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PREFACE

One of the fundamental principles of statistics set out in the European Statistics
Code of Practice is the principle of public availability, which means that all results
produced through activities of statistical institutions, apart from confidential data,
are to be made public.

Guided by this principle and in an effort to make Census activities fully transparent
to the general public in BiH and abroad, to users of statistical data and of course to
the members of the International Monitoring Operation Steering Committee (SC
IMO), we are presenting a special publication “Open Book on the Census in BiH”. The
book bears witness to the deep-rooted genesis of documented reasons and causes
because of which the Census results in BiH, published by the Agency for Statistics of
BiH, cannot be verified as fair and unbiased.

Experts who try to predict the development of mankind believe that the human race
will have virtual families in the future. However, this futuristic idea seems to have
already materialized in BiH, because according to the Census results published by
the Agency, approximately 400,000 virtual residents already “exist” in this country.
These “virtual citizens” have their place of residence, resident status, their religion,
ethnicity and language, their illnesses and jobs, education and family ties. They will
also participate in the allocation of indirect taxes to local self-government units in
the entities, filling non-existent vacancies, while they will also take part in the
political life of the country through provided percentages. At least this is what seems
to be indicated by the results published by the Agency for Statistics, which fully
justify the negative definition of statistics as an accurate sum of inaccurate data.

Bearing in mind the fact that we were entrusted with the Census by means of law
and that the Census represents the most complex activity in statistics, we strive to
carry out the given task professionally and honestly throughout, primarily in line
with the Law on Census. Therefore, it is our duty to produce a publication which
presents everything that was unlawful, unethical and unfair in the Census. We have
sent timely information and warnings in this regard to other two statistical
institutions in BiH and to representatives of the international community, including
the International Monitoring Operation experts and senior officials of the
international community in BiH, namely the high representative Mr. Valentin Inzko
and the head of the EU Delegation to BiH Mr. Lars-Gunnar Wigemark.

The public should also be aware of the role and authorities given to the International
Monitoring Operation in BiH, which are clearly stipulated in the Memorandum of
Understanding signed by the European Commission, on behalf of the European
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Union and the Council of Europe, and the Council of Ministers on behalf of BiH, on
the International Monitoring Operation for the Census of Population, Households
and Dwellings in Bosnia and Herzegovina 2012/2013. Thus, attached to this Open
Book is also the above Memorandum. It is important to note that the Law on Census
of BiH does not require a verification of Census results by the given Operation. Also,
the Law does not mention this international body as a relevant factor in the Census
in BiH. The Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics highly appreciates the
engagement of international experts who provided many good recommendations,
along with European experiences in census implementation. However, the Chairman
of the SC IMO, Mr. Pieter Everaers, stipulated in the Memorandum of Understanding
as the only person in the Operation entitled to issue statements to the relevant
institutions in BiH in the form of recommendations, requests, notes and/or reports,
severely exceeded his authority during the Census; among other things, he gave
recommendations which provisions of the Law on Census are to be applied, putting
himself above the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH, as the only legislature under the
Constitution. In other words, for almost all key open questions in the Census he gave
recommendations which are not in line with the law and other regulations applied
in the Census, while in certain segments (such as question about place of work) he
even neglected regulations of the European Union.

In accordance with the principle of objectivity, as one of the statistical principles, we
do not believe that the world is always a rightful place. However, if the SC IMO does
not reconsider its views and if Census results are not corrected in line with the Law
on Census, it will be a waste of the money used to finance the International
Monitoring Operation and its work of several years, but also a waste of the money of
the people of BiH, spent to carry out this important economic, social and vital task
for them to become a part of the democratic world. However, the non-material
damage to the statistical activity and statistical system of BiH which could be caused
by the verification of released inaccurate and unlawful Census results is
immeasurable. The undeniable fact is that one of the two entities, namely Republika
Srpska, cannot recognize such unlawful and illegally published Census results.

Members of the International Monitoring Operation will be officially provided with
this Open Book during their planned last mission in BiH. We rightfully expect them
to correct their previous position in which they welcomed the adoption of the
unlawful Unified Data Processing Programme for the Census of Population,
Households and Dwellings 2013 in BiH by Mr. Velimir Juki¢ and the Census results
released by the Agency for Statistics of BiH. We also expect them to conclude that
such results cannot be recognized, as they do not comply with the Law on Census,
pursuant to which the Census in BiH was conducted. This would be the only fair and
objective position.



INTRODUCTION

Census of Population, Households and Dwellings is the largest and most complex
statistical activity, which is generally carried out once in ten years.

In July 2005, the UN Economic and Social Council adopted the Resolution No.
2005/13, which “urges Member States to carry out a population and housing census
and to disseminate census results as an essential source of information for small-
area, national, regional and international planning and development and to provide
census results to national stakeholders as well as the United Nations and other
appropriate intergovernmental organizations to assist in studies on population,
environment and socioeconomic development issues and programmes.”

At the request of the Conference of European Statisticians, the UN Economic
Commission, in cooperation with EUROSTAT, developed recommendations for the
ECE countries. The first recommendations for population censuses were adopted in
1959 for censuses conducted around 1960, and afterwards for censuses around
1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000. Recommendations for censuses 2010 are used as the
main framework for the European Union census program for the 2011 Population
and Housing censuses.

Pursuant to the Regulation (EC) No. 763/2008 of the European Parliament and of
the Council on population and housing censuses, each member state shall determine
a reference date, which shall fall in a year specified on the basis of this Regulation.
The first reference year is 2011. Eurostat shall establish subsequent reference years
in accordance with the regulatory procedure. Reference years are determined
during the beginning of every decade.

In line with the aim of joining the European Union, bearing in mind the foregoing
and the fact that in this way the obligation from Article 88 of the Stabilisation and
Association Agreement is partly fulfilled, and after the Council of Ministers at its 73rd
session held on 15 January 2009 adopted the Decision on establishment of the
interdepartmental working group for drafting the Law on Census of Population,
Households and Dwellings in Bosnia and Herzegovina (“Official Gazette of BiH”, No.
11/09), BiH began the process of issuing this regulation in 2009.

However, the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH failed to reach an agreement on the
text of the Law on Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, mostly because of the controversial Article 48 which stipulated that
Census 1991 results would be used for the distribution of power until the final



implementation of Annex 7 of the Dayton Peace Agreement. Obviously, this
provision was not included in the Law on Census, and, by its very nature, such an
article could not have been included in the Law on Census, because censuses in all
countries worldwide are above all a scientific, economic, demographic and social
survey, not a political one. Given the failure to reach an agreement at the state level,
while bearing in mind the importance of the aforementioned statistical activity and
the international deadlines for its implementation, upon intensive efforts and
negotiations, Republika Srpska had decided to implement a census on its territory.
In this regard, the National Assembly of Republika Srpska adopted the Law on
Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in 2011 in Republika Srpska, which
was published in the Official Gazette of Republika Srpska No. 109/10 on 2
November 2010. The Law on amendments to this Law was published on 11 May
2011 in the Official Gazette of Republika Srpska No. 49/11.

In the meantime, the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH eventually adopted the Law on
Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in Bosnia and Herzegovina 2013,
without Article 48. This Law was published in the Official Gazette of BiH No. 10/12,
on 7 February 2012.



XXXXX

Wishing to carry out a census on the whole territory BiH, for which the
conditions were created by the adoption of the Law, Republika Srpska repealed
its Law on Census. However, from the current perspective, seven years later, time
has shown that the intention expressed in Article 48, which Republika Srpska
opposed for obvious reasons, has never been abandoned, with the Census carried
out in 2013 becoming an issue of a political character. In the further course of
this paper it will become obvious, even to readers who are not well acquainted
with the statistical activity, how the adopted Law on Census of BiH, constitutions
of the entities and BiH, and other regulations were violated, with the intention of
falsifying the Census results.

Obviously, for such a notion to be realized, it is necessary to have appropriate
legal instruments outside the scope of the Law on Census. In this regard, the
international factor is being used, in an attempt to verify actually unlawful
Census results through the international community. The means for achieving
this would be the International Monitoring Operation.

XXXXX

PART ONE

INCONSISTENCIES IN THE WORK OF THE INTERNATIONAL
MONITORING OPERATION

In April 2012, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed by the European
Commission, on behalf of the European Union and the Council of Europe, and the
Council of Ministers of BiH on the International Monitoring Operation for the Census
of Population and Households in Bosnia and Herzegovina 2012/2013. Essentially
(the entire document is attached to this book), the aim of the International
Monitoring Operation (IMO) is to monitor the entire Census process in light of
international standards and regulations and fundamental principles of official
statistics, as well as to verify a fair and unbiased enumeration and to build
confidence in the Census, while ensuring broad participation of the population, by
providing its own contribution. In the introductory part of this international
document, it is explicitly stipulated that the Census is organised and implemented
by the authorities, bodies and institutions in BiH, in accordance with the Law
on Census. Thus, it is clearly defined who implements the Census, with clear
definitions of legal regulations the Census is implemented in line with. It is also clear
who is in charge of monitoring and assessing the Census.



Moreover, Article 2 paragraph 2. of the Law on Census explicitly states: “For any
definition not included in this Law, reference shall be made to the Regulation (EC)
No 763/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council on population and
housing censuses and its implementing measures, as well as to the Conference of
European Statisticians Recommendations for the 2010 Censuses of Population and
Housing, and other relevant international standards.” Therefore, both the Law on
Census and the Memorandum clearly put the Law above international standards and
recommendations, which is logical. Four years on, at a press conference held on 26
May 2016 at the premises of the European Delegation, when asked if the Law on
Census of BiH has priority over international recommendations, Mr. Pieter Everaers
answered that recommendations are simply recommendations (meaning that they
do not have to be applied), while the law is the law. This question being asked in fact
proves how non-transparent the entire Census process has been, because the
population, whose confidence in the Census should have been strengthened, still
does not know what is more important. Although officials from the Agency for
Statistics of BiH “swore” by the IMO recommendations, this Open Book will clearly
prove that they adhered to only those recommendations that suited their purpose,
while certain other more important ones were not accepted, nor implemented. To
make matters worse, IMO has continuously, throughout the Census, changed its
positions and recommendations. Therefore, it is impossible to confirm that these
recommendations are actually based on international standards, as it is well known
that a statistical standard is in fact a universally adopted statistical value.

Inconsistencies in positions and unlawfulness of recommendations regarding
open questions

During the first IMO mission, carried out in April 2012 by the IMO experts, the Law
on Census was assessed. It was noted that the Law is quite comprehensive and that
it extensively covers all aspects of a census of population and households. In this
regard, the Law should represent a solid basis for the Census preparation and
implementation. However, special emphasis was placed on certain items in the Law
that were not properly clarified in the opinion of IMO:

1. Article 7 stipulates that persons usually resident in the place of enumeration but
absent, or expected to be absent, at the date of the census for less than one year shall
be considered as temporarily absent persons and thus included in the total
population of the enumeration area. This category of the population is usually a
source of problems in the region. Firstly, persons who live abroad, regardless of the
duration of their absence (especially persons living in European countries), can be
considered residents if they keep a house in the country and regularly come for
holidays or family gatherings. In this way, their families can decide to include them
in the enumeration as the population. Secondly, ethnic representation is a sensitive
issue and certain ethnic groups may wish to include their diaspora in the resident
population of the country.



2. When it comes to the division of competences between the Agency and the
statistical institutes, the Law clarifies a number of issues, but it often mentions
“cooperation” which should exist in the daily work of the institutions involved.
However, the Law gives a clear role to the Agency for Statistics in terms of defining
the methodology.

In this regard, in the First IMO Report, the following recommendation is given in
item 8:

“It is recommended to define clear instructions and rules of the organisation,
concerning the application of the Law, especially in terms of enumeration of
temporarily absent persons, in order to avoid any inclusion of non-resident persons
in the population, and the division of competences between the institutions involved
in the Census, including the statistical institutions, ministries and census
commissions, in order to avoid misunderstandings and complications during the
enumeration.”

This important recommendation regarding the division of competences between the
Agency and the other two statistical institutions was not taken into account. Instead,
the epilogue is well known to the public; Mr. Velimir Juki¢, the director of the Agency
for Statistics of BiH, before data processing arbitrarily decided that 196,000 persons
from controversial questionnaires would be residents, which is contrary to this
recommendation.

Chairman of the SC IMO, Mr. Pieter Everaers supported this unlawful action of Mr.
Juki¢, thus violating the aforementioned recommendation given by IMO. But the
story does not end here. In his letter to the Chairman of the Council of Ministers BiH
Mr. Denis Zvizdi¢, of 8 June 2016, Mr. Everaers wrote the following: “As highlighted
in the press statement from the SC of 26th May 2016 as well as during the meeting
with the Minister of Civil Affairs Mr Adii Osmanovi¢, the IMO welcomed the decision
taken by the Director of BHAS on the unified data processing programme, based on
the principle of professional independence of the European Statistics Code of
Practice and the amended regulation on European Statistics.

In addition. Mr. Everaers has no authority to apply a European regulation to
authorities of the director of the Agency, because his authorities are defined by the
Law on Statistics of BiH and the Law on Census of BiH. These authorities were
undoubtedly exceeded by Mr. Juki¢ when he adopted an unlawful programme and
the Institute warned Mr. Everaers about this. In his letter of 13 June 2016, which he
sent as a reply to the directors of the entity institutes, Mr. Pieter Everaers confirmed
this by stating that he took note of the letters of entity institutes which contain
detailed examinations of the legal context of the decision of Mr. Juki¢ as well as the
content of the data processing programme. In this regard, Mr. Pieter Everaers
wrote that “the objective of the IMO is to monitor compliance with
international recommendations and the European Regulation on population
and housing censuses. Therefore concerns about the specific legal context of
BiH and the content of the decision of the Director of BHAS should be resolved



within BiH.” This raises a logical question - if these problems are to be
resolved within BiH, why did he support the illegal decision which is contrary
to the said recommendation of IMO. In this case, it would have been best if Mr.
Everaers was impartial and fair which was his obligation in this responsible role.
Instead, he was biased, directly influencing the release of unlawful Census results.

On 24 June 2016, the Institute sent a letter dealing with the IMO’s approval of
the unlawful Unified Data Processing Programme adopted by Mr. Juki¢ to Mr.
Everaers, in which it was claimed that the failure of the Census is at the same
time the failure of IMO, as they gave recommendations during the Census and
essential ones were contrary to the Law on Census. Mr. Pieter Everaers
reacted by sending a letter to the director of the Agency on 29 June 2016, in
which he, inter alia, noted that the responsibility for the application of IMO’s
recommendations is entirely on the Agency. We believe this is unfair, because
the responsibility is in fact on the entity giving recommendations, otherwise
they should not be given at all. We assume that the members of IMO thought
through the effects of their recommendations before providing them.

One of the open questions in the Census is the question of data consistency in
questionnaires in terms of answers to questions 1 to 7 and answers to question 40
(place of work/study). This question, in addition to all other open questions, will
also be available to the public in this Open Book.

In short, the point is that a large number of persons declared in the questionnaire
(approximately 50,000 questionnaires) that they worked or studied abroad, in
countries not adjacent to BiH, while their answer to the questions about place of
residence (questions 1 to 7 in the questionnaire) was that they were permanently
present in BiH, which implies that answers in the questionnaire are not consistent.
Obviously, such persons should have been excluded from the resident population, in
line with Article 7 of the Law on Census and in line with the recommendation given
in the First IMO Report. However, in his letter to the Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of BiH Mr. Denis Zvizdi¢ of 16 June 2015, Mr. Pieter Everaers claimed that
place of work/study is “a non-core question in census taking, and there is no
description in the Census Law that this question should be part of the variables used
to determine the resident status... IMO considers it should not be used to determine
or correct the resident status”.

Both Everaers’s statements are unlawful. Specifically, in the Conference of
European Statisticians Recommendations for 2010, place of work/study is a key and
core question, as stipulated in paragraphs 196. and 197. of this regulation.
Furthermore, his claim that there is no variable for place of work/study in Article 7
of the Law of Census is also false, as this is regulated in paragraph 3. which
stipulates that the total population shall also include: a) Civilian residents
temporarily working in another country provided that they have not been living
abroad for one year or more, and b) Civilian residents who cross a frontier daily to
work or to go to school in another country (thus, these surely are variables for
resident population). The fact that associates of Mr. Pieter Everaers do not have
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sufficient knowledge about their own regulations and regulations of the country
they are engaged in is forgivable, but one cannot tolerate the fact that IMO refuses to
alter its position regarding this issue even though they have received reasonable
arguments from the Institute. In accordance with Mr. Juki¢’s Programme, these
persons were included in the resident population, which is biased, unfair and also
unlawful. Please note that the Law on Census provides for sanctions for persons who
provide incorrect answers.

The fact that Mr. Pieter Everaers blatantly violated the recommendations
given by the SC IMO regarding this issue is supported by the summary of the
Thirteenth IMO Report, item 3 of which explicitly states: “The main problem
concerned people living abroad, either enumerated by a present member of a
household, or coming to the country during the census period to be
enumerated. The phase of data processing should help distinguish between
the resident and non-resident population using the answers to questions 1 to
7, but also questions on the place of study or work, as some people were
encouraged by some unofficial campaigns to answer to Q1-7 in a way to be
considered as residents.”

In the Eighteenth IMO Report, in item 11, the SC IMO gives a recommendation to the
Census team to test the resident status through two methods:

- Based on first seven questions, and
- Based on first seven questions, plus several relevant topics, such as place of
work.

In item 12, IMO notes: “Test results may serve as a basis for decision making. If there
is no significant difference in the number of residents calculated though these two
different methods, residence should be based on the first seven questions.”

Logically, if there is a significant difference, and there is, because it amounts to
50,000 questionnaires, then resident status should be determined based on relevant
topics, such as place of work and place of study. The question is: how can place of
work/study be a relevant topic in the Thirteenth and Eighteenth Report and in the
Conference of European Statisticians Recommendations, while it is no more relevant
in the official letter sent to Mr. Zvizdi¢, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers. This
seems inexplicable. This is a phenomenon.

It is difficult to comprehend these contradictory views expressed by the high-
ranking European experts. The question which arises inevitably in terms of this
obvious bias and violation of regulations by IMO is what is the motive for these
actions? An answer should be given by members of IMO, more precisely by their
chairman Mr. Everaers, as he is the only person authorized to issue information
about activities of IMO.

When it comes to the IMO recommendation regarding the division of responsibilities
between the institutions involved in the Census, including the statistical institutions,
ministries and census commissions, in order to avoid misunderstandings and
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complications during the enumeration, the Agency did not implement this
recommendation, while IMO failed to act in line with it. Here is concrete evidence.

Although the Law on Census stipulates that the aforementioned Unified Data
Processing Programme is determined by the Agency, with the entity institutes
taking part in its drafting, and that the Programme is discussed at the Central Census
Bureau, the Programme was adopted arbitrarily by Mr. Juki¢, who at the press
conference declared that this was done without the consent in the Agency,
without the consent of the entity institutes, and without the consent of the
Central Census Bureau presided over by him, while drafting of this document
did not involve the entity institutes. Therefore, this is not a question of division of
power, but an obvious usurpation of competence. This position of IMO is contrary to
a fundamental principle of the European Statistics Code of Practice, namely the
principle of independence, which is listed as a fundamental principle in the
European Regulations wholeheartedly and often mentioned by Mr. Pieter Everaers,
since these are also mentioned in the Memorandum based on which IMO operates.
This is also unfair and biased. The public and Mr. Everaers are well aware that Mr.
Juki¢ was called to give evidence at the Prosecutor's Office prior to the adoption of
the Programme.

