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However, the study of the European population in recent decades has faced 
challenges linked to: 

the imprecise geographical boundaries of the region and its sub-regions, • 
and the changing political and administrative borders of European 
countries; 
the political, economic and demographic heterogeneity of the • 
continent; 
the impact of political upheavals at a time of profound change in • 
demographic behaviours.

We will start by defi ning the framework of this chronicle, before reviewing 
the overall trends that have affected the population of Europe. We will then 
examine fertility, mortality, population ageing and international migration in 
more detail. A brief overview of the main statistical sources used in this study 
are given in an appendix, along with a review of the major European censuses 
and comparative surveys.

Geographical area and observation period I.  

1. Choice of a study period 

In his recent review of population trends in twentieth-century Europe, 
Alain Monnier (2006) divided the century into three periods. The period up 
to the mid-1960s represented the classic demographic transition, with fertility 
decline taking place within the traditional family, based on universal and 
lasting marriage. Over the next period, from the mid-1960s to the late 1980s, 
the traditional model was challenged and a new model emerged as legal 
constraints on demographic behaviour were eased (legalization and simplifi cation 
of divorce, legal access to abortion and contraception). Finally, the late 1980s 
ushered in a period of consolidation and institutionalization of new types of 
union and families (the growing acceptance of new forms of union and the 
creation of a corresponding legislative framework, the combined recognition 
of conjugal relationships and parenthood outside traditional marriage). These 
fundamental changes have occurred alongside a signifi cant decrease in mortality, 
a trend which also affects the structure of the family cycle and intergenerational 
relationships. This periodization ties in with the concept of a “second demographic 
transition” developed by R. Lesthaeghe and D. J. van de Kaa in 1986. We will 
focus here on the most recent phase,(2) namely the consolidation of Europe’s 
demographic modernism, to borrow Alain Monnier’s expression. 

(2) Earlier periods have been analysed in numerous studies, many of which are published in 
Population. European demography has been extensively covered by the journal, beginning in 
1949 with an article by L. Henry on demographic trends in Europe between 1938 and 1947. 
Subsequently, a regular chronicle of the demographic situation in Europe and the developed 
countries was produced by R. Pressat (until 1973), J.-N. Biraben (1975-1978), A. Monnier (1979-
1999, assisted by C. de Guibert-Lantoine between 1992 and 1997) and J.-P. Sardon (2000-
2007). 
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between Europe and Asia, defi ned as the eastern slope of the Ural Mountains, 
is contested. 

The political borders of Europe – like its cultural and linguistic borders – 
do not coincide with its geographical borders. According to the offi cial United 
Nations division of the world into regions, Europe is currently divided into 
four sub-regions going clockwise: northern, eastern, southern and western.(3) 
This regional division, based on purely geographical criteria, does not refl ect 
the political and cultural history of Europe. We therefore prefer to divide 
Europe into fi ve sub-regions, which are unequal in size but more homogeneous 
in composition (Box and Figure 1):

northern Europe, which comprises the fi ve Nordic countries (Sweden, • 
Norway, Denmark, Finland and Iceland);
eastern Europe, which covers seven former Soviet republics; • 
central Europe, which includes all the other former socialist countries • 
located in central Europe; 

(3) Under the UN defi nition, Europe includes the Russian Federation, which spans an area of 
17 million sq.km, only 3.9 million sq.km of which are geographically located in Europe. Conversely, 
four countries partly located in Europe are not considered to be European by the UN. These are 
Kazakhstan, Turkey, Georgia and Azerbaijan. Assimilated into Western Asia, the latter three are 
nevertheless members of the Council of Europe. We have followed the UN on these points. For want 
of suffi ciently reliable and detailed data, we have excluded from our analyses the least populous 
countries, such as Andorra, Liechtenstein, Monaco, San Marino and the Vatican (see Appendix 
p. 99). Furthermore, some European countries have overseas dependencies, which are usually small 
in size with small populations.

Box: List of countries of Europe by region and their ISO codes

North South Centre

Denmark 
Finland
Iceland      
Norway
Sweden 

DK
FI
IS
NO
SE

Albania 
Bosnia-Herzegovina 
Croatia 
Cyprus 
Greece 
Italy
Macedonia
Malta
Montenegro
Portugal
Serbia
Slovenia
Spain 

AL
BA
HR
CY
GR
IT
MK
MT
ME
PT
RS
SI
ES

Bulgaria        
Czech Republic
Hungary         
Poland         
Romania
Slovakia

BG
CZ
HU
PL
RO
SK

West East

Austria
Belgium
France
Germany
Ireland
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Switzerland
United Kingdom

AT
BE
FR
DE
IE
LU
NL
CH
GB

Belarus 
Estonia
Latvia
Lithuania
Moldova
Russia
Ukraine

BY
EE
LV
LT
MD
RU
UA

Source: International Organization for Standardization, www.iso.org/iso/country_codes/iso_3166_code_lists/
english_country_names_and_code_elements.htm
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As a result of this tumultuous political history, Europe, often thought of 
as the “old world”, in fact represents one of the youngest – if not the youngest – 
geopolitical region in the contemporary world, whose external boundary is 
still not clearly defi ned. 

For the sake of consistency, this demographic overview of Europe since 
1980 examines the geographical area and population of Europe in the countries 
that make up the Europe Region as defi ned by the UN, plus the Republic of 
Cyprus, and population movements and demographic trends are described 
within the current borders of European countries. Thus, for the period from 
1980 to 1990, the national statistics of countries that no longer exist, such as 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union, have been broken down 
according the borders of the former autonomous provinces, federal units and 
union republics that have since become new independent states. For the same 
period, statistics from the GDR and the FRG were merged to refl ect demographic 
trends within the current borders of the Federal Republic of Germany.

3. Socioeconomic heterogeneity

To understand the demographic situation of Europe and explain its 
development, we need to take both the economic and geopolitical dimensions 
into account. The standard of living and economic potential of countries, 
refl ected in gross national income per capita, is a good illustration of this 
(Table 1). In this regard, Europe as a whole is one of the richest regions in the 
world. With a population of 734 million, one-tenth of the world population, 
Europe generates more than one-quarter of annual world income. In purchasing 
power parity (PPP), per capita income in Europe is above 30,000 international 
dollars, behind that of the United States (47,500 dollars) but well above the 
world average (roughly 10,000 dollars).

However, per capita income in Europe varies widely between countries. 
The income ratio of the richest European country (Luxembourg) to the poorest 
(Moldova) is 20 to 1. Five countries have per capita income of less than 10,000 
international dollars (PPP); the sixteen countries (including Russia) where 
this indicator is lower than 20,000 dollars account for 42% of the population 
of Europe. The richest countries are located in the north-western corner of 
Europe; the demographic giants of western and southern Europe are in an 
intermediate position; and the poorest countries are located in the Balkans 
(excluding Greece) and eastern Europe. 

Growth of the European population II.  
and its components from 1980 to 2009 

1. General trends, 1950 to 2009

The population of Europe as a whole completed its demographic transition 
by the end of the Second World War. In the 1950s, the annual rate of population 
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growth in Europe oscillated between 10 and 11 per thousand (Figure 2A). 
Growth rates subsequently declined steadily, reaching zero by 1995 and 1996. 
Until then, the natural surplus of births over deaths accounted for most growth. 
But migration became increasingly important and, from the mid-1990s onwards, 
offset a large percentage of the population loss due to the surplus of deaths 
over births. Between 1997 and 2001, the population of Europe contracted by 
2.08 million,(6) but without immigration the decline would have been twice 
as large (4.86 million). In 2002-2008, the slight population increase (2.5 per 
thousand in 2007 and 2008) was generated entirely by migration.

Until the late 1970s, the gaps between countries were stable, or even 
narrowed slightly, as measured by the lower and upper quartiles of the 
distribution around the median (Figure 2B). The interquartile range, which 
was seven points (between 6 per thousand and 13 per thousand) in the fi rst 
half of the 1950s, narrowed to fi ve points (between 5 per thousand and 10 per 
thousand) 20 years later, refl ecting a slight convergence between European 
countries. Subsequently, the gaps widened surprisingly as growth declined 
overall. In the fi rst half of the 2000s, the range between the lower and upper 
quartiles was eight points (between –2 per thousand and +6 per thousand) 
around a much lower median. In the early 1990s, a small number of countries 
exhibited a steep decline in population growth after the fall of the Berlin Wall, 
which caused a sharp fall in the fi rst decile of the distribution of growth rates, 
a phenomenon that was partly reabsorbed in subsequent years. A slight reduction 
in the interquartile range emerged in the late 2000s, but it is too recent to be 
analysed. 

The general decline in population growth can be attributed overwhelmingly 
to the diminishing surplus of births over deaths. For the continent as a whole, 
a defi cit of births to deaths appeared in the early 1990s (Figure 2C) and has 
increased rapidly since. However, that trend is dominated by the demographic 
weight of Russia, and the median of countries has always remained slightly 
positive, even when the defi cit was highest. The dispersion, measured by the 
interquartile range, narrowed between the early 1950s (9 points from 7 per 
thousand to 16 per thousand) and the early 1970s (5 points from 4 per thousand 
to 9 per thousand), infl uencing the dispersion of population growth rates in 
general. After the 1990s, there was no systematic pattern, with the result that 
in the early 2000s the dispersion of natural increase was the same as in the 
early 1970s (5 points again, from –2 per thousand to +3 per thousand). The 
stable dispersion is somewhat misleading, however, because rates of natural 
increase declined sharply over the period. 

(6) Note that for this period, adding the natural surplus (births minus deaths) to net migration 
does not necessarily equal the change in the total population because of statistical adjustment. 
For a defi nition of this indicator, see Recent Demographic Developments in Europe, 2004, Council of 
Europe, Strasbourg, 2005, p. 118.
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were divided into two almost equal groups – one with positive net migration 
and the other with negative – and migratory growth for the whole of Europe 
oscillated around zero. It turned positive in the mid-1980s. In the past decade, 
two-thirds of European countries have posted positive net migration. As median 
net migration ceased to be negative, the dispersion of countries around the 
median narrowed (an interquartile range of four points), becoming very small 
in the 1980s (two points). Since then, the median has risen gradually but the 
dispersion has increased signifi cantly, reaching four points again in the 2000s. 
Against this general trend there have been occasional lurches when a small 
number of countries experienced mass emigration and other countries 
simultaneously saw a dramatic increase in immigration. That was the case when 
large numbers of Albanians moved to Italy and Greece in the early 1990s, an 
event that is perceptible in the troughs and peaks of the fi rst and last deciles. 

Altogether, the last three decades of very low or even negative population 
growth form part of a general trend of slowing growth that began in the late 
1950s, with a steady decline in the natural surplus of births over deaths partly 
offset by net migration. European countries initially followed a converging 
path, but subsequently the gaps between them either stabilized or widened 
again. This challenges the assumption of European convergence.

2. Population growth in European countries from 1980 to 2009 

On 1 January 1980, Europe had a population of 692.5 million. By 1 January 
2009, the population had increased by more than 40 million (or 6%) to 733.4 
million.(7) In 22 countries, the increase was above 10%. Among the most 
populous countries, strong growth was recorded in Spain (23.1%), France 
(16.3%), and the United Kingdom (9.5%) (Appendix Table A.1). Poland’s 
population grew by more than 7%, Italy’s by more than 6%, Germany’s by 
4.9%, and Russia’s by 2.7%. Over the 30-year period, the average population 
change in the countries of Europe (arithmetic mean of the changes in the 
various countries, or “political” mean with no weighting to take account of 
population size) was 15%. However, in the 12 countries located along a belt 
running from Estonia to the Balkans, the population shrank by 8% on average 
(Figure 3). The biggest population declines were recorded in Bulgaria (–14%), 
Moldova and Latvia (–10%).  

Of the three decades under review, the highest population growth was 
recorded in the fi rst (1980-1990), when the population expanded in every 
country except Hungary (–3%), Bulgaria (–0.9%) and Macedonia (0%). Population 
growth was highest in southern and eastern Europe and lowest in northern 
and western Europe.

(7) Since at the time of writing, population data to 1 January 2010 were not available for Albania, 
Andorra, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia (FYROM), Montenegro, Serbia or Ukraine, we 
could only examine the population of Europe for the period from 1 January 1980 to 1 January 2009. 
Demographic trends in the countries are considered either over 30 years (to l January 2010) or over 
29 years, depending on the availability of data.
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increased by 3.6%, with an average “political” natural increase of 5.2%. Deaths 
outnumbered births in only two countries, Hungary and Germany (within 
today’s borders). 

In the decade from 1990 to 2000, the map of natural increase changed 
considerably. Europe was split in two: 27 countries with a total population of 
331 million maintained positive natural growth, but 13 countries with a 
combined population of 404 million reported negative growth. A zone of natural 
decrease extended across almost all the former socialist countries (except 
Moldova, Poland and Lithuania), plus Germany and Italy from 1993 onwards. 
Three of the most populous countries in Europe (Russia, Germany, Italy) 
recorded more deaths than births.

In the following decade, natural growth became negative in Lithuania, 
Moldova and Serbia and increasingly so in all the countries where it was already 
below zero (except Estonia and the Czech Republic). In others, natural increase 
slowed down (except in France and Luxembourg). The average natural growth 
of the European population fell again from –0.3% to –1%.

Europe steadily became a region with fairly sustained natural decrease in 
15 countries (representing 55% of the European population) and a very low 
rate of natural increase in 19 others, home to one-third of the population. Over 
time, natural decrease has intensifi ed and natural increase has slowed.

Migratory component of population change

Over the three decades, migration boosted the population of Europe by 
26.5 million, or 3.8%, between 1980 and 2009, but this positive overall impact 
conceals a wide range of situations (Appendix Table A.3). Net migration was 
positive in 24 countries, with the highest rate of migratory growth in Spain 
and Switzerland (15%), Greece (13%), Germany, Norway, Switzerland and 
Austria (8% to 9%)(9) (Figure 5). Conversely, in eastern and central Europe, 
migration reduced the population by an average 11% in 16 former socialist 
countries; only Russia, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovenia escaped this 
trend. The largest losses due to migration were reported in the poorest countries: 
Albania lost 30% of its population, Moldova 24%, Bosnia-Herzegovina 21%, 
Macedonia 16%, and Montenegro 14%. In these countries with negative net 
migration, the population also declined, with the exception of Poland and 
Slovakia, whose populations grew thanks to natural growth.

