups, that: 

 may be treated as one enterprise, 

 require further analysis 

 may not be treated as one enterprise 

In an effort to keep it as simple as possible the number of enterprise groups in each category and 

within each sub-group (C01-99) has been summed. For further details on the criteria, rules and 

algorithms please consult Annex 1 and 4. 

 

B1, enterprise groups which contain both EMP and TUR are broken down into: 

C01, enterprise groups with exactly 1 LeU with both EMP and TUR, while the rest of the LeU’s are 

empty (thus meaning that the LeU’s don’t have EMP no TUR): 

- 13.717 enterprise groups with 29.165 LeU’s and with 106,524 employees (full-time equivalents). 

o 10.296 enterprise groups with 20.605 LeU’s and with 74,813 employees (full-time 

equivalents), seems possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 3.371 enterprise groups with 8.433 LeU’s and with 31,539 employees (full-time 

equivalents), demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 50 enterprise groups with 127 LeU’s and with 172 employees (full-time equivalents), 

cannot be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are 

discrepancies and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 
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C02, enterprise groups where all LeU’s have both EMP and TUR: 

- 747 enterprise groups with 1.738 LeU’s and with 126,372 employees (full-time equivalents). 

o 158 enterprise groups with 337 LeU’s and with 3,152 employees (full-time equivalents), 

seems possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 508 enterprise groups with 1.189 LeU’s and with 120,524 employees (full-time 

equivalents), demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 81 enterprise groups with 212 LeU’s and with 2,696 employees (full-time equivalents), 

cannot be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are 

discrepancies and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 

 

C03, enterprise groups where 2 or more LeU’s have both EMP and TUR, while the rest of the LeU’s 

don’t have EMP nor TUR: 

- 1.086 enterprise groups with 3.939 LeU’s and with 47,256 employees (full-time equivalents). 

o 248 enterprise groups with 815 LeU’s and with 4,768 employees (full-time equivalents), 

seems possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 812 enterprise groups with 3.010 LeU’s and with 41,493 employees (full-time 

equivalents), demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 26 enterprise groups with 114 LeU’s and with 995 employees (full-time equivalents), 

cannot be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are 

discrepancies and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 

 

C10, residual. This sub-group contains enterprise groups where the enterprise group e.g. contains 

LeU’s where, 1 or more LeU’s have EMP while another 1 or more LeU’s have TUR, etc. etc. – in 

other words rather complex enterprise groups (The idea is to break C10 further down) 

- 6.225 enterprise groups with 20.193 LeU’s and with 177,093 employees (full-time equivalents). 

o 0 enterprise groups with 0 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), seems 

possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 6.225 enterprise groups with 20.193 LeU’s and with 177,093 employees (full-time 

equivalents), demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 0 enterprise groups 0 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), cannot be 

regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies and/or 

errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 
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B2 – enterprise groups which contain EMP (not TUR) are broken down into: 

C11, enterprise groups where exactly 1 LeU have EMP (but not TUR) while the rest of the LeU’s 

don’t have EMP or TUR: 

- 1.024 enterprise groups with 2.314 LeU’s and with 2,925 employees (full-time equivalents).  

o 609 enterprise groups with 1.220 LeU’s and with 1,889 employees (full-time equivalents), 

seems possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 339 enterprise groups with 914 LeU’s and with 944 employees (full-time equivalents), 

demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 76 enterprise groups with 180 LeU’s and with 92 employees (full-time equivalents), 

cannot be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are 

discrepancies and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 

 

C12, enterprise groups where all LeU’s have EMP (but not TUR) 

- 71 enterprise groups with 153 LeU’s and with 442 employees (full-time equivalents).  

o 9 enterprise groups with 19 LeU’s and with 233 employees (full-time equivalents), seems 

possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 50 enterprise groups with 110 LeU’s and with 135 employees (full-time equivalents), 

demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 12 enterprise groups with 24 LeU’s and with 74 employees (full-time equivalents), cannot 

be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies 

and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 

 

C13, enterprise groups where 2 or more LeU’s have EMP (but not TUR), while the rest of the LeU’s 

don’t have EMP or TUR: 

- 52 enterprise groups with 230 LeU’s and with 432 employees (full-time equivalents).  

o 7 enterprise groups with 21 LeU’s and with 103 employees (full-time equivalents), seems 

possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 43 enterprise groups with 203 LeU’s and with 214 employees (full-time equivalents), 

demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 2 enterprise groups with 6 LeU’s and with 4 employees (full-time equivalents), cannot be 

regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies and/or 

errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 
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B3, enterprise groups which contain TUR (not EMP) are broken down into: 

C21, enterprise groups where exactly 1 LeU have TUR (but not EMP) while the rest of the LeU’s 

don’t have EMP nor TUR: 

- 2.328 enterprise groups with 5.077 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents).  

o 1.534 enterprise groups with 3.075 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), 

seems possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 744 enterprise groups with 1.898 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), 

demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 50 enterprise groups with 104 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), cannot 

be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies 

and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 

 

C22, enterprise groups where all LeU’s have TUR (but not EMP) 

- 236 enterprise groups with 509 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents).  

o 55 enterprise groups with 119 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), seems 

possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 154 enterprise groups with 323 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), 

demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 27 enterprise groups with 67 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), cannot 

be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies 

and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 

 

C23, enterprise groups where 2 or more LeU’s have TUR (but not EMP), while the rest of the LeU’s 

don’t have EMP nor TUR: 

- 217 enterprise groups with 974 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents).  

o 32 enterprise groups with 160 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), seems 

possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 178 enterprise groups with 782 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), 

demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 7 enterprise groups with 32 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), cannot be 

regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies and/or 

errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 

 

  



 
 

30 
 

B4, enterprise groups which does not contain EMP and TUR (but one or more LeU is above 

threshold): 

C99, enterprise groups which does not contain EMP and TUR (but one or more LeU is above 

threshold): 

- 636 enterprise groups with 1.444 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents).  

o 404 enterprise groups with 808 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), 

seems possible to regard as one enterprise 

o 210 enterprise groups with 592 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), 

demands further analysis before a decision can be made 

o 22 enterprise groups with 44 LeU’s and with 0 employees (full-time equivalents), cannot 

be regarded as one enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies 

and/or errors in the BR, why these units should be investigated. 
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I.5 Approach used 

We are going to establish and extent the cooperation between Business Register (BR) and the relevant 

statistics in order to achieve the objective of LOT1, Task1. 

We’ll be looking at opportunities and limitations 

- Division in groups (Danish model) 

o Based on EMP, TUR in enterprise group 

o Enterprise group above threshold 

o Number of LeU’s in enterprise group 

o Focus on sectors (sector codes) 

o Focus on activity (main activity codes) 

o Focus on if the Head of Group (HoG) have activity 

- Access to administrative data on enterprise group level 

 

I.6 Any other relevant information 

 

It could be interesting and/or useful to utilize information on group level, e.g. (consolidated) group 

annual reports/accounts, etc. However this information is not available at present, but we expect this 

information to be obtainable with the implementation of XBRL on SBS-data (annual accounts 

statistics). 

Statistics Denmark has a vision on establishing a DataWarehouse. And in that process to make the 

statistics across comparable, and in order to obtain this goal, real enterprises are needed. However the 

establishment of these enterprises requires manual labor and is therefore costly to establish and 

maintain, why these units/enterprises as a prerequisite must give/create increased value in the 

statistics. 

It is also a demand that the administrative regulation and/or that an acceptance from the companies 

involved is present in order to create these [artificial] enterprises. 

Furthermore it is recommended that the creation and establishment of these units/enterprises happens 

in “one stroke” and not as a gradual transition, and that the differences are explained. In that way the 

NSI’s will only have one major break in data/time series, and not several small ones over time. 
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II. The work carried out during the implementation of the TASK1. 

 

II.1 Data sources and information used 

We’ll mainly be using information from 

 Business Register 

o Sector code (information from National Accounts (ESA2010) implemented in BR) 

 Commercial data provider (information on enterprise Groups) 

 General Enterprise Statistics 

 Annual Accounts Statistics 

 

The approach will be to use information in STATDK BR obtained from a commercial data provider. It 

is a prerequisite that these data are reliable and true, which we assume in this project as we don’t have 

time to carry out an investigation of the data in within the frame of this project. 

From the STATDK BR we receive a population which contains legal units that is part of domestic 

enterprise groups only, thus meaning that these enterprise groups, 

 are not owned from abroad 

 do not own affiliates abroad 

 and the legal units within is connected directly or indirectly by share of ownership >50 per cent. 

This population will be our base and starting point for this project. 

As we assume that the data from the commercial data provider is correct and valid, focus in this 

project have been to establish criteria and rules useable for obtaining the different “nodes”. Likewise it 

is assumed that the established rules are correct and will work as planned/indicated, however it is 

advised that tests are carried out on the different “nodes” in order to make certain that these 

assumptions are solid. 

 

II.2 Links to the Business Register for statistical purposes 

 

The Business Register in Statistics Denmark is the base and foundation of every (business) 

statistics/surveys that are carried out by Statistics Denmark. And the unit used is the enterprise, where 

the majority of these enterprises naturally corresponds to the legal unit, with, at present, only a few 

exceptions where several legal units is put together to form a complex enterprise. 

If administrative data sources, e.g. data on enterprise groups, are used in order to automatically create 

enterprises, we need information on this unit, e.g. the consolidated accounts, or we’ll have to be able 

to convert relevant data from LeU-level to enterprise-level. 

 

 

II.3 Criteria for selection of which enterprise groups that may be treated as one enterprise. 

The first criterion used is information on which LeU’s are part of a group. And the second criterion 

used is which of these groups/LeU’s can be regarded as being domestic only. The first and second 

criterion is obtained by data from the commercial data provider of enterprise groups in Denmark. 

In the subsequent work in identifying the enterprise groups we used several criteria’s in order to place 

the enterprise groups in one and only one subgroup (hence an enterprise group cannot be placed in 

several subgroups). This means that we created rules/algorithms, consisting of criteria’s, in order to be 

able to determine whether or not an enterprise group could be considered one enterprise. 

Criterions used: 
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 New variable EG_PROP 

o This variable was created in order to get knowledge on the enterprise groups and their 

individual LeU’s and to divide the enterprise groups into smaller break downs 

 Number of LeU’s in a group 

o This criterion is used in order to establish which groups can be regarded as small 

domestic groups. We made the distinction at either does the group have 2 LeU’s (and 

is therefore considered a small group) or it has 3 or more LeU’s (and is therefore 

considered a large group). However these large groups may also be regarded as small 

groups at a later stage if e.g. all the LeU’s are in the same activity, etc. 

 Sector code 

o Focus on if the LeU’s in an enterprise group have the same or different sector code. 

 Activity code 

o Use activity codes in order to establish if the LeU’s in the group is placed in same 

activity code (then 1 enterprise?), is placed in different activity codes (then not 1 

enterprise?), etc. 

 On Head of Group (HoG)-level we used 4-digit NACE, rev. 2 (Danish 

version) to identify holding-companies (6420) (which in the Danish version 

consists of the activity codes: 642010, 642020 and 642030) 

 On daughter company-level we also used NACE, rev. 2, but the Danish 6-

digit code in order to determine if the activity in the daughter companies in 

the enterprise group were in fact identical. (Please note, that it only gives 

marginally more enterprise groups if we used 4 digit code – only approx. 

around 200 additional enterprise groups. Where HoG is in holding and haves 

no activity, while all daughter companies are placed within the identical 

activity-code.) 
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II.4 Number of selected enterprise groups which may be treated as one enterprise. (Comparison 

with the total number of enterprise groups.) 

 

From PO1 (with irrelevant LeU’s removed) we had 31.997 enterprise groups with 78.403 LeU’s. 

From this we found that 10 enterprise groups with 25 LeU’s had at least 1 LeU containing missing 

data, see A0, in which case relevance couldn’t be established and these enterprise groups were 

removed. 

Further 5.648 enterprise groups with 12.642 LeU’s, see A1, contained LeU’s where all of these were 

below SBS threshold, these were also removed. 

This meant that the starting point for this exercise contained 26.339 enterprise groups with 65.736 

LeU’s and with 461,044 employees (full-time equivalents), with relevance for this project, see A2. 

By breaking these enterprise groups down in accordance with the criteria’s, see II.3, the enterprise 

groups were divided into several smaller boxes. And from these one is able to deduct if an enterprise 

group can be regarded as one enterprise or not or if it requires further analysis. 

In this project focus and resources allocated were on ”Small domestic enterprise groups”, and that 

means that, at the moment,  the more complex enterprise groups haven’t been processed. 

This means that the A2-population (26.339 enterprise groups with 65.736 LeU’s and with 461,044 

employees (full-time equivalents)) can be broken down into: 

 13.352 enterprise groups (51 per cent of A2-population) with 27,179 LeU’s (41 per cent of 

A2-population) and with 84,958 employees (full-time equivalents) (18 per cent of the 

employees in the A2-population and 4 per cent in the overall population) seems possible to 

regard as one enterprise and furthermore these can be processed automatically (via algorithms 

and criteria’s) 

o See Annex 3 for details on the rules/algorithms used 

 12.634 enterprise groups (48 per cent of A2-population) with 37,647 LeU’s (57 per cent of 

A2-population) and with 372,053 employees (full-time equivalents) (81 per cent of the 

employees in the A2-population and 17 per cent in the overall population) demands further 

analysis before a decision can be made 

 353 enterprise groups (1 per cent of A2-population) with 910 LeU’s (1 per cent of A2-

population) and with 4,033 employees (full-time equivalents) (1 per cent of the employees in 

the A2-population and 0,2 per cent in the overall population) cannot be regarded as one 

enterprise (and in some cases it seems that there are discrepancies and/or errors in the BR, 

why these units should be investigated. 
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II.6 Any other relevant information 

 

In Denmark we have thresholds in the Danish Financial Statements Act in regards to which enterprise 

groups that have to report consolidated accounts and which that do not have to. The criteria are 

mentioned in paragraph 110, section 1: 

A parent may omit to present consolidated financial statements if the consolidated enterprises between 

them do not exceed two of the following limits at the balance sheet date: 

1. a balance sheet total of DKK 36 million, 

2. revenue of DKK 72 million, and  

3. an average of 50 full-time employees during the financial year. 

