Some notes on sampling procedure and some
 remarks on using of the sample outcomes
1. As to survey database, Ismu made available a set of weights in order to correct the bias-sample and to enhance the representativeness of the target population: the Romanians legally in Italy since 1st of May 2004 that are 16 years and older and living in Rome, Turin, Milan or in their hinterlands. These weights have been obtained according to the rules of the Centers Sampling Method in foreign migration surveys
 and it must be reminded that must be applied for any sample data elaboration.
2. National Statistical Institute (Istat) show that the Romanians resident at 1st of January 2010 are 65,099 in Rome, 51,017 in Turin, 11,233 in Milan. For each area the number of sample units have been fixed according to the following rule: 50% of the total uniformly distributed (1/3 of 500 units to any single area) and 50% proportional to the number of Romanian residents at 1st of January 2010 (rounded at 10 units). In conclusion – as 1000 were the total sample units – 420 must be assigned to Rome area, 370 to Turin, and 210 units to Milan (the effective sample number were really 418 on Rome, 374 on Turin, 208 units on Milan). 
Then, according to Centers Sampling Method rules, separately in Rome, in Turin and in Milan, target populations have been selected and Local_Weight adjust any record according to the inverse of unit draw probability in each local sample.
Afterwards, as to the different relative importance of Romanians in Rome, in Turin or in Milan a new set of weights (so called National_Weights) has been proposed in order to process the sample units as a whole. We considered that Rome centralize 65,099 / (65,099+51,017+11,233) = 51.1% of Romanians residents at 1st of January 2010 as a whole, and it holds only 41.8% of the sample units, so Rome units weights must be receive a multiplicity of 51.1% / 41.8% = 1.222933. Similarly Turin units weights received a multiplicity of 1.071144 (i.e. 40.1% / 37.4%) and Milan ones 0.424069 (8.8% / 20.8%).
3. As to evaluate the contribution of sample weights to eliminate the bias effect we show a comparison of some sampling outcomes before and after to be weighted. This comparison underlines important reassessments, that are fundamental recovers of the under-representations of the sample for some categories. As example we consider the following four variables. gender, age classes, migration seniority, marital status. For any different modality we calculate the mean value of corresponding weights. As the total value must be 1.00, we can realize that by weighting the sample units (properly as required) groups with a mean value over 1 receive a revaluation, while hose with a mean value under 1 are reduced in importance.
a) Gender
	Gender
	National 
Mean
	Rome 
Local Mean
	Turin 
Local Mean
	Milan 
Local Mean
	N

	Male
	1.13
	1.17
	1.14
	1.04
	409

	Female
	0.91
	0.90
	0.90
	0.97
	591

	Total
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1,000


Women show an higher probability to be included in the sample, due to their attendance/selection into the centers. We interview 591 females versus 409 males, so the weighting procedure (according to the Centre Sampling Method) increase the male weights and decrease the female weights
. Finally, the male percentage in the whole sample is 409 / 1,000 = 40.9%; but male share in the target population – and in the sample correctly weighted by National_Weight – is equal to 40.9% * 1.13 = 46.1%. (And female percentage in the sample is 591 / 1,000 = 59.1%; at the same time female share in the target population – and in the sample correctly weighted by National_Weight – is equal to 59.1% * 0.91 = 53.9%.)
b) Age classes
	Age class
	National 

Mean
	Rome 

Local Mean
	Turin 

Local Mean
	Milan 

Local Mean
	N

	16-24
	0.97
	0,97
	1.01
	0.93
	155

	25-34
	0.98
	1.00
	0,97
	0,98
	383

	35-44
	1.03
	1.00
	1.04
	1.10
	320

	45+
	1.00
	1.03
	0.97
	0.97
	140

	Total
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	998


No significant differences are evident by the comparison of the mean weights for age classes. It seems that probability to be drawn by centre sampling method doesn’t change according to age. Anyway the weighting procedures slightly enlarges the representation of the persons that are 35-44 years old and decreases the importance of the younger components.
c) Migration Seniority
	Arrived in Italy
	National 

Mean
	Rome 

Local Mean
	Turin 

Local Mean
	Milan 

Local Mean
	N

	Post  November 2010
	1.10
	1.10
	0.89
	1.24
	36

	February 2010 – November 2010
	1.05
	1.07
	1.05
	1.02
	92

	February 2008 – January 2010
	1.01
	1.01
	1.02
	1.02
	229

	May 2004 – January 2008
	0.98
	0.98
	0.99
	0.97
	643

	Total
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1,000


Migrants with a high migration seniority seems to be over-represented, so that the Centers Sampling Method weighting procedure lightly decreases their importance (-2%, as National_Mean of 0.98). In reverse, the new migrants, except in Turin, have bigger weights because of their lower probability to be selected. That is absolutely fitting with the fact that new migrants are more difficult to interview and less centres-attending than people with a very old presence.
d) Marital Status
	Marital Status
	National 

Mean
	Rome 

Local Mean
	Turin 

Local Mean
	Milan 

Local Mean
	N

	Married
	1.01
	0.99
	1.03
	1.03
	559

	Divorced/separated
	0.98
	1.00
	0.94
	1.03
	98

	Widowed
	1.01
	1.01
	0.81
	1.16
	21

	In spousal-like relationship 
	0.96
	0.99
	0.93
	0.95
	114

	Umarried
	0.99
	1.03
	1.00
	0.93
	191

	Total
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	983


Migrants in spousal-like relationship seems to be over-represented, so the weighting procedure decreases theirs importance. In reverse, the procedure lightly enlarges the importance of married and (except in Turin) widows.
� Baio G., Blangiardo G. C. & Blangiardo M., “Centre sampling technique in foreign migration surveys: a methodological note”, in Quaderni del Dipartimento di Statistica dell’Università degli Studi di Milano-Bicocca, 2008; and Journal of Official Statistics, in press.


� We remind that a mean weight > 1 signifies that the sub-target group is difficult to interview, and the weighting procedures in processing data increase its representation; on the other side a mean weight < 1 signifies that the sub-target group is rather easy to interview, and the weighting procedures decrease its representation.
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