Of course, violations of their mandate by IMO do not end here. IMO attempted
to resolve the burning issues or so-called open questions in the Census
through recommendations which do not comply with the Law on Census. Thus,
for example, in the aforementioned letter to Mr. Denis Zvizdi¢ of 16 June 2015, inter
alia, Mr. Pieter Everaers claimed that data processing should include questionnaires
in which children born after 30 September 1998 provided data for themselves
(approximately 12,500 questionnaires). Although Article 11 of the Law explicitly
stipulates that data for children aged under 15 years are given by one of the parents,
foster parents or guardians, which is confirmed by Article 43 of the Law which
prescribes penalties for a parent, foster parent or guardian if they fail to provide
data for a child aged under 15 years, Mr. Everaers completely ignored both these
provisions; with his recommendation to include these unlawful
questionnaires in data processing (and they were included), he assumes the
role of a law interpreter, which is exclusively under the jurisdiction of the
Parliamentary Assembly of BiH, and of a person who in fact redraws the Law
on Census of the country he was invited to to monitor the Census and verify a
fair and unbiased enumeration, while strengthening confidence in the Census.

It was also noted in the IMO reports that the unofficial campaign was very intense.
On the other hand, the official campaign which was under the responsibility of the
Agency for Statistics of BiH, which was supposed to promote the importance and
values of the Census, was much weaker.

In item 74 of the Eleventh Report, IMO noted the following: “It is fair to say that the
Agency has been very slow when it comes to making decisions on communication
and promotion and that it has not played the role of a lighthouse which would lead
and coordinate the entity statistical institutions in this area.”
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The overcoverage rate of 11% in the Control Census, in relation to the total number
of enumerated persons in the period between 1 and 15 October 2013, proves that
there are over 400,000 persons who could not have been residents and who were
included nevertheless. Obviously, this resulted in unrealistic Census results, which
will be supported by evidence in the second part of this Open Book, based on
administrative sources and data validation.

The Constitution of BiH guarantees, in accordance with international standards, the
rights and freedoms provided in the European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and its protocols, and these are directly
applied in Bosnia and Herzegovina. These acts have priority over all other laws. The
right to private and family life, home and correspondence, freedom of thought,
conscience and religion, freedom of expression, and right to freedom and safety are
guaranteed. This implies that persons who are enumerated are entitled to answer or
to refuse to answer sensitive questions in the Census, while no one may influence
their answers. Penalty provisions of the Law on Census stipulate severe sanctions
for any person who exerts influence on a person to, against his/her will, give
information on his/her ethnic or national or religious affiliation. Conference of
European Statisticians Recommendations 2010, in item 425, define the following:
“Ethnicity has necessarily a subjective dimension and some ethnic groups are very
small. Information on ethnicity should therefore always be based on the free self-
declaration of a person, questionnaires should include an open question and
interviewers should refrain from suggesting answers to the respondents.” This is
also pointed out in the summary of the Tenth IMO Report.

Bearing in mind the aforementioned constitutional and legal provisions and
international recommendations, the declaration of persons was influenced by means
of billboards, websites providing instructions how to be falsely enumerated as a
resident, posters, and other materials. These events were noted in the reports of the
SC IMO; nevertheless, their influence on the Census results was later minimized.
However, this is an actual problem in the Census, which must not be ingored,
especially in the final assessment of the Census. This fact must not be ignored; if
justice is to be blind, IMO observers should not be.

Thus, for example, IMO mission in item 77 of its Sixth report recorded activities of
the campaign “Bitno je biti BoSnjak” (“The Importance of being a Bosniak”), noting
that this is a “is a campaign seeking to avoid splitting the census answers of the
Bosniaks -reportedly a term dating 120 years back covering primarily Muslims
living in the area - between Bosniaks, Muslims and Bosnians. A key perception is
that without a strong Bosniak grouping, Bosniaks, if representing the majority of
population in BiH, would lose vis-a-vis Serbs and Croats in the framework of the
Dayton Peace Agreement system. The president of the campaign says that should an
anticipated stronger representation of Bosniaks be the outcome of the census this
would serve as 'stabilising factor' and the group would not request changing
constitutional rights”.
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The question is, what does this kind of activities have to do with the Census as a
purely statistical activity? This must be noted and properly assessed in the final
assessment by IMO. While reading the final report and assessment of the Monitoring
Operation for the Census in Montenegro, whose development involved one of the
current members of IMO, Mr. Jean Michel Durr, we observed that even minor
violations of census procedure were recorded, including a household member
peeking at a census form completed by an enumerator and another household
member.

Accordingly, if even such trifles are noted in these reports, then the above Census
developments in BiH must be assessed and qualified appropriately as well.

Impossible situations of over 30 persons being enumerated in one dwelling unit
were also recorded. During the first days of the Census, the former director of the
Agency for Statistics of BiH sent a letter which had to be distributed to all
enumerators. The essence of this letter was that an enumerator should not draw
conclusions who should be enumerated, but is obliged to enumerate all present
citizens and absent members of their households, citing provisions of the Law
regulating who is enumerated, and referring to the methodological documents for
the Census. In the letter, enumerators were told that respondents must provide
accurate and complete answers. It was also indirectly noted that in case of opposite
actions, enumerators are subject to sanctions pursuant to Articles 43 and 44 of the
Law on Census. In addition, it was explicitly stated that “the statistical institutions
shall control all collected data through the Post-enumeration Survey and data
processing, and determine resident status of the population in line with the Law, the
Methodology and international recommendations”. Therefore, this letter could have
been interpreted as a sophisticated, but nevertheless direct threat to enumerators,
which was unnecessary, because enumerators passed a thorough training on how to
enumerate persons in the Census lawfully, and how respondents should be treated.

Just before the end of enumeration, on 11 October 2013, the Census Bureau of the
Agency for Statistics of BiH issued a statement that the “Census Bureau of the
Agency of Statistics of BiH informs the public about information provided by certain
organizations to BiH citizens who live and reside abroad longer than 12 months
(diaspora) that only one person should come to the country to enumerate all
members of his/her family. This information does not comply with the Law on
Census and the Methodology.” In the same statement, the following is noted: “Census
of Population, Households and Dwellings is not a census of property or ownership,
nor a record of citizenship, voters, taxpayers, etc. This means that no citizen of
Bosnia and Herzegovina will be deprived of any right on any basis by means of the
Census. Data collected through the Census must not and cannot be provided to any
institution, organization or individual. Therefore, there is a difference between
administrative records, such as those of CIPS, voter records, records of taxpayers,
and the like, and the Census. Census database and the Census of Population is not
and will not be linked to these records in any way.”

These Agency’s actions must be assessed by IMO as unprofessional and unfair.
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A perception was created in the public of BiH that the statistical institutions in BiH
are not capable to process Census data, which is actually untrue. Data processing
would have been finalized long ago, if open questions in the Census had been
resolved. IMO’s assistance was expected in order to resolve these questions in
accordance with the Law. However, IMO attempted to resolve all the open questions
in the Census by offering inacceptable and biased solutions, since their
recommendations in this regard were either contrary to the Law or did not comply
with it, which made them unenforceable.

Rejection of arguments of the Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics

The Institute warned IMO several times that their recommendations
regarding the open questions cannot be accepted due to the aforementioned
reasons. However, members of the SC IMO, especially its Chairman Mr. Pieter
Everaers, refused to take into account objective arguments which were
provided. Because of this, data processing was delayed and it eventually took
only one month, which is obviously impossible and contrary to the statistical
practice and statistical standards. Great importance and dramatic differences in
the attitudes of statistical institutions about the open questions suggest that readers
of the Open Book should be informed about this in a separate chapter.

Article 6 of the Law on Census regulates important activities related to the Post-
enumeration Survey (PES)/Control Census. Pursuant to the Law, PES is conducted
immediately after the Census taking, on a representative sample of enumeration
areas, in order to assess the coverage and quality of data collected in the
Census. This clearly implies that identified PES indicators should serve as relevant
indicators in terms of a final assessment of the Census by IMO, as pointed out by the
Chairman of the SC IMO when he announced the last mission before the final
assessment is given. An interesting fact is that the final report and assessment of the
Monitoring Operation for the Census in Montenegro barely mention the PES. Of
course, pursuant to legal provisions and in accordance with obvious PES results, the
Institute will expect a professional and unbiased position in the Census assessment
in terms of PES indicators.

However, these open questions were not the only thing that halted data processing.
In the aforementioned letter, dated 16 June 2015 in Luxembourg, in which Mr. Pieter
Everaers addressed Mr. Denis Zvizdi¢, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of
BiH, it is noted that it was necessary to fill the position of director of the Agency for
Statistics of BiH and the position of coordinator of the census, who would coordinate
census activities on behalf of the BiH Government (Mr. Everaers keeps forgetting
that BiH has no Government, so he believes that he is addressing the Prime Minister,
even though we drew attention to this), that is, on behalf of the Council of Ministers
of BiH. The urgency of filling these two roles is justified by the lack of common
positions among the statistical institutions on the methodological matters, as it
became evident during the meeting held between the directors of statistical
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institutions and Mr. Pieter Everaers on 9 June 2015. However, it was during this
period that methodological issues were not being resolved among the statistical
institutions because of this recommendation; however, this recommendation was
unnecessary, because there were acting directors at the Agency at the time, while a
census coordinator has no authority to deal with methodological issues anyway.

Eventually, the situation was further complicated by the selection of new staff at the
Agency for Statistics of BiH and at the Federal Institute of Statistics, as well as by the
appointment of census coordinator. Appointment of persons without sufficient
experience in statistics resulted in the fate of the Census seemingly being resolved
by means of political, and not methodological solutions. This was an evident
miscalculation by Mr. Everaers. Of course, if mistakes are not corrected, they must
be paid for; the greatest burden of these decisions has fallen on BiH citizens. Mr.
Velimir Juki¢ was appointed as the director of the Agency for Statistics; however, Mr.
Juki¢ is not well acquainted with statistics as a profession, so one could not expect
him to resolve technical and methodological problems in the Census in a short
period of time. This was reflected in the fact that, in a very brief period of time, he
proposed two diametrically opposite solutions in terms of data processing. Because
of this, he was firstly exposed to pressures coming from his associates at the Agency
and pressures from the Federal Institute of Statistics. Afterwards, without the
consent required by the Law, he adopted an absolutely unlawful data processing
programme, according to which 196,000 problematic questionnaires were included
in data processing, claiming even before data processing that persons in these
questionnaires would be residents.

“I will seek information if the Prosecutor’s Office of BiH exerted direct pressure on
competent people. This is an issue which is publicly discussed in political circles in
Sarajevo”, Mr. Mladen Ivani¢, the Serbian member of the Presidency of BiH, stated.
(02.06.2016. http://prvi.tv/vijesti/bih/ivanic-i-dodik-tuziteljstvo-bih-je-vrsilo-priti
sak-u-vezi-s-popisom/68939)

“There is clear information that the director was at a meeting at the Prosecutor’s
Office an hour before the publication of results, which means that he published them
in fear. It is obvious that the irregularities surrounding the Census, which were
known from before, have now surfaced. Check, and you will see that a large number
of enumerated persons were enumerated in places where it was not possible to have
so many people”, Milorad Dodik, the President of Republika Srpska, stated.
(02.06.2016. http://prvi.tv/vijesti/bih/ivanic-i-dodik-tuziteljstvo-bih-je-vrsilo-priti
sak-u-vezi-s-popisom/68939).

After all this, Mr. Pieter Everaers welcomed the adoption of the Programme, calling
Mr. Juki¢ the chief statistician in BiH, although such a function does not exist at all in
the statistical system of BiH. There can only be two reasons for such naming practice
- lack of information or a certain tendency.
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It is interesting that Mr. Pieter Everaers immediately welcomed the
aforementioned Programme of the “chief statistician”, even though previously,
in his letter of 4 May 2016 (only 14 days before the “adoption” of the
Programme) to the director of the Agency, he wrote that the Agency and
statistical institutes should consider amending the Law on Census of
Population, in terms of ensuring enough time to determine the methodology of
data processing. The need to amend the Law is justified by the fact that IMO in
February considered that the publication of results would take at least 4 to 5
months after the data processing methodology is established.

Mr. Everaers has been very principled in not giving up on his views when it
comes to resolving the open questions in the Census, even despite being
warned that his recommendations were contrary to the Law. On the other
hand, he has been very flexible when it comes to Mr. Juki¢; even though his
recommendation to consider amending the Law on Census was not taken into
account, he proposed a new unlawful solution to resolve the desperate
situation in which Mr. Juki¢ found himself.

In fact, since there was no time which would objectively allow data processing in the
period between 18 May and 30 June 2016, which was the deadline to publish the
data, contrary to the international practice and statistical standards, as well as the
statistical principles of accuracy and reliability, Mr. Everaers gave a
recommendation to Mr. Juki¢ to apply the so-called two-tier strategy for the
publication of Census results. The essence of this strategy would be to publish main
demographic indicators within the deadline stipulated in the Law, while the
remaining data would be published after the deadline. Obviously, this strategy is
also unlawful, as is the recommendation, because all Census data published after the
deadline stipulated by the Law are unlawful data. Mr. Everaers is aware of this,
but he is also aware that it is impossible to perform a valid processing and
external and internal validation of data in such a short period of time, which
would mean that the Agency would publish unreliable and unverified data as
final and official results, which is contrary to the Law and EU regulations.

All this clearly implies the following: there is no consistency in attitudes of
IMO; certain recommendations they gave were contradictory to each other;
key decisions regarding the open questions were contrary to the Law on
Census of the country where monitoring is carried out; recommendations
were biased; IMO, embodied by its Chairman, chose a side in the Census which
mostly violated the Law; members whose approach to resolving Census issues
was objective were eventually excluded from the missions visiting the
statistical institutions; Technical assistance experts fell under the influence of
IMO; IMO exceeded its authority stipulated in the Memorandum, assuming the
right to interpret provisions of the Law; IMO completely ignored one of their
main goals in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding, namely
strengthening the confidence in Census and ensuring broad participation of
the population, because they were not sufficiently transparent; IMO brought
into question the compliance with international recommendations, in a way
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which has already been discussed. For example, the public has never been
informed about the topic of discussion held in Luxembourg between Mr Pieter
Everaers and the director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH. Even Mr. Fadil
Fati¢, a deputy director of the Agency, publicly protested in the media because
of this.

With regard to the above actions of IMO and their controversial recommendations,
we will explain in detail the open questions in the Census, as well as the importance
of having these resolved in an objective manner, in order to obtain reliable and
accurate Census results. Please note that we already mentioned some of these in the
context of clarity of previous exposure in the Open Book. Along with the open
questions, we also provide views of the Institute on how these questions should
have been resolved in accordance with the Law on Census.
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INCONSISTENCIES IN THE WORK OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN
THE CENSUS

Technical Assistance experts began their activities responsibly and impartially.
During the mission carried out between 1 and 5 December 2014, their
recommendation was to use question 40 when determining resident status. This
proposal was also formalized in Annex 4 to the Technical Assistance Report
entitled “Checks of consistency of resident status with other information in the
questionnaire”. Rule 1 in this document provides that if a person enumerated as a
household member present in the place of enumeration at the critical moment of the
Census responds in question 40 that he/she works or studies abroad, this
represents an inconsistency in answers in such questionnaires. This does not apply
only to people who work or study in the neighbouring countries (Croatia,
Montenegro, and Serbia), while the document stipulates that persons who work or
study in other countries cannot return to their usual place of residence in BiH daily.

Accordingly, the TA clearly considers question 40 in the questionnaire (place of
work/study) relevant, which means that it had to be taken into account when
determining resident status.

However, it is obvious that the SC IMO and Technical Assistance are associated in
the evolution of their attitudes, from impartial to biased, from objective to one-
sided; inevitably, this has had negative effects on final Census results. After Mr.
Pieter Everaers suggested in his letters that place of work/study was not a
core question in Census, the Technical Assistance experts also changed their
stance abruptly.

In July 2015, the Technical Assistance for data processing sent to the Institute the
Second Quarterly Report, whose contents in certain parts (key issues) were copied
word for word from the Proposal of the unified programme provided by the Agency,
to which the Institute had serious objections and remarks. The Institute sent its
remarks and comments on the given Report to the Technical Assistance. The report
was not adopted in 2015, because in June the project was put on hold, until the
statistical institutions reach an agreement on certain issues.

Experts ignored the local statistical staff

It is a fact that the international expert engaged in editing activities often made
decisions which were contrary to methodological solutions offered by the local
statistical staff. An example is the large number of errors generated in data
processing after the categories age and gender were locked, since these categories
were not checked in relation to the categories family and household. The fact that
age and gender should have been resolved together with family and household, at
the beginning of data processing and after resident status was determined, was
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confirmed by the Thirteenth IMO report and the report produced by an
international expert in September 2014.

International experts ignored the claims of local statistical experts that such a
procedure is methodologically completely wrong. This resulted in a whole series of
incorrect data; for example, we obtained same-sex families or families in which a
five-year old child is the husband/wife, etc. In order to resolve the inconsistency
within the deadline for data publication, further mistakes were made in a hurry and
ad hoc solutions were applied, through which a large number of family households
was converted to non-family households. In this way, the problem of same-sex
families in households or families in which a child is the husband/wife in the family
was resolved by converting these households to non-family households, “thanks” to
the Technical Assistance experts.

When it comes to educational characteristics, the Technical Assistance experts
completely ignored the opinion of the Working group for educational
characteristics, consisting of representatives of all three statistical
institutions. Thus, the Technical Assistance expert decided to edit question 31.
School attendance, although the opinion of the working group was based on the fact
that the raw database contained a large number of missing answers to this question,
namely 178,295; edits in this question cause significant changes in data on the
number of persons who do not attend school, and persons who attend preschool
education or primary school, which were collected through the Census. In addition,
an analysis of missing answers in the raw database of residents found that a large
number of persons who failed to answer question 31. School attendance also failed
to answer question 28. Highest level of completed education, which could indicate
that these questionnaires were filled out fictitiously.

The Technical Assistance has been causing specific problems in terms of the Post-
enumeration Survey, which is why the Institute had to send open letters to Mr.
Pieter Everaers and senior EU officials in BIH. The Technical Assistance report
implies that the “local experts” proposed the use of methodology applied in the
Republic of Serbia in PES, as this methodology is used when the traditional method
of enumeration is applied. After all, the results of the Census and the Control Survey
based on which the results of this Census were assessed are internationally
recognized as relevant and their validity is not disputed. The reason why this
method should be applied is an extremely high overcoverage noted in the Census;
according to the preliminary PES results, the overcoverage amounted to 11%.
However, the Technical Assistance experts did not accept the possibility of
considering this method as an acceptable alternative method, although this was also
envisaged in the Technical Assistance Report referring to the period between 16 and
20 February 2015.