Due to this threshold one must assume that several small domestic enterprise groups, which are the 

targeted population in this project, will not be obligated to either report or disclose any consolidated 

figures. Therefore these enterprise groups/legal units should either not be made into an enterprise or if 

so have their values calculated automatically, with the discrepancies (due to e.g. intra-firm trade) that 

may be derived. 
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III. Problems encountered 

 

III.1 Problems/issues to be addressed 

 

A major issue related to the principle of merging legal units belonging to the same enterprise group 

into one domestic enterprise is SNA2010 operating with different sectors. This means that  enterprise 

groups consisting of both holding-companies (belonging to the financial sector) and non-holding-

companies cannot be merged into a single entity/a single enterprise due to the principles in National 

Accounts and SBS is the main source for National accounts. 

This fact reduces the potential population of enterprise groups and legal units (LeU) to be merged into 

one enterprise. Of the 13,352 domestic groups with 27,179 LeU’s and 84,958 employees (full-time 

equivalents) that technically could be treated as one enterprise, we find that 12,363 of these groups, 

covering 25,053 LeU’s and with 77,408 employees (full-time equivalents), or the vast majority, are 

enterprise groups that consists of LeU’s in different sectors. The result is that it seems to be just 989 

enterprise groups (4 per cent of the original A2-population of 26,339 enterprise groups) with 2,126 

LeU’s (3 per cent of the 65,736 LeU’s in the A2-population) and 7,550 employees (full-time 

equivalents) corresponding to 2 per cent of the 461,044 employees in the A2-population or 0,4 per 

cent of the employees in Denmark in 2010 that can actually be treated by the identified method. 

As one of the criteria used (by Statistics Denmark) is homogeneity, e.g. in case that all the LeU’s in an 

enterprise group have the same activity code and therefore could be regarded as one enterprise, this 

creates at the same time the issue that the items Stability and Continuity, over time, might be 

influenced. This could be the case if e.g. one (or more) LeU within the group changes activity code, 

and thus the homogeneity of the enterprise group as a whole, disappears. Then the NSI’s would have 

to profile the enterprise group for e.g. annulment of the new activity code and therefore force it back, 

or to accept the new activity code thus meaning the enterprise group no longer is one enterprise, etc. 

But in any case, meaning that the NSI would have to use time on these units. 
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IV. Conclusions  

IV.1 Would it be feasible to use the criteria defined to identify the domestic enterprise groups 

automatically. 

Given the scope of the project in terms of resources and time schedule our focus has been to identify 

small domestic groups that may be treated as one enterprise. The larger and more complex domestic 

enterprise groups have, at this point, not been processed both due to their nature and due to the project 

constraints. 

Consequently, the conclusions from this exercise can only be related to approx. half of the enterprise 

groups identified as valid and complying with the criteria’s set up for a small domestic enterprise 

group.  

The results from this project indicate that for around 13,352 domestic enterprise groups (51 per cent) 

of the original population (the A2-population) of 26,339 enterprise groups it is considered possible to 

establish technical criteria for automatic conversation of enterprise groups into one enterprises. The 

population in question covers 27,179 LeU’s (41 per cent) of the 65.736 LeU’s within the enterprise 

groups from the original population (A2-population) (see also section II.4 above). And finally does 

these enterprise groups cover 84,958 employees (full-time equivalents) (18 per cent of the employees 

in the A2-population and 4 per cent in the overall population).  

So the population is large in actual number of enterprise groups and legal units which technically can 

be grouped into one enterprise but in terms of employment the impact would be very low. 

Furthermore as stated above, following the rules of SNA, the identified population will be 

dramatically reduced; only allowing for 989 enterprise groups (4 per cent of the original A2-

population of 26,339 enterprise groups) with 2,126 LeU’s (3 per cent of the 65,736 LeU’s in the A2-

population) and 7,550 employees (full-time equivalents) corresponding to 2 per cent of the 461,044 

employees in the A2-population or 0,4 per cent of the employees in Denmark in 2010 to be identified 

as one enterprise. 

This small population with very few  employees can further be contrasted with the additional 12,634 

larger and more complex enterprise groups (48 per cent) with 37,647 LeU’s (57 per cent) and with 

372,053 employees (full-time equivalents) (81 per cent of the employees in the A2-population and 17 

per cent in the overall population) which due to resource constraints have not been included in this 

exercise. 

As the gains are of limited magnitude, it should be carefully considered if it is the right way forward to 

introduce a method which can only be applied to a small minority of enterprise groups and thus 

introducing differently applied principles of establishing enterprises.  

IV.2 Would it be feasible to use the selected enterprise groups as statistical unit enterprise 

compiling business statistics (SBS, …. ). 

As stated above, it is technically feasible to identify and establish a group of enterprises based on 

domestic enterprise groups but it would hardly be feasible from a conceptual point of view.  

.
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Annex 1 

Population of the enterprise groups, structure 
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Population of the enterprise groups, figures 
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C01 2 LeU's: A2 + B1 + C01 + D1 
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C01 3+ LeU's: A2 + B1 + C01 + D2 
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C02 2 LeU's: A2 + B1 + C02 + D1 
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C02 3+ LeU's: A2 + B1 + C02 + D2 
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C03 2 LeU's: A2 + B1 + C03 + D1 
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C03 3+ LeU's: A2 + B1 + C03 + D2 
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C10 2 LeU's: A2 + B1 + C10 + D1 
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C10 3+ LeU's: A2 + B1 + C10 + D2 
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C11 2 LeU's: A2 + B2 + C11 + D1 
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C11 3+ LeU's: A2 + B2 + C11 + D2 
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C12 2 LeU's: A2 + B2 + C12 + D1 
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C12 3+ LeU's: A2 + B2 + C12 + D2  

 
  



 
 

52 
 

C13 2 LeU's: A2 + B2 + C13 + D1 
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C13 3+ LeU's: A2 + B2 + C13 + D2 
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C21 2 LeU's: A2 + B3 + C21 + D1 
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C21 3+ LeU's: A2 + B3 + C21 + D2 
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C22 2 LeU's: A2 + B3 + C22 + D1 
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C22 3+ LeU's: A2 + B3 + C22 + D2 
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C23 2 LeU's: A2 + B3 + C23 + D1 
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C23 3+ LeU's: A2 + B3 + C23 + D2 
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C99 2 LeU's: A2 + B4 + C99 + D1 
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C99 3+ LeU's: A2 + B4 + C99 + D2 
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Annex 3 

 
Node # EG LeU’s EMP  Node # EG LeU’s EMP 

107  11   22   17   361  8   16   110  

111  379   758   3.068   362  12   24   34  

113  3   6   9   363  1   2   13  

115  2   4   2   364  29   58   60  

116  28   56   71   386  1   3   123  

117  21   42   31   387  6   21   28  

118  9.876   19.752   71.491   389  1   3   3  

119  230   460   2.903   432  1   3   2  

120  611   1.222   4.443   441  4   12   26  

121  272   544   3.310   442  1   3   2  

122  929   1.858   6.756   444  3   9   9  

136  13   39   183   445  2   7   5  

138  1   3   5   446  9   48   73  

141  5   15   29   447  3   12   11  

142  12   50   108   448  7   21   103  

143  1.015   3.291   9.789   449  22   115   201  

144  17   53   801   457  12   24   .  

145  55   170   656   461  100   200   .  

146  63   242   716   463  1   2   .  

147  174   578   2.136   465  2   4   .  

160  46   92   571   466  39   78   .  

161  140   280   2.313   467  31   62   .  

162  361   722   11.573   468  1.388   2.776   .  

163  9   18   287   469  73   146   .  

164  52   104   48.723   470  115   230   .  

185  24   96   1.782   471  144   288   .  

186  18   57   839   472  141   282   .  

187  81   312   22.027   486  7   21   .  

188  2   6   56   491  1   3   .  

189  14   51   38.201   492  4   12   .  

236  19   72   494   493  171   585   .  

238  1   3   4   494  9   30   .  

241  1   4   11   495  10   37   .  

242  25   111   991   496  36   132   .  

244  38   144   1.688   497  44   165   .  

245  78   269   1.873   510  21   42   .  

246  80   330   20.182   511  50   100   .  

247  85   332   2.493   512  116   232   .  

248  229   743   4.274   513  2   4   .  

249  530   1.931   15.246   514  29   58   .  

250  2.297   4.594   29.832   535  4   21   .  

275  3.928   15.599   147.261   536  5   19   .  

307  12   24   14   537  9   33   .  

311  51   102   191   586  4   69   .  

315  4   8   4   590  1   3   .  

316  50   100   156   592  6   29   .  

317  49   98   51   594  15   53   .  

318  506   1.012   1.540   595  10   33   .  

319  24   48   53   596  29   129   .  

320  37   74   110   597  21   112   .  

321  70   140   191   598  28   91   .  

322  57   114   191   599  103   455   .  

336  2   6   2   607  21   42   .  

341  2   6   3   608  49   98   .  

342  11   50   23   610  329   658   .  

343  99   343   263   611  26   52   .  

344  8   25   9   612  27   54   .  

345  9   33   12   613  1   2   .  

346  24   95   31   614  94   188   .  

347  9   36   81   633  6   22   .  

358  2   4   10   635  50   214   .  

360  11   22   61   637  1   3   .  

     639  32   111   .  
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Annex 4 

Rules for establishing enterprise groups that may be considered one 

enterprise 
 If the enterprise groups is 

o in A2 and in B1 and in C01 

 [Node 111] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is not in 

activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in same sector 

and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and consists of 2 LeU‟s, both in same sector and 

in same activity and 1 of the LeU‟s have both EMP 

and TUR while the other have neither EMP nor 

TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

379 groups with 758 LeU‟s 

 [Node 116] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in same 

sector and its activity is different from the HoG (and is in 

another financial activity) and HoG have no EMP or TUR 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and a single LeU below within financial 

activity and this LeU has both EMP and TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

28 groups with 56 LeU‟s 

 [Node 118] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in a 

different sector and its activity is different from the HoG and 

HoG have no EMP or TUR 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and a single LeU below within an activity 

(e.g. manufacture, trade, etc.) which has both 

EMP and TUR 
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 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

9.876 groups with 19.752 LeU‟s 

 [Node 136] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and 1 of the LeU‟s have 

both EMP and TUR while the others have neither 

EMP nor TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

13 groups with 39 LeU‟s 

o in A2 and in B1 and in C02 

 [Node 161] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is not in 

activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in same sector 

and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and consists of 2 LeU‟s, both in same sector and 

in same activity and both LeU‟s have both EMP 

and TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

140 groups with 280 LeU‟s 

 [Node 186] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and in same activity and both LeU‟s have both 

EMP and TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

18 groups with 57 LeU‟s 
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o in A2 and in B1 and in C03 

 [Node 236] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and in same activity and 2 or more LeU‟s have 

both EMP and TUR while the rest have neither 

EMP nor TUR (but are placed in the same activity) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

19 groups with 72 LeU‟s 

 [Node 248] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is in activity 6420 and the underlying daughter companies is in 

different sector and their activity is different from the HoG and 

HoG have no EMP or TUR and the activity code of the 

underlying companies is identical 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have both EMP and TUR on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and 2 or more LeU‟s below within an 

activity (e.g. manufacture, trade, etc.) which has 

both EMP and TUR while the rest have neither 

EMP nor TUR (but are placed in the same activity) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

229 groups with 743 LeU‟s 
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o in A2 and in B2 and in C11 

 [Node 311] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is not in 

activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in same sector 

and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 2 LeU‟s, both in same sector and 

in same activity and 1 of the LeU‟s have EMP (but 

no TUR) while the other don‟t have EMP (nor TUR) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

51 groups with 102 LeU‟s 

 [Node 316] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in same 

sector and its activity is different from the HoG (and is in 

another financial activity) and HoG have no EMP (or TUR) 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and a single LeU below within financial 

activity and this LeU has EMP (but no TUR) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

50 groups with 100 LeU‟s 

 [Node 318] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in a 

different sector and its activity is different from the HoG and 

HoG have no EMP (or TUR) 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and a single LeU below within an activity 

(e.g. manufacture, trade, etc.) and this LeU has 

EMP (but no TUR) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

506 groups with 1.012 LeU‟s 
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 [Node 336] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and 1 of the LeU‟s have 

both EMP and TUR while the others have neither 

EMP nor TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

2 groups with 6 LeU‟s 

o in A2 and in B2 and in C12 

 [Node 361] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is not in 

activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in same sector 

and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 2 LeU‟s, both in same sector and 

in same activity and both of the LeU‟s have EMP 

(but no TUR) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

8 groups with 16 LeU‟s 

 [Node 386] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and all of the LeU‟s have 

EMP (but no TUR) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

1 group with 3 LeU‟s 
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o in A2 and in B2 and in C13 

 [Node 436] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and 2 or more of the LeU‟s 

have both EMP (but no TUR) while 1 or more 

LeU‟s don‟t have EMP (or TUR) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

0 groups with 0 LeU‟s 

 [Node 448] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is in activity 6420 and the underlying daughter companies is in 

different sector and their activity is different from the HoG and 

HoG have no EMP (or TUR) and the activity code of the 

underlying companies is identical 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have EMP (but no TUR) on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and 2 or more LeU‟s below within an 

activity (e.g. manufacture, trade, etc.) which 

have EMP (but no TUR) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

7 groups with 21 LeU‟s 

o in A2 and in B3 and in C21 

 [Node 461] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is not in 

activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in same sector 

and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 2 LeU‟s, both in same sector and 

in same activity and 1 of the LeU‟s have TUR (but 

no EMP) while the other have neither EMP nor 

TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

100 groups with 200 LeU‟s 
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 [Node 466] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in same 

sector and its activity is different from the HoG (and is in 

another financial activity) and HoG have no EMP or TUR 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and 1 LeU below within financial activity 

and this LeU‟s has TUR (but no RMP) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

39 groups with 78 LeU‟s 

 [Node 468] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in a 

different sector and its activity is different from the HoG and 

HoG have no EMP or TUR 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and a single LeU below within an activity 

