
 
 
Chapter 12:  
Bilateral asymmetries, data 
sharing and global groups register 
 

United Nations Statistics Division 
Seminar on Accounting for Global Value Chains 

Luxembourg – June 2017 

  



Chapter 12 
 

2 

2 

Chapter 12 describes: 

Reconciliation and sharing of official GVC statistics 

 Consistency of business and trade statistics across 

countries 

 Need for data sharing 

 Methodological approaches and recommendations to 

resolve bilateral asymmetries  

 Advantages, ways forward and challenges of building a 

global register of enterprise groups 

 Shared GVC-specific multi-partner extended SUT 

   

Contributors:  UNSD, Statistics Denmark, Statistics Netherlands, ISTAT, 

OECD and Eurostat 
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Reconciliation and sharing official GVC statistics 
Especially for nationally important GVCs, you need 

Consistency of bilateral trade statistics (goods and services) with 

main partners 

Consistency of bilateral investment statistics (FDI and FATS) with 

main partners 

Coherence and consistency in enterprise group structure and 

related statistics with main partners 

Agreement on balancing of shared GVC-specific multi-partner 

extended SUTs 

Data sharing arrangements and agreements among main partners 

in the GVC 

Shared working environment for frequent updating and reconciling of 

shared data   
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Value: FOB and CIF 
 

 a) Exports valued at FOB include the value of the goods plus services 

to deliver goods to the border of the exporting country  

b) Imports valued at FOB include the value of the goods plus services 

to the border of the exporting country’s statistical territory 

c) Imports valued at CIF include the value of the goods plus insurance 

services and freight services from the country of export to the 

country of import 

 
 How to reconcile asymmetries caused by Imports CIF versus Exports FOB? 

 

Compile FOB for imports, as recommended by IMTS2010   

Compilation of Imports FOB can be done (1) via direct reporting of 

insurance and freight on Customs declarations or (2) via estimation on 

the basis of surveys of importers or econometric (gravity) models, 

taking account of kind of goods (e.g. need for refrigeration), distance to 

partner country, and mode of transport 
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 “Country of origin” at imports and “country of final destination” at 

exports are often not symmetrically recorded  

 Country of origin is the country where the last “substantial 

transformation” of the good took place. The importing country 

knows the country of origin. 

 Country of final destination – in practice – is the next country, 

where goods will be cleared. The exporting country does not know 

with certainty where the goods will end up. 

 The country of final destination may coincide with the country of 

origin, but with a fragmented production process, this may be rather 

the exception than the rule.  

 This means that the use of “country of origin” at imports leads to 

bilateral asymmetries in merchandise trade statistics 

Partner country attribution 
 



8 

8 

How to reconcile asymmetries caused by partner country 

attribution? 

• Country of consignment means the next country where 

goods were (imports) or will be (exports) cleared 

• IMTS2010 recommends country of consignment for 

imports and exports (as additional partner country 

attribution) 

• Country of consignment will reduce by definition the 

asymmetries caused by partner country attribution 

Partner country attribution 
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Example 

Partner country attribution 
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Goods sent abroad for processing 
 

 In SNA2008 and BPM6, Goods sent abroad for processing 

are recorded on a strict change of ownership basis (if there is no 

change in ownership, the goods transactions are excluded) 

 Instead, a trade in services transaction is recorded in BPM6 and 

in the related MSITS 2010 

 In IMTS 2010 all transactions of goods for processing are 

recorded on a gross value regardless of change of ownership.  

 Using detailed MSITS and IMTS data in compiling the Supply 

and Use Tables will lead to double counting in the national SUT 

and to bilateral asymmetries in the multi-country SUTs 
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Random asymmetries 
 

 Differences in classification of goods at exports and at imports 

 

 Differences in valuation of goods at exports and at imports 

 

 Suppression of detail of goods transactions at imports or at 

exports  

 

 Differences in the exclusion of certain types of goods 

transactions at imports or at exports 

 

 Differences in time of recording of goods at exports and at 

imports 
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Bilateral asymmetries in trade in services 

 The availability and quality of trade in services data are unsatisfactory, 

compared to IMTS. 
   

 A variety of different data sources and estimation techniques are used 

that vary by country and vary by category of service. 
   

 For many countries, complete information by EBOPS category is 

available for at least one or more (recent) years, but not for the entire 

period. 
      