Instead, the Technical Assistance experts unilaterally decided to apply the so-called
dual system of estimation, even though there are no basic conditions for its
implementation.
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In the report, the experts estimate that the solution used in Serbia is not applicable,
because the hypotheses of this approach implicitly assume that the PES is perfect.
However, no country has assessed PES, since PES is used to assess the Census
quality and coverage. Therefore, this is clearly an unfounded premise and an
irrational argument. In contrast, the dual system of estimation is actually founded
on an ideal assumption that overcoverage practically does not exist (condition of
population closure), while this condition clearly was not met in BiH. Being unable to
explain the difference in overcoverage determined through the matching of Census
results and PES, the experts refer to overcoverage as a “phenomenon”. Thus,
overcoverage has obtained proportions of force majeure or a miracle. Hegel
reasonably explained even the phenomenology of spirit, while the experts believe
it is a phenomenon that certain people were enumerated and included in the
contingent of residents, in spite of not having the right to be enumerated as such.
This is not a phenomenon, but an evident violation of the Law on Census. The TA
experts trying to legalize this, illegally and unlawfully, is actually a phenomenon, as
they are using PES results which, based on their wrong methodology, can only be a
forgery. Technical Assistance experts are here to provide technical assistance,
not to impose inapplicable methodologies. It is a legal phenomenon when
technical assistance experts pass and adopt a methodology and implement
activities based on this imposed and wrong methodology, completely ignoring
the views of the profession which have already been endorsed.

In the Technical Assistance Report referring to the period between 28 May and 1
July 2016 it is evident that there were serious omissions in data processing. The
Technical Assistance in fact did not achieve its goals in the period the Report refers
to, which is logical, since it is impossible to process census data within one month.
The same applies to the Report by Donatella Zindato referring to the period between
25 June and 1 July 2016, regarding the dissemination of Census results.

After the Technical Assistance Report on the mission dedicated to PES, carried out
between 11 and 15 July 2016, was not submitted timely, as it was submitted with a
delay of almost two months, the Institute sent a written request for its submission.
Once again, the Institute had to address Mr. Pieter Everaers, the Chairman of the SC
IMO, on 13 September 2016, in order to point out the unlawful actions and
unprofessionalism of the Technical Assistance, above all the application of
methodologies for which there were no basic conditions, and to warn about the
statements given in these reports, which are contrary to the IMO reports and
recommendations. All this was explained in detail in our comments to the report.

On 16 September 2016, the Institute received an email message from the Technical
Assistance, which laconically notified the Institute that the Technical Assistance
experts received the Institute’s comments on the Technical Assistance Report,
noting that there would be no further elaboration on the given issue. We believe that
such an answer is very unprofessional and irresponsible. In fact, the comments on
the report of Technical Assistance experts, which we were provided with almost two
months after the mission, beyond all objective deadlines, should have helped the
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Technical Assistance experts to make their next reports better and more
professional and objective.

Through this Open Book, other authorities will also be informed about the
unprofessionalism of Technical Assistance, including other statistical institutions,
senior officials of the international community and the general public in BiH. This
will be done in a proper, transparent way.

Particularly worrying is the fact that, during the last mission regarding PES, the
experts worked completely independently, excluding the domestic experts from
their activities. This mode of work is tendentious, with the intent to discredit and
minimize results of the Post-enumeration Survey.

Therefore, it is obvious that lately the Technical Assistance has been doing its job
contrary to the Law. They exceeded their authority, using wrong methodologies,
thus dramatically becoming the tool through which someone attempts to redesign
the Census results. The Institute will not allow this, nor accept such results.
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OPEN QUESTIONS IN THE CENSUS

1. Consistency of place of work/study (question 40) with answers to questions
1 to 7 (place of residence)

Questions 1 to 7 establish a place of residence, as the census questionnaire states.
Resident status is not determined exclusively based on these questions, which the
SC IMO recommended, especially when it comes to problematic questionnaires.
Status of a resident is actually determined pursuant to Article 7 of the Law on
Census, entitled “total resident population”. This article of the Law clearly defines
who can be a permanent resident (paragraph 1.), while paragraph 2. of this article
defines who cannot be a permanent resident and paragraph 3. defines persons
who should also be included in total resident population. The main point of the
provision in paragraph 1. is that an enumerated person has a usual place of
residence, as this is required as a cumulative condition for the determination of
resident population, both for persons who are present and for those who are
temporarily absent. If an enumerated person, for example, claims in the
questionnaire that he/she was permanently present or temporarily absent, while
having a usual place of residence in BiH (Q1 to Q7), while in question 40 (place of
work/study) he/she claims that he/she works or studies in a country which is not
one of the BiH’s neighbouring countries, this clearly implies that this person is not
permanently present nor temporarily absent, nor does he/she have a usual place of
residence in BiH. Therefore, it is clear that this person provided false information in
questions 1 to 7.

In its penalty provisions (Article 43), the Law on Census stipulates offense liability
and fine for persons who provide incorrect or incomplete answers. The minimum
sanction, which is also the most accurate and the most acceptable from the
standpoint of statistics, is that false information cannot be accepted as correct. In
addition, Article 7 paragraph 2. of the Law on Census explicitly states: “enumerated
persons who do not meet the criteria for the resident population are considered
temporarily present persons and should therefore not be included in the total
resident population of the given area”. The Law is completely clear here. Thus, if a
person himself/herself, in question 40, answered that he/she does not meet these
criteria, by checking the checkbox provided for an answer and by confirming this
with his/her signature, it is clear that such a questionnaire must be eliminated from
further data processing, as unlawful. At stake is not only the application of the law,
but also of fundamental statistical principles — accuracy and reliability. Therefore,
the IMO’s recommendation to include such questionnaires does not comply with the
Law. In this case, can we accept the IMO recommendation which is contrary to the
Law, claiming that such questionnaires should be accepted and that such results
should be verified? Of course we cannot; this is evident. It was estimated that we
have approximately 40 to 50 thousand of these questionnaires.

In the letters sent to the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of BiH, Mr. Denis
Zvizdic, and the Minister of Finance of Republika Srpska, Mr. Zoran Tegeltija, Mr.
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Pieter Everaers explained that question 40 cannot be accepted as relevant while
determining resident population due to following reasons:

a) Place of work/study is not a core census topic, and

b) Law on Census does not stipulate that this question should be one of the
variables used to determine resident status.

These explanations are not in accordance with census regulations, due to the
following:

a) Pursuant to the Conference of European Statisticians Recommendations for
Censuses 2010 (this legal act is defined as the official subsidiary source of
law by Article 2 paragraph 2. of the Law on Census), place of work is a core
census topic.

b) Inthe Law on Census, there is a variable for place of work/study, in Article 7
of the Law, which refers to total resident population. It is mentioned in
paragraph 3. of this article, in its items a) and b). Therefore, this variable
must be used when determining resident status, as it represents one of the
direct legal provisions through which we determine total resident
population. Also, this statement of Mr. Pieter Everaers clearly indicates that
he is aware of the fact that the total number of population can be determined
only pursuant to the Law.

It is unclear why the SC IMO decided, contrary to the Law, to change the correct,
objective and fair stance on this issue, given previously as one of the main
conclusions in the summary of the Thirteenth IMO Report, in which item 29
explicitly states:

“Data processing phase should make it possible to distinguish between resident and
non-resident population, using the answers to questions 1 to 7, but also using
questions about place of work or study, because certain persons were instructed
how to answer questions 1 to 7 in order to be counted as residents, through certain
unofficial campaigns”.

Please note that, in accordance with the Law, the need to use question 40 was also
expressed by the census technical assistance experts, during their mission held
between 1 and 5 December 2014. This proposal was formalized in the Annex 4 of
the Technical Assistance Report, entitled “Check of the consistency of resident status
with other information in the questionnaire”. Rule 1 of the given document states
that, if a person enumerated as a household member and as a person present at the
place of census at the critical moment claims in question 40 that he/she works or
studies abroad, this represents an inconsistency in answers in such a questionnaire.
This does not include people who work or study in the neighbouring countries
(Croatia, Montenegro and Serbia), while this document argues that persons who
work or study in other countries cannot return to their usual place of residence
daily, in spite of them claiming that they do in the questionnaire.
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Therefore, question 40 in the questionnaire (place of work/study) is undoubtedly
relevant and it must be taken into account when determining resident status.

2. Children born after 30 September 1998, who provided data for themselves.

Regarding the SC IMO’s recommendation, given in the aforementioned letters, that
this category should be included in further data processing, we wish to remind you
of the provision of Article 11 paragraph 2. of the Law on Census, which stipulates
that one of the parents, adoptive parents or guardians must provide data for
children under 15 years of age. Therefore, if data were not provided by these
persons defined by the Law, given questionnaires are contrary to the Law and void
as such. Also, please note that Article 43 of the given Law (penalty provisions)
envisages a fine for parents, adoptive parents or guardians in case they do not
provide answers to questions in questionnaires for children under 15 years of age,
or in case they provide inaccurate or incomplete answers. This penalty provision
exists precisely because a child, pursuant to the Law, cannot provide data for
himself/herself, in order to prevent possible misuse of overcounting by third
persons for this sensitive category

Therefore, there was a legal obligation of these persons, stipulated in two articles of
the Law, to provide data for the given category of persons. Thus, the
recommendation to include these questionnaires as valid is contrary to the Law
(approximately 12,500 questionnaires).

The Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics believes that the principle of legality
must be applied when processing data; thus, data processing must not include
questionnaires which are not in line with the Law on Census.

3. Use of probabilistic method for imputation of missing values in questions 1
to 7.

In his letters, Mr. Everaers, on behalf of the SC IMO, gave the third problematic
recommendation according to which a careful application of the probabilistic
method represents a suitable method for determining resident status in cases of
non-response in certain variables in questions 1 to 7. This careful application is
justified by Mr. Everaers through the need to find a compromise, by imputation
being allowed on two variables at most in questions 1 to 7. It is clear that the SC IMO
is aware of major shortcomings of this method, as it was advised to apply it
carefully. However, such careful application is not possible. This method works by
imputing missing answers, thus actually randomly changing the will of enumerated
persons, which is contrary to the aforementioned Article 43 of the Law, which states
that persons must provide accurate, correct and truthful answers. This is indeed a
statistical method, but it cannot be considered an appropriate method through
which one can determine resident status of a person. In addition, it is proposed to
find a donor for imputation only in questions 1 to 7, while not looking for donors for
imputation in all answers provided in the questionnaire. According to the findings of
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the Institute, and upon consultation with the technical assistance experts who
proposed the probabilistic method, it was concluded that this method was not used
to determine resident population in any other country worldwide which applied the
traditional method of enumeration. Also, it has never been used to determine which
problematic questionnaires should be included and which should be excluded.
Moreover, all the neighbouring countries have used the deterministic method, as a
far more reliable approach. This is logical, as a principle of randomness and
probability cannot be more appropriate than a deterministic principle of specificity,
which is much more accurate (the method was only used in Kosovo, but only after
resident status was determined during fieldwork - thus, the method was not applied
for residents in Kosovo either). Analyses that controlled the reliability of
probabilistic method for problematic questionnaires have shown that this method
was unreliable for 77% of questionnaires analysed, as it assigned resident status
randomly or it classified questionnaires as errors. All this clearly indicates that this
method cannot be considered acceptable or reliable, even if its application is limited
and careful. It is also evident that the use of this method to determine resident
population is not an international practice, and the Census in BiH must not serve as
an experiment in terms of such a sensitive issue.

Figure 1. Scheme from a presentation from the international Pilot Project of census
data processing
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The scheme was produced in December 2014 by international experts Marco Scarno
and Giulio Barcaroli, in cooperation with all three statistical institutions, through the
Pilot Project of census data processing. The scheme clearly shows that for questions
1 to 7 in the questionnaire only deterministic rules are applied, while probabilistic
rules are applied only to questions 8 to 45. All three statistical institutions agreed on
this matter. The unlawful and unauthorized application of the probabilistic method,
later applied to questions 1 to 7 by the international experts, resulted in a
significantly higher number of residents, who had no right to be included as
residents pursuant to the Law on Census. Afterwards, this issue became an “open
question”, due to the partiality of Technical Assistance experts.

It has been estimated that, based on these three problematic and open questions,
approximately 150,000 questionnaires would be included, which would mean that
we would have approximately 10 million inaccurate data in the Census, if we take
into account the number of usual answers and variables in each questionnaire. If we
keep in mind that such census results, if we were to acknowledge them (but they are
unlawful and cannot be acknowledged), would be compared with future censuses
and censuses in other countries, then it is clear that we would cause permanent
damage to the statistical activity.

In discussions with the SC IMO, the Institute repeatedly asked for necessary
steps to be taken in order to change these three recommendations which do
not comply with the Law on Census.

4. Sequence of steps in determining resident status

When it comes to the sequence of steps to exclude invalid questionnaires from data
processing, the sequence recommended by the SC IMO, in a letter of 16 June 2015
(table ,Exclusion/inclusion of valid/invalid questionnaires was attached to the
letter), was not taken into account in the Draft Programme of the Agency for
Statistics of BiH.

According to all IMO recommendations, persons enumerated more than once are
excluded from the Census immediately after the exclusion of questionnaires
containing invalid barcodes.

This approach is logical and correct, because persons who were enumerated
multiple times can not affect other enumerated persons in any way after the
exclusion of their multiple questionnaires. The failure to exclude multiple
questionnaires at the beginning of the exclusion procedure would allow a person to
unlawfully provide information for absent persons on a number of different
locations (empty houses). Such situations are unlawful, because only a present
household member was allowed to provide data for absent persons. It is clear that a
person enumerated multiple times cannot be a member of two or more different
households.
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Statisticians from all three statistical institutions and an expert Marco Scarno
developed complex procedures for identification of duplicates among persons
enumerated multiple times, thus making sure that a wrong duplicate is not
identified and excluded. In case representatives of the Federal Institute of Statistics
and some of the Agency’s representatives thought that there was a possibility that
identification of duplicates could be wrong, they should have proposed an analysis
and possible correction of the procedure for identification of duplicates, instead of
suggesting changes to the sequence of exclusion of questionnaires, which would
result in additional errors due to unlawful actions.

5. Determining resident status in relation to the auxiliary variable “duration”

Another disputable issue was the determination of resident status in relation to the
auxiliary variable “duration” of presence/absence in questions 4 and 5 in the
questionnaire, based on which, in addition to other questions from 1 to 7, resident
status is determined. The Institute’s position was that the auxiliary variable
designated as “duration”, which is also one of the key variables that determine the
resident status of persons enumerated, should be calculated in accordance with the
rules defined in the methodology and P-1 questionnaire, as well as through a correct
and unbiased treatment of missing answers. The Institute’s position was eventually
accepted by other two statistical institutions, as well as by the international expert,
as it is unacceptable to treat the missing number of months as the sole answer 0
months, if the answer is missing on the number of months of the person’s absence,
considering that it was possible to give 11 more answers.

6. Use of the deterministic method

Regarding the application of nine rules of deterministic corrections in data
processing, the Institute’s position is that these rules should not be applied.
Specifically, the application of nine deterministic rules results in changes to original
data in questionnaires in the first seven questions. In addition, when it comes to the
application of nine deterministic rules, it is evident that if the probabilistic approach
and nine deterministic rules are applied, changes are allowed to original data in
three variables, while IMO recommended to only allow changes on two variables at
most. Changing original answers in questionnaires is contrary to Articles 43 and 44
of the Law on Census. In addition, based on statements of senior officials of the
Council of Ministers of BiH that we must not allow changes to original answers in
questionnaires, the correct position of the Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics
that the option 4, proposed by IMO in their Twentieth Report, which does not
include the application of deterministic approach represents the best possible
solution was once again confirmed.
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PART TWO

REASONS WHY THE CENSUS RESULTS PUBLISHED BY THE AGENCY
FOR STATISTICS OF BIH AND THE FEDERAL INSTITUTE OF
STATISTICS CANNOT BE VERIFIED

Pursuant to Article 37 of the Law on Census, the Agency and entity statistical
institutions define the enumeration tables and publish the Census results:

a) Preliminary Census results within the period of 90 days after completion of
the Census, and

b) Census results defined by unified data processing programme within the
period from 01 July 2014 until 01 July 2016.

Preliminary Census results were published by all three statistical institutions.
Pursuant to the above legal provision, it is clear that the Unified data processing
programme is a necessary condition for the publication of final Census results, as
stipulated in the Law. This programme was “adopted” unlawfully and this is the key
reason why the Census results cannot be lawful and valid, and therefore they cannot
be verified either.

Thus, we devote a special chapter to this topic that divided the public in BiH, in
order to clearly and unambiguously explain why this act is unlawful. This
issue is also important because Mr. Mladen Bosi¢, the Chairman of the House
of Representatives of the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH, submitted an appeal
to the Constitutional Court of BiH against this act and the manner of its
“adoption”. Given that every issue presented to the Constitutional Court causes
controversy, we believe it is useful to present the public with arguments which
prove a number of illegalities which were evidently committed in the adoption of
this Programme. In addition, guided by the principle of timeliness and transparency,
we believe it is extremely beneficial to warn the SC IMO about all circumstances and
facts regarding the “adoption” of this contested act, before they give their final
assessment of the Census in BiH and its results. We also believe that any interested
person should be warned about these issues as well.
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“ADOPTION” OF THE UNIFIED DATA PROCESSING PROGRAMME

On 18 May 2016, at an extraordinary press conference organized by the Agency for
Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the director of the Agency stated that he
“prescribed a Decision to “adopt” the Unified data processing programme for the
Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in Bosnia and Herzegovina 2013".
On this occasion, the director of the Agency for Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina
said that the above act was “adopted” without the consent of the entity statistical
institutes and without the consent within the Agency he manages, noting that the
Central Census Bureau, as the highest Census body, did not discuss this
controversial legal act. In the said Decision, inter alia, it is stated that the disputed
legal act shall enter into force on the day of its adoption, that it is an integral part of
the director’s Decision, and that it shall be published in the Official Gazette of Bosnia
and Herzegovina.

Given that this extraordinary and unexpected press conference attracted great
media attention, the general public is familiar with the aforementioned facts.

Since this Programme is of key importance for the content and publication of Census
results, this legal act and the method of its adoption are directly regulated by
Articles 20, 21 and 24 of the Law on Census. These provisions clearly imply that the
Programme is established by the Agency for Statistics of BiH, with the entity
institutes taking part in its drafting, while the Programme prior to its adoption must
be discussed by the Central Census Bureau, as the highest Census body in BiH. It is
therefore clear that Mr. Juki¢ himself, without any hesitation, practically admitted
that he ignored all these legal provisions regulating the adoption of the Unified data
processing programme. Please note that the Agency for Statistics of BiH has two
deputy directors, who must represent other two constituent peoples. Mr. Jukic
ignored their views, which is contrary to Article IV of the Decision on Establishment
of the Agency for Statistics of BiH (“Official Gazette of BiH, No. 40/98, of 20 August
1998, published in Official Gazette of BiH, No. 16/98), which stipulates that
decisions within the Agency must be taken by consensus.

Thus, although he was aware that there was no required consent and that his act
was unlawful, and in spite of being warned about this by the Institute through a
request for revocation of the unlawful acts, Mr. Juki¢ stuck to this decision.

The Institute believes it is much better to provide legal reasons, without addressing
speculation, in order to undoubtedly prove why Mr. Juki¢’s decision to “adopt” the
Unified data processing programme is unlawful on so many grounds that this case
could be observed and studied as a textbook example of unlawfulness.