(e.g. manufacture, trade, etc.) which have TUR 

(but no EMP) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

1.388 groups with 2.776 LeU‟s 

  [Node 486] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and 1 of the LeU‟s have 

TUR (but no EMP) while the others have neither 

EMP nor TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

7 groups with 21 LeU‟s 
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o in A2 and in B3 and in C22 

 [Node 511] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is not in 

activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in same sector 

and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 2 LeU‟s, both in same sector and 

in same activity and both of the LeU‟s have TUR 

(but no EMP) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

50 groups with 100 LeU‟s 

 [Node 536] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and all of the LeU‟s have 

TUR (but no EMP) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

5 groups with 19 LeU‟s 
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o in A2 and in B3 and in C23 

 [Node 586] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and 2 or more of the LeU‟s 

have TUR (but no EMP) while 1 or more LeU‟s 

don‟t have TUR (or EMP) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

4 groups with 69 LeU‟s 

 [Node 598] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is in activity 6420 and the underlying daughter companies is in 

different sector and their activity is different from the HoG and 

HoG have no TUR (or EMP) and the activity code of the 

underlying companies is identical 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

have TUR (but no EMP) on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (without 

activity) and 2 or more LeU‟s below within an 

activity (e.g. manufacture, trade, etc.) which 

have TUR (but no EMP) 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

28 groups with 91 LeU‟s 

o in A2 and in B4 and in C99 

 [Node 608] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in same 

sector and its activity is different from the HoG (and is in 

another financial activity) 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

don‟t have EMP nor TUR on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (of course 

without activity) and a single LeU below within 

financial activity and this LeU is also without 

activity 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

49 groups with 98 LeU‟s 



 
 

72 
 

 [Node 610] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is in 

activity 6420 and the underlying daughter company is in 

different sector and its activity is different from the HoG 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

don‟t have EMP nor TUR on enterprise group level 

and have a holding company on top (of course 

without activity) and a single LeU below within an 

activity (e.g. manufacture, trade, etc.) and this 

LeU is also without activity 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

329 groups with 658 LeU‟s 

 [Node 611] 

And the enterprise group consists of 2 LeU‟s and HoG is not in 

activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in same sector 

and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

don‟t have EMP nor TUR on enterprise group level 

and consists of 2 LeU‟s, both in same sector and 

in same activity and both of the LeU‟s have 

neither EMP nor TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

26 groups with 52 LeU‟s 

 [Node 636] 

And the enterprise group consists of 3 or more LeU‟s and HoG 

is not in activity 6420 and the entire enterprise group is in 

same sector and in same activity 

 Then enterprise group = 1 enterprise 

o The characteristics for these groups is that they 

don‟t have EMP nor TUR on enterprise group level 

and consists of 3 or more LeU‟s, all in same sector 

and all in same activity and all of the LeU‟s don‟t 

have EMP nor TUR 

 The Danish findings for 2010 showed: 

0 groups with 0 LeU‟s 
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I Introduction 

 

I. 1 The main objective of the project  

 

The main objective of the project (LOT1) is to delineate domestic enterprise 
groups, which have only one autonomous part and, which can be treated 
automatically.  The aim of TASK1 is to find criteria for the automatic delineation 
of this population. 
Further, the aim of TASK2 is to propose a method of the automatic calculation of 
the main SBS characteristics for the population of enterprise groups, which has 
been found in TASK1. 

I. 2 National practice – observation units in business statistics 

 

For the time being, we use in the Business Register following units: legal unit, 
LKAU (local kind of activity unit), enterprise group (= group of legal units). 
Structural Business Statistics use legal unit and LKAU. 
In most cases, legal unit is equivalent to enterprise (in accordance with the 
definition). 
Statistics Finland reforms the whole system of Business Statistics (BR, SBS, STS, 
FATS, etc.). The project is ongoing, and it is planned gradually introduce from 
October 2013 on. Enterprise unit (in accordance with the present definition) will 
be implemented in connection of the new system. 
 

I. 3 Advantages/ Disadvantages with the national practices 

 

Advantages:  Legal unit is generally used as a reporting unit, e.g. financial 
statements, fiscal administration etc. The use of legal unit as an observation unit 
has made possible the extensive use of administrative data sources. This has 
notably reduced the response burden. When using legal unit in Business Register 
and business statistics, links and comparison between different statistics and 
register are possible. 
Disadvantage: The internal transactions in the enterprise (between legal units) 
remain unnoticed and thus economic figures (e.g. turnover, production) may give 
an incorrect impression. The influence among large enterprises can be 
significant, even though the number of large enterprises is low in Finland.  
 

I.4 Population of enterprise groups (total and domestic enterprise groups) 
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According to the Business Register 2011 we have 7138 enterprise groups in all. 
Good three per cent of the enterprises (= legal units) belonged to a group. They 
employed 52 per cent of all personnel and accounted for 74 per cent of total 
turnover.  
The number of foreign-owned enterprise groups is 4740, the number of Finnish-
owned multinational groups is 692 and the number of fully Finnish-owned 
groups is 1706.  Domestic groups consist of 6600 legal units in all. 

I.5 Approach that Finland has used in order to achieve the objective of the TASK1 of 

this project 

 

Approach for TASK1: 
1. Delineate domestic enterprise groups from Enterprise Group Register 
2. Observe domestic enterprise groups according to the complexity (number of 
legal units) 
 2.0. Define auxiliary activities /ancillary units 
  Criteria used:  activity code, relation of turnover and personnel costs, 
  relation of total assets and number of employees. 
 2.1. Simple structure, around two legal units in the group.  
  Observe legal units, which probably support only the other legal units 
  within the group. 

 2.2. Complex, more than two legal units in the group. 
Observe number of different activities (NACE 2-digit level) within the 
group (excl. auxiliary activities). 

 

II. The work carried out during the implementation of the TASK1. 

 

 

II. 1 Data sources and information used 

Business Register /Enterprise Group Register 
Consolidated financial accounts 
FATS 
Structural Business Statistics 
 

II.2 Links to the business register for statistical purposes 

… 

II. 3 Criteria for selection of enterprise groups, which may be treated as one enterprise.  
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1. From all enterprise groups we have selected all domestic groups. Criteria and 

the following steps concern the domestic groups. 

2. Observe the domestic enterprise groups according to the complexity (number 

of legal units) 

 2.0. Define auxiliary activities 

When the group consists of the production unit/units and the 

ancillary unit/units, it can be treated as one enterprise. These 

ancillary units provide services only to the main unit /units not to the 

market. These kinds of activities are for example holding, personnel 

administration and marketing. Defining was made by observing NACE 

codes, by comparing turnover and personnel costs, total assets and 

number of employees. 

 

Comments on the list in the BR Manual for the ancillary activities: 

69.20 Accounting, bookkeeping and auditing; tax consultancy – YES 

Part of 46 Wholesale trade of own products – not used, in certain 

cases could be ancillary activity 

68 Real estate – YES 

25.73 and 28.49 Manufacture of tools – not used, difficult to find 

49.41 Freight transport by road – no 

52.1 and 52.2 Warehousing and storage; support for transportation – 

not used, but could be ancillary activity in certain cases 

82.1 Office administrative and support – YES 

62 and 63.1 Computer programming, consultancy; data processing, 

hosting; web portals – not used, could be ancillary activity in certain 

cases 

73 Advertising and market research – YES 

64.2 Holding companies – YES 

 

In addition to the above list, also other business service activities 

could be considered ancillary activities, e.g.  
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70 Activities of head offices; management consultancy 

78.2 Temporary employment agency activities 

 

 2.1. Simple structure: only two legal units in the group 

 

  If the group consists only of the main unit and the ancillary unit, it can 

  be treated as one enterprise. We found this kind of 460 groups.  

  The activity of legal units in the remaining 494 groups were studied in 

  2.2. 

 2.2. Complex, more than two legal units in the group. 

 

  We have observed the number of different activities (NACE 2-digit 

  level) within a group, excluding auxiliary activities. If all legal units have 

  same activity, the group may be treated as one enterprise.  

  We found 619 this kind of groups. 

 

II. 4 Number of selected enterprise groups, which may be treated as one enterprise. 

Comparison with the total number of enterprise groups. 

We have found 1079 enterprise groups in all, which may be treated as one 

enterprise. This is 63.4 per cent of all domestic groups and 17.2 per cent of all 

enterprise groups in Finland.  

According to the Business Register these 1079 enterprise groups employed 5.4 

per cent of all personnel and accounted for 5.7 per cent of total turnover in 

2011. The shares of all enterprise groups in Finland were 10.9 per cent 

(employment) and 6.7 per cent (turnover).   

NACE Rev. 2 Number of groups Share of total 
employment % 

Share of total 
turnover % 
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A 8 0.0 0.0 

B, C 201 0.7 1.1 

D,E 25 0.2 0.7 

F 107 0.3 0.2 

G 225 2.2 2.7 

H 69 0.4 0.2 

I 47 0.0 0.1 

J 50 0.2 0.1 

L, M, N 275 0.9 0.5 

P – S 72 0.5 0.1 

Total 1079 5.4 5.7 

 

 

III.  Problems encountered 

 

First, we had some difficulties with the timetable. Because of the holiday season 
and the missions there were only a couple of days in June and July when the 
experts appointed to the project could meet. This may reflect to the results so 
that we may have to correct the approach during the TASK2. 

The first impression of the list of criteria discussed during the telephone 
conference was approving. We agreed with most of viewpoints, also the list of 
criteria seemed useful. However, we noticed that it was not possible with this 
schedule to define exact guidelines, which could (automatically) use all available 
criteria. This would need further thorough investigation. 

 

IV  Conclusions  

 

IV.1 Would it be feasible to use the criteria defined to identify the domestic 

enterprise groups automatically. 

 

It would be feasible to use the criteria defined to identify automatically at least a 
part of the domestic enterprise groups, which can be treated as one enterprise. 
TASK2 will only prove whether the amendments are necessary. 
 
The number of the enterprise groups, which may be treated automatically is 
quite small and their impact in total economy low. The biggest groups probably 
should be treated manually and in co-operation with the group or enterprise. 
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However, the large part of the groups remains between the manual and 
automatic treatment. How do we compile them? 
- question of resources 
- response burden 
- difficulties to get correct data 

IV.2 Would it be feasible to use the selected enterprise groups as statistical unit 

enterprise compiling business statistics (SBS, …. ).  

Responding is possible in conclusions of TASK2. 
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Annex 1 
Population of the enterprise groups   

 
 

All enterprise groups 
(6289) 

Domestic groups (all resident) 
(1702) 

Groups with simple structure (2 
legal units) (954) 

Groups with complex structure (more than 2 legal 
units) + groups with simple structure and no 
auxiliary activity (748 + 494 = 1242) 

Auxiliary activity 
within group 
(460) 

No auxiliary 
activity (494) 

Legal units on same 
activity (excl. auxiliary 
activity) (619) 

Group has more than one 
different activity (excl. 
auxiliary activity) (623) 

”ranking” based on group 
level data (needs more 
thorough investigation) 
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Enterprise group as one enterprise: TASK 1 
 

 
Delineation of enterprise groups that may be treated as one 
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1. Introduction 

 
Eurostat proposed a new definition of the statistical unit „Enterprise‟ and is now 

in the phase of assessing the feasibility of the implementation of this new 
definition.  

 
A statistical unit enterprise is an organizational market oriented unit which 
benefits from sufficient degree of autonomy in decision-making. An enterprise 

carries out one or more activities at one or more locations. Meaningful data for 
statistics can be provided for this unit. 

The enterprise can correspond to a single legal unit (not controlled by any 
other legal entity), an enterprise group as a set of legal units under common 

control, or an autonomous part of an enterprise group. 

 

Part of this phase (Task 1) is assessing the feasibility of the delineation of a set 
of enterprise groups which could be treated as one enterprise. 

 
The aim of this task is, starting from the population of the domestic groups, to 

delineate the population of the groups to be treated automatically according 
to economic criteria - that could reflect the fact that no autonomous sub-part 
of the group can be defined-, e.g. size in number of employees, number of 

affiliates, turnover, number of performed activities. This list may be completed 
by any indicator that would be relevant for the tenderer. 

In addition, the tenderer shall estimate the number of enterprise groups to be 
treated automatically for two of the following Member States: United 
Kingdom, Germany, France, the Netherlands, and Italy and for two of the 

following Member States: Latvia, Lithuania, Denmark, Finland, Belgium, and 
Spain. 

 
 

1.1. Objectives of Statistics Netherlands 

 

By this project SN likes to share the own practises, experiences and ideas with 

other partners (1), to learn from experiences and ideas of other partners (2), to 
initiate the development of an improved algorithm for the compilation of a so 

called CSI factor (Complexity Statistical Impact) which is used to define which 
enterprise groups are treated as one enterprise (3) and to contribute to a 
harmonised EU approach on the implementation of an automated procedure for 

the delineation of groups which can be treated as one enterprise (4).  
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1.2. National practise – observation units in business statistics 

All business statistics (except foreign trade statistics) are using the statistical 

business register (ABR) as population frame. The ABR contains the following 
main entity types: 

1. „Onderneming‟ 

2. „Enterprise‟ 

3. Legal unit 

4. Local unit 

 

The main observation units in business statistics are „Onderneming‟ and 
„Enterprise‟.  The „Onderneming‟ is the observation unit in statistics which 
describe the way businesses are financed (financial statistics). The „enterprise‟ is 

the observation unit for statistics on the production process (SBS, STS, FATS). 
 

‘Onderneming’

Legal unit

1

N

Enterprise

NM

1

N

Local unit

1

N

 
 

 

The concept of the population of „Onderneming‟ includes single 4  legal units 
(natural persons as well incorporated legal entities) and enterprise groups which 

consist of more than 1 legal unit.  

SN does not use the kind of activity unit as a separate observation unit but as an 

analytical unit in the process of compiling National Accounts. SN is using a 
pragmatic approach in the sense that in some cases (large enterprises with 
multiple activities) the „enterprise‟ is actually a kind of activity unit by splitting 

one or a combination of legal units into more than 1 „enterprise‟. In these cases 
it is used also as observation unit. 