Between 1980 and 1990, net migration was negative in almost all the 
socialist countries of south-eastern and central Europe, except Serbia and the 
Czech Republic. In western Europe, net migration was negative in Ireland, as 
well as in Portugal, Spain and Italy in southern Europe. By contrast, Sweden, 
the Netherlands, Germany, Switzerland and Greece reported significant 
migratory growth.

(9) Migratory growth was highest in two small countries: Cyprus and Luxembourg (almost 30%).
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Figure 7. Total fertility rate and mean age at childbearing in the sub-
regions of Europe since 1960

A. Total fertility rate B. Mean age at childbearing

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
Year

Age

North West South Centre East

1.0

1.5

2.0 

2.5 

3.0 

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
Year

Children per women

Sources: Database of developed countries (INED); 
Devision database of the Centre for Population Studies (Moscow).

children per woman in some countries. The most spectacular drop occurred 
in Albania, where the TFR was still above 3 children per woman in 1990 but 
has remained below 1.4 since 2007 (Appendix Table A.4).

A part of this widespread decline in the TFR might be temporary, however, 
caused by changes in fertility timing over different cohorts, and accentuated by 

Figure 6. Distribution of countries by total fertility rate since 1960
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2. Fertility and age at childbearing from the 1970s to the 2000s 

Figure 9 shows the total fertility rate and the mean age at childbearing in 
the fi ve sub-regions of Europe by decade since the 1970s. It shows the shift 
from relatively high fertility to low fertility (from right to left on the graph) 
that occurred simultaneously with the increase in age at childbearing (from 
bottom to top on the graph).

European fertility over the past 40 years has followed two paths. In the 
north and west of the continent, the period was dominated by an increase of 
at least three years in the mother’s age at childbirth between the 1970s and the 
2000s, with little change in the annual number of children per woman over 
the period. In southern, central and eastern Europe, the key trend has been 
the decline in fertility, although this has slowed or even stopped recently. By 
contrast with the north and west, the age at childbearing in these sub-regions 
remained stable for a long time, before rising suddenly in recent years. The 
ranking of fertility levels has reversed, with lower levels in the north and west 
than elsewhere in the 1970s, and the opposite pattern today. Delayed childbirth 
has become a common feature of all sub-regions of Europe in the past fi ve to 
ten years, maintaining a gap in the mean age of mothers at childbirth between 
the western and eastern halves of the continent, which has its roots in a deeper 
past.

Figure 9. Total fertility rates and mean age at childbearing by sub-region, 
1975-2005
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In the western countries (Sweden, the Netherlands and Italy), the curves 
of age-specifi c fertility rates have shifted slowly but surely from younger to 
older ages. The modal age has increased sharply: the mode has risen from 
26-27 to 31 years in Sweden and the Netherlands, and from 24 to 30 years in 
Italy. These are considerable changes. In Italy, however, the increase in fertility 
after age 29 has not offset the decrease before that age, resulting in a decline 
in lifetime fertility from 1.7 to 1.4 children per woman over 15 cohorts. In 
Sweden and the Netherlands, later fertility has made up more fully for the 
decline at younger ages, resulting in a smaller decrease in lifetime fertility.

In eastern countries, childbearing is signifi cantly earlier than in the western 
half of the continent. This is particularly evident in Bulgaria, where women 
born in 1960 had already had most of their children by age 20 or 21. Changes 
in fertility timing over the cohorts have resulted not in a shift in the mode of 
distribution but in a steep decline in the fertility level. As in the west, fertility 
after age 30 has increased, but this has only partly offset the decline at younger 
ages. As a result, lifetime fertility has declined from 1.9 to 1.5 children per 
woman, while average age at childbearing has increased by 2 years. 

4. Trend in fertility over the years and cohorts

We know that later fertility from one cohort to the next, as women delay 
childbirth, tends to depress total fertility rates, which consequently understate 
lifetime fertility, which is the real indicator of reproductive life. We can therefore 
expect annual fertility rates in western Europe since 1970 to have underestimated 
the actual fertility of female cohorts over those decades, because the age at 
childbearing has increased steadily over more than 30 years. In the east of the 
continent, where the shift in age is more recent, the discrepancy between the 
cross-sectional and the longitudinal data should become visible more recently 
(Figure 11).

These expectations are borne out in reality, but there are signifi cant 
differences between countries. In Sweden, cohort fertility has levelled off at 
around two children per woman, with a slight downward trend (from 2.05 to 
1.91 over the cohorts from 1960 to 1975). The total fertility rate fell to 1.6 
children per woman around 1980, then to 1.5 around 2000, with an intervening 
recovery between 1986 and 1993 driven by policies that encouraged closely 
spaced births.(11) The current increase is bringing the total fertility rate into 
line with the cohort fertility rate (1.9 children per woman). The overall pattern 
has been similar in the Netherlands and Italy – aside from the policy-induced 

(11) In Sweden, parents are entitled to paid parental leave after the birth of a child, and receive 
an allowance that represents 80% of their wage prior to the birth. If a second child is born soon 
afterwards, the entitlement remains the same, even if they have occupied a less well-paid job in the 
meantime (such as a part-time position). The Swedes call this the “speed bonus”. In 1980, this rule 
applied when the gap between the two births was less than 24 months. In 1986, the interval was 
increased to 30 months, extending the advantage to many more parents.
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recovery – but the downtrend in lifetime fertility has been steeper, especially 
in Italy; the cross-sectional and longitudinal measurements converge strongly 
at the end of the period at around 1.75 births per woman in the Netherlands 
and only 1.4 in Italy. Although recent indicators are up and converging towards 
the lifetime fertility in all three countries, patterns vary: a strong recovery 
towards a relatively high level in Sweden, a moderate increase towards moderate 
levels in the Netherlands, and a very modest increase towards still low fertility 
in Italy.

The situation in eastern Europe in recent decades has been very different, 
owing to abrupt policy changes in the early 1990s. Total fertility rates fell 
sharply soon after and have tended to recover recently (Bulgaria, Figure 11). 
Cohort fertility followed a downward trend and total fertility rates amplifi ed 
this movement by hitting very low levels just before or after 2000, with a period 
of delayed births followed by a partial recovery. Lifetime fertility and total 
fertility rates seem to be converging at around 1.5 children per woman, a much 
higher level than the very low values in the years around 2000, but well below 
the rates in the years before 1990.

Figure 11. Total fertility rates and lifetime fertility (lagged by 28 years) 
in Sweden, the Netherlands, Italy and Bulgaria 
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The discrepancy between the level and even the trend of annual fertility 
indicators (total fertility rate) and the indicators of the fi nal number of offspring 
born to a cohort (lifetime fertility) has been a recurrent issue in the analysis 
of demographic trends in Europe for at least 40 years. With the steady trend 
towards later childbearing in all the countries, cross-sectional measures are 
no more than a default estimate of lifetime fertility. In the case of Sweden, for 
example, the steep decline in total fertility rates in the 1970s was attributable 
chiefl y to delayed childbirth, not to a decrease in lifetime fertility. The clear 
recovery in the second half of the 1980s, concomitant with the introduction 
of a family policy that encouraged closely spaced births, has not affected lifetime 
fertility. The only impact of the policy was to slow the increase in the mother’s 
age at childbearing (over the 1960-1965 cohorts), with the underlying trend 
partly offset by closer spacing of births. As is often the case, high annual 
fertility rates may have been interpreted as an increase in family size when 
they merely refl ected a fl uctuation in fertility timing.

In recent years, the signifi cant recovery in fertility in Sweden and some 
western European countries is probably less indicative of higher lifetime fertility 
than of a pause in the postponement of childbearing, which may mean that 
the trend of increasing age at childbearing is peaking.

5. Birth order and family size

A strong and lasting contrast has materialized between slightly declining 
or stable cohort fertility in north-western Europe, and low, declining cohort 
fertility elsewhere, especially in the south.

In Sweden, for example, not only has lifetime fertility stabilized in recent 
female cohorts (1965-1975) but the distribution of family sizes has changed 
little (Table 2). The percentage of childless women has increased only slightly, 
from 12% to 14%. The percentages of women with only one child and with 
two children are roughly stable, with the former being a very small minority 
(just over 15%) and the latter accounting for almost half (45%). Only the 
percentage of women with three or more children has declined, but even that 
only moderately (from 29% to 25% over ten cohorts).

In Spain, by contrast, the distribution of family sizes has changed considerably. 
The percentage of childless women has increased sharply over the ten cohorts 
(from 16% to 26%). The percentage of mothers with only one child has also 
increased but much more moderately, from 28% to 30%, over the same period. 
The other signifi cant difference with Sweden is a steep decline in the percentage 
of families with two children (from 44% to 35%), while families with three or 
more children, which were already less common, have declined by a further 
three points (from 12% to 9%). 

For the most recent cohort, born in 1975, the distribution of families by 
size reveals the scale of the difference between southern and northern Europe 
today. In Sweden, only a minority of women from this cohort – most of whom 







POPULATIONS AND DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS OF EUROPEAN COUNTRIES, 1980-2010

33

Figure 13. Nuptiality and non-marital births fi ve years later 
by sub-region over time
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In the 1970s, marriage was still dominant in almost all European countries 
and fertility outside marriage was rare. Only Denmark and Sweden saw a 
signifi cant decline in marriage and a percentage of births outside marriage 
that exceeded 20-30%. Those pioneering countries started to exhibit a negative 
correlation between nuptiality and fertility outside marriage. Elsewhere total 
marriage rates often exceeded 100%, attesting to increasingly early marriage 
in southern, western and eastern Europe (but not central Europe). Consequently 
the dispersion of marriage rates was relatively high, ranging from under 90% 
to over 120%; much higher than the dispersion of percentages of births outside 
marriage, almost always below 10%.

Ten years later, in the 1980s, the behaviour observed in Denmark and 
Sweden had spread to the other Nordic and some western countries. Southern 
Europe also saw a decline in nuptiality, but the percentage of births outside 
marriage remained very low. The countries of central and eastern Europe now 
had the highest marriage rates in Europe.

From the 1990s onwards, the whole continent exhibited a negative 
relationship between nuptiality and fertility outside marriage. In this decade, 
however, there was a contrast between low nuptiality and a high percentage 
of births outside marriage in the north, and still relatively high – although 
strongly declining – nuptiality and still low births outside marriage in the 
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traditional model in the 1980s. Only 30% of women born around 1960 were 
never-married at age 20-24, and fewer than 10% by age 50. In the space of only 
a few cohorts, however, the percentage of never-married young women reached 
the startling level of 90%, comparable to Sweden and the Netherlands, and the 
percentage of women who will still be never-married at 50 is set to grow rapidly, 
with a lag of several decades. This may signal the end of eastern Europe’s 
strongly distinctive pattern. Although less radical, the trend in Romania is 
similar to that of Hungary. 

What are the specifi c trends for these four countries?(14) The percentage 
of women who will still be never-married at 50 has risen sharply in all four

Figure 14. Percentages of never-married women at different ages in 
successive cohorts, in the Netherlands, Sweden, Hungary and Romania 
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(14) It is assumed that the probability of marriage at older ages will remain constant at the level 
immediately prior to 2010.
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in Hungary, the Czech Republic and the Baltic countries, but are lower in 
Poland, Romania, Bulgaria and Slovakia, although they have recently seen a 
sharp increase. Between 20% and 50% of marriages in central and eastern 
Europe now end in divorce (Sardon, 2006; Sobotka and Toulemon, 2008).

Concomitant with the decline of marriage and the rise of divorce, consensual 
unions have also increased. In the western half of the continent, the current 
situation is nevertheless extremely diverse (Figure 16). In the censuses of 
2000-2001, the percentage of women aged 20-34 living with a partner without 
being married ranged from around 5% in the southern countries to 25% to 
30% in the northern and western Atlantic countries, with countries in the 
interior of the continent occupying an intermediate position (10% to 15%). 
Eastern Europe is more homogeneous, since informal unions are quite rare 
throughout the sub-region (between 2% and 12%), with the exception of 
Estonia, which is similar in this respect to the Nordic countries (Sobotka and 
Toulemon, 2008).

Figure 16. Percentage of women in consensual unions at ages 20-34 in 
relation to percentage of married women (A), and percentage of women 
living with their parents (B) in 2000-2001 in selected European countries 
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is now below 10%. Fertility outside marriage accounts for around half of overall 
fertility in these two countries. Austria is an example of an intermediate 
level.

In all cases, the child’s legal status is no longer a major concern for parents. 
However, considerable differences remain in the frequency of marriage during 
pregnancy, resulting in extremely heterogeneous patterns of fertility outside 
marriage and refl ecting wide variations in the acceptability of non-marital 
fertility in European societies.

Figure 17. Nuptiality of pregnant women since 1980 
in selected countries of Europe
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Note: The nuptiality of pregnant women is calculated as follows: 
Births before 8 months of marriage / (births outside marriage + births before 8 months of marriage). 

Source: Author’s calculations based on data from each country. 

5. Overall fertility and non-marital fertility 

The combined trend in overall fertility and in the frequency of births 
outside marriage over 40 years in European countries has led to a seemingly 
paradoxical situation: fertility in recent years has been highest in the sub-
regions where the percentage of births outside marriage is also the highest, 
such as in northern Europe. The picture is reversed in the southern countries, 
which combine low overall fertility with low fertility outside marriage. Western 
Europe is in an intermediate position. The pattern is slightly different in the 
eastern half of the continent, where overall fertility is low in all countries, and 
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sometimes even very low, and where 
the percentage of births outside 
marriage is moderate, except in 
Estonia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and 
Slovenia, where non-marital fertility 
remains high (Figure 18).