In the further course of this paper, we explicitly mention the breach of procedure
and substantive violations of the Law on Census by the director of the Agency for
Statistics of BiH, which is why the aforementioned unlawful legal acts are contrary
to the Law and must be repealed as such.
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With an intention of resolving this problem urgently, requests to repeal these acts
were immediately sent to the director of the Agency for Statistics and the Council of
Ministers of BiH, while this issue was also discussed at the House of Representatives
of the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH. Prompt requests to repeal the unlawful acts
were sent by the Government of Republika Srpska, the Republika Srpska Institute of
Statistics, and Miljan Popi¢, the deputy director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH
from among the Serbian people. Requests to repeal the given acts were sent because
these acts violate human rights and fundamental freedoms guaranteed by the
Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the entity constitutions, as well as by
the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms and its protocols that are directly applied in BiH, in particular:

- Freedom of thought, conscience and religion,

- Freedom of expression,

- Freedom of movement and residence,

- Child rights guaranteed by the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child,

- Constitutionally guaranteed principle of non-discrimination in the protection
of human rights on the grounds of gender, race, language, religion, national
or social origin, and links with a national minority, etc.

BiH being a democratic state which operates in accordance with the law and based
on free and democratic elections, the disputed acts also violated the principles of
legal certainty and legality. However, Mr. Juki¢ did not want or could not change his
unlawful decision for his own reasons, while there was no agreement in the Council
of Ministers of BiH or in the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH on this issue. The House
of Representatives of the Parliamentary Assembly of BiH discussed the Programme
at its 5th urgent session, since even in these highest authorities in BiH there was a
sharp division of opinions about this matter, not in terms of law, but in terms of
belonging to different constituent peoples.

The aforementioned human rights, which are in line with the Constitution of
BiH covered in the substantive provisions of the Law on Census, were violated
by the Programme and the Decision to “adopt” this act, due to the following:

A constitutional right and fundamental freedom of every human being and a citizen,
as an essential part of his being and his intimacy, is the freedom of thought,
conscience and religion. In this sense, legal solutions guarantee every person in
the Census the protection of personal data, and the right and obligation to provide
accurate and complete answers to questions in the Census questionnaire (Article 11
paragraph 1. and Article 43 of the Law on Census).

Article 44 of the aforementioned Law stipulates sanctions for persons who contrary
to the will of a person covered by the Census exert influence on that person to,
against his/her will, give information on his/her ethnic or national or religious
affiliation. In item 24 of Summary of the Thirteenth Report, IMO noted the following:
“The population was well aware of the Census and eager to participate. However,
some disinformation campaigns organised by political or religious groups, to tell
people the “right” way of answering questions on ethnicity, religion and mother
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tongue, or to encourage citizens living abroad to come to be enumerated in the
country, polluted the conduct of the operation. Unfortunately, these campaigns and
rumours were not contradicted by an efficient official communication campaign and
systematic official reactions.”

In addition, in item 29 of the Summary of the Thirteen Report, IMO also stated the
following: “The main problem concerned people living abroad, either enumerated by
a present member of a household, or coming to the country during the census period
to be enumerated. The phase of data processing should help distinguish between the
resident and non-resident population using the answers to questions 1 to 7, but also
questions on the place of study or work, as some people were encouraged by some
unofficial campaigns to answer to Q1-7 in a way to be considered as residents.”

In the Thirteenth Report, in a part referring to the conditions and general
atmosphere during the enumeration, item 50 states: “Certain groups that exerted
pressure organized a disinformation campaign, telling people who live abroad to
come to the country to be enumerated unless they want to lose their property and
citizenship. Certain people spent a lot of money to come to the country, only to be
told that they could have been enumerated online. They ended up being sad for
spending their money to come, while this was not necessary.”

In terms of the Law on Census, in addition to enumeration of permanent residents in
BiH, as clearly stipulated in Article 7 of the Law on Census, citizens of BiH who
temporarily work or reside abroad were also enumerated, as provided for in Article
40 of the Law on Census, in conjunction with Article 2 paragraph 1. items a) and b)
of the same Law (definitions). Thus, these are two completely different categories of
population. The main problem in the disputed acts of Mr. Juki¢ is that these two
categories are completely intermingled. In fact, resident or permanent population
included persons who are actually non-residents, because they live or work abroad,
in countries not adjacent to BiH. It is therefore evident and indisputable that such
persons cannot meet the legal requirements to be permanent residents, as it is
obvious that they cannot spend their daily rest in BiH, as stipulated in Article 2
paragraph 1. item a) of the Law on Census.

As if it was not enough that informal groups used various means and pressure to
influence non-residents to be enumerated as residents, thus violating the freedom of
thought, conscience and religion, it was also done by Mr. Jukié, by means of his
unlawful acts.

Since the Census is based on a free expression of will of enumerated persons (a
case of conscience and honesty of the person providing data) and that data provided
by any person are not checked additionally, in addition to the fact that the
enumerator cannot influence answers of enumerated persons, it is obvious, as noted
by IMO as well, that a number of informal groups exerted powerful pressure, by
means of electronic media, websites, billboards, posters and the like, to influence
answers to sensitive questions. Mr. Juki¢ included 196,000 problematic
questionnaires in further data processing; on 18 May 2016, the day when he issued
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the Programme, he claimed that persons in these questions would be permanent
residents of BiH. In doing this, he ignored the fact that in question 40 (place of
work/study) these persons’ answers clearly imply that they cannot be residents,
since their place of work or study is in countries not adjacent to BiH. It is important
to note that the contingent of 196,000 questionnaires does not include all those
persons who were instructed by certain groups (as evident in IMO reports) to
provide answers in order to be included in the resident population, in spite of not
being residents. In fact, if such questionnaires were completed correctly, they were
included in data processing as indisputable questionnaires; the number of these is
very high, as shown by the Post-enumeration survey too. Post-enumeration Survey
indicated an overcoverage unprecedented in the European practice. The contingent
of 196,000 questionnaires is composed of questionnaires for which it was evident
that they were problematic, while Mr. Juki¢ assigned the status of residents to all
persons in these questionnaires, although there were no legal conditions to do so.

Freedom of expression, as well as the previously mentioned right to freedom of
thought, conscience and religion, was particularly drastically violated by the
disputed acts of Mr. Juki¢. The unlawful Programme, and in particular the use of so-
called probabilistic method allowed changes to original answers in questionnaires.
Therefore, the will of individuals was modified, which is contrary to the Law on
Census, based on which a person must provide complete and accurate answers
during the enumeration, while missing answers may not be imputed and answers
may not be changed.

The right to freedom of movement and residence was violated by failing to take
into account the place where the enumerated person lives, works and moves freely.
[t has already been mentioned that certain groups falsely threatened persons living
abroad that they would lose their property or other rights in BiH if they fail to fill out
the questionnaire as if they were residents. The Census is, above all, carried out for
economic, demographic and social reasons. In this sense, Census results will be of
special importance for permanent residents in BiH, who, as taxpayers, actually
finance Census activities for the most part, through the budgets of BiH, the entities
and Brcko District. Mr. Juki¢’s Programme significantly violates the right to freedom
of movement and residence, because non-residents are unlawfully recorded as
permanent residents, although their answer to question 40 (place of work/study) in
the problematic questionnaires is that they work or study in countries not adjacent
to BiH.

Child rights under the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, as one of the
most sensitive rights with respect to the category protected through these rights,
were also violated by Mr. Juki¢’s Programme. The Law on Census, which complies
with the Convention, in Article 11 stipulates that data on children aged under 15
years must be provided by a parent, adoptive parent or guardian, as exhaustively
determined in this provision. In contrast, Mr. Juki¢’s Programme provides that
questionnaires in which children provided data for themselves are to be included in
data processing, even though Article 43 of the Law stipulates criminal sanctions for
parents, adoptive parents and guardians if they fail to provide data for children
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under 15 years of age. To make the matters worse, an unlawful
recommendation to include these unlawful questionnaires in data processing
was also given by IMO. In doing this, IMO in fact exceeded its authority; instead
of being a monitoring body for the Census, they actually attempted to change
the Law on Census, even though the provision regulating that children aged
under 15 years cannot provide data for themselves is an international
standard and as such is included in laws of other countries that carry out
censuses. The Institute warned IMO about the wunlawfulness of this
recommendation several times. The inclusion of such unlawful questionnaires
based on the Programme represents a violation of Article 16 of the UN Convention
on the Rights of the Child, which guarantees that “no child shall be subjected to
arbitrary or unlawful interference with his or her privacy, family, or
correspondence, nor to unlawful attacks on his or her honour and reputation”.
Paragraph 2. of the same Article states that “the child has the right to the protection
of the law against such interference or attacks”. Therefore, in spite of two direct
provisions in the Law on Census which protect children aged under 15 years from
providing data in the Census (including personal data, health data, data on property,
a set of economic questions, etc.), Mr. Juki¢ in his Programme consciously violated
these rights. This was done consciously, because the director of the Agency was
warned that unlawful questionnaires must not be included in data processing.
Children aged under 15 years cannot comprehend the importance of data provided
and they are unable to provide proper answers to very complex questions in the
questionnaire.

When he adopted the Programme, Mr. Juki¢ stated that the Programme fully
complies with the recommendations of the International Monitoring Operation. The
Institute wishes to point out the undeniable fact that some of the key
recommendations of IMO were not in line with the Law on Census. In addition, at a
press conference held at the EC Delegation in Sarajevo on 26 May 2016, Mr. Pieter
Everaers, the Chairman of the SC IMO, clearly presented his stance in terms of
importance of the recommendations given by his team and of the Law on Census,
giving primary importance to the Law. This is the only possible solution and Mr.
Juki¢ was surely aware of this. The Law on Census does not mention IMO at all, while
it is clearly stipulated that the application of international provisions is subsidiary in
relation to the Law. Since the Memorandum provides that the Census is organized
and implemented by authorities, bodies and institutions in BiH in accordance with
the Law, it is clear that Mr. Juki¢’s Programme, which is based on recommendations
that are contrary to the Law, must be unlawful. Even Mr. Everaers indirectly
admitted this in his letters, claiming that the responsibility to implement the
recommendations is fully on the director of the Agency, who adopted the
Programme.

A constitutionally guaranteed principle of non-discrimination in the protection of
human rights based on gender, race, language, religion, national and social origin,
and links with a national minority, etc. has been severely violated by the Programme
adopted by Mr. Juki¢. The Law on Census is based on full equality of the constituent
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peoples and others. In accordance with this principle, and according to results of the
previous census of population in BiH, census commissions in units of local self-
government were established, and state and entity instructors, city/municipal
instructors and enumerators were appointed. It is extremely important to note that
enumerators were selected pursuant to this principle, as they were in charge of
filling out questionnaires in households.

Article 13 of the Law on Census stipulates the equality of languages and scripts, in
terms of printing of Census materials and in terms of answers in Census
questionnaires.

Article 14 of the Law on Census also guarantees the right to national minorities to be
given copies of Census questionnaires in the language and script of their national
minority. In addition, Article 19, Article 24 paragraph 3. and Article 26 paragraphs
2., 3., 4. and 5. of the Law on Census provide provisions concerning the ethnic
structure of Census participants. The Parliamentary Assembly of BiH, which is
organized into two houses, one of which is the House of Peoples which guarantees
the equality of the constituent peoples and others, adopted the Law on Census which
contains a number of provisions on equality and ethnic representation. In the given
situation, Mr. Juki¢’s arbitrary act in fact represents a blow to basic elements of the
legal system in BiH. One could get an impression that in this case an individual is
above the institutions and the constitutionally guaranteed mechanism of protection
of national rights of BiH citizens. Also, it is a paradox that Mr. Juki¢, as an individual,
by means of his unlawful acts, determines who gets to be a BiH citizen and what the
ethnic structure of the state should look like. Even emperors were deprived of this
right.

The Institute believes that it is particularly important to note Article 19, paragraph
3. of the Law, which provides that the ethnic structure of the staff who work on data
entering, processing and control shall reflect the ethnic structure of the population
of Bosnia and Herzegovina according to the 1991 Population Census. This provision
practically serves to prevent abuse or violations of the law on a national basis in a
very important and sensitive process of data processing. However, what is the legal
provision worth, when Mr. Juki¢ arbitrarily “adopted” an act by means of which he
himself determines who will be a resident, and who will not; obviously, this is
contrary to the law, because Mr. Juki¢, is an individual who is a member of only one
constituent people (it is irrelevant what nation is concerned). In other words, Mr.
Juki¢, through his actions, “crushed” the Law on Census and its fundamental
principles.

The Programme had to be discussed at the Central Census Bureau, as the highest
Census body, because this is explicitly stipulated in Article 24 paragraph 2. of the
Law, which is certainly in conjunction with paragraph 3. of the same Article, which
provides the equal ethnic representation in the Central Census Bureau. The extent to
which Mr. Juki¢ consciously violated rights on the national scale by adopting this
unlawful Programme is evidenced by the fact that the same Article and paragraph
also stipulate that the director of the Agency for Statistics, by virtue of his position, is
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also the Chairman of the Central Census Bureau. Therefore, Mr. Juki¢ brought his
two positions into direct conflict and this cannot be tolerated.

The right to non-discrimination is of particular importance in terms of
determining permanent population in BiH in accordance with the Law. The Census,
as the most complex statistical activity, should have been carried out in accordance
with the principles of statistics as a science, by statistical institutions whose
activities involve this activity as well. Accordingly, in order to carry out this activity,
professionalism and objectivity are required. The Census is important, above all, as
an economic, social and demographic issue. In this regard, in order to obtain
expected, reliable and relevant Census results, certain criteria specified in the Law
have to be respected when determining the status of permanent residents in Bosnia
and Herzegovina. The status of these persons, their obligations, rights and duties
differ significantly from those of persons who live, study or work abroad, although
they are citizens of BiH. A false perception was created in the public, fueled by the
media and certain political entities, that the Census would serve to deny the rights of
BiH citizens living abroad, even though these have nothing to do with the Census as
a technical and professional matter, nor with statistics as a science. Permanent
residents fully participate in the life of the country where they have their usual place
of residence, that is, in the country of which they are residents. Permanent residents
pay all direct and indirect taxes, exercise rights to health, pension and disability
insurance, they are tied to the legal system of the country they live in, etc. Income of
permanent residents is used to finance the country and the common needs of its
citizens, including courts, the army, the police and other authorities, and of course
statistical institutions which carry out censuses. Non-residents have no such
obligation. They have obligations in other countries where they are residents. This
difference could be further evidenced by a number of examples, but we believe that
this matter has been fully understood by means of the aforementioned facts.
Nevertheless, Mr. Juki¢ argues that persons who work or study abroad and do not
spend their daily rest in BiH are residents, although legal provisions indicate just the
opposite. The Law is perfectly clear on this issue; Article 7 paragraph 2. provides the
following: “Persons who are enumerated but do not meet the criteria for usual
residence in the place of enumeration, i.e. do not live or do not expect to live in the
place of enumeration for a continuous period of at least 12 months, are considered
temporarily present persons and shall therefore not be counted in the total
population of the enumeration area.” Accordingly, persons who in question 40 in the
questionnaire (place of work/study) declared that they work or study in a country
which is not adjacent to BiH, which means that they cannot spend their daily rest in
BiH, certainly do not meet the criteria set out by the Law for permanent residents.

By including 196,000 problematic questionnaires in the resident population, Mr.
Juki¢ not only drastically changed the number of residents, but also made the Census
results completely irrelevant and inapplicable. Given that each enumerated person
provides approximately 100 answers in the questionnaire, including variables too,
one can understand the extent of damage Mr. Juki¢’s act caused to the Census in BiH.
Millions of data are false and any future survey has been brought into question. In
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addition, inclusion of non-residents in the resident population will affect the social,
demographic and economic trends, while the ethnic structure in Bosnia and
Herzegovina has been significantly changed by means of this unlawful Decision and
Programme. This, of course, raises long-term consequences. Due to Mr. Jukic’s
actions, the Census has turned into a very complex political issue, instead of being a
statistical one. Of course, this results in general legal uncertainty, violating the
human rights and freedoms, as a consequence of unrealistic and unlawful Census
results.

Almost all human rights provided in the catalogue of rights may or will be
threatened on account of unlawful Census results. The implementation of such
results in legal solutions, strategies, plans, projects, etc. will certainly result in
violations of rights of individuals in terms of employment, education, health care,
and similar. Also, Census results, due to the unrealistic and fictitious number of
permanent residents, will certainly affect the allocation of revenues between units of
local self-government; all this is part of the life of an individual, as it impacts the
exercise of his/her rights.

Further in the text of this Open Book, we provide a systematic overview, supported
by appropriate evidence, of the breach of procedure and substantive violations of
provisions of the Law in “adopting” the controversial acts by Mr. Juki¢. We will also
provide legal explanations of the previously presented views. The evidence clearly
indicates a large number of mandatory legal provisions violated by Mr. Juki¢. We
believe these must be presented in their entirety in this book, in order to fully show
the extent of unlawfulness committed by the director of the Agency, which had a
direct impact on the violation of rights and freedoms of enumerated persons and
Census participants.

Breach of Procedure

1. Director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH “adopted” the disputed Programme
through the Decision on the adoption of Unified data processing programme for the
Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in Bosna and Herzegovina 2013,
which was published in the Official Gazette of BiH, No. 38/16, of 24 May 2016. It is
stated that the director “prescribed” the given Decision.

If the director of the Agency, pursuant to Articles 20 and 28 of the Law on Census,
had an authority to “adopt” this Programme, he would not have needed the Decision
he “prescribed”. However, since the director of the Agency “adopted” the
Programme arbitrarily, without the consent in the Agency for Statistics of BiH, which
is confirmed by the text of the Decision, he did not need the Decision in the form of a
decree either. It is absurd that the director of the Agency refers to Article 8 of the
Law on Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina (“Official Gazette of BiH”, No. 26/04 and
42/04) in the legal basis of the Decision, because the given Article defines
authorities of the Agency for Statistics of BiH, not authorities of its director, which is
in direct conflict with Article 28 of the Law on Census, which defines authorities of
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the director as an individual. If the lawmaker had had the intention to give the
powers to the Director of the BiH Statistics Agency in the process of enacting the
Law on Census, it would have been stated in the Law as the case is with
methodologies and census questionnaires. In Article 20 items c), d), e) and f), the
Law on Census explicitly stipulates that the Agency for Statistics of BiH determines a
methodology and Census questionnaires. This undoubtedly means that, before the
director prescribes these acts, they must be determined by the Agency for Statistics
of BiH and the director is not allowed to do this independently. In addition, the
aforementioned methodologies are adopted with the participation of entity
institutes in their design, or in cooperation with entity institutes when it comes to a
unified methodology for setting up and keeping a single register of spatial units.
Please note that all three statistical institutions gave their consent for the Census
Methodology and questionnaires before their release, which was not the case when
the Programme was adopted.

For an act to be determined in the Agency for Statistics of BiH, it is necessary to
reach a consensus on it. It cannot be a result of individual decisions of the director.
We have already mentioned that Article IV of the Decision on Establishment of the
Agency for Statistics of BiH stipulates that decisions are taken by consensus.

Accordingly, the director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH had to have approval for
the given act of both his deputies. Nevertheless, Mr. Juki¢ said that he did not have
the consent of his deputies to adopt this act, while Mr. Miljan Popi¢, deputy director
from among the Serbian people, opposed the adoption of this programme at a press
conference.

The disputed acts are individual acts of the director, conducted contrary to the
aforementioned legal procedure, because the director of the Agency for Statistics of
BiH “prescribed” one of them and “adopted” the other independently (which is
legally impossible and no court, especially the Constitutional Court, should tolerate
this). These acts clearly contradict each other.