The following scheme provides an overview of the main flow of the business 
register process. Note that the delineation of the „national enterprise group‟ is 

                                                      
4
 Nor a controlling or a controlled legal entity 
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part of the business register process and are delineated before the „enterprise‟ is 
defined (top down approach). Every change in de composition of enterprise 

groups in terms of legal units can affect the delineation of enterprises. 

Collecting and processing data from administrative sources (Trade register Of Chambers of 

Commerce, Tax and Social Security authorities) and internal sources (CONGO - profiling – feedback 

from surveys)– monthly process

Delineating ‘Onderneming’ - in case of ‘National Enterprise groups’ on basis of ‘cluster of control’(legal 

units) – (maintenance, creation and dissolvement)

Delineating enterprises - within national enterprise groups 1 or more enterprises – (maintenance, creation 
and dissolvement)  

Validating population of statistical units  (micro, meso and macro)

Creation of monthly and yearly frame populations of ‘Ondernemingen’ and ‘Enterprises’

Dissemination of frame populations to statistical domains

 
 

 
National Enterprise groups are delineated on the basis of the so-called „cluster of 

control‟ which contains all legal units direct or indirect controlled by 1 and only 1 
resident legal unit. The calculation of the „cluster of control‟ is based on pairwise 

relationships between legal units keeping information on % of control. The main 
sources for this information are the Trade register of the Chambers of Commerce 
(= official administrative register) and the Tax authorities. The Trade register 

provides data on the „parent‟ of incorporated legal units. The Tax authorities 
define so-called fiscal entities for incorporated taxes. These fiscal entities consist 

of legal units controlled by 1 and only 1 resident legal unit. Also this information 
is used in the statistical business register to construct national enterprise groups. 
 

The statistical unit „Enterprise‟ is the most important one being used by SBS, 
Inward FATS and STS. Outward FATS is using the „Onderneming‟ (and more 

specific the legal unit appointed as UCI) as reporting unit. 
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SN introduced a new business register July 2006. New algorithms were 
developed to process external data from Chambers of Commerce (= responsible 

for the registration of companies in the Netherlands) and Tax authority. Also new  
algorithms were implemented for the delineation of „Ondernemingen‟ and 

„Enterprises‟ .  
 
One of the new algorithms is the calculation of the population of 

„Ondernemingen‟ to be included in profiling (TOP X) and of the population for 
which the enterprises can be delineated automatically (non-TOP X). This is 

known as the CSI-algorithm (Complexity and Statistical Impact). 

For non-TOP X enterprise groups initially an algorithm was applied that build one 
or more enterprises within one group. Later, at the beginning of 2010, SN 

decided not to derive more than one enterprise within one enterprise group from 
the not TOP X population any more (to improve the usability of tax data), 

resulting in the rule enterprise group = enterprise. 

The objective of the CSI algorithm is to have a quantitative measure to rank 
„Ondernemingen‟ according to their relevance for statistics and their complexity. 

The idea is that data is available for all the criteria used in the algorithm and 
available for all „Ondernemingen‟. The CSI-score for each „Onderneming‟ is 

calculated as the weighted sum of the individual scores of the following 7 criteria 
(see also Annex 1): 

1. Total assets of „Onderneming‟  

2. Number of persons employed of „Onderneming‟ (size class)  

3. Number of persons employed of enterprise (size class)  

4. Number of legal units belonging to „Onderneming‟ (size class)  

5. Number of enterprises belonging to the „Onderneming‟ (size class)  

6. Number of layers in cluster of control  

7. Contribution of enterprises (%) to employment of total employment of 

NACE (division level) (size class). 

The CSI-algorithm is executed 14 times a year. Each month a new frozen version 
of the business register is made. One day before the finalization of a monthly 

frame, the CSI-score for a (small) set of new „Onderneming‟ is calculated. This 
small set of groups contains only groups that are the result of demographic 
changes in the current TOP X population (i.e. a split-off, change of ID, etc.). The 

new „Onderneming‟ with a highest CSI-score are included in the TOP X population 
from the next month on. The threshold is chosen on the basis of considerations 

regarding the availability of resources for „profiling‟.  

Once a year the TOP X population is being refreshed5 by taking into account also  
CSI-scores of the „Onderneming‟ in the non-TOP X. Groups which were too 

small/not important enough last year, may have become larger or more 

                                                      
5
 Except for the last 3 years due to the redesign of the statistical business register and due to the lack of IT 

resources for the implementation of a revised CSI procedure. 
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important next year. This refreshment takes place in December of every year. 
The algorithm is also executed in October in advance serving as a first indication 

or even to start with profiling to get a good delineation from January next year 
on. 

In addition also some other considerations/criteria are taking into account 
defining the final list of TOP X groups for a statistical year e.g.: 

1. Significant issues with integration of data of an „Onderneming‟ in National 

Accounts 

2. The „Onderneming‟ is critical for quality of foreign trade statistics.  

3. Significant issues in the legal unit structure of groups, e.g. groups which 

are part of multinationals or include legal units used for financial purposes 

(e.g. Special Purpose Entities). 

4. Stability issues with CSI-score (following the CSI-score would lead to 

frequent changes from TOP X to non-TOP X and the other way around). 

These considerations require presently „manual‟ adaptations of the TOP X list. 
The result of the algorithm combined with the results of the above mentioned 

extra criteria is the basis for discussion with the users of the business register. 
This is only done for the yearly update.  

The results of the monthly outcomes of the CSI-algorithm are not discussed with 

the users of the business register. Whether a unit should be included in the TOP 
X population or not is decided by business register staff and people from the 

CONGO6 unit. The establishment of this unit is another innovation of past years. 
The aim of this unit is securing data quality (and Profiling) of the most complex 
and most relevant „Ondernemingen‟ being part of the TOP X. Presently the 

CONGO population consists of 331 groups. 

  

                                                      
6
 For explanation of the „CONGO‟unit see: „CONGO Statistics Netherlands 2012‟, Kees Vennix 
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1.3. Some figures population of ‘Ondernemingen’ from the 

statistical business register (ABR)7 

Table A provides some information on the population of „Ondernemingen‟ and its 
composition.  

 

Table A: ‘Ondernemingen’ in the statistical business register of SN (June 

2013) 

 

 N  

 

      % Number of persons 
employed 

      % 

‟Ondernemingen‟   1.396.995  100           6.892.788 

 

    100 

Of which:    

Part of a  

multinational group 

     Domestic  

14.220 

 

1,0 

 

        2.057.589 

 

29,9 

 

1.382.775 

 

99,0 

 

       4.835.199 

 

70,1 

 

Of which:  

Domestic enterprise  
groups (more than 1 

legal unit)8 

141.370 10,1             2.103.400 30,5 

Of which:   

Top X (presently) 

CONGO 

      
   1.926 

0,1 

 

        1.670.796 

 

24,2 

 

          331 0,1 

 

          899.618 

 

13,1 

 

 

Back in 2006, the available resources for profiling were defined as the equivalent 
of profiling the largest and most important 1800 „Ondernemingen‟ in the 

Netherlands. Although resources are nowadays less, the TOP X increased to 
~1900 „Ondernemingen‟ due to more efficient profiling and the statistical need to 

include more „Ondernemingen‟ in profiling.  

 

 

                                                      
7
Figures are calculated directly from the ABR and cannot be considered as official statistics  

8
 These groups are subject of this task (= subpopulation of the population of „ Ondernemingen‟. 
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1.4. Advantages/disadvantages of the national practise  

Advantages of the SN practise: 

1. SN is actively applying the concept of enterprise for large groups. This 

concept leads not only to economically more relevant statistics but also is 

closer to the business concept used within the groups which enhances the 

interaction with companies (by the CONGO unit) and the quality of 

collected data 

2. SN is using the statistical business register as the population frame for 

business statistics. There exists a heavy trade-off between quality of 

business registers (statistical units) and available resources. 

Measures/instruments are needed to allocate the restricted resources on 

such way that the best possible quality level is achieved on the output. 

The introduction of the CSI factor (which is derived from the CSI-score) 

has proven that this is an effective instrument in delineating within the 

total population of about 1,4 million „Ondernemingen‟ subpopulations 

which are critical in the production of statistics. 

3. SN considers the enterprise groups (not belonging to the TOP X being 

treated as one enterprise as the best proxy for an enterprise and is 

showing that it is feasible to use this unit in compiling business statistics. 

Disadvantages of the SN practise: 
 

1. Before it is mentioned that at the beginning of 2010 SN decided not to 

derive more than one enterprise within one enterprise group from the non-

TOP X population any more, resulting in the rule enterprise group = 

enterprise. The delineation of the enterprises is dependant of the outcome 

of the CSI-algorithm, i.e. for non-TOP X: enterprise groups = enterprise. 

But some criteria are dependent of the delineation of the enterprise itself. 

This is a kind of „vicious circle‟ issue and needs to be solved in the future. 

CSI-criteria should be criteria which can be applied to the enterprise group 

or the legal units and possibly local legal units. 

2. The present CSI-algorithm does not contain persistency or stability rules 

which prevent swapping from TOP X to not-TOP X and the other way 

around. 

3. The present compilation method (without weights) results in an 

underweighting of the statistical relevance and an overweighting of the 

complexity aspect. 

4. Regarding the not TOP X enterprise groups (for which enterprise are 

automatically derived): the SN practise doesn‟t have an algorithm for 
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deriving enterprises automatically for enterprise groups (the rule 

„enterprise group = enterprise‟ is applied; attributes are derived 

automatically). 

5. The present set of criteria needs revision. Not all criteria have enough 

degree of distinctiveness. Also there is a need to include other criteria, e.g. 

there is a need to include other criteria like foreign direct investment and 

intra group trade. 

 

1.5. Approach of SN to achieve the objectives of the task   

 
SN has the point of view that defining the part of the population of enterprise 
groups which may be treated as 1 enterprise implicitly means that for the other 

part „profiling‟ is/will be applied to delineate the „enterprises‟. The number of 
enterprise groups which can be „profiled‟ is dependent on the availability of 
resources and considerations on the available and the intended quality. 

 
In principle SN doesn‟t make a difference between domestic groups and groups 

which are part of a multinational. Not enough resources are available for 
„profiling‟ all national parts of multinational groups (~14.000 „ondernemingen‟). 

 
The approach consists of the following actions: 
 

1. Defining a list of potential criteria 

2. Defining a list of criteria to be used in a CSI algorithm for testing 

purposes. For inclusion in the list of criteria the following considerations 

are made:  

a. A criterion should be an indicator for the statistically relevancy (size 

or impact) or the complexity of an „Onderneming‟  

b. To be available in the present statistical business register 

environment on a regular basis.  

3. Testing of the chosen set of criteria on interdependencies and their 

contribution to the CSI score/factor  

4. Assessing the impact of a revised CSI score/factor on the present 

population of TOP X and non-Top X 

5. Drawing preliminary conclusions  

  



 
 

91 
 

 

2. The work carried out during the implementation of the TASK 1 

 

2.1. Data sources and information used 

Regarding this task relevant SN reports on the CSI algorithm (especially 

containing experiences and proposals for revision) have been collected and 
studied.  

As data source for the testing the June 2013 version of the statistical business 

register of SN is used. 

On the basis of this (restricted inventory) a list of potential criteria has been 

defined (see Table B). 

2.2. Links to business register for statistical purposes 

The CSI algorithm builds a structural part of the data quality management of the 
business register process, as well as data collection procedures.  

On the basis of the CSI factor (threshold) it is defined whether an enterprise 
groups is treated as 1 enterprise. In these cases the business register stores the 
enterprise including the links with the legal units of which it is composed. This 

information is provided to the statistical departments responsible for surveying. 
The respondents are informed on which legal units they have to provide 

consolidated figures. 

The business register staffs have features to their proposal to block the outcome 
of this rule and to include an enterprise group in the TOP X.  

 

2.3. Criteria for selection of enterprise groups which may be 

treated as one enterprise 

 

On the basis of a (quick) inventory a list of potential criteria has been defined. 

The algorithm used to define the group of domestic enterprise groups which 
could be treated as 1 enterprise should represent 3 dimensions: 

1. The complexity of the group 

2. The size of the group 

3. The statistical relevancy of the group 

4. The dynamics of the group 

The next table provides a list of potential criteria and their availability: 
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Table B   Potential criteria 

 

  Description Avail-
able  

1 Complexity of the enterprise  groups   

1.1 Number of legal units Yes 

1.2 Number of legal units which report employment  Yes 

1.3 Number of ownership relationships within a group Yes 

1.4 Number of layers of control relationships within a group Yes 

1.5 Number of locations on which a group carries out activities Yes 

1.6 Number of SPE's in group. Yes 

1.7 Number of NACE sections within a group, excluding  auxiliary 
activities (parts of NACE codes: 6430, 6420, 6619, 6820,6920 

and 7010)  

Yes 

1.8 Number of fiscal entities within the group for incorporated tax  Yes 

1.9  Number of fiscal entities within the group for value added tax  Yes 

1.10 Availability of consolidated accounts Yes 

1.11 Number of manual interferences in last x years Partially 

2 Size of enterprise group   

2.1 Turnover of the group  Yes 

2.2 Number of persons employed of the group Yes 

2.3 Total assets of the group Partially 

2.4 Value of foreign direct investment position of the group Partially 

2.5 Issued (share) capital Partially 

2.6 Value of intercompany trade Partially 

3 Statistical relevance   
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3.1 Contribution of the enterprise group to the total employment 
of NACE class 

Yes 

3.2 Contribution of the legal units of the enterprise group to the 

total  employment NACE class 

Yes 

3.3 For foreign owned non domestic groups: contribution of NL 
employment in total NL employment of these groups 

Partially 

3.4 For non-domestic groups owned by resident UCI: 
contribution of NL employment in total NL employment of these 

Partially 

3.5 Contribution of employment of the enterprise group to the 

total employment of institutional sector 

Yes 

3.6 Contribution of foreign trade value of the enterprise group to 
total value (classification level to be defined) 

Yes 

3.7 Integration issues with compilation of National Accounts Yes 

4 Dynamics   

4.1 The extent to which regularly the structure of the enterprise 
group is changing (relevant events) 

Yes 

 

The final list of criteria actually used will and should be less. A group of maximal 

6 to 7 criteria (also depending on the national environment) seems to be 
reasonable. The proposed criteria show interdependencies and also the degree of 

distinctiveness should be taken into account. 