If we take the percentage of births 
outside marriage as an indicator of 
the European decline in the institution 
of marriage in recent decades, the 
most prudent conclusion is that there 
is no clear, systematic link between 
the degree of “de-institutionalization” 
of the various countries and their level 
of fertility. Declining marriage and 
low fertility can probably be attributed 
to different sets of causes.

What do these fertility patterns reveal?V.  

1. The second demographic transition

The most widely accepted interpretations of family change in Europe in 
the past 40 years are grouped under the broad concept of “second demographic 
transition”, a theory advanced by Ron Lesthaeghe and Dirk van de Kaa in 1986 
(Lesthaeghe and van de Kaa, 1986).

The “fi rst demographic transition” refers to the decline in mortality and 
fertility that began to emerge in the late eighteenth century in France and that 
has been gradually spreading to the rest of the world up to the present day. 

The second demographic transition, which began in the 1960s in some 
countries, is characterized by a long-term stabilization of fertility at below-
replacement levels, new forms of domestic organization other than marriage, 
and fertility that is independent of the legal status of the union. This second 
demographic transition is bringing new social challenges in its wake, including 
faster population ageing, greater instability of households, and the prevalence 
of poverty in some types of households, such as lone-parent families and one-
person households (Billari, 2008; Lesthaeghe, 2001; McDonald, 2008).

The fi rst demographic transition was associated in Europe with a phase 
of development during which economic growth generated new material 
aspirations, better living conditions (in work, housing and health), the formation 
of human capital (universal education) and the creation of a welfare system. 

Figure 18. Total fertility rate 
and proportion of births outside 

marriage in 2005 
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contributing to a social climate that is favourable to families, and which provide 
consistent, continuous support throughout childhood.

Life expectancy at birth: uneven progressVI.  

Since the end of the Second World War, improvements in healthcare have 
been considerable everywhere in Europe. However, the European life expectancy 
map has changed profoundly over the decades, with very different rates of 
progress across countries. In 1950, the north-western quarter of Europe was 
way ahead of the other sub-regions. By the mid-1960s, the gaps had narrowed 
considerably, thanks to remarkable advances in southern and eastern European 
countries. The situation subsequently continued to improve everywhere in 
Europe except in the east, confronted with a health crisis. In the 1970s, a new 
east-west divide cut through the European life expectancy map (Meslé and 
Vallin, 2002a; Caselli and Vallin, 2002; Monnier, 2006).

By any measure (life expectancy at birth and at age 65, child and adult 
mortality), the dividing line was still clear in 2008. In the past few decades, 
male and female life expectancies began to converge. The Scandinavian countries 
spearheaded this convergence, which has gradually spread to the rest of Europe, 
except for eastern Europe and most of the central European countries. 

1. Life expectancy at birth in the sub-regions of Europe

The steady overall increase in European life expectancy conceals sharp 
divergences between the fi ve sub-regions (north, east, centre, west and south), 
as shown by the changes in their arithmetic means, calculated for groups of 
between four countries (eastern Europe) and 12 countries (southern 
Europe). 

In the early 1960s, northern Europe was ahead of the other sub-regions, 
which all exhibited similar life expectancies, especially for men (Figure 19). 
Over that decade, life expectancy gains then slowed in Scandinavia, and even 
stabilized for men. The slower pace of improvement in the most advanced 
countries refl ected slow progress against cardiovascular disease and the growth 
of “lifestyle diseases” (smoking, alcoholism, road accidents, etc.). It was not 
until the “cardiovascular revolution” of the 1970s that life expectancy increased 
again (Vallin and Meslé, 2010). Progress through medical innovation and 
behavioural changes (healthier lifestyles and diets) occurred gradually in 
northern, western and southern Europe. By 1985, there was little or no distinction 
between the three sub-regions, which subsequently enjoyed steady improvement, 
mainly attributable to increasingly effective action against mortality from 
cancer (prevention campaigns, anti-smoking policies, etc.). In these sub-regions, 
given the already high life expectancy levels at birth (78 years for men and 
83 years for women), the potential for further life expectancy gains is concentrated 
at the oldest ages.  
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Europe (Sweden, Iceland and Norway), western Europe (the Netherlands and 
Switzerland) and southern Europe (Spain, Greece and Cyprus), had crossed the 
threshold of 72 years, while in all the countries of eastern Europe, plus Hungary 
and Poland, male life expectancy was still below 66 years. By 2008, the ranking 
of countries was virtually unchanged (with a correlation coeffi cient of 0.83) but 
geographical inequalities had sharpened, with a gap of 15 years between the 
two extremes. Italy had joined the leading group where male life expectancy 
exceeds 78 years, while Bulgaria and Romania, with life expectancy of below 
70 years, have replaced Poland in the most disadvantaged group. 

Figure 21. Life expectancy reached in 2008 with respect to life expectancy 
reached in 1980 
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Between 1980 and 2008, western Europe recorded the fastest progress and 
caught up with the northern countries: life expectancy is now the same (78 
years) in both sub-regions (Table 3). Almost everywhere in the west, men 
gained more than 7.4 years of life (with a maximum of 8.6 years in Austria). 
With life expectancy that ranges from 77 years (Germany) to 80 years 
(Switzerland), this sub-region was the most homogeneous in 2008 (Figure 21). 
Only the Netherlands posted a smaller increase over the period, more in line 
with northern Europe, where average gains were only 6.2 years. In the northern 
sub-region, there was a considerable range of improvement, with a gain of 5.3 
years in Denmark but more than 7 years in Finland.  

Southern Europe shows even greater internal contrasts. Not only have 
gains been highly varied, but geographical inequalities are much more pronounced 
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than elsewhere. Portugal and Italy are among the countries where life expectancy 
has increased most (by 7.5 and 7.9 years respectively), in contrast to the 
countries of the former Yugoslavia (4.4 years on average). With an average life 
expectancy of 72.7 years in 2008, the latter are more similar to central Europe 
than to the other southern European countries, where men can now expect to 
live as long as men in western and northern Europe (77.7 years on average).

Table 3. Change between 1980 and 2008 in male and female life expectancy at 
birth in the European sub-regions (arithmetic means)

Males Females Difference F-M

1980 2008 Change 1980 2008 Change 1980 2008

North Mean 71.9 78.1 6.2 78.7 82.7 4.0 6.8 4.6
 Standard dev. 1.7 1.6  1.2 1.0   

West Mean 70.5 77.8 7.3 77.0 82.9 5.9 6.5 5.1
 Standard dev. 1.2 0.8  1.4 1.0   

South Mean 69.4 74.9 5.5 74.9 80.3 5.4 5.5 5.4
 Standard dev. 2.2 3.00  2.2 3.1   

Centre Mean 66.7 70.9 4.2 73.5 78.4 4.9 6.8 7.5
 Standard dev. 1.0 1.7  1.0 1.5   

East Mean 63.9 66.9 3.0 73.2 77.0 3.8 9.3 10.1
Standard dev. 1.2 1.3  2.8 2.6   

Overall Mean 69.0 74.5 5.5 75.5 80.6 5.1 6.5 6.1
 Standard dev. 2.8 4.1  2.5 2.9    

Sources: European Demographic Observatory; Eurostat. See Appendix Table A.6 for the composition of the 
sub-regions at each date. 

In 1980, all the countries of central Europe lagged behind the European 
average. Thirty years later, the gap had widened even further. Only the Czech 
Republic stood out, with male life expectancy (74 years) comparable to the 
European average. In all the other central European countries, male life 
expectancy was 70 or 71 years, among the lowest in the region, although still 
above the levels in eastern Europe. It is in the eastern sub-region that gains in 
male life expectancy between 1980 and 2008 were smallest (ranging from 
0.9 years in Lithuania to 4.5 years in Estonia). Despite their disadvantage, these 
countries were still ahead of Russia, however, where life expectancy at birth 
in 2008 was close to the level observed in 1980, namely 61.8 years. Life 
expectancy in these countries in 2008 is below that attained by most Scandinavian 
countries in 1980, illustrating the huge lag accumulated over the years. 

Given the high correlation between male and female mortality, women 
also have the longest life expectancy in western, northern and southern Europe 
and the shortest in central and eastern Europe. There are nevertheless some 
exceptions in the country ranking: the Baltic countries and, above all, France, 
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have a higher ranking for female than for male life expectancy, while the reverse 
is true for some former Yugoslavian countries (Macedonia, Montenegro and 
Serbia). 

Between 1980 and 2008, life expectancy at birth for European women rose 
from an average of 75.5 years to 80.6 years. With a maximum of 84 years (Spain, 
Italy, France and Switzerland) and a minimum of 77 years (Bulgaria, Macedonia, 
Montenegro and Serbia), the dispersion is less than half that of male life 
expectancy. The contrasts between European sub-regions are less sharp for 
women (Table 3 and Figure 21) and have not widened since 1980. 

It is in western Europe that female life expectancy has increased by the 
most (5.9 years) and in eastern Europe by the least (3.8 years) over the period. 
Female trends nevertheless differ from male trends in two respects: the gains 
recorded in northern Europe are among the smallest (4 years), while the 
gains in southern Europe are among the largest (5.4 years). This reshuffl es 
the country ranking: all the Scandinavian countries, most of which were in 
the lead in 1980, have been surpassed by Italy, Spain, France and 
Switzerland. 

3. Gains that vary by decade and by sub-region

A breakdown by decade shows variations in the speed of progress in life 
expectancy in the different sub-regions (Figure 22).

In the 1980s, male life expectancy gains were smaller in northern Europe 
than in the west or south. Gains were 3 years in Belgium, Austria and Italy 
but barely 1 year in Denmark and Norway. Northern Europe, particularly the 
Scandinavian countries, posted the biggest average gain (2.5 years) in the 
1990s, before once again being strongly surpassed by the west, the only sub-
region that recorded a continuous acceleration in life expectancy gains. An 
average gain of 2.7 years was recorded between 2000 and 2008, ranging from 
2.2 years in Germany and the United Kingdom to approximately 3 years in 
Belgium, Ireland and Luxembourg. The gains reported in southern Europe are 
more steady over the decades (around 2 years), aside from a slight slowdown 
in the 1990s, particularly in Macedonia, Greece and Malta.

Central Europe was the only sub-region where life expectancy stagnated 
in the 1980s; it even declined in Bulgaria, Hungary and Slovakia. After the 
political and socioeconomic changes of the 1990s, most central European 
countries saw a return to falling mortality. There has been a clear acceleration 
in life expectancy gains (as high as 4 years in the Czech Republic and 3.2 years 
in Poland) and since 2000 they have reached levels comparable with those of 
the north and south. 

By comparison, eastern Europe’s lag is again striking. In that sub-region, 
gains slowed in the 1990s, and life expectancy even decreased in Moldova. 
Despite a recovery in the 2000s (except in Lithuania), the gains are nevertheless 
smaller than those observed elsewhere. 
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By 1980, infant mortality had fallen below 10 per thousand in all the 
northern European countries as well as in the Netherlands and Switzerland 
(Appendix Table A.7). Ten years later, the whole of western Europe, plus Spain, 
Greece, Italy, Malta and Slovenia, were well below that threshold, and most 
northern countries had fallen below 6 per thousand. Infant mortality also fell 
in the rest of Europe, but in 1990 rates were above 15 per thousand in almost 
all the former Yugoslav republics and in all the countries of central Europe, 
with eastern European countries at 13.8 per thousand on average (Table 4). 

Although infant mortality continued to fall over the next two decades, in 
2008 it was still synonymous with strong geographical inequalities. There is 
almost a threefold difference between northern Europe (2.9 per thousand on 
average) and eastern Europe (7.2 per thousand). Infant mortality rates are close 
to 10 per thousand in Moldova, Romania and Macedonia, compared with only 
2.5 per thousand in Sweden and Iceland, and a low of 1.8 per thousand in 
Luxembourg. 

2. Adult mortality

Deaths before age 65 have become very rare. Under current mortality 
conditions, in northern, western and southern Europe, 85% to 90% of newborns 
can expect to celebrate their 65th birthday. In other words, in these sub-regions, 
mortality before that age has only a minor negative impact on life expectancy 
at birth. In eastern Europe, the probability of dying before age 65 is much 
higher (in the Baltic countries, fewer than 60% of newborn boys can expect 
to live to that age). In Russia, a decrease in under-65 mortality to the level of 
western countries would boost life expectancy by 6 years (both sexes 
combined).

Focusing on mortality at ages 15-65, when external causes and cancer are 
major causes of death, the disadvantage of men in eastern Europe is striking: 
in 2008, they were on average three times more likely to die(16) than men in 
the same age group in western or northern Europe (399 per thousand compared 
with 147 per thousand and 140 per thousand, respectively, Table 5). With twice 
the likelihood (291 per thousand), men in central Europe were slightly less 
disadvantaged. Female mortality in eastern and central Europe is also higher, 
but the differences between sub-regions are smaller, with average probabilities 
of dying ranging from 84 per thousand (in the north), to 165 per thousand (in 
the east).

Between 1990 and 2008, mortality in this age range declined in the vast 
majority of countries, but the size of the decrease divides the countries into two 
groups (Figure 24, Appendix Table A.8). Overall, the countries where the 

(16) Life tables for all European countries are available on the website of the World Health 
Organization (WHO): http://www.who.int/healthinfo/statistics/mortality_life_tables/. In our 
calculations, we used the life tables recalculated in May 2010. 
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Figure 24. Change in the probability of dying at ages 15-65 for the periods 
1990-2000 and 2000-2008  (%)
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3. Mortality after age 65

In the 1970s, progress against cardiovascular diseases was refl ected in an 
acceleration of the mortality decline at advanced ages. Since then in Europe, 
average life expectancy at age 65 has increased by over 3 years, and at age 80 
by more than two years. The increase has been steady, except for a slight dip 
in 2003 due to a freak heatwave in western and southern Europe. As we have 
seen, mortality between birth and retirement is now so low in most western 
countries that gains are now concentrated at advanced ages (Monnier, 2006; 
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Meslé and Vallin, 2002b). There is even speculation about a possible new phase 
in the health transition stemming from improved health surveillance for the 
oldest adults which could extend life expectancy even further (Vallin and 
Meslé, 2010).