2. In the introduction to the Decision and the Programme, the legal basis is not
properly specified, because the legal basis for establishing the Programme are
exclusively Articles 20, 21 and 24 of the Law on Census, which must be applied in
the Census as lex specialis, bearing in mind the fact that the Census, as the most
important statistical activity, is regulated by a special law. Articles 20, 21 and 24 of
the Law on Census directly refer to the Unified data processing programme,
explicitly and strictly regulating the procedure of drafting and establishing this act,
with the necessity to discuss its content at the Central Census Bureau. Article 28 of
the Law on Census does not mention the Unified programme at all.

3. Also, in the Introduction to the Decision it is stated that the director of the Agency
prescribes this Decision. It is well known that a decision is adopted, it cannot be
prescribed. Therefore, it is unacceptable to have this claim in the decision, which
means that the decision is not formally correct. The Law on Census does not
stipulate that the director is authorised to adopt a decision on the adoption of the
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aforementioned Programme. Thus, the director “prescribed” this Programme
without an authorization to do so, exceeding his own authority, which is one of the
reasons to contest this Programme.

4. Given that the decision in this case is an individual act, it is clear that the director
may not prescribe the decision to adopt the Programme. It is clear that the
Programme may not be adopted, because the documents that are adopted are not
individual, but previously voted on. As no one voted on the above Programme, this
Decision is legally void. In addition, the Law on Census does not stipulate that the
Programme is adopted, but established by the Agency for Statistics of BiH. Thus, it is
obvious that there are imagined authorities of the director in this Decision and that
these cannot be real.

5. Article 1 of the Decision states that the Unified Programme is “adopted” and that it
will be implemented at the Bosnia and Herzegovina level, which automatically
means that it will not be implemented at the entity level. In this case, the
Programme cannot be unified.

6. In Article 2 of the Decision it is stated that the Unified Programme is an integral
part of the Decision. As the Unified Programme is an independent bylaw whose
existence is stipulated in the Law as a condition for the adoption of Census results,
the Programme cannot possibly be an integral part of the Decision. As noted, the
Decision is an individual act of the director, while the Programme is a bylaw and not
an individual act, since its production involves all three statistical institutions, as
provided in Articles 20 and 21 of the Law on Census. Therefore, the Decision implies
that a hierarchically senior bylaw is a part of the Decision of the director. It is clear
that the decision is a lower legal act, so this is legally not possible.

7. In Article 3 of the Decision, the Agency for Statistics of BiH states that the Agency,
the Federal Institute of Statistics and the Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics are
responsible for the implementation of activities from the Unified programme. As we
all know, the competences of statistical institutions in the Census implementation
are stipulated in the Law on Census. Thus, the director of the Agency for Statistics of
BiH cannot define responsibilities of the Federal Institute of Statistics and the
Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics. The statistical system in BiH is composed of
three statistical institutions; two institutes at the entity level and the agency at the
state level, as regulated by laws on statistics in BiH and the entities, as well as by
Articles II, III, IV and V of the Decision on Establishment of the Agency for Statistics
of BiH. Article III of the given Decision, in paragraph 1. provides that “the Agency has
no authority over entity statistical institutes” (“Official Gazette of Bosnia and
Herzegovina”, No. 4/97). Entity institutes, pursuant to laws on statistics, have their
own directors; therefore, this position in the Decision is also legally impossible.

8. In Article 4 it is stated that the said Decision shall enter into force on the day of its
prescribing, which does not comply with the legal basis of the Decision which
stipulates that the decision is adopted, not prescribed, and the fact that the Decision
is published in the Official Gazette of Bosnia and Herzegovina. If the decision, whose
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content states that its integral parts include a bylaw which must be adopted
pursuant to the law, is published in the Official Gazette of BiH, then such a decision
may enter into force only after its publication in the Official Gazette, on the day of its
publication at the earliest. In this regard, all activities and operations under this
Decision and its prescribing prior to its publication in the Official Gazette would be
legally invalid and unlawful; therefore, this article is not legally possible either.

9. The Decision was not designed in accordance with the nomotechnical rules
applied at the state level when drafting regulations at the BiH level.

Director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH, pursuant to the Law on Census and the
Law on Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina, has no authority to act on his behalf.
Since the director said that there was no consent in the Agency on the Decision, it is
obvious that he must have acted on his own behalf; thus, the disputed act he adopted
is an arbitrary individual act.

From the above, it is obvious what the legal expertise of Mr. Juki¢ and his associates
is. In a decision which consists of four articles in total, they managed to make ten
legal errors and unlawful acts that are so severe that this Decision would have to be
repealed based on any of them.

When the director of the Agency adopted the Programme, he informed journalists
that enumerated persons in all problematic questionnaires (196,000) would be
included as residents under the Programme; however, he had no right to give this
statement before data from these problematic questionnaires were processed.
Therefore, it is clear that the aim of the Programme was not to include these
problematic questionnaires in data processing, but to give the status of a resident to
196,000 persons whose status is in fact problematic. It is also clear that any
behaviour must be motivated.

Unlawfulness in the adoption of the Programme

1. Entity statistical institutes had to be involved in drafting of the Programme, which
was not the case. The Programme adopted by the director of the Agency is a
completely different document in comparison with the previous proposals
presented to the entity institutes. Thus, Article 21 item b) of the Law on Census was
violated, making this Programme unlawful.

2. The Programme, pursuant to the Law, is determined by the Agency for Statistics of
BiH. However, the Agency did not determine it, because there was no consensus on
the Programme within the Agency, as confirmed by the director himself. Here,
Article 20 paragraph 1. item d) of the Law on Census was violated; thus, the
Programme was not determined by the Agency for Statistics of BiH, as stipulated in
the Law, but it was “adopted” by the director.
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The Institute’s claim that there was no consensus in the Agency for Statistics of
Bosnia and Herzegovina on the Programme is supported by an email message sent
by a deputy director of the Agency Mr. Miljan Popi¢ to members of the Central
Census Bureau on 5 July 2016, as a reaction to the letter sent by the Federal Institute
of Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina. In the email message, he recalled the fact
that the Unified data processing programme did not comply with the Law on Census.

3. The Programme “adopted” by the director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH was
not discussed at the Central Census Bureau and there was no consensus on it,
because Mr. Juki¢’s Programme is different from the Draft Programme which had
been previously submitted to the Central Census Bureau. It is 14 pages shorter and it
was altered.

The director of the Agency violated Article 24 paragraph 2. of the Law on Census,
which explicitly stipulates that the Central Census Bureau pursuant to item f)
examines a programme for processing the Census material and coding system, and
pursuant to item e) examines technologies to be used for the data entry, software
and the method of data processing. Given that the director of the Agency, in line with
Article 24 paragraph 5., is the Chairman of the Central Census Bureau by the virtue
of his position, it is obvious that he is in conflict with the functions he performs.
Accordingly, at the moment when he “adopted” the Programme, Mr. Juki¢ was surely
aware of the fact that he was “adopting” a Programme which had not been discussed
at the Central Census Bureau, as provided by the Law.

4. Mr. Miljan Popi¢, deputy director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH from among
the Serbian people, also opposed the “adoption” of this programme. Given the fact
that he “adopted” the Decision and the Programme dealing with data processing
arbitrarily, as an individual act, the director violated all provisions of the Law on
Census which regulate the ethnic structure of Census participants, in Article 19,
Article 24 paragraph 3. and Article 26 paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the given Law.
Since the composition of the Central Census Bureau, as the highest Census body,
reflects the equal representation of all three constituent peoples, the failure to
discuss the Programme before this body represents the crudest violation of this
principle stipulated in the Law.

Substantive violations of provisions of the Law on Census of Population,
Households and Dwellings in Bosnia and Herzegovina 2013

1. A key article, namely Article 7 which determines permanent resident population,
was violated, in particular its paragraphs 2. and 3., because the total number of
permanent residents in BiH is not determined in line with the above provisions,
especially in terms of question 40 (place of work/study). Paragraph 2. explicitly
states that enumerated persons who do not meet the criteria for usual residence in
the place of enumeration are considered temporarily present persons and shall
therefore not be counted in the total population of the enumeration area.” Persons
from problematic questionnaires declared that they work or study in a country not
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adjacent to BiH, thus declaring that they do not meet the criteria to be usual
residents in the place of enumeration; namely, pursuant to Article 2 paragraph 1.
item a) of the Law, place of usual residence is the place where a person lives and
normally spends the daily period of rest, which is obviously impossible when it
comes to these persons. Paragraph 3. stipulates that the total population also
includes civilian residents who cross the border daily to work or to go to school in
another country. Accordingly, persons in problematic questionnaires, who are
thousands of kilometres away, certainly cannot cross the border daily to work or to
go to school in another country. It is therefore clear that the director of the Agency
for Statistics of BiH in his Programme unlawfully included non-residents in the
resident population.

2. Article 11 paragraph 2. of the Law on Census was also severely violated, because
questionnaires in which children aged under 15 years provided data for themselves
were included in data processing, although a legal provision stipulates that data for
these children may be provided only by a parent, adoptive parent or guardian. In
this way, 12,500 unlawful questionnaires were included in the Census.

3. The Programme provides that the final Census results would cover the total
population at all government levels, while the publication of the remaining data
would be realised successively, in accordance with the Census Data Dissemination
Plan. Given that the remaining data, which should be published successively, are
final Census results and that the plan is to publish them beyond the deadline defined
by the Law on Census, these data would be unlawful. Provisions of Article 37 of the
Law on Census, referring to release of Census results, stipulate that the Agency and
entity statistical institutions define the enumeration tables and publish the Census
results, namely “Census results defined by unified data processing programme
within the period from 1 July 2014 until 1 July 2016.”

Please note that a comprehensive external validation was not conducted for the
Census results that were published.

4. The proposed data processing programme and the use of probabilistic and
deterministic method allow changes to original answers in questionnaires, which is
forbidden under threat of sanctions in the penalty provisions, namely in Articles 43
and 44 of the Law on Census.

5. The Programme does not mention the Post-enumeration Survey, which is one of
the key elements of the Census. This is contrary to Article 6 of the Law on Census.

No account was taken of Article 36 of the Law on Census, which provides that “all
the institutions are obliged to allow the Agency to use the databases and records
under their competences to carry out control of statistical accuracy and quality of
the data collected in the field”.

6. The Institute wishes to point out that these acts could not enter into force based
on any of the aforementioned numerous violations of the Law, let alone given the
fact that they were committed cumulatively.
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No person, not even the director of the Agency for Statistics of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, may have more power and rights than permitted by the law. By
violating the Law on Census, the director jeopardized Census results and
declarations of citizens’ will in the Census, also violating legally prescribed rules on
the ethnic structure in Census activities; thus, he exceeded his authority to the
maximum possible extent.

Under the Constitution, Bosnia and Herzegovina is a democratic state, operating in
accordance with the Law, which is supposed to ensure the rule of law. All the
aforementioned suggests that Mr. Juki¢’s acts were adopted in a manner which
undermines the legal system in BiH. It is unfortunate that such acts were welcomed
by persons at the most responsible positions in the country and by representatives
in the Parliament, who even gave their support to the flagrant violation of provisions
of the Law they adopted themselves, in a complex legislative procedure.
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MEDIA CAMPAIGN AND PRESSURES ON CENSUS OFFICIALS

Time gives answers to all questions. Looking from the perspective of 2016, unlawful
results of the Census having already been published by the Agency and the Federal
Institute of Statistics, the population in BiH is fully aware that such Census results
are not accurate, reliable or objective, in spite of this being an essential goal of the
Census. Under normal circumstances, lies and untruths may not represent a
triumph, and dishonesty cannot have primacy over professionalism. These fake
Census results are in fact bad results and the time will show this is true. This is why
we believe that the Agency and the Federal Institute of Statistics are actual losers in
this situation in terms of the reputation and expertise. However, in order to create a
perception that something intrinsically wrong and unlawful is in fact positive and in
the interest of the population, a strong media campaign aimed at motivation was
required. It is important to note the pressures which the Institute and its staff, as
well as many enumerators and other Census officials, were continuously subjected
to; the Institute kept resisting these pressures clearly and publicly, referring to laws
and regulations and respecting them.

Entity instructors were informing the Institute about the enumeration in the field
through reports in CMIS information system and by means of email messages. They
also noted certain unpleasant situations encountered during the Census through this
official communication.

The reports specifically highlighted that individuals, who were organized in their
actions during the enumeration, publicly visited households and gave instructions to
persons who came from abroad for a few days how they should be enumerated and
how they should enumerate persons who live abroad and whose data were brought
in lists; there were cases at the beginning of the process of a large number of
persons being enumerated in one dwelling unit, although it was impossible for these
persons to form a household within the given dwelling unit.

In addition, the reports also highlighted that individuals who were organized within
certain ethnic groups threatened with organized rallies and similar pressures in
case entity and municipal/city instructors and enumerators failed to comply with
their unlawful orders.

These pressures can be classified by their form into two dominant methods of
manifestation, which were both ruthless. One of these methods were direct threats
to Census officials, mostly to enumerators, but also to controllers and even to entity
instructors, who were insulted and called names, which is why even the Ministry of
the Interior had to intervene during the Census. The other method of attacks was
more sophisticated, but no less brutal nevertheless; certain media that suited the
purpose published names of enumerators and controllers who were accused of
refusing to enumerate members of certain nationalities, which was absolutely
untrue. During this period, the Institute was fully open and transparent for any
inquiry, complaint regarding the field work, and expert opinion. Numerous requests
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of the aforementioned informal groups were answered day and night. Even though
these requests and complaints were practically unfounded by rule, the Institute
provided timely answers to all of them, in accordance with the regulations.

In addition, in one of the reports of entity instructors it was stated that all materials
for the given enumeration area were taken away from an enumerator, while part of
the materials completed by the enumerator were torn by a person in the presence of
the enumerator. The entity instructor timely informed the Institute and the census
commission of local self-government about the details of these events. The Institute
and the census commission of local self-government, in cooperation with the police,
returned the Census materials which were taken by the person in question to one of
the municipalities in the Federation.

During the Census, census commissions of local self-government in certain units of
local self-government informed the Institute about daily pressures, threats, attacks,
and insults they were subjected to by persons who came from abroad and who
asked to be enumerated immediately, on the same or the following day, under the
pretext of urgent travel.

In their letters, these census commissions of local self-government emphasized the
need to seek help from the police (which they did) to protect members of the census
commissions of local self-government and entity instructors, pointing out that the
same problems were encountered by city/municipal instructors and enumerators
during the fieldwork.

The Thirteenth Report of IMO indicated the pressures exerted by certain groups. In
item 50 it was stated that certain groups organized a disinformation campaign,
telling people who live abroad to come to the country to be enumerated unless they
want to lose their property and citizenship. Certain people spent a lot of money to
come to the country, only to be told that they could have been enumerated online.
They ended up being sad for spending their money to come, while this was not
necessary. Also, in the summary of the same report, the following is stated: “The
main problem concerned people living abroad, either enumerated by a present
member of a household, or coming to the country during the census period to be
enumerated. The phase of data processing should help distinguish between the
resident and non-resident population using the answers to questions 1 to 7, but also
questions on the place of study or work, as some people were encouraged by certain
unofficial campaigns to answer questions 1 to 7 in a way to be considered as
residents.”
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CAMPAIGN AND COUNTERCAMPAIGN

Pursuant to Article 20 of the Law on Census, inter alia, the Agency is responsible to
timely inform the general public about the aim, time and content of the Census, and
to organize, coordinate and conduct a public media campaign. To this purpose, TV
and radio commercials and various printed materials, such as brochures, newspaper
advertisements, posters, billboards, pole boards and editorials, were produced.
However, the timeliness and quality of this campaign are questionable, as just one in
a series of things that were within the competence of the Agency, which were poorly
done.

In fact, in parallel with this lukewarm official campaign, there was also an unofficial,
more intense countercampaign (which also included various commercials,
brochures, posters, proclamations, instructions), whose main purpose was to
influence certain population by “explaining” how they should declare in the Census.
Through this campaign, persons who in line with the Law cannot be residents were
instructed how to fill out questionnaires to be given the status of residents, which
would eventually affect the outcome of final Census results.

Figure 2. Instructions to the diaspora how to be enumerated “correctly”
(8 September 2013, http://popis2013.net/index.php?docid=975)
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Translation of the text in Figure 2:

Instructions for the diaspora: How to be enumerated properly?

Instructions on how you should be enumerated in the forthcoming Census as a
member of the diaspora. All three methods comply with the Law on Census and do
not represent a violation of the given Law. In general, all BiH citizens who are in the
diaspora, but have a registered place of residence in BiH and live in BiH for a month,
while during the remaining 11 months they work or study abroad, can be
enumerated as BiH citizens. It is sufficient that you feel or expect that you will return
to BiH (in the foreseeable future?), which is obviously a dream of all of us in the
diaspora.

Persons who live abroad (BiH diaspora)

Option A - Enumeration using web-questionnaires

The worst option

BiH citizens enumerated in this way will not be part of nor have a role in BiH
internal affairs, while their property may become subject to speculation at the local
and entity levels.

Option B - Enumeration as a household member who is abroad at the moment of the
Census for work or study.

BiH citizens enumerated in this way, together with their property, will have their
place and role in all BiH internal affairs, being part of all socio-economic and
demographic analyses, at the municipality, entity/Brcko District and state levels.
Option C - Going to the country to be enumerated at the current or pre-war place of
residence

Same as in Option B, BiH citizens enumerated in this way, together with their
property, will also have their place and role in all BiH internal affairs, being part of
all socio-economic and demographic analyses, at the municipality, entity /Brcko
District and state levels.

In this way, what was unfair was presented as fair and what was incorrect was
presented as correct, in order to circumvent the rules given in the questionnaire and
to turn the democratic right manifested in the census principle “free declaration of
will of an enumerated person” into the principle “manipulation of declaration of will
of an enumerated persons.” As IMO noted in its Eleventh Report, the scene was left
to politicians and religious organizations to disseminate messages that encouraged
people to answer the Census questions inappropriately. For example:

a)

b)

The organization “Popis 2013” produced a flyer that encourages the
population living abroad to come to BiH to be enumerated and explains how
questions 1 to 7 on the place of residence should be answered in order for a
person to be considered a permanent resident.

The association “Prsten” published this kind of information: “Participation in
the Census is a moral, civic and patriotic duty of all Croats originating from
BiH. You will be enumerated in the Census if one of your household
members in BiH goes to BiH during the Census with data for other members
of your family, or if you give data for all family members who live in Croatia
or elsewhere abroad to a family member who lives in Bosnia.”
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c) The association “BoSnjaci” instructed the diaspora not to send the form for
persons P-1IN, but to use the form for persons P-1 instead. The instruction
also was that persons who have lived abroad for 30 years, if they come to
BiH for holidays, should be considered absent for less than a year.

Who left the scene to authors of these unofficial campaigns? It is clear that it was the
Agency for Statistics of BiH that was supposed to lead the official campaign. In
addition, the Agency issued an official protocol on relations with the media, in which
it actually assumed the responsibility for media appearances during the Census.
Thus, the Agency did not carry out the official campaign through which it would
promote the values and purpose of the Census, in order to strengthen confidence in
the Census as a statistical activity; in fact, the Agency completely failed at this. The
Agency did not prevent data leakage, since it gave information to foreign institutions
and representatives of some countries before the release of final Census results. It
failed to react under the aforementioned Protocol, even in instances when the media
released tables for which it was claimed that statistical institutions were the source,
prior to Census data processing. In fact, by failing to refute such articles and to react
officially, the Agency actually supported the countercampaign, thus surely
influencing the formation of an inappropriate image of the Census in the public.