The algorithm, procedures and timing, the quality of the input data (including the 
enterprise group data) should secure: 

a) A certain level of stability: only criteria should be included on which 

regular and stable, transparent and good quality data are available. This 

also regards the quality of the enterprise group itself especially concerning 

the quality of the structure of legal units. 

Also rules should be included which prevent „swapping‟ in and out of this 
population. Example of such rules: 

 Number of consecutive years in population to delineate enterprise 

groups as one enterprise 

 Group is in 'to be excluded' or 'to be included' list to be treated as 

one enterprise (based on information from earlier years). 
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The frequency of (re)calculation of the algorithm should be carefully 
defined synchronised with the timing of the creation of enterprise 

populations for the different statistical domains. 

b) Continuity: a critical requirement is the persistency of the identification of 

the enterprise group as entity. Procedures should be in place to have a 

unique identifier and continuity rules applied defining when an enterprise 

group is losing or keeping its identity. 

c) Staff interference: the procedure should allow interference of 

statisticians or business register staff. Algorithms will not be perfect. 

Provisions should be in place to interfere, e.g. by the lists of 'to be 

excluded' or 'to be included'. The causes can be different: statistical as 

well „wishes‟ of the group itself regarding the structure of observation 

units. 

2.4. A test on criteria used for the selection of enterprise groups 

which may be treated as one enterprise 

Presently the following criteria are used: 

1. Total assets of „Onderneming‟ (P.1) 

2. Number of persons employed of „Onderneming‟ (size class) (P.2) 

3. Number of persons employed of enterprise (size class)  (P.3) 

4. Number of legal units belonging to the „Onderneming‟ (size class) (P.4) 

5. Number of enterprises belonging to the „Onderneming‟ (size class)  (P.5)  

6. Number of layers in cluster of control (P.6) 

7. Contribution of enterprises (%) to employment of total employment of 

NACE (class level) (size class) (P.7). 

The results of the CSI-algorithm form the basis for defining the set of 

„Ondernemingen‟ in the TOP X. After the compilation of the scores according to 
Annex 1 the scores are grouped in to classes (CSI factor). All „Ondernemingen‟ 
having a CSI factor higher than  

Other criteria that are not included in the algorithm, but are taking into account, 
are: 

 Knowledge on units where it is known that „Enterprise group = Enterprise‟ 

is a statistical problem or a problem for surveying (no meaningful figures) 

 Information from the National Central Bank (foreign investment) 

 Resources: although the results of the algorithm might point out that a lot 

of current TOP X enterprise groups should leave this population and other 

from the current non-TOP X population should be included in the TOP X, 
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resources might be insufficient to profile all these to the TOP X population 

joining units. 

 Stability: units involved in “pinball” situations. These units have an 

alternating pattern of high and low CSI-scores from one year to another. It 

would not be wise to include these in the TOP X one year and in the non-

TOP X the next year and so on.  

The result of the algorithm combined with the results of the above mentioned 

extra criteria is the basis for discussion with the users of the business register. 
This is only done for the yearly update.  

The results of the monthly compiled CSI-algorithm are not discussed with the 
users of the business register. Whether a unit should be included in the TOP X 
population or not is decided by business register staff and people from the 

CONGO unit (i.e. the unit that is responsible for the largest 330 groups in the 
Netherlands). 

Annex 1 shows some information on the criteria of the present algorithm and 
procedures.  

In the previous chapter it is mentioned that SN changed their derivation process 

for the enterprises in the non-TOP X. The delineation of the enterprises is 
dependant of the outcome of the CSI-algorithm, i.e. for non-TOP X: enterprise 

group = enterprise. But the criteria P.3, P.5 and P.7 are dependent of the 
delineation of the enterprise. This is a circle problem and needs to be solved in 
the future. New CSI-criteria should be criteria which can be applied to the 

enterprise group or the legal units and possibly local part of legal units. 

The present criterions and their definitions are included in Annex 1 table 1 

To see the dependence between the criteria P.1 to P.7, SN calculated Spearman‟s 
rho, taking into account identical values which are common for the discrete 
criteria and a large number of enterprise groups (see Annex 1 table 2). 

In statistics, Spearman's rank correlation coefficient is a nonparametric measure 
of statistical dependence between two variables. It assesses how well the 

relationship between two variables can be described using a monotonic function. 
If there are no repeated data values, a perfect Spearman correlation of +1 or −1 
occurs when each of the variables is a perfect monotone function of the other. 

Spearman's coefficient, like any correlation calculation, is appropriate for both 
continuous and discrete variables, including ordinal variables. The Spearman 

correlation coefficient is defined as the Pearson correlation coefficient between 
the ranked variables. Identical values (rank ties or value duplicates) are assigned 

a rank equal to the average of their positions in the ascending order of the 
values. 

From this matrix we can conclude three things: 

1. The correlation between P.2 and P.3 is identical to 1 which means 

maximum correlation. This is not strange because only for the TOP X units 

„Enterprise group = enterprise‟ may not hold and for 1900 

„Ondernemingen‟ in the Top-X this is only a fraction of the 1.4 million 
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„Ondernemingen‟ in the business register. Conclusion is that 1c has to be 

removed in a future algorithm. 

2. Correlation of P.4 and P.5 scores 0.445 which is medium taking into 

account that a lot of the 1.4 million „Ondernemingen‟ consist of only one 

legal unit. The number of legal units and number of enterprises is in those 

cases the same. 

3. Correlation between P.6 and the CSI score is 0.958 which is very high. So 

the outcome of the present algorithm (CSI score) is highly dependent on 

the number of layers in the cluster of control. The criterion „relevance for 

statistics‟ (criterion P.7), which is maybe even more important, does not 

score very well. The criteria of the current algorithm should be weighted 

better in a future version. 

 

 

 

 

2.5. A test of a revised CSI algorithm 

The following table contains information which criteria used in the test. The 
choice is made for criteria which are integral available. A simulation has been 

carried with applying weights. A separate Excel sheet shows the correlation 
matrix between the criteria used. 

 

  Description Avail-

able  

Used 

in 
test 

Weights 

1 Complexity of the enterprise  groups       

1.1 Number of legal units  Yes Yes   0.05 

1.2 Number of legal units which report 
employment   

Yes Yes   0.05 

1.3 Number of ownership relationships within a 

group   

Yes Yes   0.05 

1.4 Number of layers of control relationships 

within a group   

Yes Yes   0.05 

1.5 Number of locations on which a group 

carries out activities   

Yes Yes   0.2 

1.6 Number of SPE's in group. Yes No  
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1.7 Number of NACE sections within a group, 

excluding  auxiliary activities 

Yes Yes   0.2 

1.8 Number of fiscal entities within the group 

for incorporated tax  

Yes Yes   0.05 

1.9  Number of fiscal entities within the group 
for value added tax  

Yes Yes   0.05 

1.10 Availability of consolidated accounts Partially No   

1.11 Number of manual interferences in last x 
years 

Partially No   

2 Size of enterprise group       

2.1 Value of turnover of the group    Yes Yes   0.4 

2.2 Number of persons employed of the group    Yes Yes   0.1 

2.3 Total assets of the group Partially Yes   0.2 

2.4 Value of foreign investment position of the 
group 

Partially No   

2.5 Issued (share) capital Yes No   

2.6 Value of inter company trade Partially No   

3 Statistical relevance       

3.1 Contribution of the enterprise group to 

the total employment of NACE Class 

Yes Yes  0.3 

3.2 Contribution of the legal units of the 
enterprise group to the total  

employment NACE Class 

Yes Yes  0.3 

3.3 For foreign owned non domestic 

groups: contribution of NL employment in 
total NL employment of these groups 

Partially No   

3.4 For non domestic groups owned by 
resident UCI: contribution of NL 

employment in total NL employment of 
these 

Partially No   

3.5 Contribution of employment of the 
enterprise group to the total 
employment of institutional sector 

Yes No   

3.6 Contribution of foreign trade value of the 

enterprise group to total value of class X 

Yes No   
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3.7 Integration issues with compilation of 

National Accounts 

Yes No   

4 Dynamices       

4.1 The extent to which regularly the structure 

of the enterprise group is changing 
(relevant events) 

Yes No   

Total weight  2.0 

Note: a trial has been made to include also criterion 2.5. Due to currency 
transformation issues and time constraints issues it was decided to renounce. 

Accordingly Annex 2 table 1 the scores of each „Onderneming‟ are compiled. 

Table 2 provides an overview of the score for „Domestic enterprise groups‟.  After 
ranking according to the summed scores the 1926 „Ondernemingen‟ with the 

highest summed score got the „TOP X test‟ indicator. 

The table below shows the results of this test comparing with the present TOP X 
and the CONGO population. 

 

 

 

TOP X 

presently 

TOP X 

test 

CONGO Domestic N Persons 

employed 

N N N Y 1.381.766 4.381.831 

N N N N 12.514 458.252 

N Y N Y 472 211.049 

N Y N N 317 170.859 

Y N N Y 281 71.226 

Y N N N 472 110.615 

Y Y N Y 231 132.513 

Y Y N N 611 456.825 

Y N Y Y 7 1.149 

Y N Y N 29 5.596 

Y Y Y Y 18 37.431 

Y Y Y N 277 855.442 

      

Total 1.396.995 6.892.788 

 

The 141.370 enterprise groups (domestic and consisting of more than 1 legal 
unit) consist of in total 402.566 legal units and presently of 143.210 enterprises. 
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The total number of persons employed = 1.776.236 (= 84,4%). 140.695 

enterprise groups (= 99,5%) do not belong to the TOP X.  

The TOP X coverage in terms of persons employed increased from 24,2% 

to 27,0%. Less weight to complexity and higher weight to statistical 
relevancy cause a change in the composition of the TOP X. In „TOP X test‟ 

the „manual‟ interferences are not included as it is in the „TOP X 
presently‟. The test shows that the use of other criterions and „weights‟ is 

influencing the outcome.  

The figures show also that a „globalisation‟ criterion is missing (see 

CONGO population). 

 

3. Conclusions 

The SN practice has shown that it is feasible to delineate enterprise group as one 
enterprise not only in the business register practice but also in statistical data 

collection, use of administrative data and the production of statistics. It allowed 
to create more efficiency combined with better quality of statistics by having 

opportunities to concentrate resources on statistically relevant groups 
  
Preconditions are: 

  
1. The enterprise group has to be an integrated part of the statistical 

business register (and process) with a high quality of the group structure 

in terms of legal units. 

2. The quality of the data (criteria) to be used is a critical aspect. Data should 

be available periodically (at least once a year) and topically. The data 

should not include major 'disturbances' and should be stable over time (no 

regular changes in the concepts). 

3. If administrative data are used (e.g. Company accounts, tax data) the 

consolidation structure (the legal units included in the accounts) should be 

used to maintain the enterprise group structure. In the Netherlands 2 

kinds of accounting structures are available: the tax authorities allow 

consolidated tax applications (using also economic criteria) and the public 

accounts which have to be submitted to the Chambers of Commerce. 

Within the coming two years companies are obliged to provide accounts in 

electronic format (XBRL). 

4. According to SN own data collection will still be needed to produce 

statistics with the required quality.  In case of direct data collection the 

enterprises/enterprise groups have to be informed about the structure: 

which legal units should be included in the data provided. This requires 

extra provisions in the survey operations. 
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5. The business register system or systems serving the statistical production 

process needs provisions in case an enterprise group has difficulties to 

provide consolidated SBS data and instead  wishes to provide data on legal 

unit level or other structure of enterprises. Implementation of the concept 

provoked some increasing need for „Profiling‟. 

  
The implementation of the concept 'Enterprise group = Enterprise' should be an 

integrated part of the strategy on implementation of the enterprise concept in 
the statistical production process. This requires the implementation of profiling 

(with different intensity), of a complex algorithm in the maintenance of the 
statistical units and appropriate data quality measures in the business register 
environment as well as the statistical production process. 

  
Recommendations: 

  
It is recommended to consider the implementation of an algorithm for 
automatically delineating more than 1 enterprise within an enterprise group too. 

Especially in case administrative authorities like the Tax authorities in the 
Netherlands allow the creation of fiscal entities which include more than 1 legal 

unit these entities could be, depending on the operational definition, considered 
as appropriate proxies for the concept of enterprise and facilitate an increased 
usability of administrative data. 

  
The algorithm should not become too complex. It is advised to invest in 

procedures which take care for interests of statisticians and companies and allow 
'manual' interference in the outcome of the algorithm, e.g. by maintaining in lists 
with enterprise groups which should be ex- or included. The list „to be included‟ 

consists e.g. of groups which do not have a cumulative high score in the 
algorithm but are groups which are known to be unique on criteria which cannot 

be included in an algorithm but need special treatment (e.g. profiling). 
 
The tested algorithm is based on method of defining classes with CSI scores for 

the different criterions. The outcome is dependent on the way the classes are 
defined. A more sophisticated algorithm is possible. In 2009 an internal report 

has been produced with a proposal for a more mathematical approach9. 
   
The TOP X approach (bases in the CSI algorithm) and especially also the 

establishment of the CONGO unit has enabled the increase of the efficiency of 
the data quality management of the statistical business register and at the same 

time an increase in the quality of statistics.  
  

Implementation of the new concept enterprise creates 'breaks' in time series. 
Measures are needed to quantify these 'breaks'.  

                                                      
9
 „Paper on composition of Top-X‟, 2009, Joep Burger (only in DUTCH available) 
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Annex 1 CSI-algorithm (present situation) 

 
Table 1 Criteria and scores 

 

 Criterion Weight Score 0 Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Score 5 Score 6 

P.1 Total assets 1 N/A 
unknown or < 
10 mln euro 

10 to 49 mln 
euro > 49 mln euro N/A N/A N/A 

P.2 
Number of persons employed 
of ‘enterprise group’ (size class)  1 N/A 00-40 50-60 71-82 >82 N/A N/A 

P.3 
Number of persons employed 
of ‘enterprise’ (size class) 1 N/A 

No ENTs with 
size class > 40 

No ENTs with 
size class> 60 
and at least one 
ENT has size 
class 50 or 60. 

No ENTs with 
size class > 72 
and at least one 
ENT has size 
class 71 or 72. 