Given the high concentration of mortality at the oldest ages, there is a very 
high correlation between life expectancy at birth and life expectancy at age 
65. The countries have exactly the same ranking for female life expectancy at 
both ages, and there are few exceptions for male life expectancy: Finland and 
the Netherlands have a higher ranking for male life expectancy at birth than 
at age 65, while the reverse is true for France and the United Kingdom. 

Between 1980 and 2008, at the level of all European countries for which 
data are available (Appendix Table A.9), life expectancy at age 65 increased 
from 13.1 to 16.1 years for men and from 16.3 to 19.5 years for women. In 6 
countries (Iceland, Sweden, France, Switzerland, Spain and Italy) life expectancy 
at age 65 is at least 18 years for men, and in the latter four countries it is at 
least 22 years for women. At the other extreme, mainly in some eastern European 
and former Yugoslavian countries, and for men in the Baltics, life expectancy 
at age 65 is the shortest: around 13-14 years for men and 16-17 years for women, 
values that northern and western Europe had already exceeded by 1980.

For Europe as a whole, the male mortality disadvantage after age 65 remained 
the same on average between 1980 and 2008, with a gap of more than 3 years 
between average male and female life expectancies at both dates. However, 
that stability conceals a divergence between the north and the west, where the 
gap has narrowed, and the rest of Europe, where it has widened (Table 6). 

Table 6. Change between 1980 and 2008 in life expectancies at age 65 by sex 
in the European sub-regions (arithmetic means)

Males Females Difference F-M

1980 2008 Change 1980 2008 Change 1980 2008

North Mean 14.1 17.6 3.5 18.1 20.7 2.6 4.0 3.1
 Standard dev. 1.1 0.7 0.8 0.7

West Mean 13.2 17.7 4.5 17.1 21.1 4.0 3.9 3.4
 Standard dev. 0.7 0.6 1.1 0.9

South Mean 13.4 16.3 2.9 15.8 19.3 3.5 2.4 3.0
 Standard dev. 1.6 1.8 1.9 2.3

Centre Mean 12.0 14.2 2.2 14.8 18.1 3.3 2.8 3.9
 Standard dev. 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.9

East Mean 12.4 13.0 0.6 15.5 16.9 1.4 3.1 3.9
 Standard dev. 0.7 0.7 1.1 1.9

Overall Mean 13.1 16.1 3.0 16.3 19.5 3.2 3.2 3.4
 Standard dev. 1.2 2.0 1.5 2.0

Source: Eurostat. 
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In the 1980s and 1990s, women’s lead over men widened everywhere in 
Europe, except in the northern countries (apart from Norway), the United 
Kingdom and the Netherlands, where convergence began (Figure 25). Over the 
next decade, that trend continued in those countries (except in Iceland), and 
women’s lead at age 65 also began to narrow across all of western Europe, but 
to different extents: only very slightly in France and Austria, but by at least half 
a year in all the other countries of this sub-region. In southern Europe, Greece, 
Montenegro, Malta and Cyprus followed the same trend as the western countries. 
Elsewhere in Europe, the gaps stabilized (Italy, Spain, Portugal) or widened 
slightly (Slovenia, Croatia). Only in the three Baltic countries and certain eastern 
European countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania) did women’s life 
expectancy at age 65 continue to increase much faster than that of men. 

As is the case for life expectancy at birth, the convergence of male and 
female life expectancies at age 65 spread progressively from northern to southern 
Europe.

Figure 25. Change in absolute differences (in years) 
between female and male life expectancies at age 65, 

1980 versus 2000 (A), and 2000 versus 2008 (B)
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However, life expectancy remains an imperfect indicator of the health of 
a population, since long life expectancy does not necessarily mean a better 
state of health. In all European countries, women live longer than men, but 
after age 65, women more frequently have disabilities than men of the same 
age, whatever the degree of severity (Cambois et al., 2003; Jagger et al., 2008; 
Van Oyen et al., 2010). Consequently, men can expect to live more than half 
of their lives after 65 without disability (i.e. 8.7 out of 16 years on average in 
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and are therefore highly dependent on transfer payments. This social age is 
increasingly disconnected from biological ageing, however. 

The age structure of a population refl ects its demographic history over 
more than a century: the base of the pyramid is determined by fertility, and 
the peak mostly by mortality. Population ageing may be the result of a falling 
birth rate, which reduces the number of young people and narrows the base 
of the pyramid (bottom-up ageing). This was the case in France, where the 
early fertility decline in the nineteenth century meant that for a long time 
its population structure had the largest share of old people in the world. 
Ageing can also be a consequence of a decline in mortality at the oldest ages, 
which increases the number of elders (top-down ageing). In Europe, the two 
processes are now occurring simultaneously: mortality at advanced ages has 
declined rapidly since the Second World War, and falling fertility has 
accelerated ageing. Population ageing is more predictable than any other 
demographic phenomenon, enabling us to make projections to 2040 with a 
high level of probability.

With the decline in mortality, the elder population has undergone a twofold 
change in recent decades: not only are more and more people living to retirement 
age, but retirement is lasting longer. The elder population can now be divided 
into two groups with very different lifestyles, with the crossover point usually 
falling somewhere between ages 75 and 80. The end of working life is now 
usually followed by many years of independence, most of which are spent with 
a partner and in good health. Later, as people grow even older, the risks of 
widowhood and dependency increase, making it harder to continue living at 
home. The position old people hold on the family solidarity chain is different 
at each of these two life stages. In the early retirement years, they are more 
often givers than receivers of help (providing fi nancial assistance to their 
descendants, caring for grandchildren, etc.). In very old age, they are generally 
in the reverse position. However, the structure of the elder population is also 
ageing as the share of very old people increases. This process is set to accelerate 
in the future as the baby boom cohorts enter very old age. The temporary surge 
in the birth rate between 1945 and 1975 has had a lasting impact on the 
population pyramid in most countries in the north-western quarter of Europe 
(Monnier, 2007). The advancing age of these large cohorts is another factor in 
the acceleration of ageing in those countries.

The ageing map of Europe has changed and will continue to do so. Between 
the end of the Second World War (10.3% of people aged 65 and over) and the 
1980s (13.8%, Table 7), western Europe had the oldest population in the region. 
Now the west has been caught up by southern Europe (old people now represent 
16% of the populations of both sub-regions) and surpassed by the three Baltic 
countries (16.7%). In 30 years’ time, almost all the European sub-regions will 
have the same percentage of elders (around 26%); only southern Europe will 
be slightly older (27%).
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at the base and the peak of the pyramids: the number of people aged under 20 
has fallen only slightly (by 12% at the most) and only three countries (Netherlands, 
Finland, Iceland) have seen strong growth (50% or more) in their elder 
population. Germany stands out: its sustained ageing over the period is 
attributable to the sharp decline in the young population (–25%), due to low 
fertility from the 1970s onwards.

2. The ageing process is expected to accelerate between 2008 and 
2040

Eurostat’s projections (Giannakouris, 2008; Goll, 2010) forecast an 
acceleration of population ageing. In 2040, the percentage of people aged 65 
and over in the population will exceed 20% in all countries except Ireland 
(19.4%), and in half of them it will be above 25.7%. Table 8 shows that in the 
space of 28 years (between 1980 and 2008), the percentage of people aged 65 
and over increased by a factor of more than 1.5 in only fi ve countries. By 
contrast, over the period from 2008 to 2040, which is only slightly longer 
(32 years), increases of this magnitude may occur in 26 countries (out of 29), 
with Malta, Poland and Slovakia even seeing their percentages double. 

Figure 28. Percentage of persons aged 65  and over in the countries of 
Europe in 2008
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The ranking of countries will remain roughly the same (a correlation 
coeffi cient of 0.71), with the great majority of countries moving at the same 
pace towards higher levels of ageing. With around 31% of people aged 65 and 
over, Italy and Germany will remain in the lead, followed by Slovenia (29%), 
Greece, Spain, Portugal and Austria (with around 28%) (Figure 27B). The other 
extreme will consist primarily of northern European countries – Ireland 
(19.4%), Luxembourg (22.2%), the United Kingdom (22.5%) and Norway 
(23.8%) – plus Cyprus (20%).

This territorial homogenization stems from the uniformity of changes in 
the different age groups, probably based on the assumption of convergence of 
behaviour that underpins the European projections. Compared with the 
previous period, the acceleration in the growth of the elder population is 

Figure 29. Population growth rates by age group between 1980 and 2008 
in 28 countries of the 5 European sub-regions (%)
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Figure 31. Growth rate (%) between 2008 and 2040 of the population aged 
65-79 and 80+
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In Europe as a whole, the percentage of people aged 80 and over in the 
total population was almost 4% in 2008. The percentage exceeded 3.7% in half 
of the countries and 5% in only three (Sweden, Italy and France). In 2040, the 
percentage of very old people could be higher than 8% in more than half of 
the countries, and even above 10% in Finland, Germany and Italy (Appendix 
Table A.10). 

Although the majority of elders are growing old without disability, and 
future cohorts will certainly reach the various stages of old age in better health, 
the probability of physical and mental dependency increases with age, often 
making daily assistance essential. The sharp increase in numbers of very old 
people heralds a huge increase in care needs and we know that everywhere in 
Europe, spouses play an essential role in this respect. One of the major 
consequences of the mortality decline is that by postponing widowhood, it 
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extends the number of years that spouses will live together. Over the coming 
decades, the downtrend in widowhood will more than offset the increase in 
divorce, still low in those cohorts, and will enable more elders to grow old in 
their own homes. Women, in particular, who are more frequently widowed 
because of excess male mortality, will be able to rely more frequently on a 
partner to cope with their dependency (40% in 2030 compared with 21% in 
2000 among women aged 75-84) in all countries (Gaymu et al., 2007).

However, the growing numbers of men confronted with the dependency 
of their wives(19) and the longer survival of couples where both members suffer 
from disability suggest increased needs for professional care. Yet everywhere 
in Europe, there is uncertainty about the future funding of pensions and the 
fi nancial capacity of tomorrow’s seniors to pay for care to assist them in their 
daily lives. Furthermore, while in recent decades, there has been genuine 
political will in many countries to provide assistance, there is a potential risk 
that collective solidarity will be overwhelmed by the growing costs of social 
protection. The deteriorating fi nancial situation of elders and/or the withdrawal 
of state support enabling people to continue living in their own homes will 
automatically put more pressure on families, women in particular, even though 
they already shoulder the major burden of care for the most vulnerable members 
of society (Mestheneos and Triantafi llou, 2005).

The transformation of Europe into IX.  
an immigration continent

Over the past fi fty years, Europe has gradually moved from being an 
emigration continent to being one of immigration (Part II, Figure 2D). The 
recruitment of foreign workers in the postwar period of economic growth, 
together with the arrival of European repatriates in the wake of decolonization, 
marked the fi rst stage in this process, which was brought to a sudden halt by 
the 1973-74 oil crisis. For nearly a decade, migration fl ows both towards and 
between European countries were reduced to a trickle. Then came the wave 
of political and socioeconomic instability that engulfed the former Socialist 
countries in southeast and central Europe in the wake of the opening of their 
borders in the late 1980s, triggering a surge in migration from these 
countries.

Worldwide, there was a similar acceleration in migration from developing 
countries in the direction of the developed world, due to the persistent 
inequalities of the North-South divide (United Nations, 2009a). Over the next 
two decades, migration reached high levels in an ever-larger number of 
countries.

(19) Men currently fi nd it harder than women to cope with the dependency of their spouses. They 
more frequently opt for professional help or place their wife in residential care (Gaymu and al., 
2006).
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Figure 33. Countries recording highest and lowest fi ve-year net 
migration in Europe since 1960
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Interpretation: In 1960-1964, Italy was the European country that recorded the 
greatest population loss due to migration (–480,000), while over the same fi ve-year 

period France recorded the greatest population gain (+1,580,000).

During the fi rst half of the period under consideration, the migratory 
growth rate hovered around zero (Figure 32). It fi nally moved into positive 
fi gures in the mid-1980s, since when it has been gradually rising. That said, 
each sub-region follows a specifi c pattern. Prior to 1974, for instance, migratory 
growth was positive in western and northern Europe, the destination of the 
majority of migrants from the other sub-regions of Europe, as well as from the 
rest of the world. Between 1960 and 1964, France recorded net migration of 
1.6 million – a fi gure that included both migrant workers and French repatriates 
returning from Algeria after it had gained independence in 1962 (Figure 33). 
Meanwhile, southern Europe remained a region of high emigration and thus 
experienced negative migratory growth (–2.5 per thousand on average in 1960-
1974). During this 15-year period, the migratory defi cit reached 1.5 million in 
Portugal, 1.2 million in Italy, and 0.7 million in Spain. Central European 
countries made only a very minor contribution to migration fl ows, recording 
an average rate of –0.6 per thousand. The mid-1970s marked a turning point. 
Migration was to remain sluggish throughout the ensuing decade, but 
subsequently reached historic highs in the 1990s and 2000s.

Migration started to climb again in the late 1980s. At fi rst, the highest 
migratory growth rates continued to be observed in western Europe. Germany 
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spared the Czech Republic from massive emigration and even attracted an 
infl ux of migrants, mainly from the newly created Slovakia. A period of 
stagnation in the late 1990s was followed by a general increase in migration 
rates, especially in Italy (10 per thousand in 2003-2004) and the Czech Republic 
(8 per thousand in 2007).