Although the promotional materials of this unofficial countercampaign often
ruthlessly used and misused children in order to send political messages, because
children suggested to adults how to answer the questions in the Census, the Agency
for Statistics of BiH, being responsible for the official promotional campaign, did not
find it necessary to react and protect children, at least declaratively, bearing in mind
that children must not be an instrument of various blatantly political actions. Child
rights under the Constitution of BiH and the UN Convention on the Rights of the
Child, which we have already discussed.

Ombudsman’s warning

The Agency and IMO remained silent even when the Institution of Human Rights
Ombudsman of Bosnia and Herzegovina warned them that child rights were
severely violated in the Census (11 September 2013, http://www.nezavisne.com/
novosti/drustvo/Djecu-iskoristili-u-propagandne-svrhe /208790).

Thus, the Agency tacitly gave its media campaign baton to others. In contrast, in its
media appearances, within its jurisdiction, the Institute was persistently trying to
inform the public about the rules of Census and enumeration and to refute
misinformation about the Census, thus becoming subject to constant attacks and
criticism of the aforementioned individuals and groups that conducted the given
countercampaign for the purpose of falsifying the Census results.

Given that the media space is much more than the press, radio and television, and
that it also covers the Internet with its enormous possibilities, with the use of
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multimedia, messages of the aforementioned numerous organizations and unofficial
campaigns were easily distributed to broad masses. If we also consider the false
information that persons could lose their property and other civil rights in case they
are not enumerated as permanent residents, in spite of being residents in other
countries, which caused unjustified, but nevertheless palpable fear among such
persons, it is clear how the current problems surrounding the Census actually
occurred.

This was confirmed by IMO in their Thirteenth Report, in which they noted that
certain unofficial campaigns, organized by certain political or religious groups,
suggested how people should answer the questions in the questionnaire in order to
be considered as residents, as we have already discussed.

The statement issued by the Agency for Statistics of BiH on 11 October 2013, in the
midst of the Census, noting that the Census is not a census of property or ownership,
nor a record of citizenship, voters, or taxpayers and that no one will be deprived of
any rights by means of the Census, clearly implies that the manipulated diaspora
took the instructions, leaflets, proclamations and similar documents very seriously,
as they rushed to BiH to be enumerated as residents.

Testimonies from the field

The timeliness of this Agency’s reaction is well described in one of the reports from
the first hours of the Census.

“The enumerator enumerated 28 persons in one household, namely the mother with
her sons and their families, who insisted to be enumerated there as temporarily
present persons who live and work abroad for longer than a year. Only the mother is
an actual member of this household. He found more than ten present persons in the
house. One could conclude that her sons came from abroad only to be enumerated” -
this is a part of the report of an entity instructor engaged in the Census in Kotor
Varos.

Below are the reports that accurately and in detail illustrate and prove Census
events from all areas.

“In certain settlements, enumerators were pressured by citizens who insisted that
their household members living and working abroad should be enumerated,
although pursuant to the Methodology they are not members of the given
household... Staff engaged in the fieldwork drew attention to the actions of some
members of the local community who provided the population with wrong
information, while certain persons instructed the local population in terms of
answering the questions”, from the report of the Census Commission of the City of
Banja Luka, of 6 October 2013.

“We are writing to you with a request for attention to our observations regarding
the visits of representatives of the Agency for Statistics of BiH, who introduced
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themselves as state instructors. Their first visit happened on 30 September 2013,
when they noted that the procedure was not carried out in accordance with the
methodology; however, in the course of discussion, their conclusion was that the
procedure was fully respected. During their first visit, their remark was that the
number of Bosniak enumerators was “reduced to the minimum”, which we also
explained, so eventually they concluded that everything was done in accordance
with the procedure... Please note that the census commission of local self-
government of the Municipality of Novo Gorazde is exposed to daily pressures and
requests of the aforementioned state instructors, preventing us from performing our
duties in accordance with the procedures, in order to finalize the Census.”

These and similar cries of people who performed their Census tasks honestly
and professionally, sent 24 /7 with a genuine desire to contribute to accurate
and high-quality results, were common. The aforementioned sentences bear
witness to all the difficulties and obstacles in the Census which was, beyond
statistical logic, turned into a Sisyphean task.

Almost three years later, results of such enumeration were released in accordance
with the arbitrarily adopted Programme of the director of the Agency, contrary to
the Law on Census. On 30 June 2016, inter alia, it was announced that Bosniaks
accounted for 50.11% of the total population, Serbs accounted for 30.78%, and
Croats for 15.43%.

There is nothing problematic in these percentages, the reaction is logical; however,
given that certain individuals and the media possessed basically identical data and
percentages a month and a half before their release, then we certainly have reasons
to worry and to ask endless questions.

“Bosniaks account for 50.10% of the total population, Serbs account for
30.80%, while Croats account for 15.41% of the total population”. This was the
public statement on 19 May 2016, one day after the director of the Agency signed
the arbitrarily adopted Census data processing programme.

1,764,000 Bosniaks (50.10%)

543,000 Croats (15.41%)

1,085,000 Serbs (30.80%)

129,000 Others (3.68%)

Figure 3. Ethnic representation in percentages, which is almost identical to the official
results
(19 May 2016, http://www.avaz.ba/clanak/236571/zolic-bih-ce-imati-3-520-000-
stanovnika)
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One must ask an objective question: Is the Census of Population, Households and
Dwellings simply the most extensive statistical survey which sets the basis for
various development plans, or more than that in case of BiH? Why did it happen that
data on ethnic representation were disclosed a month and a half earlier, and not
data on the percentage of literate persons for example? Why is the percentage of
ethnic representation so much more important than other ones? How come that one
day after the director of the Agency signed the disputed Programme, an analysis of
national blood cells was already available? Was the Programme a consequence of
these aspirations? And the most important question of all: Why were the data
available to persons who, at least apparently, had nothing to do with the Census? It
is obvious that these persons served the purpose of the countercampaign.

“Brothers, we have succeeded. Today, we account for more than 50% of the total
population in Bosnia and Herzegovina. In 10 years, we will account for 60%”, the
leader of the Islamic Community in BiH, Mr. Husein Kavazovi¢, announced before the
official release of Census results, announcing some new Census projects (25 May
2016, http://mojkontakt.com/2016/05/opet-reis-kavazovic-uspjeli-smo-braco-bos
njaka-ce-u-bih-biti-vise-od-60-odsto/).

Given that three years before this speech, Mufti “organized TRAININGS on the
Census for the leading imams, presidents of municipal committees of Ilmiyyah, the
president of the District Committee of [lmiyyah, directors of the Islamic Community
institutions operating in the Muftiate, and presidents of the religious teaching staff”.
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Figure 4. Presentation and training about the Census (16 May 2013,
http://www.islamskazajednica.ba/vijesti/aktuelno/16643-prezentacija-i-trening-o-
popisu-stanovnistva-2013-za-podrucje-muftijstva-zenickog)

Translation of the text in Figure 4:

Title: Presentation and training about the Census of Population 2013 in the Muftiate of
Zenica

Yesterday, on 15 May, in Zenica, the Office of the Mufti of Zenica, in cooperation with the
Foundation ‘Popis 2013”, organised a presentation and training about the forthcoming
Census of Population 2013. The presentation and training were organised for the leading
imams, directors of the Islamic Community institutions operating in the Muftiate, and
presidents of the religious teaching staff. Even the ethnic representation in Republika Srpska
was obviously known before the Census results were published.
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“The methodology for determining results of the Census carried out in 2013
has been adopted. According to the Census, Bosniaks account for almost 14%
of the population in RS and they have not been wiped from this part of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, where they accounted for one third of the population before
the war”, Mr. Bakir Izetbegovi¢, the Bosniak member of the Presidency of BiH stated
(26 May 2016, http://www.avaz.ba/clanak/237898/izetbegovic-u-koaliciji-sa-sbb-
om-mozemo-dodatno-pojacati-poziciju-i-jedinstvo-bosnjaka#sthash.zfnAity7.dpuf).

[t is important to note that Bosniaks account for 13.99% of the total population in
Republika Srpska according to the Census results published by the Agency, therefore
“almost 14%” was in fact correct?!

For all these reasons, the general dissatisfaction with the incorrect and unlawful
Census results is understandable.

“There were many irregularities during the Census - non-Roma were enumerated as
Roma, Roma were enumerated as Bosniaks. Many members of the Romani people
refused to declare themselves as Roma”, Mr. SaSa Masic, president of the Union of
Non-Governmental Associations of Roma of Republika Srpska stated (13 July 2016,
Srna).

“If you recall, we put our hopes in the Census of Population which would determine
exactly how many of us live here, based on which we could start solving our status.
However, we are deeply disappointed and dissatisfied with the results of this
Census. We are sure that there are at least 200,000 of us”, Franjo Rover, president of
the Union of National Minorities of RS stated (6 September 2016,
http://www.nezavisne.com/novosti/bih/Trguju-etnickom-pripadnosti-na-stetu-
nacionalnih-manjina/385944).

It should be noted that the Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics continuously
advocated the principle of legality, pointing to problems and offering solutions, and
informing the public.
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Figure 5. The Institute about problems in the Post-enumeration Survey
(27 August 2016, http://www.glassrpske.com/novosti/vijesti_dana/Popisivaci-
placaju-ceh-laziranja-popisa/lat/216450.html)

Translation of the text in Figure 5:

Title: Enumerators paying the price of Census forgery

Banja Luka - The Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics has warned that international
experts and the Agency for Statistics of BiH are attempting to falsify the results of Post-
enumeration Survey, which has already been done with the Census results, in order to
eliminate large discrepancies between the data obtained through these two surveys and to
present the Census results disputed by RS as accurate.

- International experts have found a way to assess the released inaccurate Census results as
correct relative to the Post-enumeration Survey, by using an assessment system which is not
acceptable, while the blame for discrepancies in data obtained through the Post-enumeration
Survey and the main Census is put on enumerators. In order to get out of an awkward situation,
international experts have decided to completely ignore the fact that there is a significant
percentage of persons who were enumerated in the Census, but were not enumerated in the Post-
enumeration Survey; by means of a straw man, they are attempting to iron out the grossly
exaggerated figures in terms of the total population in BiH - the Republika Srpska Institute of
Statistics noted.
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From warning about irregularities in the “work” of international experts in terms of
the Post-enumeration survey, reactions to the publication of Census results in the
Official Gazette of BiH, although this is not stipulated anywhere nor is the practice in
other countries, to violations of the Law on Census itself; the Institute has always
timely and actively advocated the compliance with regulations, opposing any action
deviating for such an approach to the Census.

In an effort to strengthen and enforce as mandatory the unlawful data, the Agency
decided to publish the results in the Official Gazette of BiH, although this is not
provided by the Law on Census nor is a statistical practice. This unlawful publication
of Census results is particularly irrational, because these results were not verified.
The Agency is aware of the fact that an appeal was lodged with the Constitutional
Court of BiH against the Programme adopted by Mr. Juki¢, based on which the
results were published in a hurry, without the necessary internal and external
validation. The Institute reacted immediately. We informed the media about the
unprofessional and tendentious actions of the Agency, whose work is not
transparent and which performs its tasks under the leadership of the new director
by attempting to put the other two statistical institutions and the public in BiH
before the fait accompli.
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Figure 6. The Institute about the work of international experts
(7 September 2016, http://www.nezavisne.com/novosti/bih/Strani-eksperti-
falsifikuju-rezultate-popisa/386110)

Translation of the text in Figure 6:

Title: International experts falsifying Census results

SARAJEVO, BANJA LUKA - The Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics (RSIS) has sent a letter
to the Steering Committee of the International Monitoring Operation (IMO), to point out the
unlawful actions of international experts in terms of the Post-enumeration Survey.

In the letter, signed by Ms. Radmila Ci¢kovié, the director of the Republika Srpska Institute of
Statistics, inter alia, it is stated that the Post-enumeration Survey activities have not been
carried out in accordance with the law, since the Agency for Statistics of BiH and the entity
statistical institutions have not adopted a methodology for processing the Post-enumeration
survey data. In short, the letter points out that international experts, through their arbitrary
actions, have been trying to minimise the fact that the discrepancy in the Post-enumeration
Survey amounted to 11%.
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People in the profession, who were unstained by these activities surrounding
the Census, were quick to recognize the efforts and hard work of the Institute
and its staff, aimed at obtaining accurate, correct and usable Census data.

Director of the renowned public opinion research agency “Ipsos Strategic
Marketing”, Mr. DragisSa Bjeloglav, said that the standards for population censuses
explicitly stipulate that the population living and working outside the territory of
the country for longer than a year cannot be enumerated as resident population.

“This rule is clear and it must be applied irrespective of the form of organization of
the country, because the same people must not be recorded as living both in
Germany and in BiH”, Mr. Bjeloglav, who was the team leader of the European
Commission for the preparation of population census in BiH, noted.

Mr. Bjeloglav also pointed out that there are always bound to be differences in
results of the main census and the control census, but that a discrepancy of ten
percent has never been recorded. He also noted that, in this area, the discrepancy
between the main census and the control census data since 1953 has never been
over four percent.

“The maximum discrepancy amounted to three or four percent, while in cities that
are specific when it comes to censuses it at times amounted to six to seven percent.
On the territory of a republic such large discrepancies have never been recorded.
Ten-percent discrepancy has never been recorded”, Mr. Bjeloglav noted, adding that
such a large discrepancy implies that deeper analyses are necessary, maybe even a
repeated enumeration (30 May 2016, http://www.glassrpske.com/novosti/
vijesti_dana/Dragisa-Bjeloglav-direktor-agencije-Ipsos-Stratedzik-marketing-
Nezabiljezena-odstupanja-u-popisu-stanovnistva/210189.html).

“The inclusion of 200,000 non-residents in the permanent resident population
results in changes to the demographic characteristics of BiH as a whole, which in
turn results in a distorted image and inaccurate statistics”, Mr. Stevo PaS$ali¢, a
demographer, said. (16 June 2016, Srna)

“These results will not provide us with reliable information on the population structure
we have, how many male citizens we have or how many female ones, how many of
them are skilled and educated. We will know nothing about the ethnic structure, which
means that strategy development will be questionable”, stated Mr. Drasko Marinkovi¢
from the Council for Demographic Policy of RS. (19 May 2016, ATV)

“Most citizens’ complaints were related to political manipulation. Citizens were
instructed by certain enumerators how to declare themselves in terms of national and
ethnic affiliation” noted Mr. Dalio Sijah, an activist from “Popis Monitor”, a body set up
by local non-governmental organizations with the aim of monitoring the Census.

The Institute has always timely and actively sought to comply with regulations,
opposing anything that deviated from such approach to the Census, transparently
informing the public about all the illegalities, and writing open letters to the highest
international officials in BiH. This Open Book is one of the ways and efforts we make
to ensure transparency and openness to the public and users of statistical services.

57


http://www.glassrpske.com/novosti/vijesti_dana/Dragisa-Bjeloglav-direktor-agencije-Ipsos-Stratedzik-marketing-Nezabiljezena-odstupanja-u-popisu-stanovnistva/210189.html
http://www.glassrpske.com/novosti/vijesti_dana/Dragisa-Bjeloglav-direktor-agencije-Ipsos-Stratedzik-marketing-Nezabiljezena-odstupanja-u-popisu-stanovnistva/210189.html
http://www.glassrpske.com/novosti/vijesti_dana/Dragisa-Bjeloglav-direktor-agencije-Ipsos-Stratedzik-marketing-Nezabiljezena-odstupanja-u-popisu-stanovnistva/210189.html

VALIDATION OF CENSUS RESULTS PUBLISHED BY THE AGENCY
FOR STATISTICS OF BIH AND THE FEDERAL INSTITUTE OF
STATISTICS

Data validation in simplest terms represents a regular and indispensable method
used to check obtained statistical data prior to their final release, by means of
comparison, control and assessment with regard to data obtained from other
sources, mostly statistical and administrative ones. This is obviously required
because data collected in the field are in fact raw data, which must be processed and
checked in order for users to be provided with accurate and reliable data.

According to Mr. Pieter Everaers, the Chairman of the SC IMO, the main problem
when it comes to the publication of data in the Census BiH 2013, after the “adoption”
of the Programme, is the time factor, which in this case represents a limiting factor
for the publication of data by the Agency. According to the international practice and
the recommendation given by the SC IMO, data processing requires four to five
months at least, while the Agency published its data only 40 days after releasing the
aforementioned unlawful Programme. The haste was inevitable; the deadline for the
publication of Census data stipulated by the Law was nearing, while the Prosecutor’s
Office of BiH opened a case in relation to checking the process of Census of
Population, in order to establish whether there were elements of criminal liability of
certain persons in this process. The competent institutions expressed their concerns
in the media that taxpayers’ money would be wasted, without obtaining Census
results. No one seemed to worry about the fact that the money would be wasted on
obtaining inaccurate, unlawful and reliable results, which in the future will cause a
lot more damage; the money invested in the Census has in fact been wasted through
all this. The Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics thought that the previous
recommendation of Mr. Everaers, namely the one to extend the deadline for the
publication of Census results in the Law, should be applied, in order to obtain
reliable and relevant Census data based on an agreed Programme. However, this
opinion was completely ignored by Mr. Juki¢. It was necessary to perform the
internal and external validation of the Census within an unrealistic deadline of 40
days; this was not done pursuant to regulations, which means that the obtained
results cannot be accepted and verified. In accordance with the Law on Census of
Population, Households and Dwellings in BiH, Article 36 stipulates that
external validation of data is performed using all available statistical and
administrative sources, to perform a statistical control of the accuracy and
quality of Census data. Thus, this is an obligation stipulated in the Law. In the
Eighteenth IMO Report, in item 78 the following recommendation is given: “The SC
also suggests working on other sources of data which can be used for evaluation
purposes.” It is a fact that, in Census data processing, external validation was not
performed for a majority of Census data.
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The process of data processing and validation was aggravated due to the following:

a) From the start of the process, the position on treatment of missing values
was unknown, even though its definition was one of the IMO
recommendations. Item 67 of the Twenty-third IMO Report states the
following: “As it was already stated in the 21st report of the SC, no decision is
still taken regarding the treatment of missing values.”

b) Administrative sources to be used for the validation of Census data were not
defined until the end of data processing.

¢) Untimely delivery of applied deterministic and probabilistic rules by the
international expert.

d) Frequencies of changes on variables were not delivered before the end of
data processing, while the upper limit of changes, used to validate data, was
not defined either.

e) A short time limit for processing and validation, which failed to ensure
the accuracy of Census data.

Regarding the validation, the most important aspect was not executed: resident
status was not checked through internal and external validation. The number of
residents is a key variable obtained through the Census, while other variables in the
questionnaire are attributive.

A consequence of inaccurate results is the number of enumerated children aged
between 0 and 6 being 7% higher and the number of enumerated children aged
between 6 and 15 being 9.4% higher, which is contrary to the demographic statistics
and the data on this category of population which are exact and regularly published
in demographic publications of the statistical institutions in BiH. In addition, internal
validation was supposed to analyze the consistency of resident status with other
questions in the questionnaires, such as the following: 10. Has the person arrived to
the place of the Census from other settlement in BiH or from abroad? 12. Has the
person ever continuously resided outside BiH for one year or longer?, 15. Has the
person returned from refuge?, as well as other questions in correlation with resident
status. This was not performed.

In the Thirteenth IMO Report, inter alia, the following is noted: “Question 12, about
persons who continuously resided abroad for one year or longer, was also not well
answered, maybe because people wanted to stress that they were residing in BiH.
Some persons living abroad since many years declared they had not continuously
resided outside BiH because the respondents were coming back for vacation.”