At least one ENT 
has size class > 
72. N/A N/A 

P.4 Number of legal units 1 N/A 1-14 15-49 50-99 >99 N/A N/A 

P.5 Number of enterprises 1 N/A 1-4 5-9 10-19 >19 N/A N/A 

P.6 
Number of layers of control 
relationships within a group 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

P.7 

Contribution of the enterprises 
of the enterprise group to the 
total  employment NACE 
division 1 <1% >=1% and <4% >=4% and < 14% 

>=14% and < 
24% >=24% N/A N/A 
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Table 2 Correlation matrix between criteria and indicators 

  Total 
assets of 
the group  

Size class 
persons 
employed 
enterprise 
group 

Size class 
persons 
employed 
enterprise 

Number 
of legal 
units  

Number of 
enterprises 

Number of 
layers of 
control 
relationships 
within a 
group 

Contribution 
of the 
enterprises 
to the total  
employment 
of NACE 
division 

CSI 
Score 

CSI 
Factor 

CONGO 
indicator 

TOP X 
indicator 

Total assets of the 
group  

1,00 0,02 0,02 0,11 0,13 0,01 0,08 0,01 0,05 0,21 0,09 

Size class persons 
employed enterprise 
group 

0,02 1,00 1,00 0,15 0,13 0,29 0,26 0,45 0,51 0,10 0,25 

Size class persons 
employed enterprise 

0,02 1,00 1,00 0,15 0,13 0,29 0,26 0,45 0,51 0,10 0,25 

Number of legal units  0,11 0,15 0,15 1,00 0,44 0,09 0,21 0,08 0,31 0,36 0,41 

Number of enterprises 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,44 1,00 0,06 0,23 0,06 0,25 0,35 0,49 

Number of layers of 
control relationships 
within a group 

0,01 0,29 0,29 0,09 0,06 1,00 0,09 0,96 0,19 0,05 0,11 

Contribution of the 
enterprises to the total  
employment of NACE 
division 

0,01 0,24 0,24 0,04 0,03 0,20 0,08 0,24 0,13 0,03 0,06 

CSI Score 0,01 0,45 0,45 0,08 0,06 0,96 0,14 1,00 0,24 0,05 0,12 

CSI Factor 0,05 0,51 0,51 0,31 0,25 0,19 0,43 0,24 1,00 0,19 0,44 

CONGO indicator 0,21 0,10 0,10 0,36 0,35 0,05 0,28 0,05 0,19 1,00 0,41 
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Annex 2 CSI-algorithm (Test) 

 
Table 1 Criteria and scores  

 
Between parentheses: the number of „ondernemingen‟ 

 

 Criterion Weight Score 0 Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Score 5 

1 Complexity of  ‘Ondernemingen’        

1.1 Number of legal units 0.05 
1 
(1249403) 

2-9 
(145319) 

10-19 
(1701) 

20-49 
(434) 

50-99 
(97) 

>=100 
(41) 

1.2 Number of legal units which report employment 0.05 
0 
(92489) 

1 
(1244110) 

2 
(45030) 

3-8 
(14883) 9-18 (380) >=19 (103) 

1.3 Number of  ownership relationships within a group  0.05 
0 
1249403 

2-3 
(132572) 

4-7 
(12047) 

8-14 
(2092) 

15-29 
(616) 

>=30 
(265) 

1.4 Number of  layers of control relationships within a group 0.05 
0 
(1249241) 

1 
(118843) 

 2 
(23474) 

3 
(4202) 

4 
(870) 

>=5 
(365) 

1.5 
Number of locations on which a ‘onderneming’ carries out 
activities 0.2 

1 
(1353244) 

2 
(36930) 

3 
(4918) 

4-7 
(1616) 

8-10 
(141) 

>=11 
(146) 

1.7 
Number of NACE sections within a ‘onderneming’ 
excluding auxiliary activities 0.2 

1 
(1359694) 

2 
(29867) 

3 
(5547) 

4 
(1293) 

5-6 
(484) 

>=7 
(110) 

1.8 
Number of fiscal entities within the ‘onderneming’ for 
incorporated taxes 0.05 

0 
1029676) 

1 
(222730) 

2-4 
(129615) 

5-15 
(14103) 

16-99 
(836) 

>=100 
(35) 

TOP X indicator 0,09 0,25 0,25 0,41 0,49 0,11 0,40 0,12 0,44 0,41 1,00 
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1.9 
Number of fiscal entities within the ‘onderneming’ for 
value added taxes 0.05 

0 
(33510) 

1 
(1225055) 

 
2-4 
(118614) 

 
5-15 
(19082) 

16-99 
(697) 

>=100 
(37) 

2 Size of  ‘Ondernemingen’        

2.1 Value of turnover  of the ‘onderneming’ (1000 euro’s) 0.4 

<100 or 
unknown 
(1231998) 

100<1000 
(136392) 

1000< 
10000 
(24760) 

10000< 
100000 
(3335) 

100000< 
300000 
(378) 

>= 
300000 
(182) 

2.2 Number of persons employed of the ‘onderneming’ 0.1 

0 or 
unknown 
(248977) 

1 
(789925) 

2-19 
(328419) 

20-99 
(23235) 

100-499 
(4999) 

>=500 
(1440) 

2.3 Total assets of the ‘onderneming’ (1000 euro’s 0.2 
unknown 
(1394186) 

<10000 
(3) 

>=10000 < 
100000 
(1863) 

>=100000 
< 1000000 
 (785) 

>=1000000 
< 
10000000 
 (141) 

>= 
10000000 
(17) 

3 Statistical relevance         

3.1 
Contribution of ‘onderneming’ to the total employment of 
NACE Class 0.3 

<1% or 
unknown 
(1390604) 

>=1<2% 
(2942) 

>=2<3% 
(1036) 

>=3-4% 
(604) 

>=4-5% 
(365) 

>=5% 
(1444) 

3.2 
Contribution of the legal units of the ‘onderneming’ to the 
total  employment NACE Class 0.3 

<1% or 
unknown 
(1386001) 

>=1<2% 
(6960) 

>=2<3% 
(1543) 

>=3-4% 
(697) 

>=4-5% 
(421) 

>=5% 
(1373) 

 
 

 
The weighted scores are summed. „Ondernemingen‟  with a score of higher than 4.15 (= 1926 Onderneminegn) are selected 

as „TOP X test‟. 
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Table 2 Criteria and scores for ‘Domestic enterprise groups’ 

 
Between parentheses: the number of „ondernemingen‟ 

 
 

 Criterion Weight Score 0 Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Score 5 

1 Complexity of  ‘Domestic enterprise groups’        

1.1 Number of legal units 0,05 
1 
(0) 

2-9 
(140003) 

10-19 
(1151) 

20-49 
(186) 

50-99 
(23) 

>=100 
(7) 

1.2 Number of legal units which report employment 0,05 
0 
(16304) 

1 
(67829) 

2 
(43468) 

3-8 
(13545) 

9-18  
(190) 

>=19 
 (34) 

1.3 Number of  ownership relationships within a group  0,05 
0 
(0) 

2-3 
(128642) 

4-7 
(10806) 

8-14 
(1539) 

15-29 
(309) 

>=30 
(74) 

1.4 Number of  layers of control relationships within a group 0,05 
0 
(0) 

1 
(115239) 

 2 
(21851) 

3 
(3575) 

4 
(568) 

>=5 
(137) 

1.5 
Number of locations on which a ‘domestic enterprise 
group’ carries out activities 0,2 

1 
(100151) 

2 
(35330) 

3 
(4504) 

4-7 
(1262) 

8-10 
(73) 

>=11 
(50) 

1.7 
Number of NACE sections within a ‘domestic enterprise 
group’ excluding auxiliary activities 0,2 

1 
(106983) 

2 
(28102) 

3 
(4906) 

4 
(1034) 

5-6 
(310) 

>=7 
(35) 

1.8 
Number of fiscal entities within a ‘domestic enterprise 
group’ for incorporated taxes 0,05 

0 
(70) 

1 
(3966) 

2-4 
(124653) 

5-15 
(12305) 

>=16 
(376)   

1.9 
Number of fiscal entities within a ‘domestic enterprise 
group’ for value added taxes 0,05 

0 
(840) 

1 
(11364) 

 
2-4 
(111828) 

 
5-15 
(17030) 

16-99 
(302) 

>=100 
(6) 
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2 Size of  ‘Domestic enterprise groups’        

2.1 
Value of turnover  of the ‘domestic enterprise group’ (1000 
euro’s) 0,4 

<100 
(70391) 

100<1000 
(54424) 

1000< 
10000 
(15328) 

10000< 
100000 
(1184) 

100000< 
300000 
(31) 

>= 
300000 
(12) 

2.2 
Number of persons employed of the ‘domestic enterprise 
group’ 0,1 

0 
(19816) 

1 
(35858) 

2-19 
(69000) 

20-99 
(14187) 

100-499 
(2042) 

>=500 
(467) 

2.3 
Total assets of the ‘domestic enterprise group’ (1000 
euro’s 0.2 

unknown 
(140556) 

<10000 
(3) 

>=10000 < 
100000 
(705) 

>=100000 
< 1000000 
 (105) 

>=1000000 
< 
10000000 
 (2) 

>= 
10000000 
(0) 

3 Statistical relevance         

3.1 
Contribution of a ‘domestic enterprise group’ to the total 
employment of NACE Class 0,3 

<1% 
(138681) 

>=1<2% 
(1401) 

>=2<3% 
(453) 

>=3-4% 
(254) 

>=4-5% 
(144) 

>=5% 
(437) 

3.2 
Contribution of the legal units of the ‘domestic enterprise 
group’ to the total  employment NACE Class 0,3 

<1% 
(136766) 

>=1<2% 
(3128) 

>=2<3% 
(639) 

>=3-4% 
(289) 

>=4-5% 
(145) 

>=5% 
(403) 
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I. Introduction 

When Eurostat issued its call for tender that SOGETI finally won, the situation in 

France was the following. 

The choice of the right units to take into account in a given statistic has always been a 

very important issue. For example, in the 1990s, a strong debate took place within Insee 

whether we should use KAU or not (the answer was “not”) and on what should be an 

“enterprise”. The European definition of an enterprise in the regulation 696/93
10

 was of 

course well known and everyone knew that the way we applied it was imperfect and not 

in accordance with the “spirit” of the regulation: we considered that the “smallest 

combination of legal units” was in any case the single legal unit itself and therefore we 

made statistics only based upon legal units. According to the people having prepared the 

regulation (mainly national accountants), the aim of the regulation was to put together in 

the same “enterprise” all the legal units that have ancillary activities. But the way the 

definition has been written allowed also to gather “normal” legal units (not only 

ancillary activities) and to delineate “enterprises” within groups. Such was the situation 

at the end of the nineties where some people at Insee thought it was of utmost 

importance to take enterprise groups into account somehow in the business statistics. 

The trigger to move on was the reorganization of Renault and Peugeot around 2000: 

they transformed each of their plants
11

 into a legal society (for tax reasons). This pure 

legal transformation (nothing happened from an economic point of view) led to increase 

the car-building turnover (and hence the production) by 300 % and the number of car 

building businesses in France by fifteen. This was not acceptable, especially for the 

national accounts which had to transform and change the raw data. It was the beginning 

of “profiling” in France. 

The debate on statistical units bounced back and we chose to make it under the aegis of 

the “Conseil National de l’Information Statistique” (CNIS, the French ESAC). After 

dozens of meetings, a CNIS working group elaborated a report
12

 in 2007 with 14 

proposals which were adopted by the Insee executive board in May 2008. According to 

this decision, an affiliate in a group has generally no real autonomy and cannot be any 

longer an enterprise. From now on, French official business statistics should be based 

upon “new” enterprises.  

This decision also implied to determine how we could delineate those new enterprises 

named “profiled” enterprises within the enterprise groups (EG). They could be either: 

- A whole group (truncated to the French part of it if it is a multinational group); 

                                                      
10

 The enterprise is the smallest combination of legal units that is an organizational unit producing goods or 

services, which benefits from a certain degree of autonomy in decision-making, especially for the 

allocation of its current resources. An enterprise carries out one or more activities at one or more locations. 

An enterprise may be a sole legal unit. 

11
 Up to then, just local units 

12
 http://www.cnis.fr/cms/Accueil/publications/Les_rapports_du_Cnis?publication=82581 

http://www.cnis.fr/cms/Accueil/publications/Les_rapports_du_Cnis?publication=82581
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- Part of a group, which would have then to be shared into more than one profiled 

enterprise. 

 

Roughly at the same time, during the 2008 summer, in order to define four “categories” 

of enterprises and especially to define an “intermediate” size of enterprise, the French 

parliament adopted a new law (n° 2008-776 “Loi de modernisation de l’économie”, 

LME) providing a new definition of the enterprise – adopting the European regulation –, 

and implying to gather the affiliates into “profiled enterprises” in the sense of 

“economic actors”. This law implies a decree that defines precisely those four categories 

of enterprises: the micro, the small and medium (SMEs), the intermediate size (ISE) and 

the large enterprises (LE). This law and its decree reinforced of course the decision of 

changing the definition of enterprises. 

Therefore, we elaborated a strategy for processing all the EG that have at least an 

affiliate in France.  

Note (vocabulary issue): Since the beginning of this reflection, we consider that 

“processing the EG” is “profiling them” and means being able to answer at least to the 

SBS regulation. Then, it consists of four phases:  

- first, delineating the perimeter of the profiled enterprises (in terms of legal units 

fully or partly included in their perimeter),  

- second, getting their accounts (which in this case must be “consolidated” accounts 

compared to the legal units accounts),  

- third, collecting (through the SBS survey) the other variables needed by the 

regulation and not available in the accounts themselves and,  

- finally, extend the  consideration of this new unit to the other regulations and 

surveys (if it is relevant as some regulations and surveys need to be collected and 

disseminated at the level of the local unit or the legal unit). 

In the “profiling Essnet”, there is a debate to determine whether “profiling” is limited 

to delineating the perimeters or not; we always consider here that profiling consists of 

the four phases. 