Viewed as a longstanding immigration country, the United Kingdom has 
a more complex situation. Although it constituted a prime destination for 
migrants from its closest neighbour, Ireland, and from other Commonwealth 
countries, it continued to record zero – if not negative – net migration until 
the 1990s, due to the regular emigration of its nationals and the introduction 
of a restrictive immigration policy in the late 1960s. When the Labour Party 
came to power in 1997, it introduced an open-door policy for selected immigrants. 
This, coupled with strong economic growth in the 1990s and 2000s, (Somerville 
et al., 2009), pushed up net migration from the mid-1990s onwards, with the 
rate rising from around 0.5 per thousand to 3.5  per thousand in the 2000s.

Migratory change in Europe has stemmed not just from internal factors, 
such as the construction of the EU and the fall of the Berlin Wall, but also from 
global ones. This point is best illustrated by comparing it with other regions 
of the world, migration destinations especially (Figure 35).

Figure 34. Migratory growth rates (per thousand) 
since 1975 in fi ve European Union countries (current borders)
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(a) The negative fi gure for 2001 is due to changes in the procedure for registering migrants, 
rather than to any genuine change in net migration.
Sources: Database of developed countries (INED); 

Devision database of the Centre for Population Studies (Moscow).
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Figure 35. Migratory growth rates (per thousand) 
in the EU-15 member states, Russia and the United States since 1975
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Sources: Database of developed countries (INED); 
Devision database of the Centre for Population Studies (Moscow).

The United States is and always has been a major immigration country. In 
2010, it was home to one in every fi ve migrants in the world (United Nations, 
2009b). The rates for the EU and the US followed similar trends between 1975 
and 2000, with a fall in migratory growth in the wake of the 1974 oil crisis, a 
rise beginning in the late 1980s and relative stagnation in the mid-1990s. 
Throughout this period, however, the US received more migrants in both absolute 
and relative terms (migratory growth rate three times higher on average than 
that of the EU-15). The situation seems to have been reversed in the last decade, 
however. At the turn of the millennium, the rate in the US stabilized at around 
4.5 per thousand and subsequently fell to an average of 3.3 per thousand in 
2005-2010. During that time, it rose in the EU, tripling between 1998 and 2003, 
when it peaked at 5 per thousand. The past few years have witnessed a decline, 
coinciding with the economic and fi nancial crisis of 2008.

Russia’s migratory situation is linked to its recent history. The positive net 
migration it has enjoyed since the break-up of the USSR in 1991 initially had a 
strong ethnic component, with the return of Russian nationals from the former 
Soviet republics. This “population reservoir” has now largely dried up and Russia 
is attracting increasing numbers of non-Russian migrants, some from former 
Soviet states, chiefl y in central Asia. Russia and the EU have experienced opposing 
trends over the past two decades. With the exception of the fi rst few years 
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Figures 36A and 36B show the annual immigration and emigration fi gures 
for the Netherlands since 1995, by the migrants’ country of birth, and the 
resulting net migration. Over these past fi fteen years, emigration has far 
outstripped immigration for persons born in the Netherlands, the opposite 
being true for people born abroad, leading to negative net migration for the 
former and positive net migration for the latter. Net migration has been positive 
for the population as a whole, except during 2003-2007, when an increase in 
emigration by both groups was accompanied by a substantial fall in immigration 
by foreign-born people. These fl ows react in different ways to changes in 
context. In the recent economic crisis, for instance, the number of natives 
leaving the Netherlands fell by 20% between 2008 and 2009. For people born 
abroad, the outward fl ow increased by 8% but the inward fl ow, which had 
hitherto been rising, levelled off.

Figure 36. Annual numbers of immigrants and emigrants (A) 
and annual net migration (B) in the Netherlands since 1995, 

by migrants’ country of birth 
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Net migration is often thought to concern above all the movements of 
individuals born abroad. However, the example of the Netherlands shows that 
the movements of natives can also have an impact. Table 9 breaks down the 
total volume of migration(22) in thirteen European countries in 2008 into inward 
and outward fl ows of natives and foreign-born persons.

(22) The total volume of migration is the sum of four fl ows: inward and outward fl ows of natives, 
and inward and outward fl ows of foreign-borns.
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Table 10. Number of foreign immigrants arriving 
in Europe’s top ten receiving countries in 1998 and 2008

1998 2008 Multiplier coeffi cient 

Spain 57,195 692,228 12.1
Germany 605,500 573,815 0.9
Italy 127,114 496,549 3.9
United Kingdom 238,503 455,290 1.9
France(a) 155,879 211,055 1.4
Switzerland 72,202 161,629 2.2
Belgium 59,666 109,926 1.8
Austria 59,229 94,376 1.6
Netherlands 81,701 94,335 1.2
Sweden 35,701 82,972 2.3

(a) Since 2004, EU nationals have not been required to apply for a residence permit in France and are no longer 
included in offi cial immigration statistics. The number of migrants originating from these countries in 2008 is 
therefore based on an estimate.
Sources: Eurostat (migr_imm2ctz); INED, Immigration Flows, http://www.ined.fr/en/pop_fi gures/france/
immigration_fl ow/

The migrants’ countries of origin have also changed in recent decades. 
Prior to 1974, their provenance was determined largely by historical ties 
– mainly linked to colonization – and by the signing of bilateral treaties to 
recruit guest workers. However, as international migration became ever more 
widespread, origins subsequently diversifi ed. New routes were established, 
both from new emigration countries and from traditional emigration countries 
towards new destinations. Table 11 shows the fi ve nationalities that were most 
heavily represented in eleven European countries – and their weight in the 
total number of incoming foreigners – in 1998 and 2008.

Only in Switzerland and Hungary did the provenance of the “top fi ve” 
groups of migrants remain the same over this ten-year period, and the Czech 
Republic registered just one change. Several different trends emerged in the 
other countries, with western Europe’s most longstanding communities 
(Moroccan, Turkish) being gradually outnumbered by migrants from new EU 
member countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania). Similarly, persons 
originating from Albania, the former Yugoslavia, Russia and Ukraine accounted 
for much of the migration to several countries in southern and central 
Europe.

Among Asian migrants, the only signifi cant fl ows were those of Chinese and 
Filipino migrants, directed towards a few specifi c countries. Agreements on guest 
workers, signed under the Communist regime, explain the enduring presence of 
a large Vietnamese community in the Czech Republic. The United Kingdom once 
again stood out from the rest, this time on account of the large numbers of migrants 
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of South Asian origin. People from Latin America settled mainly in Spain – doing 
so in increasing numbers. Like Luxembourg, Switzerland was characterized by 
a high proportion of EU-15 migrants. In 1998, north European countries were 
still receiving mainly Nordic nationals, but the situation changed with the arrival 
of refugees from Iraq and Somalia, as well as migrants from the EU’s newest 
member states. Germany was the only western European country to see a large-
scale outfl ow of its nationals (175,000 in 2008), with Germans heading the list of 
incoming migrants in no fewer than eight countries.

No such analysis can be conducted for France, due to insuffi cient data. In 
2004, EU nationals ceased to be included in France’s offi cial immigration 
statistics, as these are based on the issue of new residence permits, which they 
no longer required. The top fi ve nationalities among non-EU sending countries 
– Algeria, Morocco, China, Tunisia and Turkey – have remained unchanged 
over the last decade and their combined share among total non-EU immigrant 
infl ows has risen from 30 to 36%. However, back in 1998, France received the 
same numbers of migrants (5,000-8,000) from Germany, the United Kingdom, 
Portugal and Italy, as it did from Tunisia, Turkey and China (INED, Immigration 
Flows).

Most countries receive a majority of male migrants, although there are several 
exceptions to this rule (Table 12). The smallest proportions of women are to be 
found in eastern Europe (between 20% and 40%), and the largest in South European 
countries (around 53%). Most west European countries lie somewhere between 
these two extremes, with the proportion of women generally ranging between 
45% and 49%. Germany and France are the exceptions here, as the former has 
always received a relatively small proportion of women (around 40%),(23) while 
the latter is notable for the extent of its female migration (54%).

Table 12. Percentage of women among foreign immigrants in 2008

Below 40% 40- 45% 45-50% 50% and above

Slovenia 20.5 Germany 40.0 Switzerland 45.7 Portugal 50.9
Slovakia 30.9 Estonia 40.0 Denmark 47.6 Ireland 53.1
Latvia 36.5 Hungary 41.0 Belgium(a) 47.9 Spain 53.5
Czech Republic 36.7 Norway 43.4 Austria 48.0 France 53.6

United Kingdom(a) 44.9 Sweden 48.1 Italy 54.1
Netherlands 48.6

(a) The data for Belgium and the United Kingdom refer to 2007.
Source : Eurostat (migr_imm1ctz)

(23) This stems, among other things, from the immigration policy implemented in postwar 
Germany. As there were no former colonies to fall back on, the majority of the country’s guest 
workers (gastarbeiter) were recruited through bilateral agreements signed between Germany and 
a number of other countries (Italy, Greece, Turkey, Portugal and Yugoslavia). These contracts were 
often short-term and mainly concerned traditionally male jobs.
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Contrary to the widely held assumption that migration is becoming 
increasingly feminized further to the restrictions on labour migration in place 
since the 1970s, there has not been a linear increase in the proportion of women 
in migration fl ows. A detailed analysis of immigration and emigration statistics 
for four countries (Belgium, Germany, the United Kingdom and the United 
States) reveals that even before 1974, some fl ows contained a sizeable percentage 
– if not a majority - of women, notably nationals born abroad and migrants 
from developed countries (Zlotnik, 1995). Although the proportion of women 
has increased in certain groups since 1974 (immigrants from Latin America 
and Southeast Asia, ethnic minorities returning to Germany), most infl ows 
have retained their male majority. In fact, net migration is the only measure 
to have shown any signs of feminization. This is because countries generally 
record more departures by men than by women, and the latter therefore weigh 
more heavily in changes to this composite indicator based on the difference 
between inward and outward fl ows.

Immigrants generally have a younger age structure than the population of 
the receiving country,(24) with between 70% and 90% belonging to the adult 
age group (15-64 years), depending on the destination. In 2008, the youngest 
immigrants (27-28 years on average) went to north European countries, their 
older peers (32-36 years) headed for central and eastern Europe (Figure 37). 
The women are one or two years younger on average than the men, with the 
exception of those who migrate to Italy or Portugal. The higher age of female 
immigrants in Italy can be explained by the large proportion of women who 
are already married when they arrive (with or without children) and who travel 
from the Philippines, South America or Eastern Europe to work as domestic 
workers.

Figure 37. Average age of foreign immigrants in 2008 by sex 
and receiving country
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Source: Eurostat (migr_imm2ctz).

(24) Returning nationals are generally older than incoming foreigners, especially in countries with 
large numbers of departing nationals (Austria, Netherlands, Finland), who generally return to their 
country of origin after spending a few years abroad.
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A variety of reasons for migration

The reasons for migration are interesting, but complex to study. Researchers 
generally rely on the legal dimension – that is, the offi cial grounds for issuing 
residence permits to foreigners – to study them.(25) The problem is that such 
information is only available for migrants who actually need to obtain a residence 
permit to stay in the country, and this excludes EU and EEA nationals, as they 
benefi t from freedom of movement. Moreover, the wording of the reasons for 
admission is determined largely by national legislation on immigration, allowing 
only limited comparisons between countries.(26)

Family reasons are often the most common reason for admission (Table 13). 
Figures for this category actually rose between 2000 and 2005, except in 
Denmark, which introduced stricter criteria for family reunifi cation in 2002. 
In 2005, education came top in Denmark and second in France and the Netherlands, 
accounting for 33%, 25% and 16%, respectively, of all fi rst-time permits. The 
number of permits issued on humanitarian grounds fell during this period, 
except in Norway and Sweden, where it remained high (20% and 17% of all 
fi rst-time permits in 2005). With the exception of Austria, only a small proportion 
of permits were issued for reasons of employment. In France, for example, 
they represented just 6% of the total in 2005, compared with 10% in 2000.

The other reasons for admission may cover a very wide range of migrant 
profi les.

Retirement migration is poorly covered by existing statistics and can only 
be calculated through indirect means. As many retirees spend part of the year 
in their country of origin and another in their receiving country, they do not 
qualify as international migrants in either migration fl ow data or censuses. As 
a result, both statistical sources underestimate their numbers. Several factors 
can account for this type of migration, which began in the 1980s. These include 
longer life expectancy, better health in later life, higher incomes, simplifi cation 
of the procedures for setting up a home in another EU country, the creation 
of the Eurozone, making it easier to transfer pensions, the development of the 
tourist industry and changes in attitudes and lifestyle preferences (e.g. sunseeking) 
(Gustafson, 2008). 

Retirees from northern and western Europe (Germany, Denmark, Norway, 
Netherlands, United Kingdom, Sweden) head mainly for Mediterranean countries 
(Spain, France, Italy, Malta, Portugal). In Spain, EU nationals represent 74% 
of all foreigners aged 65 and over, but just 39% of the under-65s (OPI, 2008, 
Table I.4). Within this group, if we distinguish further between nationals from 

(25) In a few countries (United Kingdom, Cyprus), people are asked about the purpose of their 
journey at the border control.
(26) The OECD has now started gathering comparable data for permanent permits (OECD, 2008). 
In line with Regulation (EC) no.862/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 July 
2007 on Community statistics on migration and international protection, Eurostat has also been 
collecting this type of data since 2008.
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the old and new EU member states, we fi nd that 27% of British residents and 
18% of German residents in Spain are aged 65 years or over, compared with 
just 1% of Bulgarians and Romanians. The latter generally live and work in the 
major cities, while the Britons and Germans are more likely to be found in the 
coastal resorts (OPI, 2009).

France is another popular destination for retirees from northern European 
countries, mainly the United Kingdom and the Netherlands. In 2003, the 
British formed the third largest contingent of incoming migrants (10,800), 
as measured by the number of residence permits issued, just after Algerians 
and Moroccans (INED, 2003). They were older than the other immigrants 
(43% were aged 50 years or over, compared with 9% for all immigrants) and 
half of them held an “inactive” residence permit. Although less numerous 
(2,100 in 2003), Dutch nationals had a similar age profi le, one-third of them 
being aged 50 years or over, and were often issued “inactive” residence 
permits.