It is logical to conclude that the intention was to conceal these anomalies and to
legalize these questionnaires and include them in the resident population, which is
why data validation was not performed at all.

External validation was supposed to compare the census data with available
administrative sources of data, such as databases of health and pension insurance
funds, and with official data of the statistical institutions in BiH, above all with the
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demographic data, such as the number of births and deaths, education, labour force,
etc. This was not done.

Validation of age and gender was carried out using data from the fields of
demography, education and economic activity. An analysis of data indicated an
inconsistency of data on age and gender, because the variable gender was locked
while the variable gender was being edited, without previously checking the
consistency of data on the household and family. This is methodologically
unacceptable and it resulted in a series of subsequent errors in data.

The international expert engaged in editing activities often made decisions which
were contrary to the methodological solutions offered by the local statistical staff.
Thus, the number of errors generated after age and gender were locked was to be
expected, because these two categories were not checked in relation to the category
family and household. The fact that age and gender should have been resolved
together with family and household, at the beginning of data processing and after
resident status was determined, was confirmed by the report of the international
expert from September 2014.

According to the final census results, the gender structure in BiH was 49.05% male
and 50.95% female. For comparison with the neighbouring countries, the gender
structure was as follows: in Serbia 48.70% male and 51.30% female, in Croatia
48.23% male and 51.77% female, and in Montenegro 49.39% male and 50.61%
female. It is realistic to expect that the share of male citizens is lower than that of
female citizens in BiH, bearing in mind the war in the 90’s, as well as large
emigration from BiH; however, this is not the case. It is completely unrealistic that
the number of men in relation to the number of women is higher than in Serbia and
Croatia. This says enough about the quality of Census results.

Immediately upon the finalization of enumeration in the field, IMO noted the
following in its Thirteenth Report: “Some difficulties were also noted on
understanding the difference between "relationship to head of household” and
"family status" and harmonization of families and households has proven to be a
very complex activity”. In the report of September 2014 produced by an
international expert, the need is noted to check gender, age, family and household
immediately after resident status is determined. Although priorities were repeatedly
pointed out when defining age and gender in relation to family and household by the
local statistical staff, this was not taken into account in the end, which is
methodologically completely incorrect.
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Five-year old child as a wife/husband

This is a prelude to further genesis of inaccurate data, resulting, for example, in
same-sex families and families in which a five-year old child is the
wife/husband. In order to resolve such inconsistencies until the deadline for data
publication, ad hoc solutions were applied, through which a large number of
households was converted to non-family households. In this way, the problem of
same-sex families in households or families in which a child is the husband/wife in
the family was resolved by converting these households to non-family households.

An obvious fact is that such hasty processing of Census results indicates the lack of
professionalism in the work. Repetitions on certain Census variables were
performed dozens of times, but methodological staff kept finding errors in spite of
daily corrections. In addition, the failure to make clear decisions on variables for
which missing values can be imputed (values which should have been recorded in
the questionnaire, but were not) left the room for the “creativity” of international
experts; thus, values for certain variables were imputed in more than 170,000
questionnaires, resulting in inaccurate and fictitious data. By imputing missing
values using answers from questionnaires for other persons as donors, the will of
enumerated persons is changed randomly, which is contrary to the aforementioned
Article 43 of the Law, which stipulates that persons must provide complete, accurate
and truthful answers.

In the Twenty-second IMO Report, the lack of decision on missing values was
pointed out: “No decision has yet been taken regarding for which variables the
missing values will be kept and for which variables missing variables will be
imputed. This decision is necessary if imputation is used for missing values. If there
are some exceptional cases for imputation of missing values, these conditions should
be explained to be able to interpret the results of imputation. Indicators at aggregate
level, which take into account the changes produced in terms of number and/or
magnitude, should be adopted. Indicators at variables level to underline the
differences produced in the distributions of each variable should also be
considered.”

The predefined sequence of data processing, according to which inconsistencies in
data within households and families were to be resolved before locking the variables
age and gender, was not fulfilled.

External validation of families and households using available administrative and
statistical sources was not performed. During the data processing, methodologists
from RSIS were pointing out the necessity of such validation. External validation of
data referring to citizenship, entity citizenship, legal marital status, fertility, means
of daily transport, main source of livelihood, main source of funds of a dependant,
and disability, also was not performed.
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In the meantime, the Institute has done a validation of certain Census results
published by the Agency and the Federal Institute, which indicates that these
published data are unrealistic and unreliable to the extent of being irrelevant in
terms of their use for statistical or any other purposes. Here are some examples.

1. Educational characteristics

In order to resolve inconsistencies in data on educational characteristics of the
population obtained through the Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, deterministic and probabilistic rules were applied in the
data processing. Educational characteristics cover the set of questions from 27 to 31
in the Questionnaire (which operations the person can perform on PC, highest level
of completed education, qualification obtained, literacy, and school attendance).
Missing values were not edited in questions 27. Which operations the person can
perform on PC? and 30. Can person read and write short essay?

Contrary to the opinion of the Working group for educational characteristics,
consisting of representatives of all three statistical institutions, the Technical
Assistance expert decided to edit question 31. School attendance, although the
opinion of the working group was based on the fact that the raw database
contained a large number of missing answers to this question, namely
178,295; edits in this question cause significant changes in data on the
number of persons who do not attend school, and persons who attend
preschool education or primary school, which were collected through the
Census. In addition, an analysis of missing answers in the raw database of
residents found that a large number of persons who failed to answer question
31. School attendance also failed to answer question 28. Highest level of
completed education, which could indicate that these questionnaires were
filled out fictitiously. Due to the conflicting opinions of the expert and of the
working group regarding this issue, the group for coordination was asked to
provide its opinion; however, they did not provide an opinion before the
finalization of data processing.

After data editing, internal and external validation of data aggregated at the level of
Bosnia and Herzegovina was conducted. Internal validation of data on educational
characteristics of the population served to resolve inconsistencies in answers
between questions in the field of education and other questions in correlation with
these.

External validation for question 31. School attendance detected discrepancies
between the Census data and the official statistical data, particularly for the levels of
pre-school, primary and secondary education. The validation included a comparison
of data on the number of persons attending school obtained through the Census and
data on the number of children, pupils and students attending school obtained
through official education statistics. In order to perform a validation of Census data
on the number of persons attending primary and secondary education, official
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statistical data on the number of pupils attending primary and secondary education
at the municipality level in Republika Srpska, the Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Brcko District were used.

Since Census data on school attendance were not published, the Republika Srpska
Institute of Statistics carried out an analysis of the Census permanent population
aged between 6 and 15 years and the number of pupils who attended primary
school in the school year 2013/2014. The total number of permanent residents
of Bosnia and Herzegovina aged between 6 and 15 years is 333,489, while the
total number of children in primary school was 302,133; thus, the difference
between the total number of permanent residents in the category of 6 to 15
years of age and the primary education statistics is 31,356 children, or 10.4%.

2. Differences in economic characteristics obtained through the Census and
the LFS

The method applied to determine residents, namely the failure to take into account
the question about place of work, directly caused large discrepancies in data
between the Labour Force Survey and the Census. Said discrepancies are measured
in hundreds of thousands of people.

A comparison of the Census results published by the Agency for Statistics of Bosnia
and Herzegovina with the Labour Force Survey 2013 data indicates a discrepancy at
the BiH level in working-age population (persons aged 15 years and over)
amounting to 15%, or staggering 389,440 persons.

Table 1. Differences between the Census data and the Labour Force Survey data, BiH

Census data

published at . Difference,

the BHAS's [H) ATELE DA percentages

website
1 2 3 (2-3)

Working-age 2,987,440 2,598,000 389,440 15%
population
Employed persons 1,033,884 822,000 211,884 26%
Unemployed persons 328,632 311,000 17,632 5.7%
Inactive 1,624,924 1,465,000 159,924 10.9%

In comparison with the Labour Force Survey data, the number of employed persons
in the Census results published by BHAS is 26% higher (211,884 persons) and the
number of inactive persons is 10.9% higher (159,924 persons). The smallest
difference, but considerable nevertheless, in the difference in number of
unemployed persons, namely 5.7% (17,632 persons).
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During the validation of tables, the structure of employed persons by place of
work was examined; approximately 800,000 persons are employed in BiH,
approximately 170,000 persons are employed abroad, while the rest provided
no answer to this question.

These data clearly indicate that the difference in number of employed persons
between the Census and the Labour Force Survey was directly caused by
inclusion of persons who do not live in BiH in resident population at least one
year continuously.

Bearing in mind the fact that definitions of basic categories of working-age
population are the same in the Census and in the Labour Force Survey, while the
results are dramatically different, it is evident how discouraging these data are. BIH
at least has the data on number of employed and unemployed persons and the
general public follows these figures on a daily basis.

[t is evident from these examples of validation done by the Institute that there are
large differences in data. It is also clear that the Census data are in fact useless and
irrelevant and that they cannot be subject to verification.
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POST-ENUMERATION SURVEY

Post-enumeration Survey (PES) is an important and indispensable part of Census
activities, common in international statistical practice and stipulated by Article 6 of
the Law on Census. The main purpose and objective of PES or Control Census, as a
survey which involves the best enumerators and top national experts, is to assess
the Census quality and coverage, using an appropriate methodology, and based on
fieldwork survey, which is of crucial importance for the assessment and verification
of Census results. However, as the Census neared its ending, with preliminary
results of PES implying an unprecedented overcoverage rate of 11%, meaning that
more than 350,000 persons were in fact overcovered, that is, that they do not belong
to actual residents in BiH. The Technical Assistance experts began different
activities aimed at reducing this figure to acceptable levels, thus enabling the
verification of Census in BiH in spite of the aforementioned fictitious results.
This is why the Open Book devotes special attention to the Post-enumeration
Survey.

In December 2012, the SC IMO, in item 123 of its Sixth Report, gave the following
clear recommendation: “It is recommended to define in the PES methodology a clear
procedure in case of substantial differences between Census and PES data.” This
must be noted because of the subsequent blatant and unexplained evolution of
attitudes, for which there must be a hidden motive.

In the report produced after the thirteenth IMO mission (27 September - 18 October
2013), immediately after the Census fieldwork, in the part referring to evaluation of
enumeration (item 126), it was stated that there was possible overcounting of
persons, due to the informal media campaign. The following was noted: “The phase
of data processing should help sort out between the resident and non-resident
population using the answers to questions 1 to 7, but also questions on the place of
study or work.” In the next item (127), it was noted that the PES would provide
estimates of the coverage. If we observe items 126 and 127 together, the only logical
conclusion is that, according to the situation in the field, an adequate strategy to
assess coverage quality indicators must be developed, with a focus on overcoverage,
since the findings of the evaluation of enumeration clearly indicate that this is the
biggest flaw in the Census. Items 126 and 127 suggest that the strategy of
determining resident population should be revised, to include additional questions
(beside 1 to 7), which would facilitate the process.

On the other hand, in the report following the eighteenth IMO mission (3 to 6 June
2014), in recommendations referring to the Post-enumeration Survey (item 87) it is
stated that it is “very critical to ensure that the PES evaluates the same population as
the Census. Therefore it is very critical to ensure that the same rules are used to
determine the residence status of each enumerated person”. This recommendation
is inconsistent with the findings of the evaluation of enumeration from item 126 of
the Thirteenth Report, as it implicitly suggests to use only questions 1 to 7 in the
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Census to determine resident population, given the fact that the PES questionnaire
does not include the question about place of work/study.

Also, the question is what was more important: for the Census and the PES to refer
to the same target population, or to exclude from the contingent of residents a
certain number of persons who were enumerated as residents, while an analysis of
additional questions clearly indicated that they are not residents? It is needless to
mention that minor discrepancies in the definition of target population of the Census
and the PES can be explained in a methodological document and be taken into
account when interpreting the results of the PES, while in turn we would have more
realistic Census results. Bearing in mind the direction of IMO recommendations, the
Eighteenth Mission Report should have included a recommendation regarding the
importance of defining an adequate strategy for the assessment of coverage quality
indicators, with a focus on overcoverage, but this was not the case. Experts of the SC
IMO were obviously aware of the fact that the problem of overcoverage would
represent one of the biggest problems in terms of the success of their mission.

After data matching for data on persons was finalized, during the twentieth IMO
mission (18 to 21 November 2014), the PES working group for the first time clearly
pointed out that there were 11.7% of persons enumerated in the Census who were
not matched with the PES data. As a reply to this information, as part of the
recommendations for PES, item 97 of the Report provides that the preliminary
results of matching of the enumerated persons should be interpreted carefully, not
to create any misunderstanding of these results. However, the question is: If PES
serves to provide evidence or signal that something is wrong with Census coverage,
why should we treat preliminary results of any analysis with caution, if this is
necessary to define the right strategy for determining resident population, as
stipulated in items 126 and 127 of the Thirteenth IMO Report? In addition, it is
needless to emphasize once again that at the moment when the report on the
twentieth mission was being produced, the priority was given to defining the
adequate strategy for overcoverage evaluation, as recommended in the Sixth IMO
Report. Instead of a recommendation that would go in this direction, the PES
working group was given a recommendation not to make the information about
matching of persons public, which indicates the intention to conceal and falsify
obvious facts. Of course, we refuse to comply with this gloomy recommendation; we
will state publicly, in a transparent and open manner, the controversy surrounding
the PES results. The reason is simple: if we do not need results of the PES and if
these are not transparent, what is the purpose of implementing the Control Census?

Taking into account the recommendation given in the previous mission, during the
Twenty-first IMO Mission (24 to 27 February 2015) the PES working group stressed
that there were 8.7% of residents in the Census (based on questions 1 to 7) who
remained unmatched with the PES data. However, in the mission report it was only
noted that “the PES working group made simulations for the application of the 29
rules for identification of usual residence status”, but there is no recommendation in
terms of using the findings of an analysis in order to revise the strategy of
determining the contingent of resident population in the Census, through the use of
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PES results, as provided in items 126 and 127 of the Thirteenth IMO Report. It is
needless to mention that even after the twenty-first mission there was still no
recommendation regarding the importance of defining an adequate strategy for the
assessment of overcoverage as the biggest problem in the Census, irrespective of the
fact that the simulated application of determination of resident status based on
questions 1 to 7 was taken into account this time.

During the twenty-second IMO mission (1 to 4 February 2016), the PES working
group once again stressed that there were 8.7% of residents in the Census who
remained unmatched with the PES data. In recommendations referring to PES (item
75) it was only noted that if the criteria for identification of usual residence status
cover extra questions in addition to questions 1 to 7, this will have negative impact
on the PES results. This was justified by the fact that there are no additional
questions in the PES questionnaires, which means that it is impossible to draw
parallels with the Census in terms of target population. This is contrary to items 126
and 127 of the Thirteenth Report. Also, there is no reference to the overcoverage
estimation strategy, which could imply that the intention was to conceal and falsify
obvious facts.

A review of the IMO recommendations given in the sixth, thirteenth, eighteenth,
twentieth, twenty-first and twenty-second report clearly indicates how the position
of IMO changed (from the sixth to the eighteenth mission) and how the idea of
covering up evidence evolved (for the first time it was highlighted in the Twentieth
Report).

Review of the reports from technical support missions for data processing in
the Post-enumeration Survey

Upon completion of the Technical Assistance mission carried out between 11 and 15
July 2016, it is evident that the experts put forward a completely unfounded view
that the PES cannot be used to calculate the overcoverage rate, because from the
very beginning it was not designed for that purpose, and every attempt at assessing
this indicator cannot be correct and one cannot interpret it as the proportion of
persons who do not belong to the Census target population. We use the term
“view” and not “opinion”, because having an opinion implies a reasonable and
logical basis, which is missing in this specific case.

This position is inconsistent with the findings presented in the report on the
previous mission (16 to 20 February 2015), produced by the same experts as part of
Technical Assistance. To be precise, in the given report it was noted (on page 5,
paragraph 4.) that the undercoverage is insignificant in comparison with the
overcoverage, proposing three alternative strategies to assess the overcoverage
(design based, model based, and mixed).
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The first strategy implies the direct use of weights to calculate the overcoverage
rate, using a separate contingent of unmatched residents from the Census, which is
analogous to the method for measuring coverage quality applied in the Republic of
Serbia. The second strategy implies the exclusion the contingent of overcovered
persons by means of a statistical model, based on answers in the questionnaire. The
third proposed strategy would imply a simultaneous application of both previous
proposals.

This means that the experts, in two consecutive missions, gave two opposed
opinions about what can or cannot be done based on data collected through the
Census and the Post-enumeration Survey.

To make the situation even more tragic, the report on the mission carried out
between 11 and 15 July 2016 provides reasons why the method applied in the
Republic of Serbia is considered inadequate, in spite of this method being cited in
the report on the mission carried out in February 2015 as one of the alternative
methods to be considered in the future.

The method applied in Serbia being inadequate is explained by the assumption that
the implementation of PES was better than the implementation of Census, which,
according to them, is an unrealistic assumption. Obviously, the Technical Assistance
experts did not monitor the enumeration during PES, as this is not one of their tasks,
while authorised observers from IMO did monitor the enumeration. These
observers, in their Fourteenth Report, produced after the fieldwork was finalized,
noted the following:

1. The PES was carried out in a positive and very good atmosphere, without any
apparent pressure. All involved parties, Municipal Census Commissions, state, entity
and municipal instructors as well as controllers performed their tasks seriously and
professionally. The population was very cooperative and willing to participate.

2. The PES questionnaires were well understood by the PES field staff as well as by
the respondents and no major problems were observed in obtaining the data and in
filling the questionnaires. In conclusion, the SC considers that the Post enumeration
Survey was carried out smoothly and in accordance with the international
standards. The SC will monitor in the next months the census data processing phase
as well the PES data processing to assess its compliance with international
standards and best practices.

Therefore, the Technical Assistance experts are denying IMO reports, while at the
same time preparing the ground for the implementation of another method to
measure coverage quality, which is focused on quantifying undercoverage only (so-
called dual system of estimation). It is true that this method is widely accepted and
applied in the EU member states; however, the adequacy of this method is
conditioned by the fulfillment of certain prerequisites. The basis prerequisite for the
application of dual system of estimation is the so-called condition of population
closure, which insists on a minimum or insignificant movement of the population
between the Census and the PES. Unlike the EU member states, in BiH there were

68



many organized arrivals and departures of people living abroad during the Census,
with just one aim - these persons were instructed how to answer the questions in
the questionnaire in order to be included in resident population. IMO also
highlighted this campaign in item 126 of the Thirteenth Report. In addition,
matching between the Census data and the PES data implied that 11% of persons
enumerated during the Census were not found in the PES database. The
overcoverage of 11% must not be ignored, and it makes the application of so-called
“dual system of estimation” to quality indicators impossible and inadequate in BiH.

“Unexplained phenomenon?!”

However, experts engaged as part of the Technical Assistance Project argue that the
percentage of 11% when it comes to persons who were not found in the PES data
represent an unexplained phenomenon, which, according to their unfounded
opinion, only partly resulted from the unofficial Census campaign. Even after the
resident status is applied to Census data, using questions 1 to 7, the aforementioned
percentage is not significantly changed, amounting to 8.7%.