We have split the whole population of groups into two parts: 

- Groups that must be treated by face-to-face interviewing because they are large 

and/or complex. In this case and according to what the groups will explain on their 

organization, they can be split into several autonomous parts (the GEN of the 

profiling Essnet). We call them “Target 1”. The consolidated accounts of the 

French part of those autonomous parts (the TEN of the profiling Essnet) will supply 

the SBS statistics. The list of the groups belonging to this target 1 will be mostly 

determined by the human means that we will be able to dedicate to this task. 

- Groups that can be treated without face-to-face interviewing. 

This second group is itself divided into two groups: 
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- Groups that can be treated automatically because they are simple or small. In this 

case, we will consider them as one enterprise; we call them “Target 2”: 

o When they are “simple” e.g. made of two units only, we think we can 

roughly estimate the consolidated accounts by an automatic algorithm 

from the accounts of the two affiliates, by analysing the activities of the two 

units and determining whether the accounts need to be summed up or not. 

Cases where there are only two legal units (e.g. the head and one affiliate) 

acting as two independent enterprises may exist but should be very rare. 

o When they are “small” (and not simple), we assume we can estimate their 

consolidated accounts
13

 by summing up
14

 the different components of the 

affiliates (it means that we do not take into account the internal flows 

between the affiliates); but if they are small, we think that the stake is also 

small and that it wouldn’t be efficient to assign time and workload to 

measure those internal flows; 

- Groups that need additional information: this information gives clues to 

consolidate their accounts and can lead them to be treated as one enterprise (we 

hope it will be mostly the case) or not: in this latter case more specific information is 

needed such as OFATS type results and some of those groups could even be moved 

to target 1. This additional information will come from a specific survey (not yet 

being done); these groups form “Target 3”. 

As we have mainly started by treating target 1, the definition of the two other targets 

was not very precise and is still moving. 

 I.1 The main objective of the current project as a whole and in particular of the 

TASK1 

All the decisions mentioned above were taken during the year 2008 but we had to wait 

until 2010 in practice to begin to implement them and we put the stress on target 1 

(profiling large groups). Almost all the statistics disseminated by Insee are still based 

on legal units and we hope to operate (in 2015) a first change on 2013 data.  

The main objective of the current project for us is therefore to precise our “target 2”, 

which appeared to be very close to the issue of the call for tender from Eurostat, both by 

delineating the groups that belong to this target 2 (task 1) and by determining a method 

to calculate the SBS variables for the corresponding groups (task 2). 

                                                      
13

 For those small groups, even domestic, there is no obligation to calculate any consolidated accounts in 

France and therefore there is no source where those accounts would be available.  

14
 If we find cases of more than two affiliates where there could be a better solution than just summing up 

the accounts, we will of course take it. We have just begun this reflection which normally is a matter of 

task 2. 
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Nevertheless, there are two differences between our strategy defining the target 2 and 

the terms of the exhibit which deals with “domestic enterprise groups that cannot be 

split into several autonomous parts”:  

1. We do not argue in terms of groups “that cannot be split”, but in terms of groups 

that “can be treated as one enterprise”: this has been accepted during the kick-off 

meeting; for us, it is rather different. The current definition of the enterprise is 

based on several criteria: controlling all the means of production, operating on 

the market at market prices, being sufficiently autonomous in decision making 

for the allocation of current resources, and being able to elaborate reports and 

accounts. All those conditions are usually met in the case of a whole group. This 

proves that we can consider a whole group as an enterprise but not that we 

couldn’t split it. Moreover, the main debates within the Cnis working group were 

centred on this issue: was it appropriate in some cases to delineate several 

enterprises within one group? The final answer was to rely on the group itself
15

 

(which was the only one able to explain whether it acts with several “sufficiently 

autonomous” parts or not). Two groups with the same number of affiliates, the 

same activities, the same “external” parameters can be internally organized in 

one or several autonomous parts, depending of its management. Therefore, we 

thought much more convenient and simpler to consider systematically a group as 

an enterprise except in the cases where we can have the direct vision of the 

group itself (e.g. all the groups of target 1) or indirect vision through information 

of the OFATS type
16

. However, it does not mean that it “couldn’t be” split. 

2. We do not argue neither in terms of “domestic” groups. The variables we must 

send to Eurostat for SBS regulation are related to both French and foreign 

enterprises (IFATS scope). We were even able to verify that the French 

truncated part of a large foreign group which would be in France a SME or an 

ISE is closer to domestic SMEs or ISEs (in terms of economic ratio) than to 

French LEs. Then it is convenient to treat it in the same way than other domestic 

groups of the same size and there is no specific reason to put the focus on 

domestic groups only; we will try to demonstrate it in task 2. Nevertheless, we 

can of course restrict the scope to domestic groups.  

 I.2 National practice – observation units in business statistics 

As mentioned above, French business statistics are based on legal units. A now rather 

old decree (1973) forces everyone who wants to create a legal unit of any kind (a 

society or a physical enterprise) in France to ask for an ID-number in a specific 

administrative net to which belongs Insee; this decree has appointed Insee to provide 

this number and to maintain the corresponding data base, named Sirene©. The id-

                                                      
15

 And to keep both possibilities depending of the issue one wants to deal with. For financial analysis for 

example, we think the right units are systematically the whole groups and we do not want to split them. 

16
 Foreseen via the surveys we are planning for the „Target 3”: in the OFATS survey, the groups mostly 

answer on the base of their “IFRS” segments, that are the starting points to delineate “enterprises” (at the 

world level); we could ask the same type of questions at the French level (therefore for French segments) 

and that would give us a list of the French segments ; thus we could select candidate groups for being split 

in several enterprises. 
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number is called the SIREN© of the legal unit. In the eighties, the decree has been 

extended to the public sector. In 1994, a law has forced all the administrations in charge 

of whatever administrative tasks for enterprises to use this SIREN number and to give 

up their eventual previous internal id-numbers. All those juridical texts have given a 

key-role to this “inter-administrative data base” Sirene and therefore to Insee in charge 

of updating Sirene. They also make easier micro data linking between administrative 

sources. 

Sirene is much bigger than the needs of pure statistical business purposes
17

, but of 

course, we have used it since the beginning as our sample frame and as statistical 

register for legal units. Siren manages also local units (with the ID-number SIRET©). 

In 1981, we started an annual survey to collect the financial links between legal units for 

all legal units over certain thresholds. Since, we have also bought a private source
18

 to 

complete our information; at least, we have recently had copy of the part of the tax 

declaration that contains all the capital links between entities. All this information 

allows us to calculate the global head of each EG and its French perimeter
19

. This 

whole information is gathered in a specific database called LIFI. Even if there are only 

few surveys whose statistical unit is the group, we can say that LIFI is an updated 

register for groups. 

When the Insee executive board decided to modify the definition of enterprises and 

defined this strategy with three targets, it also decided to build a new database to register 

those “profiled enterprises”. This infrastructure is now completed and called the BCE 

(for “base de création des entreprises”); because we have not yet created many 

enterprises of this type, it has only presently some dozens of profiled enterprises but is 

supposed to grow in the next future. 

Then, as already said, France does not use KAU. But we use the unit of homogeneous 

production (UHP)
20

 for the needs of national accounts. Nevertheless, it is not considered 

as a practical unit and there is no register (nor ID) for those units. They are just 

intermediate means of computation.  

In 2005, when we began the Resane project of re-engineering the SBS in France, we 

decided at the same time to build a real statistical register. Sirene was used both as 

administrative and statistical register. The new register, SIRUS
21

, is supposed to be a 

specific statistical register for businesses. It took office at the end of 2012 and is now 

used for all our surveys as sample frame. One major difference with SIRENE is that it 

contains the four types of units we need (local and legal units in relation with Sirene; 

groups in relation with LIFI and enterprises in relation with the BCE), all the links 

between the different kinds of units, their dates of creation and cessation and all the 

                                                      
17

 Because it needs to contain all units having something to do with public obligations (for example 

associations that employ people or receive public subsidies). It also contains all the public sector. 

18
 Diane from COFACE 

19
 A specific staff is dedicated to this information system for years. Determining the global group head and 

the perimeter of the group is based on controlling (directly or not) more than 50% of the capital of an 

affiliate. This staff is also in charge of finding the UCI of the group and so its nationality. 

20
 We call them “branches” which could be translated into “industries” in English. 

21
 For “système d‟immatriculation au répertoire des unités statistiques » 
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variables that can be useful for determining a sample. The whole architecture of the 

system is the following
22

: 

Figure 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
22

 The scope of those different data bases are a bit different: as Sirene is an inter-administrative register, it 

is exhaustive and includes financial and agricultural sectors. LIFI does not include the agricultural sector 

and the BCE none of them. 

LIFI 
(groups) 

BCE 
(enterprises) 

SIRUS 
All units & their 

links 

Sirene 
LeUs and 

local units 
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I.3 Advantages/ Disadvantages with the national practices 

The main advantage of this new system is that it allows registering all types of units and 

all links (between groups and enterprises and between enterprises and legal units
23

). The 

practical perimeter of a group (or of an enterprise) in the BCE (corresponding to the 

units which are really consolidated in the group accounts) may be different from the 

theoretical perimeter coming from LIFI. The arrows above mean that all those 

information systems and databases can exchange information at different periodicities. 

Even if we succeed in changing the meaning of the enterprise unit, we will still benefit 

from all the administrative data related to legal units (tax files or social files). 

We think that this new system will give a better description of the economic reality. 

However, it is still in progress and more complex than the previous one. We still have 

problems to generalize the new enterprise unit as statistical unit in all the surveys 

because, except for the financial information, the information frequently remains at the 

legal unit level. This leads to differentiate statistical units (the unit that makes the 

sample universe), responding units (the unit to whom the questionnaire is sent) and 

collecting units (the scope of the answer given by the respondent) and most of the 

survey applications do not allow this differentiation. Moreover it is not always relevant 

to use this new unit as statistical unit (see for example the cases of ICT, 

Employment…). 

The fact that the same word “enterprise” may describe either a legal unit or now a group 

(or a part of a group) is very hard to explain to users and unfortunately we haven’t found 

any new word to distinguish the two concepts
24

. Even if the infrastructure has evolved, it 

has not changed the sources themselves. There is no information available on 

consolidated accounts (or on internal flows between legal units within groups) at the 

national level (even for domestic groups although they are over some thresholds and still 

domestic). 

I.4 Population of enterprise groups (total and domestic enterprise groups) 

By exploiting all the data bases described above, it is possible to elaborate many counts. 

As we will have to explicit the criteria defining target 2, which is largely based on the 

size categories defined in the decree 1354-2008 mentioned in the introduction, let us 

precise the corresponding definitions and the filters that we use. 

The four “categories” (micro, SME, ISE & GE) of enterprises are defined from three 

variables: the total employment (full time equivalent), the turnover, and the total assets, 

according to the following table. It is built as a generalization of the European definition 

of SMEs but with new thresholds
25

 between ISEs and LEs: 

 

 

                                                      
23

 A legal unit, affiliate of a group, can be shared into several enterprises of the group; it is a logical 

consequence of the top down definition of enterprises within groups. In this top-down strategy, it may 

happen that a legal unit must be shared between several enterprises; the system allows to specify the 

different part of the legal unit in each enterprise. 
24

 The German use the words « simple enterprise » when it is confused with a legal unit and “complex 

enterprises” when it has more than one legal unit.  
25

 Those thresholds are in the decree but are also coming from a CNIS working group in 2008. 
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Table  1 

:  

 

As we are looking for groups that can be treated as one enterprise, we apply those 

thresholds at the group level: 

- The total employment is given by summing up the employment of the different 

affiliates. This employment itself at the level of legal units comes from 

administrative sources through the “Esane system” (see farer § II.1); it is stored in 

the SIRUS register. 

- The turnover is estimated as the sum of the turnovers of the legal units affiliates of 

the group. This is just an estimate since we have no information available on the 

consolidated accounts of groups. We know that it is biased in the increase (because 

there are some double counts) but we have not seen any alternative for estimating 

those turnovers. At the level of the legal units, the turnovers - as all accounting 

variables - come from the Esane system (see § II.1). All those variables (which can 

be used as criteria to draw samples) are stored in the SIRUS register. 

- Total assets are treated like the turnovers with the same possible issue of double 

counts.  

Given those definitions, we are now ready to give some counts relating to existing 

groups in France. We present some tables anticipating the results of § II in which we 

will precise the limits between our targets 1, 2 and 3. 

 

All the figures are related to 2011, the last year available.  

The first step is to work with groups of the right field that is of interest for us, i.e. with 

groups: 
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- Which have a real economic activity: this means that we eliminate all the groups 

with a total turnover null or negative
26

; this corresponds to groups which have 

stopped their activity but are not legally ceased; 1231 groups are in this case; 

- Which are in the SBS scope: thus, we also eliminate 20 groups in sector A 

(agriculture) and 12 for which we cannot determine an activity code. We have no 

group in the public sector O (but we would have eliminated them if there was). 

- 10 groups are double-counted among the 1231 and the 32. 

The total number of groups eliminated is thus 1231 + 32 -10 = 1253. 

 

This filter leads to 51349 active groups in the SBS field (46738 in 2010), which can 

be shared as follows: 

Table 2: Distribution of all the groups according to their size and the number of affiliates 

 

The fact that we may have groups with 0 affiliate may appear very strange. It is because 

multinational groups can have an activity in France due to a branch – local unit - which 

belongs to a foreign legal person. In this case, the branch is French, but the legal unit 

itself is not French and the group may have a turnover, or a total asset in France and no  

proper affiliate located in France. 

The total number of groups above-mentioned includes groups of the financial sector for 

which the turnover has no real meaning. All the statistics relative to sector K are made 

by the French National Bank (in charge of annexes V to VII). This is why for all the 

SBS variables, Insee is never in charge of those annexes. 

Excluding the groups of the financial sector, the previous table becomes: 

  

                                                      
26

 Note that they have no activity but as long as they are not legally ceased, they must declare taxes and 

they are taken into account in the national accounts  (they may still have employment, debts or 

investments…). However, as they have no activity, they bias all the financial ratios. This is why we 

eliminate them when we eliminate them when are interested in “economic actors”. 