Although this type of migration still occurs on a smaller scale than migration 
for work or family reasons, it could rapidly increase in years to come. Its impact on 

Table 13. Distribution (%) of initial residence permits 
by reason for admission in 2000 and 2005

Reason 
for admission(a) Austria(b) Denmark France Norway Netherlands(b) Sweden

2000

Family 36.1 37.9 42.0 41.5 39.1 53.6
Employment 51.5 12.3 9.9 2.0 9.7 9.8
Education 8.6 19.3 30.1 9.9 7.0 3.8
Humanitarian 2.2 19.5 4.3 46.5 39.2 27.2
Other 1.6 10.9 13.8 0.1 5.0 5.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of foreign 
immigrants 65,966 26,406 149,982 15,326 69,772 33,789

2005

Family 55.7 20.2 49.5 45.9 49.9 54.4
Employment 32.5 17.1 5.9 21.0 15.1 12.6
Education 8.9 32.6 24.7 12.6 15.8 9.4
Humanitarian 1.6 4.5 8.1 20.3 6.1 165
Other 1.3 25.7 11.8 0.1 13.0 72
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of foreign 
immigrants 53,366 25,553 187,134 19,209 48,349 41,541

(a) The ranking is based on offi cial presentations in France, Norway, the Netherlands and Sweden; it was 
determined by the author for Austria and Denmark.
(b) The data refer to the years 2002 and 2005 for Austria, 2000 and 2004 for the Netherlands. There are no 
comparative studies for more recent periods. 
Source: Thierry (2008, p. 73, Table 3).
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arrived in 2008 had left by 2010. The proportions also vary by reasons for 
admission. Immigrants who come to Norway to study leave sooner than 
workers (60% of the former within the fi rst fi ve years, compared with 30% 
of the latter), but after twenty years of residence, these proportions tend to 
even out (25% still living in Norway). Migrants who come for family or 
humanitarian reasons are characterized by relatively small percentages of 
departures: of those who arrived in Norway in 1990, fewer than a third had 
left the country twenty years later. A similar situation prevails in the 
Netherlands, where more than 80% of the students and more than 70% of 
the workers who entered the country in 1997 left within the following six 
years, compared with just 20% of family migrants and asylum-seekers 
(Nicolaas and Sprangers, 2004). 

Alongside the migrants’ individual characteristics, those of the receiving 
country itself also infl uence their decision to leave. According to an OECD 
study (2008), 60% of immigrants in Ireland and 50% in Belgium left within 
fi ve years of their arrival, as opposed to just 28% of immigrants in the Netherlands 
(Table 15). In North America, immigrants less frequently leave their host 
country (19% in the United States and 24% in Canada, according to a slightly 
earlier study). Immigrants more frequently settle permanently in these two 
high-immigration countries than in Europe, which is considered less 
attractive.

Table 15. Percentage of immigrants who left within the fi rst fi ve years 
of their arrival (immigrant population aged 15 years or over)

Country Period of entry Percentage emigrated after 5 years 

Ireland 1993-1998 60.4
Belgium 1993-1999 50.4
United Kingdom 1992-1998 39.9
Norway 1996-1999 39.6
Netherlands 1994-1998 28.2
United States 1999 19.1

Source : OECD (2008, p. 171, Table III.1)

Immigrants and their descendantsX.  

While annual population growth is infl uenced by the inward and outward 
fl ows of migrants over a given year, additional indicators are needed to analyse 
the longer-term impact of migration. The number of immigrants (stock) and 
their proportion in the total population are the consequence of cumulative 
migratory growth over years, if not decades. The proportion of persons of 
migratory origin (immigrants and their descendants born in the receiving 
country) in a given population is determined by a combination of these indicators 
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of stocks and fl ows, and by the immigrants’ specifi c demographic behaviour, 
notably with regard to fertility.

1. Immigrants represent between 1% and 32% 
of the total population of European countries

We generally know more about immigrant numbers (stocks) than about 
immigration fl ows. This is because the main tools used to identify and count 
them (censuses, population registers) have been around for longer, and are 
simpler and less costly than those used to measure fl ows (residence permit 
registers, questions at national border crossings). The United Nations publishes 
fi gures on migrant stocks for every country in the world (United Nations, 
2009a; Pison, 2010), which the OECD breaks down by age, educational level 
and length of residence (Dumont and Spielvogel, 2008).

While country of birth serves to determine the size of the “immigrant 
population”, citizenship is the criterion used to calculate the “foreign 
population”.(30) As is the case for migration fl ows, the variables of country 
of birth (which remains unchanged throughout a person’ lifetime) and 
citizenship (which can change over time) can lead to different estimates, 
even if they share a common basis. Although most foreigners are immigrants, 
in countries where jus sanguinis prevails (Germany, Austria, Switzerland), 
large numbers of children born there may hold foreign nationality. The 
immigrant population may include not just foreigners but also individuals 
who have acquired the nationality of their receiving country (“nationals”). 
Thus, statistics based on the country of birth criterion provide us with a 
more accurate picture of immigrants and their descendants, but nationality-
based statistics are the most readily available.

An immigrant population is made up of cohorts that have arrived over the 
space of several decades. All the changes described in the previous chapter 
(e.g., increase in the number of migrants, emergence of new destinations and 
origins) can be observed within the immigrant population, albeit with a time 
lag due to demographic inertia, as illustrated by Turkish migration. Arrivals 
of migrants originating from Turkey have been falling Europe-wide, with a 
50% drop in Germany between 1998 and 2008. Previously the prime source 
of immigrants, Turkey has now been overtaken by other nations. Even so, 
Turks still form the largest foreign group (7.9%) in the EU (Vasileva, 2009).

The growth of migration fl ows, especially since the late 1980s, has led to 
an increase in Europe’s migrant stock. Accounting for approximately 6% of 

(30) However, citizenship is sometimes used as a criterion to defi ne the immigrant population 
in national statistics, in which case people born abroad who hold the nationality of the receiving 
country (e.g. France or the United States) are not classifi ed as immigrants. In France, the High 
Concil for Integration defi nes an immigrant as “a person born as a foreigner abroad and residing in 
France”. This means that people born abroad with French nationality and who live in France are not 
counted as members of the immigrant population.
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Europe’s population in 1990, this fi gure had risen to 10% by 2010 (United 
Nations, 2009b). At the same time, there has been a redistribution of migrants 
across Europe. In 1990, 70% of migrants lived in western Europe, but this 
proportion had fallen to 61% by 2010. A far from negligible percentage of 
migrants are now concentrated in the countries of southern Europe (28%).

The proportion of immigrants (i.e. individuals born abroad) in a country’s 
population is the indicator most often used to measure the migrant stock. In 
2009, it ranged between 1% and 32% (Table 16). In the countries of central 
Europe, where migration was strictly limited in the past, this proportion 
remains below 5%. All the traditional immigration countries (United Kingdom, 
France, Germany, Sweden, Austria) have proportions ranging between 10% 
and 15%. The fi gure for Spain (14%) is now twice as high as it is in Italy and 
Portugal, showing just how quickly migration has brought about changes in 
that country: within the space of a decade, it has drawn level with the 
longstanding immigration countries. The apparently high fi gures for Latvia 
and Estonia are actually a statistical artefact; following the break-up of the 
Soviet Union, internal migrants within the region who had arrived prior to 
1991 were counted as international migrants. Switzerland and Luxembourg 
are exceptions in Europe, with immigrant proportions of 26% and 32%, made 
up mostly of EU nationals.

Table 16. Percentage of people born abroad (immigrants) 
in the total population of each country in 2009

Country % Country % Country %

Romania 0.8 Norway 10.2 Austria 15.2
Slovakia 0.9 United Kingdom(a) 10.9 Latvia 15.6
Poland 2.7 Netherlands 10.9 Estonia 16.4

Czech Republic 3.7 France 11.0 Switzerland(b) 25.8

Hungary (a) 3.8 Greece 11.1 Luxembourg 32.2

Finland 4.0 Germany 11.6

Lithuania 6.6 Iceland 11.8

Malta 6.7 Slovenia 12.0

Italy 7.3 Belgium 13.0

Portugal 7.4 Spain 13.8

Denmark 8.8 Sweden 13.8

Ireland 14.1

(a) 2008 for the United Kingdom, 2007 for Belgium and Hungary.
(b) For Switzerland: population aged 15 years or over in 2008. 
Sources: Eurostat (migr_pop3ctb); OECD, database on international migration; SLFS 2008.

The diversifi cation of migrants’ national origins is gradually modifying 
the make-up of the immigrant population, as illustrated by fi ve north European 
countries. Until recently, these countries had a separate migratory system. 
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settling in their receiving country. Figure 39 tracks changes in the proportion 
of children born to foreign mothers in eight European countries since 
1995.(34)

Figure 39. Percentage of children born to foreign mothers since 1995
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Traditional immigration countries, such as France, Belgium and Austria, 
report relatively stable proportions of births to foreign mothers. In France, this 
indicator had hovered around 10% since the 1980s, but started to rise in the 
2000s, reaching 13% in 2008. In Belgium, it was slightly higher (15% in the 
late 1990s) and also started to rise a few years ago. Switzerland and Luxembourg, 
both countries with particularly high proportions of immigrants (Table 16), 
also have exceptionally high proportions of foreign births (36% and 56% in 
2008). The new immigration countries in southern Europe have witnessed 
strong increases in the proportion of births to foreign mothers. Until the late 
1990s, fewer than one child in twenty was born to a foreign mother, but by 
2008, this fi gure had risen to one in fi ve in Spain, one in eight in Italy and one 
in ten in Portugal. Births to foreign mothers remain infrequent in central 
European countries, averaging around 1-2%, although this proportion tripled 
in the Czech Republic during the period under scrutiny.

(34) This indicator does not measure the proportion of children born to immigrant mothers 
(who are more numerous than foreign mothers as some may have acquired the nationality of their 
receiving country). 
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Several factors account for the increased contribution of immigrants (or 
foreigners) to the birth rate, besides differences in fertility levels. Given their 
younger age structures, immigrant populations have larger proportions of women 
of childbearing age. As a result, they have higher birth rates(35) than the native-
born populations – a difference exacerbated by the ageing of European populations. 
In Spain, the birth rate is twice as high for foreigners (21 per thousand) as it is 
for nationals (10 per thousand) (Roig Vila and Castro Martin, 2007).

Total fertility rates allow us to compare the fertility intensity of the two 
populations, based on the assumption of identical age distributions. The fertility 
level of foreign women varies according to the receiving country. Thus, in the 
mid-2000s, it ranged from 1.7 children per woman in Germany and Spain to 
3.3 in France (Sobotka, 2010). It is systematically higher than that of women 
who hold the nationality of the receiving country, the difference between the 
two varying from 0.4 children per woman (Spain) to 1.5 (France). However, 
calculations based on the foreign population paint a skewed picture of migrant 
fertility, as they do not include the fertility of women who have become 
naturalized, which is closer to that of natives. Fertility fi gures for female 
immigrants, available for a more limited number of countries, are lower and 
correspondingly closer to those of native-born women. In 2008, for example, 
Sweden’s total fertility rate stood at 2.6 children per woman for foreigners, 2.1 
for immigrants and 1.9 for natives (Sobotka, 2010).

Four potential factors are identifi ed in the literature to explain these 
differences.(36) The fi rst of these is the migrants’ selective characteristics (level 
of education, intermarriage rate) favouring higher fertility. The second factor 
is socialization in the country of origin, where the level of fertility is probably 
higher than in the receiving country. Third, the link between migration and 
family formation may explain the particularly high levels of fertility observed 
in the fi rst years following arrival(37) (Davie and Mazuy, 2010; Tribalat, 2005; 
Toulemon and Mazuy, 2004; Ostby, 2002). Fourth and last, continuing high 
fertility could be a defensive reaction on the part of minorities who do not 
adhere to the mainstream population’s family ideals (“minority status”).(38) 

Studies adopting a longitudinal approach have revealed that the fertility 
levels of female immigrants and natives gradually converge. Table 17 shows 
the mean number of children per woman in the Netherlands by migratory 
origin. The overall fertility rate rose from 1.5 to 1.8 children per woman between 

(35) The birth rate is the ratio of the total number of live births in a given year to the average total 
population for that year.
(36) See Sobotka (2010) for an overview of existing research on migrants’ birth rates and fertility.
(37) Cross-sectional fertility indicators tend to overestimate immigrant fertility, thereby 
exaggerating differences with respect to the native-born population. It is important to take length 
of stay in the receiving country into account, especially when estimating the fertility of recently 
arrived cohorts. 
(38) For other authors, however, this same “minority status” explains migrants’ use of family 
limitation to achieve greater social and economic mobility.
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1996 and 2009. Over the same period, the rate for immigrant women fell from 
2.1 children to 1.8, after peaking at 2.3 in 2000. As a result, the two groups’ 
fertility levels moved closer together, virtually closing the gap that initially 
stood at 0.6.

Table 17. Total fertility rates in the Netherlands 
by women’s migratory origin since 1996

Year
All 

women

Women with two parents 
born in the Netherlands 

(natives with no 
migratory origin)

Women with at least one parent born abroad 
(immigrants and second generation)

Overall o/w immigrants

1996 1.5 1.5 1.8 2.1
2000 1.7 1.7 2.0 2.3
2005 1.7 1.7 1.8 2.0
2009 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8

Source: SCBS Statline-Geboorte; herkomstgroepering en leeftijd moeder (op 31 december).

3. The diffi cult task of estimating populations of immigrants 
and their descendants

Whether or not fertility levels are higher among migrants than among 
natives, the number of children born to migrant parents and their proportion 
among the total population inevitably rise when a country’s immigrant population 
increases. Providing there is no major fertility gap between the two groups, 
once the proportion of immigrants has stabilized so, too, should the proportion 
of descendants of immigrants. This can be seen to some extent in Figure 39, 
which shows that the proportions of births to foreign mothers in the traditional 
immigration countries of western Europe varied little over the period under 
scrutiny, in marked contrast to their rapid growth in southern Europe.