 In UN Comtrade, 52 out of 197 countries have reported bilateral Total 

Trade in Services data since 2000. This represents 47% of total services 

worldwide since 2000, because these reporters are the larger economies. 
   

 For these 52 countries, 80% of the data are specified by EBOPS 

category. This detailed bilateral data represents 40% of Total trade in  

services worldwide since 2000. 
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Trade in services estimations 

 A ‘top-down’ approach is used: 

Develop  complete dataset of total trade in services data 

with partner World;   

Develop complete dataset of all main EBOPS categories 

with partner World;  

Develop complete dataset of total trade in services by 

partner country; 

Develop complete dataset of all main EBOPS categories 

by partner country 
   

 Missing cells are estimated using back-casting, now-casting 

and interpolation, starting, top-down, with the three main 

categories - transport, travel, and other services 
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Bilateral asymmetry in foreign affiliate statistics 

  To improve quality of FATS statistics:  

 Mirror comparisons between two and more FATS data sets 

are useful for improving the quality of statistics 

 Use the Euro Group Register (EGR)  

 Co-operate bi-laterally with another statistical institute to 

provide feedback on how to improve the statistics 
 

  Major obstacle: 

 Determining (and agreeing on) the residency of the 

ultimate controlling institutional unit (UCI) 
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Data sharing among statistical agencies  

  Main benefits: 
 lower response burden 

 lower non-response rate 

 improved efficiency 

 better precision 

 

 

 

 

 

Main challenges: 
 legal and confidentiality constraints 

 dependency on external data providers 

 timeliness 

 differences in concepts and classifications 

 quality issues of external data 

 maintaining trust 

 technical capacity  

 willingness to exchange data 

  Strategies: 
• bilateral agreements 

• communication with respondents 

• following best practices 

• back-up systems/strategies for breaks in 

external data flow 

 

• new editing and now casting methods  

• co-operating with partners  

• developing coordination mechanisms 

• exchanging information & experience 

• developing guidelines or technological 

tools 
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Data sharing: International initiatives 
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Data sharing: Country and regional examples 
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Eurogroups Register 
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GGR Potential Data Sources 
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 The Global Legal Entity Identifier 

System (GLEIS), mandated by the 

G-20 to assign a reference code 

that uniquely identifies legally 

distinct entities engaged in financial 

transactions 

 

 

 Commercial Data Providers 

 

 

 

 

 ADMINISTRATIVE SOURCES 

• EDGAR (USA) - submissions by 

companies required by law to file 

forms with the U.S. Securities and 

Exchange Commission (SEC) 

• European Business Register, a 

network of administrative business 

registers kept by registration 

authorities in most EU countries 

 

PROS 
    

• Unique identification of 

entities 

• Available free of charge 

 

 

• Good coverage 

• Short-term data 

availability 

 

 

 

 

• High quality, regular 

and timely, validated 

• Standardized 

• Available online 

 

 

CONS 
   

• Limited coverage, 

especially outside of the 

financial sector 

 

 

• No unique identification 

of entities 

• High cost  

• NSIs unlikely to validate 

 

 

 

• Use of EDGAR may 

require specialists/is 

labor intensive 
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• In May 2017 GLEIF began collecting ‘Level 2’ data to answer ‘who owns whom’ 

• If the direct and / or ultimate parent of an LEI registrant has obtained an LEI, 

the child legal entity will be obliged to provide LEI of its direct and ultimate parent 

 

Data elements of Level 2 information: 

 Identify the legal entities involved 

 Specify the type and other characteristics (e.g. dates) of the relationship 

 Relationship validation and reporting information collected by the LEI issuing 

organization 

TOTAL GLEIF 

POPULATION 

510,743 

TOTAL GLEIF 
RELATIONSHIPS 

4,760  
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Reconciliation and sharing official GVC statistics, 
especially for nationally important GVCs 

Meaning for the interactions with the most important 

economic partners in some specific GVCs 

Consistency of bilateral investment statistics (FDI and FATS) with 

main partners 

Coherence and consistency in enterprise group structure and 

related statistics with main partners 

Agreement on balancing of shared GVC-specific multi-partner 

extended SUTs 

Data sharing arrangements and agreements among main partners 

in the GVC 

Shared working environment for frequent updating and reconciling of 

shared data   
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Thank you 

United Nations Statistics Division 
Seminar on Accounting for Global Value Chains 

Luxembourg – June 2017 