0 1 2 More than 2 Total

MIC 1 863 7 638 1 711 11 212

SME 1 3 912 16 869 14 596 35 378

ISE 6 263 561 3 687 4 517

LE (< 10 000) 1 149 150

LE (>= 10 000) 92 92

Total 7 6 038 25 069 20 235 51 349

Source : Insee, LIFI & ESANE 2011

Scope :  groups outside agriculture and public sector 

Nb. of affiliates in France
Category
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Table 3: Distribution of the groups outside financial sector (and agricultural & public) 

 

At least, if we want to content ourselves with the study of Domestic groups only, we 

have finally the following table and a total of 39 200 non financial domestic groups: 

Table 4: Distribution of the domestic groups (outside financial agricultural & public 

sector) 

 

The fact we have 315 domestic groups with only one affiliate may appear again to be 

strange. This is due to groups whose head is in the public sector (for example a 

municipality
27

) and thus outside the scope of SBS. They are known as groups and taken 

into account in the 39 200; of course the public part has no “turnover” and the SBS 

variables of the group will be the SBS variables of the single affiliate. There is no doubt 

in this case that the “group” cannot be split, (except by an eventual face-to-face 

profiling)! 

 

The “Danish” tree which gives the number of affiliates and the breakdown with 

nationality, number of affiliates and employment is the following:  

                                                      
27

 The group AREVA gives a famous example of this kind. AREVA is of course in the market sector but 

its head is the CEA (Commissariat à l‟Énergie Atomique), which is in the public sector. If we restraint the 

groups to their part in the market sector we could have groups with no head. This explains also, why it is 

so difficult to define the scope of the statistical register; we need to have all those units and hence non-

market units in the register. 

0 1 2 More than 2 Total

MIC 1 812 7 162 1 519 10 493

SME 1 3 859 16 673 14 323 34 856

ISE 6 256 536 3 604 4 402

LE (< 10 000) 1 130 131

LE (>= 10 000) 82 82

Total 7 5 927 24 372 19 658 49 964

Source : Insee, LIFI & ESANE 2011

Scope :  groups outside agriculture financial sector & public sector 

Nb. of affiliates in France
Category

0 1 2 More than 2 Total

MIC 70 7 057 1 400 8 527

SME 234 15 669 12 795 28 698

ISE 11 245 1 714 1 970

LE (< 10 000) 2 2

LE (>= 10 000) 3 3

Total 0 315 22 971 15 914 39 200

Source : Insee, LIFI et ESANE 2011

Scope :  domestic groups outside agriculture, financial sector & public sector 

Nb. of affiliates in France
Category
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Figure 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We do not have the same number of French domestic groups than in table 4 (40253 

instead of 39200) because here there is no filter on the activity. The 39 200 groups of 

table 4 refer to non-financial groups for which the turnover has a complete meaning. We 

could of course draw the same tree for domestic “non financial” groups (but it doesn’t 

seem that the Danish did it). 

Total nb of 
groups 
51349 

LeU: 210 876 

French groups 
 

43315 
LeU: 189 513 

189 569 

Foreign groups 
 

8034 
LeU: 21 363 

French domestic 
groups 
40253 

LeU: 136 175 

French multinational 
groups 
3 062 

LeU: 53 338 

With no 
employment 

1 162 
LeU: 3 403 

Employment in 
one Affiliate 

14 936 
LeU: 33 470 

Employment in 
several Affiliates 

24 155 
LeU: 99 302 

With 2 
affiliates 
10 035 

LeU : 20 070 

With 3 to 9 
affiliates 
12 721 

LeU : 54 332 

With 10 to 49 
affiliates 

1 358 
LeU : 21 741 

With >= 49 
affiliates 

41 
LeU: 3 159 
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I.5 Approach that INSEE has used in order to achieve the objective of the TASK1 of this 

project 

As we have said, since we will have to calculate the SBS variables of the groups that can 

be considered as one enterprise, we will retain the groups of our Target 2, restricted to 

domestic groups: Target 1 is clearly out of the scope by definition; target 3 will contain 

domestic groups that we shall treat as one enterprise but as long as we won’t have any 

additional information, we are not able to decide in which case we are. Then target 3 

must also be rejected. 

Target 2 is made of “simple groups” e.g. domestic groups with two affiliates and “small 

groups”. There is of course a degree of freedom in defining what can be a “small 

group”. We have moreover changed our mind in time and at the beginning, we had 

chosen a threshold of 500 salaries. Nevertheless, as we want to treat them as enterprises, 

this led to mismatch with the “category” defined by the decree. One can hope that 

“small” enterprises look like “SMEs”. Finally, we think simpler to keep the same 

threshold than for the decree. 

So the final criteria is to retain, among the active groups of the SBS field (section A, K 

and O excluded): 

- All the domestic SMEs (with the definition of SMEs given by the table 1). This 

corresponds (table 4) to a total of: 

o 7057 + 1400 = 8 457 micro enterprises; 

o 15 669 + 12 795 = 28 464 SM enterprises 

i.e. 36 921 enterprises (or groups). 

- To which we must add 245 ETI, which have only 2 affiliates. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Then the work will be essentially to check if this choice can be consolidated by studying 

the behaviour of those groups compared with “simple enterprises” of the same 

characteristics (i.e. independent legal units for which we are sure they are enterprises). 

Among 39 200 domestic enterprise groups, the target population at the end is 37 166 

domestic enterprise groups that we propose to consider as one enterprise.  

315 are already equal to one single legal unit. 

For 1 719 groups we need further information. 

Those 37 166 domestic groups have a number of employees (full time equivalent) of 1 

408 604 people and 337 336 832 k€ of turnover.  

 As we have excluded the 315 domestic groups which have only one single unit in 

France, we must compare those 37166 to the 37166+1719 = 38 885 domestic groups 

having at least 2 affiliates (outside agriculture, financial and public sector). They have 

2 287 488 employees and 605 710 358 k€ of turnover   
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II. The work carried out during the implementation of the TASK1. 

II.1 Data sources and information used 

The French SBS variables for non-financial enterprises are coming from an information 

system called “ESANE”
28

. This system is fed by several administrative sources (mainly 

tax declarations and social declarations) and by two specific surveys named EAP
29

 for 

the industrial sector and ESA
30

 for all the others. The EAP survey is also used to answer 

to the Prodcom regulation. One can resume the architecture of the system with the 

following simplified figure: 

Figure 3: 

 

 

Esane is a complex system from which we can extract two main files of micro data that 

will be used in this study:  

- The “FARE
31

” file contains as many records as active French legal units (except for 

the financial sector) with their accounts (plus some more variables coming from the 

surveys but we do not need them here); the system allows us to estimate the 
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accounts of the units that would be missing in the tax files. We consider that this file 

is exhaustive. 

- The LIFIUS
32

 file is derived from the FARE files by grouping all the legal units 

affiliates of a group and summing up the accounts of all the affiliates of a group 

(known thanks to the LIFI data base). It contains as many records as French groups 

with an estimate of their accounts. In the task 2, we will try to make better 

algorithms than pure sums in all the cases. 

The data sources used are therefore those two files plus the information given by the 

statistical register in connection with the three data bases of legal units, enterprises or 

groups. 

II.2 Links to the Business Register for statistical purposes 

The links to the business register SIRUS are shown on figure 3: the register is used to 

draw the samples of the two main surveys and to determine the precise scope of SBS: as 

already said, there are many units in SIRUS that do not belong to the SBS field. 

Therefore, we have to precise exactly in which case an association for example is 

supposed to belong to the SBS scope (there are many tricky cases such as associations). 

The result is stored in a specific reference table called “OCSANE” which is consulted 

each time we receive an administrative source to check if the corresponding record has 

to be kept or not. 

As indicated in the footnote n°13, the scope of the Business register includes the 

financial sector (K) as well as LIFI, whereas Ocsane and Esane do not, because the 

purpose of this application is to answer to the SBS regulation on a scope excluding the 

K sector (in the care of the national bank as already seen). Therefore, we do not treat the 

Tax declarations in the Esane system but we receive the raw data from the tax 

administration. This is why we can easily make enumerations of groups on the whole 

scope but not calculate the corresponding SBS variables. 

Another important issue is to notice that excluding legal units of the K sector is different 

from excluding groups of the K sector: Banks or insurances do have affiliates outside 

sector K and vice versa, trade or industrial groups may have affiliates in the K sector. 

II.3 Criteria for selection of enterprise groups which may be treated as one enterprise. 

See above § I.5 for the extensive definition and the list in annex. The final variables 

used are only five: 

- The activity sector of the group (not A, K and O) 

- The total employment (full time equivalent), 

- The turnover, 

- The total assets 

- The number of affiliates.  

                                                      
32
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The thresholds used to define our target 2 (based on SMEs) are already known by all the 

countries and not so complex. The number of affiliates is also a very simple variable. In 

our opinion, it is important to be able to apply a criterion easy to use and to explain. 

Note: table 1 which specifies how to combine the different thresholds is not easy to 

apply to banks because their “turnover” is not easy to define. In the case of sector K, one 

should think perhaps to use other size variables more adapted than the turnover. 

 

II.4 Number of selected enterprise groups which may be treated as one enterprise. 

Comparison with the total number of enterprise groups. 

See above §I.5. (37 166 domestic groups which may be treated as one enterprise 

have been selected among 39 200). 

 

We can also calculate what will be our real target 2, if we do not limit the groups to 

domestic groups. In this case of a group (French or not) that has affiliates abroad, we 

consider that the category to take into account is given by the French part of it (the TEN 

of the profiling Essnet). The enumerations are then given by table 3: 

Number of groups with only one (or none) affiliate: 5934 (= 7 + 5927) 

- Number of micro groups: 7162 + 1519 = 8681 

- Number of small and medium groups: 16 673 + 14 323 = 30 996 

- Number of larger groups with two affiliates: 536 +1 

 

The real number of selected enterprise groups which will be treated as one 

enterprise is thus: 40 214 

[40 214 = 8681 + 30 996 + 537] 

Number of enterprise groups needing further information: 3 816 

[3816= 3604 + 130 + 82] 

 

One can easily check that the total number of enterprise groups, 49 964 is the sum of the 

three categories [ 49 934 = 5 934 + 40 214 + 3 816]. 

 

Among those 3816, there are presently 68 groups that are treated face-to-face and 

form our target 1. 

 

III. Problems encountered 

 

The main problems encountered have been already mentioned: double counts in 

estimating the variables at the group level since the consolidated accounts are not 

available, groups with no affiliates, domestic groups with only one legal unit. As long as 

we had not found the explanation, those two latter cases seemed rather odd.  

We have not explained neither how we determine the sector to which a group belongs. 

We have a rather complex algorithm to fix the main activity of a legal unit, based on an 

analysis of its turnover: for legal units larger than 30 employees in average, we send 
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them the ESA or EAP survey which gives all the legal unit activities by analysing their 

turnover components. Unfortunately, we have not yet the same survey for the groups. 

Then we apply the same type of algorithm on the group turnover (supposed to be the 

sum of the individual turnovers of the affiliates), assuming that all the affiliates for 

which we do not know their secondary activities have no secondary activity. For large 

groups this is not correct since it does not take into account the real turnover (which 

should be the consolidated turnover). At the class level, this could be a hard 

approximation but just to determine if a group belongs to the financial sector, this is 

largely enough. 

 

IV. Conclusions  

IV.1 Would it be feasible to use the criteria defined to identify the domestic 

enterprise groups automatically? 
 

We think it is because we hope to do it and to enlarge the criterion to all groups and not 

only to domestic groups. We have chosen a criterion easy to calculate for that purpose. 

IV.2 Would it be feasible to use the selected enterprise groups as statistical unit 

enterprise compiling business statistics (SBS, …. ).  

This is a very complex question to which it doesn’t seem possible to answer actually as 

long as: 

- We have not solved the problem cited above: the calculation of “consolidated” 

variables at the groups level. To making all the enumerations partly based on the 

turnovers or total assets of groups, we have assumed up to now that we were able to 

estimate those variables by summing up the variables of their affiliates. However, 

even for the target 2, this is just a proxy and we are working to improve this 

estimate. This is exactly the work that must be done during task 2.  

- We have not decided how we were going to treat the groups of the target 3 and 1 

(and from the point of view of the contract all non domestic groups, of any size!). 

Indeed, it is not possible to use the selected enterprise groups for target 2 and to keep 

legal units for target 3 and 1. It is all the less possible as we think that the main 

changes in the variables will come from the aggregates relative to target 1 and target 

3. Moreover, it is of course the most difficult. 

IV.3 Any other points 

Some other issues are to be solved: 

- Can we move to new statistical units without having solved the consequences for 

national accounts? Changing the definitions will of course make breaks in series 

(otherwise it wouldn’t be worth to do it). This is why many national accountants are 

not in favour of any change, even if they know that the present data are not relevant 

(and some of them do go on believing that they are still relevant!). In practice the 

measure of the break is not obvious because - according to our experience in target 1 

- the changes have different components which are difficult to isolate: 
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o Treating the largest groups face to face with new correspondents, we realize 

that there were often errors in the previous data that were not known. From 

our opinion, this improves data but it makes changes in series; 

o Most of the groups accounts are made using IFRS standards, which are 

different from the French accounting standards. Are they better or worse is 

another issue, but in any case they are different and make also changes in 

series; 

o The real change comes from the passage of accounts in legal units to 

consolidated financial statements, which eliminates the internal transactions.  

- Can we move to new statistical units without having solved the consequences for 

other regulations than SBS? We have a bit tackled this issue in the “note” paragraph 

in the introduction. We have in particular explained that compiling business statistics 

with these new statistical units implies checking that they are able to answer to the 

SBS surveys. Our experience in target 1 shows that it is not always the case. This is 

why we will make compulsory the SBS survey at the group level from 2014 but we 

haven’t yet been able to measure the impact of this recent decision. Beyond the SBS 

survey, one has also to check what will happen for the other regulations based on the 

“enterprise unit” e.g. for us as statisticians, whether the new enterprises will be able 

to answer to our surveys at their level or not. In some cases, they ask for it when the 

basic information lays at this level (or at the group level); but in some other cases, 

the information is only available at the legal unit level. It does not mean that we 

cannot use the enterprise as statistical unit. Nevertheless, it implies we find a way of 

consolidating all the answers at the legal unit level and elaborate an answer at the 

enterprise level. This is more appropriate but more difficult. In our case, for 

example, transforming the Esane application so that it can treat this case is a very 

hard task, which has just begun. 
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