At the present time, data on population composition by origin, not just of 
immigrants but also of their descendants, are only available in a handful of 
countries (Tribalat, 2008). Because migration fl ows in many European countries 
are still recent, and as the second generations are still being born, there are no 
relevant statistical data. There is also a more general problem linked to data, 
as calculating this sort of indicator requires systematic information not just 
about the individual but also about his or her parents. This information can 
be obtained from population registers, but for countries with no such registers 
the only solution is to obtain point estimates by conducting dedicated 
surveys.

Figure 40 shows changes in the proportions of immigrants and their 
descendants(39) in the total populations of Denmark and the Netherlands.

(39) A descendant is defi ned as a person whose parents are either immigrants themselves or 
immigrants’ descendants still holding foreign nationality.
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Despite the convergence of fertility and mortality assumptions towards 
similar levels, the paths of European countries are bound to differ considerably 
in the coming decades due to contrasting initial conditions. The northern 
European population should increase 10% by 2050, whereas the populations 
of central and eastern Europe should fall (by 15% and 20%, respectively).(43) 
These two contrasting trends should continue throughout the period. In 
southern and western Europe, however, populations should increase slightly, 
then slowly decline, as in the continent overall (Figure 42). 

The contrast between northern Europe on the one hand, central and eastern 
Europe on the other, also holds for an analysis of growth components in each 
sub-region. In the north, and even with low fertility, the population in 2050 
should be greater than in 2010: the mortality decline will not play a major role 
(since life expectancy there is already high) while migration should contribute 
signifi cantly. In central and eastern Europe, even with high fertility, the 
population should fall: improvements in life expectancy will have a more visible 
impact there than in northern Europe but the increase due to migration should 
be negligible. Southern and western Europe show similar development profi les, 
differentiated above all by a greater contribution of migration to demographic 
dynamics in southern European countries. 

Figure 42. Population projections for European sub-regions based on the 
medium fertility variant, 2010-2050 (baseline: 1 in 2010)
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(43) Change in Belarus, Russia and Ukraine will not differ from change in the other eastern 
European countries.
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fertility in response to pro-birth policies – in some cases generous, in others 
repressive – in those countries. This explains why a rapid increase in number 
of older persons is to be expected in these sub-regions in the 2040s. 

Yet demographic developments produce their effects quite slowly. Even if 
we posit – though we cannot confi rm – a convergence of behaviours, it will be 
some time before the populations of the various sub-regions of Europe evolve 
at the same pace.
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APPENDIX: DATA SOURCES FOR EUROPEAN DEMOGRAPHY

This section gives an overview of the main statistical sources available for 
analysing European demography, along with a summary of census methods, 
which have evolved substantially in recent decades, and a rundown of survey 
data sources for those seeking a more detailed picture of European populations 
for comparative purposes.

Almost all the countries in Europe have reliable statistics on population 
change and long series of demographic data. Most of the indicators used in 
this section are taken from the data collection project initiated by Alain Monnier 
and continued by Alexandre Avdeev. This has recently been turned into a 
publicly accessible database on the websites of INED(46) and the Centre for 
Population Studies of Moscow State University.(47) Part of this database contains 
series ranging from the early twentieth century to the present day. These data 
have mostly been drawn from the offi cial publications of national statistical 
agencies and from the European Demographic Observatory data series supplied 
by Gérard Calot and Jean-Paul Sardon, supplemented in some cases by data 
from Eurostat.(48)

The national statistics and indicators of population change of European 
countries are comparable, at least for the period since the Second World War. 
However, total population numbers, except when they are taken from general 
censuses, are always estimates and contain a degree of uncertainty. This holds 
particularly for the Balkan countries and countries with large international 
migration fl ows.(49)

The very smallest countries (Monaco, San Marino, Vatican City) have been 
excluded from the analysis, and components of population change have not 
been analysed for Liechtenstein and Andorra, because fl uctuations in numbers 
due to demographic events there are often too large relative to the size of their 
population.

(46) http://www.ined.fr/en/pop_fi gures/developed_countries/developed_countries_database/
(47) http://devision-dmo.econ.msu.ru/
(48) http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/statistics/search_database
(49) For example, censuses in Albania (2001) and Belarus (2009) revealed a population fi gure much 
lower than the pre-census estimates, although these were not subsequently revised. Situations of 
this sort are excluded from our analysis. In addition, since the data from the autonomous province 
of Kosovo and Metohija were excluded from Serbian statistics in 1998, they have also been omitted 
from our analysis of population growth and its components for the last two decades. Offi cial 
population estimates for Kosovo, however, are included in the analysis of population dynamics for 
the whole of Europe.
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Table 19. Changing types of census in Europe

Country
Census wave

1985-1994 1995-2004 2005-2014

Albania 12/04/1989 01/04/2001 01/10/2011
Austria 15/05/1991 15/05/2001 31/10/2011
Belgium 01/03/1991 01/10/2001 01/01/2011
Bosnia-Herzegovina 31/03/1991 01-15/04/2011
Bulgaria 04/12/1985 01/03/2001 01-28/02/2011

04/12/1992
Croatia 31/03/1991 31/03/2001 01-15/04/2011
Cyprus 01/10/1992 01/10/2001 2011
Czech Republic 03/03/1991 01/03/2001 25-26/03/2011
Denmark 01/01/1991 01/01/2001 01/01/ 2011 
Estonia 12/01/1989 31/03/2000 31/12/2011-31/03/2012
Finland 17/11/1985 31/12/1995 31/12/2010

31/12/1990 31/12/2000
France 05/03/1990 08/03/1999 20/01/2006 and subsequent years
Germany 25/05/1987 

(FRG)
30/09/1995 (households) 09/05/2011

05/12/2001 (a)

Greece 17/03/1991 18/03/2001 16-18/03/2011
Hungary 01/01/1990 01/02/2001 01/10-30/11/2011
Iceland (b) (b) 2011
Ireland 13/04/1986 28/04/1996 23/04/2006

21/04/1991 28/04/2002 10/04/2011
Italy 20/10/1991 21/10/2001 09/10/2011
Latvia 12/01/1989 06/04/2001 01/03/2011
Lithuania 12/01/1989 06/04/2001 01/03/2011
Luxembourg 01/03/1991 15/02/2001 01/02/2011
Macedonia 31/03/1991 01/11/2002 10-11/2011 (c)

Malta 16/11/1985 26/11/1995 27/11/2005
21/11-18/12/2011

Moldova 12/01/1989 05/10/2004 01/04/2012
Montenegro 31/03/1991 31/10/2003 01-15/04/2011
Netherlands 01/01/1991 01/01/2001 01/01/2011
Norway 03/11/1990 03/11/2001 19/11/2011
Poland 06/12/1988 20/05/2002 01/04-30/06/2011
Portugal 15/04/1991 12/03/2001 21/03/2011
Romania 07/01/1992 18/03/2002 10/2011
Serbia 31/03/1991 31/03/2002 01/04/2011
Slovakia 03/03/1991 25/05/2001 21/05/2011
Slovenia 31/03/1991 31/03/2002 01/01/2011
Spain 01/03/1991 01/11/2001 01/11/2011
Sweden 01/11/1985 (b) 31/12/2011

01/11/1990
Switzerland 04/12/1990 05/12/2000 31/12/2010
United Kingdom 21/04/1991 29/04/2001 27/03/2011

Note: The dates of censuses not yet held (planned for 2011 or 2012) may be modifi ed; consequently those 
recorded here are the ones offi cially announced by 15 March 2011. Most of them are census reference dates 
or, failing that, survey dates.
(a) Register-based test census held on 5 December 2001 on 1.2% of the population.
(b) Iceland held no censuses from 1981 to 2011. Sweden held no censuses during the 1995-2004 wave.
(c) On 9 March the census planned for 31 March 2011 was postponed until autumn 2011.

Traditional census Hybrid Registers 5 annual surveys
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including the employment and unemployment register, education register and 
tax register), the company register, and the address and dwelling register.

Over the last forty years, the Nordic countries have widely developed and 
generalized the use of administrative data: Denmark opted for a hybrid census 
type in 1976,(57) Sweden and Finland in 1985. In time they became a reference 
for many countries that had registers, such as the Slovenian statistical offi ce.(58) 
The Netherlands in 1971 and Belgium in 1981 also adopted a hybrid form of 
census.

Attracted by the lower costs of this method, other countries are working 
to improve the quality of their registers with a view to introducing this sort 
of census in the near or mid-term future. Poland is preparing for 2011 a census 
combining register data and a self-administered census. The register data will 
be taken from 28 sources, both central registers and those of municipalities 
and public administrations. According to an estimate made by the Polish central 
offi ce of statistics, this new method, together with the use of the Internet, will 
reduce the number of census agents (from 200,000 to 20,000 in 2011) and the 
costs of the census operation.

Use of sample surveys

Sample surveys are applied either to the whole population (united Germany 
held a 1% population census in 1991), or to a part (the French census in all 
towns over 10,000 population), or solely for particular socioeconomic data 
(use of two questionnaires, short and long, given to a fraction of the population, 
as in Hungary in 1990).

In 2011, Italy is using two types of census form in towns of 20,000 or more 
inhabitants: a short one for demographic characteristics and a long one for 
socioeconomic variables collected by sampling. This solution appears to be 
only a stage in the total reform of the system for collecting demographic and 
socioeconomic data, since Italy intends to set up an entirely register-based 
census by 2021.

New data collection methods

The Internet has probably been the main technical revolution in the census 
cycle 2005-2014. A number of countries, such as Switzerland and Spain, had 
already encouraged their residents to use this method during the previous 
census wave. In the 16th federal census in Switzerland, 4.2% of the target 
population chose this option.(59) The Swiss federal offi ce repeated the experiment 

(57) In 1981, Denmark held a census based solely on registers.
(58) Conference of European Statisticians, “The Slovene example how to improve the census count 
in a register-based census”, Geneva, 28-30 October 2009, p. 2.
(59) Not all households could complete the census form online, depending on the census technique 
adopted by their municipality of residence. The fi gure of 4.2% was calculated for the population for 
whom this option was available.
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in its December 2010 census. Poland, Latvia, Austria and Portugal also encourage 
online self-declaration. In all, 13 countries have used it.

Wide-ranging techniques and methods but greater 
harmonization of data

The UN and Eurostat(60) publish recommendations for each census cycle 
concerning the form and structure of the censuses, desirable information and 
data to be collected, and a list of tables to be supplied. These recommendations 
form a framework within which each country then makes its own rules.

Although national policy has a decisive impact on the conduct of censuses 
and the interpretation of their results,(61) the international recommendations 
are intended to provide incentives and many countries follow them to the 
letter, starting with the choice of census year. Following the UN suggestions 
adopted by Eurostat, some thirty countries are holding a census in 2011.

Similarly, in order to harmonize census-taking and ensure comparability 
between the national data collected, these international organizations encourage 
countries to ask certain key questions (basic characteristics defi ned in the 
specifi cations) or guide the choice of questions so that the data collected refer 
to similar realities. These recommendations are perhaps those that encounter 
most resistance or problems, because national censuses are designed in priority 
to meet national concerns. However, harmonization and comparability of 
results continue to advance.

Access to census results

Tables of census results may be consulted in the Eurostat database. They 
refer both to the most recent census campaign (2000-2001) and the previous 
one (1990-1991). They are structured around fi ve topics: population structure, 
working population, education standards, households and housing. Some thirty 
countries were covered in 2000-2001, and about twenty ten years earlier.

Access is now also possible not merely to quantitative tables based on the 
analyses of census data but even to individual data, which gives users maximum 
flexibility to conduct their own analyses without the constraint of pre-
programmed tabulation. A comparative database for European countries is 
provided by the IECM project (Integrated European Census Microdata).(62) 
This makes it possible to process samples of individual data (clustered in 

(60) The Offi cial Journal of the European Union published Regulation (EC) N) 763/2008 of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 9 July 2008 on Population and Housing Censuses. The nine 
articles of this document contain recommendations for statistical cooperation between Eurostat and 
Member States for the 2005-2014 census wave.
(61) This interference is particularly sensitive in the counting of ethnic groups: typical examples 
here are Nigeria and Lebanon, but the US 1980 census also revealed tensions between the authorities 
and scientifi c objectives (Choldin, 1986). A European example is Ireland (Courbage, 2003).
(62) http://www.iecm-project.org/
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background. This is also done in two other surveys(90) – TIMSS and PIRLS – 
that separately test reading, comprehension and science skills in specifi c age 
groups.

Health, migration and the family are less well covered 
by European surveys 

European surveys on a wide variety of topics, such as working conditions 
(EWCS) and quality of life (EQLS), are organized by Eurofound(91) with data 
available online. Health, migration and the family, however, are rarely the 
subjects of particular surveys, although questions on these topics are often 
included in general studies or studies addressing other topics.

To improve the comparability of health data between countries and over 
time, an initiative by Eurostat and the European Commission (DG Health and 
Consumers) is attempting not only to set up a system to collect harmonized 
data but also to develop question modules that can be used in European surveys. 
Details of the European Module on Health Status (EMHS), the European Survey 
Module on Determinants of Health (ESMD) and the European Survey Module 
on Care (ESMC), intended to ensure comparability of collected data, are 
presented on the European Commission’s website.(92) This initiative has, for 
example, infl uenced the choice of questions asked in EU-SILC. One question 
found in almost all surveys concerns general health, and its comparability 
depends, among other things, on the choice of response categories. Other 
initiatives to make data on health and disabilities comparable have been 
undertaken by the World Health Organization(93) and the Washington Group 
on Disability Statistics,(94) an initiative of the United Nations Statistics Division.