Experts are however aware that the condition of population closure was not met.
Therefore, without the consent of all members of the PES working group, they
decided to apply a statistical model, based on responses in questionnaires, to split
the problematic contingent of unmatched residents in the Census (amounting to
8.7%) into two parts. The part that can be explained using data in questionnaires
would be used in the application of dual system of estimation, with the purpose of
participating in the calculation of undercoverage assessment (thus, the condition of
population closure is artificially met), while the other part is considered an
unexplained phenomenon, i.e. the fifth type of overcoverage, which has never been
done in the practice of applying the dual system of estimation to Census coverage
quality indicators.

The way in which the condition of population closure was “met” is described in
detail in the Technical Assistance Report on the mission carried out between 11 and
15 July 2016, as well as in the technical annex to the Report.

On the other hand, “the phenomenon of overcoverage”, or the fifth category of
overcoverage, would in this way be reduced to the levels “acceptable” for
international actors, which was the main goal of these unlawful stunts of the
Technical Assistance experts. Unlawfulness in their operations is easy to explain and
prove.

In accordance with Article 6 paragraph 2. items c) and e) of the Law on Census, the
Agency for Statistics of Bosnia and Herzegovina is in charge of PES methodology,
with entity institutes taking part in its drafting. In addition, Article 20 paragraph 1.
item m) stipulates that the Agency “carries out Control Census /Post enumeration
survey in the whole territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina, in cooperation with the
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entity statistical institutes”. Technical assistance is not even mentioned in the Law
on Census. All responsibilities are clearly defined. Technical assistance was only
hired to provide assistance and services required and it must not impose a
methodology that suits their purpose and for which they most probably received
instructions that it must be applied.

Also, by doing this, the experts are in fact clearly denying that there was
overcoverage, even though the IMO mission clearly recognized the overcoverage in
their reports, especially in the 13t report which immediately followed the
enumeration. Please note that observers of the IMO mission spent time in the field,
observing not only such situations, but also the huge pressure and campaign of
informal groups, aimed at enumerating as residents persons who had no right to be
enumerated as such, by providing wrong answers to questions 1 to 7 in the
questionnaire. Therefore, by denying the overcoverage, TA experts are also denying
the IMO mission reports.

PES is also crucial for the final assessment and verification of Census results, as
stated by Mr. Everaers himself; in his letter to the director of the Agency for
Statistics Mr. Velimir Jukic, Mr. Everaers wrote that the “road map and final
assessment are based on the availability of PES indicators”. In this specific case, the
main PES indicator, namely the overcoverage of 11%, does not exist in the Technical
Assistance report, and the Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics will insist on this
fact, in line with the Law on Census, in order to have a proper assessment of the
Census quality and coverage. Intentions of the technical assistance experts are
completely clear.

Technical Assistance was hired under the project whose objective was to provide
technical assistance to statistical institutions in BiH, through three main areas of
intervention: definition and implementation of data editing strategy, technical
assistance for dissemination activities, and analysis of Post-enumeration Survey
(PES) to produce Census quality indicators. In this regard, among multiple bids in
the tender for the project, an appropriate independent company with headquarters
in Belgium was hired, as it specializes in providing services that were required. Time
has shown that the Technical Assistance experts, whose work was fair and unbiased
in the beginning, eventually started changing their mood and intentions due to
presumed reasons, becoming biased, while their proclaimed independence is
reflected in the fact that they exceeded their authority in final Census activities,
because they have been working independently and on their own terms, instead of
cooperating and providing support and services to the local experts, which was their
task and the reason they were hired. These actions of the Technical Assistance and
their partiality have had negative effects on the Census results.
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SUMMARY

- This Open Book has clearly shown that the Census in BiH was not carried out fairly
and properly, nor in accordance with the Law on Census; the Institute has constantly
warned about this, wishing to carry out this most important statistical activity in a
lawful and professional manner.

- Census results are inaccurate and unreliable. There are approximately 400,000
persons recorded as permanent residents in spite of being non-residents, which,
given the total number of enumerated persons, means that every ninth resident is
in fact a fictitious or virtual resident. Such Census results cannot be verified as
impartial and correct, least so by IMO that is composed by experts.

- Republika Srpska does not recognize the unlawful data published by the Agency for
Statistics and the Federal Institute of Statistics.

- There were numerous violations during the Census, including violations of the Law
on Census and of the principle of free expression of will of respondents. Such
Census resulted in completely unreliable, inaccurate, useless, unlawful and
irrelevant Census results.

- Due to effects of the unofficial campaign and other factors, Census results were
obtained contrary to the principle of professional independence, as the first
principle of the European Statistics Code of Practice. If statistical institutions had
been left to perform this task professionally, as stipulated by the Law, Census results
would have been reliable and relevant.

- The purpose of the Census is not only to carry out significant demographic,
economic, social and other surveys necessary for the functioning of a democratic
society. With regard to the Association Agreement with the EU and bearing in mind
the fact that statistics represents one of the chapters to be opened, Census results
should allow this. However, these inaccurate and unlawful results actually closed
many chapters as not much can be done with unreliable, inaccurate data, and one
cannot access the EU with such results.

- The Open Book also clearly presents the unjustified and biased evolution of
attitudes of the SC IMO and Technical Assistance; simply put, the fact that they
constantly chose one side in the process.

- A general and objective conclusion is that the SC IMO’s mission has not been
successful during the Census in BiH; none of the objectives of IMO mission were
achieved.

The general objective of the mission was to monitor the Census. IMO departed
from the general objective of the role of an impartial observer; through their
proactive participation, unlawful recommendations and unconditional support to
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the unlawful data processing programme, they directly affected the unlawful and
inaccurate Census results.

The second objective of the mission was to verify a fair and unbiased enumeration.
The enumeration, however, was not fair nor unbiased.

The third objective of the Operation was to contribute to building confidence in the
Census, with broad participation of the population. The Operation has failed
miserably when it comes to the realization of this objective because there is a
general distrust in the accuracy of Census results in BiH.

The fourth objective was to make sure that international recommendations are
complied with. When it comes to the key issues, IMO failed to give impartial
recommendations in line with the Law on Census, which is why such
recommendations could not have been respected, as provisions of the law take
precedence over recommendations. The Institute has sent numerous letters to Mr.
Everaers, warning him that the recommendations did not comply with the Law on
Census. The Chairman of IMO sent a letter to the director of the Agency, stressing the
following: “However, the responsibility for the implementation of these
recommendations is fully on the Agency.” Thus, Mr. Everaers has no confidence in
his recommendations, nor is committed to their implementation, as he is
transferring his own responsibility on the Agency, which is not the only entity that
implements the Census.

- Bearing in mind the aforementioned, our position is that such Census results
must not be internationally verified.
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ANNEXES

Annex 1 - The Law on Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2013 - unofficial translation

(official text of the Law was published in the “Official Gazette of BiH”, No. 10/12)
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Annex 2 - The Law on changes and amendments to the Law on Census of
Population, Households and Dwellings in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2013
(“Official Gazette of BiH”, No. 18/03)
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Annex 3 - Memorandum of understanding
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Annex 4 - Letters of the Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics to Mr Pieter
Everaers and Mr Lars-Gunnar Wigemark

100

PENYBANKA CPITCKA

PEMYEMIKI 3ABOA 3A CTATHCTUKY

« REPUBLIKA SRPSKA
INSTITUTE OF STATISTICS

Number: 06.3.07/061.1.2.31-166/16
Date: 24 June 2016

STEERING COMMITTEE OF THE INTERNATIONAL MONITORING OPERATION
ON THE POPULATION AND HOUSING CENSUS IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
Attn: Mr Pieter Everaers

SUBJECT: Making a decision regarding the Census and delivering the Review of identified problems and
discrepancies in data processing after the adoption of the Unified data processing
programme by the Director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH

Dear Mr Everaers,

Given that the Memorandum of Understanding, under which the International Monitoring Operation on
the Population and Housing Census in BiH in 2013 performs its activity, defines the overall objective of
the Operation and monitoring of the activities in the census - from the preparation to the publishing of
data and verification of a fair and impartial enumeration, we consider it our obligation to contact you.
The immediate cause is a review of identified problems and discrepancies in data processing after the
adoption of the Unified data processing programme by the Director of the Agency for Statistics of BiH.
Please find the document attached to this letter.

However, there are yet other reasons and motives for writing this letter.

[n the letter that was sent to you by the Republika Srpska Institute on 17 June 2016, we pointed out that
it was not possible to adept a dual strategy, what was your suggestien in 231 report and concerning
the publishing of the census results after the legal deadline, which was set out for 1 July 2016. Already
from the information we have sent you, your statement in the letter it is clear - that finalizing the
editing of census data base within a month would be unlikely. In fact, no matter which data set is to be
published until 1 July 2016, which is the final deadline specified in the law, these data could not be
verified, 50 as to check their internal coherence, as envisaged in the Mr Juki¢’ Programme. Here we refer
to the activities of data editing, i.e. steps by which data are verified according to the Programme and
finally, if necessary, corrected. According to the Programme, verification of the data is to check the
results obtained in the previous step, taking into account the original arrangement of variables and
external data sources. It is envisaged, according to the Programme, that these activities will be executed
iteratively, until the validation confirms that the results are consistent and that no errors are generated
in the original data. Of course, it is not possible to complete this huge amount of work until 1 July 2016,
and by experts’ estimates in the practice this process takes almost six months.
e

It is clear that even the International Monitoring Operation cannot perform a verification and find a fair
and impartial enumeration on the basis of data that have not been published within the legal deadline,
neither on the basis of the data that have been published without passing the data validation process. In
other werds, it would mean that the data have not been obtained and published in accordance with the
statistical method applied everywhere else in the world. More precisely, this would be a publishing of
unverified information, which would be a precedent.

Benevolently and in a timely manner, we have been pointing out to you that data processing was not
running according to the law. We also pointed out te you your recommendations that are contrary to the
law on the census, and as such unsustainable. Also, we pointed out to conseguences of the Mr Jukié's
illegal Programme. The consequences are now evident. We believe that you have heard, because your
duty is to follow the activities related to the census, that the National Assembly of the Republika Srpska
made the conclusion number 02/1-21-773/16 as of 21 June 2016 which stated that until reaching an



agreement on the Unified data processing programme of the Census of households and dwellings in BiH
in 2013 the bodies and institutions of Republika Srpska would not recognise nor publish the results of
the census which content was considered controversial and those results would nat produce any legal
cffect for Republika Srpska.

The Republika Srpska Government, on its 14 special session held on 23 June 2016, adopted the
conclusion No. 04/1-012-2-1365/16, which aobligated the directer and the deputy director of the
Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics to withdraw from the Central Census Bureau if the director of
the Agency for Statistics of BiH does not withdraw the illegal decision on the Unified data processing
programme of the Census of households and dwellings in BiH in 2013 until 25 June 2016.

Itis clear the item 3 in the objectives of the Memorandum no longer exists, and that there is no political
agreement regarding the census between all relevant political actors and all levels of government in BiH.
Alsa, a fair and impartial enumeration is out of the question, so is the trust in the census, whose
development should have been contributed to by the International Monitoring Operation because half of
the country, a whole entity, does not accept the census. It is a legal decision of the legislative body of
Republika Srpska.

By Mr Juki€'s illegal programme and circumvention of the law a damage has been inflicted not only to
the census, but also to other important steps that political actors should take. We believe that you are
familiar with the information that the Mr Juki¢'s political and party boss, on whose recommendation Mr
Juki¢ was appeinted to the position of the director, who is a member of the Presidency on behalf of the
Croatian people, Mr Dragan Covi¢, said that Mr Juki€ made a mistake. On the other hand, Mr Juki¢ calls
upon that the Programme was adopted in accordance with the recommendations of the International
Monitoring Operation, and that because of it, his decision is legal.

On 13 June 2016, you sent a letter to the directors of the entity statistical institutions, in which you,
among other things, claim the following: "The objective of the IMO is to monitor compliance with the
international recommendations and European Regulation on population and housing censuses.
Therefore, concerns about the specific legal context of BiH and the content of the decision of the
director of BHAS should be resolved within the BiH". However, it is evident that these two issues are
inseparable and cannot be treated separately. [n other words, the failure of the census is also the failure
of the International Monitoring Operation which gave recommendations in the census. Not only has a
great material damage been inflicted due to the funds that both entities and BiH, as well as the
international community have invested in the census, and this also applies to the funds provided for the
operation of the Technical Assistance and the International Monitoring Operation, but a material
damage will be also inflicted. However, perhaps the non-material damage of lost confidence in the
census and statistical activities is actually much higher. This all happened because of the decision of one
man, Mr Jukié, who is not really a professional statistician.

We invite you to deny support for such an act and on your part to contribute to the extension of the

deadline for the census until 31 December 2016. In this sense, such decision of yours would be not only
bratie, but also precious.
=

Kind regards,

Attachment: , ¢
Review of identified problems and discrepaticted\in 4> feesafhg after the adoption of the
Unified data processing programme by the Director of t Agency for Statistics of BiH
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REPUBLIKA SRPSKA

PEMYB/IMKA CPIICKA
< , PENYENYKUA 3ABOJ 3A CTATUCTUKY
INSTITUTE OF STATISTICS

Number: 06.3.07/061.1.2.42-166 /16
Date: 14 July 2016

OPEN LETTER OF THE REPUBLIKA SRPSKA INSTITUTE OF STATISTIC

Dear Mr. Wigemark,

Since we highly appreciate the high position of the Head of the Delegation and the EU Special
Representative to BiH and you personally, especially your transparency and openness while
expressing the official views, we wish to address you with an open letter, because we believe that the
media and the general public in BiH should know more about the position of the Republika Srpska
Institute of Statistics, as one of the pillars of the census operations carried out in BiH and Republika
Srpska. We believe that your views regarding the Census are objective. On 1 July 2016, after the Census
results were published by the Agency for Statistics of BiH (BHAS), most of the media covered your
statement that “one should be careful when claiming that these results are in line with international
standards, because this is yet to be established, and that the final assessment of the International
Monitoring Operation will cover all activities leading to the distribution of final results”. Your opinion,
which is extremely important and welcomed by us, is that the IMO will assess the quality of the Census,
upon detailed analysis, and that the assessment of the data processing and distribution phase will take
place in autumn. In your media statement of 13 July 2016, you also emphasized that evaluation results
should be available in early September or in October. You claimed that Census results are undeniable,
but that the data processing is controversial, in terms of the methodology and resident/non-resident
status.

As you know, we have not addressed you directly before. However, now we have an immediate, urgent
and specific reason to timely inform you and the public about the unexplained preparation of the
environment for Census results published by BHAS to be verified as fair and impartial, although it is
clear that there are no basic conditions for such a thing. Here we are talking about the
Postenumeration Survey.

To be precise, Article 6 of the Law on Census BiH defines that Post-enumeration Survey (PES) will be
carried out on a representative sample of enumeration areas, in order to assess the coverage and
quality of data collected through the Census, and the main purpose of PES is to quantify Census
coverage errors, using the rates of overcoverage and undercoverage. These indicators are highly
important for users of Census data, as they provide a concrete measure of Census data quality.

l'“'-
A repeated enumeration of persons in the representative sample of enumeration areas showed that
1.1% of persons enumerated during the main Census were missing in the field during the PES. It must
be noted that the first day of PES enumeration was only 17 days after the end of enumeration in the
Census, which gives extra significance to the preliminary coverage indicators, showing that there were
manipulations on the field during the main Census.

Taking into account preliminary analyses of the PES working group, it is clear that it is highly probable
that the overcoverage rate is very high in comparison with similar indicators of coverage quality in the
region. Thus, we believe that it is very important to put maximum efforts into assessing the given
parameter as fairly as possible.
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As part of the Technical Assistance Project for Data Processing in the Census of Population,
Households and Dwellings in BiH 2013, a mission is being carried out between 11 July and 15 July
2016, whose purpose is support to data processing of PES.

However, currently, during the development of an assessment strategy for coverage quality indicators,
technical assistance experts expressed the opinion that PES cannot be used at all while calculating the
overcoverage rate, because it was not designed for this purpose at first place, while all attempts at
assessing this indicator cannot be useful or interpreted as the participation of persons who do not
belong to the Census target population.

Such position is not in line with findings in the report for previous missions (16 to 20 February 2015)
of the same experts, within technical assistance. Namely, in this report it is claimed (page 5, paragraph
4) that the undercoverage rate is insignificant in comparison with the overcoverage, with a proposal
several possible strategies to assess the overcoverage rate. This surely means that experts are “not
sure” what can or cannot be done using the PES data, because their position changed
completely between these two consecutive missions.

In addition, on 13 july 2016, experts proposed to completely ignore persons who were enumerated as
residents in the Census if they cannot be matched with persons enumerated in PES, because their
opinion was that there was no concrete evidence in the data that these persons do not belong to the
target population. Experts seem to ignore the fact that we have a large number of persons who
were enumerated as residents in the Census, while they were not enumerated in PES. The
position of experts is that it is more probable that the enumeration of persons in PES was not proper,
that is, that certain persons who could have been matched with the problematic Census contingent
were not enumerated at all. This means that experts believes that the Census implementation was of
higher quality than the PES implementation. This claim cannot be justified or supported by
evidence. Quite contrary, bearing in mind the fact that fieldwork staff in PES was selected from
among the enumerators who were assessed as best in the Census and the fact that the fieldwork
organisation is realistically less complex in PES, we can only claim that the situation is exactly
the opposite.

In addition, the experts have been consciously neglecting good practices of the countries in the region
in the implementation of quality control for Census, that is, solutions for an assessment strategy which
would be much more adequate for the Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in BiH in 2013.

The Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics believes that technical assistance experts do not have a
clear opinion on the assessment strategy for Census quality indicators and that they have been
consciously neglecting obvious facts which were of utmost importance for quality indicators.

Gs
Keeping in mind the importance of PES, the Republika Srpska Institute of Statistics insists on an end to
such practices, because otherwise all quality indicators will most probably be biased. As such, they
cannot provide an adequate basis for data users to make proper conclusions.

In other words, it is obvious that international experts are attempting, contrary to the Law on
Census, to “overthrow’ the PES, although it is an internationally recognized procedure for
assessing census quality. Obviously, the intention is clear - the Census cannot be verified as fair and
impartial by IMO mission if we have PES results that confirm the enormous overcoverage of persons in
the Census.
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We wish to remind the public, because you are well aware of this, that the IMO mission has been
present in BiH based on the Memorandum of Understanding on the International Monitoring
Operation for the Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in BiH 2012/2013, concluded by
the Council of Ministers of BiH, on behalf of Bosnia and Herzegovina, with the European Commission
and the Council of Europe. The preamble to this document explicitly stipulates that the Census is
organized and implemented by authorities, bodies and institutions in BiH, in accordance with the Law
on Census. The task of IMO is to verify a fair and impartial enumeration and to build confidence in the
Census.

It is evident that there is no confidence in the Census, which means that IMO has had no success in
these terms, while there are also no conditions to verify a fair and impartial enumeration. The
situation will be such as long as we have biased individuals in the field, and we want to believe that
these individuals were not sent here with an aim of overthrowing or remodeling the PES. We are sure
that the European Union did not provide money and assistance for the Census for such purposes.

With this letter, the Institute wishes to warn you timely about the attempts to circumvent the
regulations and to overthrow the purpose and results of PES. The Institute cannot allow this, so we are
addressing you and the general public, in order to prevent such activities immediately.

Kind regards,

Veljka Mla]enovi'a 12 d, 78 000 Banja Luka, telephone: 051 332 701, fax: 051 332 750
e-mail: stat@rzs.rsba www.rzs.rs.ba
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Annex 5 - Front pages of newspapers that wrote about the Census
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