With respect to the vast subject of migration, in addition to comparability 
problems, surveys encounter limitations due to the small size of the sub-
populations under study. The European Prominstat project(95) has produced 
an analysis of the various sources of quantitative data available in the 27 EU 
countries and a database of the results. One of the most important surveys for 
analysing migration is the Labour Force Survey (LFS). But the two European 
panels, PISA and other surveys can also be used for an analysis, albeit limited, 
of migration and migrants’ characteristics. A specifi c survey, EU-MIDIS,(96) 
focuses on discrimination perceived by migrants and national minorities in 
the 27 EU countries. It was held by the European Union Agency for Fundamental 
Rights (FRA) with particular attention paid to comparability across countries.

(90) http://timss.bc.edu/
(91) http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/surveys/index.htm
(92) http://ec.europa.eu/health/data_collection/tools/mechanisms/index_en.htm#fragment0
(93) http://www.who.int/healthinfo/survey/en/index.html
(94) http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/citygroup.htm
(95) http://www.prominstat.eu/
(96) http://fra.europa.eu/fraWebsite/research/projects/proj_eumidis_en.htm







A. AVDEEV et al.

112

Considerable work was done by UNECE in the 1990s to launch a comparative 
survey in Europe on the family and fertility (Family and Fertility Survey, 
FFS)(97) and extensive documentation is available on their website. As a follow-up 
to this survey, again at the initiative of UNECE, the Generations and Gender 
Programme was established around a panel-based Generations and Gender 
Survey (GGS).(98) These two surveys can be used to analyse family structure 
(traditional, or including new forms of cohabitation in the GGS), and its 
development in space and over time from a comparative perspective in the 
GGS. While the FFS covered a huge number of countries, geographical coverage 
is unfortunately not yet very balanced. In many other surveys, on the other 
hand, family relations are ignored or only briefl y addressed, making it impossible 
to analyse them satisfactorily. It is necessary to know not only the number of 
children living, but also the number who have died, a question that is rarely 
asked. Similarly, it would be more useful to consider together both the children 
living in the same household and those who have already moved out. SHARE 
may be cited as an attempt not to limit the scope to the household, since its 
analysis of the frequency and type of contact even goes beyond the family to 
include friends and neighbours.

Concluding thoughts

Enormous efforts have been made in recent decades to render survey data 
more comparable and accessible throughout Europe and elsewhere. However, 
the various initiatives concerned are often still hard to identify. A systematic, 
regularly updated inventory of these endeavours will assist cooperation between 
projects and avoid unnecessary repetition.

Many attempts have been made to homogenize methods of collection and, 
especially, sampling. The diversity of sampling frames for a given comparative 
survey introduces an unpredictable bias. There can sometimes be wide variations 
in sample sizes between countries for the same survey, which throws doubt 
on the comparability of results, since their degree of signifi cance is directly 
infl uenced by the number of respondents. Similarly, the sometimes small 
sample size in European surveys does not always make it possible to carry out 
in-depth analyses of demographic or social behaviour. In the present context, 
apart from age and sex, it is often necessary to control for marital status, 
educational qualifi cations and health. Where the sample size is small, practical 
limits are soon reached.

(97) http://www.unece.org/pau/ffs/ffs.htm
(98) http://www.unece.org/pau/ggp/Welcome.html
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Table A.2. Natural growth rate (per thousand)

1980 1990 2000 2007 2008 2009

Northern Europe
Denmark 0.3 0.5 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.4
Finland 3.9 3.1 1.4 1.8 2.0 2.1
Iceland 13.1 12.0 8.9 8.4 8.9 9.3
Norway 2.4 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.9 4.1
Sweden 0.6 3.4 – 0.3 1.7 1.9 2.3

Western Europe
Austria – 0.2 1.0 0.2 0.2 0.3 – 0.1
Belgium 1.1 2.0 1.0 1.9 2.2 2.1
France 4.7 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.2 4.3
Germany – 1.1 – 0.2 – 0.9 – 1.7 – 2.0 – 2.3
Ireland 11.9 6.2 6.2 9.8 10.6 10.0
Luxembourg 0.2 3.1 4.5 3.4 4.1 4.0
Netherlands 4.7 4.6 4.2 3.0 3.0 3.1
Switzerland 2.3 3.0 2.2 1.8 2.0 2.1
United Kingdom 1.7 2.7 1.2 3.2 3.5 3.6

Southern Europe
Albania 20.1 19.5 11.0 5.9 6.3 –
Bosnia-Herzegovina 10.9 8.4 2.4 – 0.2 0.0 0.9
Croatia 3.9 0.7 – 1.4 – 2.4 – 1.9 – 1.8
Cyprus 11.1 9.7 4.5 4.1 5.1 5.1
Greece 6.3 0.8 – 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.9
Italy 1.7 0.6 – 0.3 – 0.1 – 0.1 – 0.5
Macedonia 13.9 11.0 6.0 1.5 1.9 – 2.3
Malta 7.4 7.4 3.4 1.9 2.1 1.6
Montenegro 11.7 – 6.1 3.0 4.1 4.4
Portugal 6.5 1.3 1.4 – 0.1 0.0 – 0.5
Serbia 8.4 5.3 – 4.0 – 4.7 – 4.6 – 4.6
Slovenia 5.8 1.9 – 0.2 0.6 1.7 1.9
Spain 7.6 1.8 0.9 2.5 2.9 3.9

Central Europe
Bulgaria 3.4 – 0.4 – 5.1 – 4.9 – 4.3 – 3.8
Czech Republic 1.8 0.1 – 1.8 1.0 1.4 1.0
Hungary 0.3 – 1.9 – 3.7 – 3.5 – 3.1 – 3.4
Poland 9.0 3.8 – 0.2 – 0.3 0.5 0.7
Romania 7.5 2.9 – 1.0 – 1.7 – 1.5 – 1.4
Slovakia 8.9 4.8 0.4 0.1 0.8 1.5

Eastern Europe
Belarus 6.1 3.2 -– .1 – 3.0 – 2.7 –
Estonia 2.7 1.8 – 3.9 – 1.2 – 0.5 – 0.2
Latvia 1.4 1.2 – 5.0 – 4.3 – 3.1 – 3.4
Lithuania 4.7 4.6 – 1.4 – 3.9 – 2.6 – 1.6
Moldova 9.8 7.9 – 1.2 – 1.4 – 0.8 – 0.4
Russia 4.9 2.3 – 6.5 – 3.3 – 2.6 – 1.8
Ukraine 3.5 0.5 – 7.6 – 6.3 – 5.3 – 4.2

Source: Database of developed countries (INED).
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Table A.3. Migratory growth rate (per thousand)

1980 1990 2000 2007 2008 2009

Northern Europe
Denmark 0.2 1.7 1.9 4.2 5.3 2.8
Finland – 0.5 1.7 0.5 2.6 2.9 2.7
Iceland – 2.4 – .7 6.1 16.5 3.6 – 15.2
Norway 0.9 0.4 2.2 8.4 9.1 7.5
Sweden 1.2 4.1 2.8 5.9 6.0 6.7

Western Europe
Austria 1.2 7.6 2.2 4.1 4.1 2.5
Belgium – 0.3 2.0 1.4 5.5 5.6 5.1
France 0.8 1.4 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1
Germany 3.9 8.3 2.0 0.6 – 0.7 – 0.7
Ireland – 0.2 – 2.2 8.3 10.6 0.4 – 9.9
Luxembourg 3.7 10.3 – 1.0 12.5 15.8 13.2
Netherlands 3.6 3.2 3.4 – 0.1 2.0 2.2
Switzerland 2.7 7.5 2.8 9.8 12.1 5.5
United Kingdom – 0.1 0.6 3.6 3.3 3.9 3.0

Southern Europe
Albania 0.0 – 27.7 – 5.5 – 0.4 – 1.2 –
Bosnia-Herzegovina – 16.4 – 4.3 2.1 0.0 0.0 1.1
Croatia – 3.4 – 1.1 – 27.5 1.3 1.6 – 1.3
Cyprus 1.3 15.0 5.7 9.4 4.5 1.2
Greece 5.2 6.3 2.7 3.6 3.2 3.2
Italy – 0.1 0.2 3.2 8.3 7.3 6.4
Macedonia 0.1 – 1.6 – 1.2 0.1 – 0.3 – 0.3
Malta 2.5 2.4 25.7 4.2 5.9 5.0
Montenegro – 14.5 – – 2.4 1.2 0.1 0.0
Portugal 4.3 – 5.6 4.6 1.8 0.9 1.4
Serbia 3.7 – 7.3 0.9 0.3 0.4 0.7
Slovenia 2.9 – 0.1 1.4 – 0.7 9.2 8.8
Spain 3.0 – 0.5 11.9 15.5 9.1 1.7

Central Europe
Bulgaria 0.0 – 10.9 0.0 – 0.2 – 0.1 – 0.1
Czech Republic 0.2 0.1 0.6 8.1 6.9 2.7
Hungary – 0.7 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.6
Poland – 0.6 – 0.3 – 0.5 – 0.5 – 0.4 – 0.4
Romania – 0.8 – 3.7 – 0.2 0.0 0.1 – 0.1
Slovakia – 0.6 – 0.4 0.3 1.3 1.3 0.8

Eastern Europe
Belarus 1.3 – 3.1 1.2 0.5 0.8 –
Estonia 4.1 – 3.6 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Latvia 1.0 – 4.9 – 2.3 – 0.3 – 1.1 – 2.1
Lithuania 0.6 – 2.4 – 5.8 – 1.6 – 2.3 – 4.6
Moldova 1.4 – 6.9 – 1.5 – 0.9 – 0.6 – 0.7
Russia 0.3 1.1 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.8
Ukraine 0.2 1.5 – 8.0 0.4 0.3 0.3

Source: Database of developed countries (INED).







POPULATIONS AND DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS OF EUROPEAN COUNTRIES, 1980-2010

119

Table A.6. Life expectancy at birth (years)

 
 

1980 1990 2000 2007 2008 

M F M F M F M F M F

Northern Europe 
Denmark 71.2 77.2 72.0 77.8 74.5 79.3 76.1 80.5 76.5 80.9
Finland 69.3 78.0 71.0 79.0 74.2 81.2 76.0 83.1 76.5 83.3
Iceland 73.8 80.3 75.7 81.1 78.0 81.4 79.6 83.4 80.0 83.3
Norway 72.3 79.1 73.4 79.8 76.0 81.4 78.2 82.7 78.3 83.0
Sweden 72.8 78.9 74.8 80.4 77.4 82.0 78.9 83.0 79.1 83.2
Western Europe
Austria 69.0 76.0 72.2 78.8 75.1 81.1 77.3 82.8 77.6 83.0
Belgium 69.9 76.7 72.7 79.5 74.6 81.0 77.3 83.3 77.5 83.5
France 70.2 78.4 72.7 81.0 75.3 82.8 77.6 84.5 77.6 84.4
Germany 69.6 76.1 72.0 78.4 75.0 81.0 76.9 82.3 77.2 82.4
Ireland* 69.8 75.1 71.9 77.6 73.8 79.1 77.2 81.9 77.9 82.5
Luxembourg 70.0 75.6 72.4 78.7 74.6 81.3 76.7 82.2 78.1 83.1
Netherlands 72.4 79.1 73.8 80.1 75.5 80.6 78.1 82.3 78.3 82.3
Switzerland 72.3 78.8 74.0 80.8 76.9 82.6 79.4 84.2 79.7 84.4
United 
Kingdom 70.8 76.9 72.9 78.6 75.5 80.3 77.6 81.8
Southern Europe
Albania 67.0 72.3 69.6 75.5 72.1 78.6 73.9** 78.0** 72.9 77.8
Bosnia-
Herzegovina 67.9 72.9 69.7 75.2 71.3 76.7 72.1 77.5 72.4 77.7
Croatia 66.6 74.2 68.4 76.0 70.5 77.8 72.3 79.2 72.4 79.6
Cyprus 74.1 78.6 75.4 80.1 77.9 82.2 78.5 83.1
Greece 73.0 77.5 74.7 79.5 75.5 80.6 77.1 81.8 77.7 82.4
Italy 70.7 77.4 73.6 80.1 76.5 82.5 78.7 84.0 78.6 84.0
Macedonia 68.3 72.1 70.3 74.5 70.9 75.3 71.8 75.9 72.4 76.5
Malta 68.7 72.8 73.7 78.1 74.3 80.2 77.5 82.2 77.1 82.3
Montenegro 71.4 76.0 73.1*** 78.2*** 71.1 76.3 71.2 76.1 71.2 76.1
Portugal 68.0 74.9 70.6 77.5 72.9 79.9 75.2 81.6 75.5 81.7
Serbia 68.2 72.7 68.5*** 73.6*** 69.7 74.8 70.7 76.2 71.1 76.3
Slovenia 67.3 75.2 69.8 77.8 72.2 79.9 74.7 82.0 75.5 82.6
Spain 72.3 78.5 73.4 80.5 75.6 82.5 77.8 84.1 78.2 84.3
Central Europe
Bulgaria 68.4 73.8 68.0 74.7 68.4 75.1 69.2 76.3 69.5 76.6
Czech 
Republic 66.8 73.9 67.6 75.4 71.7 78.4 73.7 79.9 74.0 80.1
Hungary 65.5 72.7 65.2 73.7 67.1 75.6 69.2 77.3 69.8 77.8
Poland 66.0 74.4 66.2 75.2 69.7 78.0 71.0 79.7 71.3 80.0
Romania 66.8 72.8 66.6 73.1 67.7 74.8 69.7 76.9 69.7 77.2
Slovakia 66.8 74.3 66.6 75.4 69.1 77.2 70.5 78.1 70.9 78.7
Eastern Europe
Belarus 65.9 75.5 66.3 75.6 63.4 74.6 64.5 76.2 64.7 76.5
Estonia 64.2 74.2 64.7 74.9 65.6 76.4 67.1 78.7 68.6 79.2
Latvia 63.6 74.2 64.3 74.6 64.9 76.0 65.8 76.5 67.2 77.9
Lithuania 65.4 75.4 66.4 76.2 66.8 77.4 64.9 77.2 66.3 77.6
Moldova 62.6 69.3 65.0 71.8 63.9 71.2 65.0 72.6 65.6 73.2
Russia 61.5 73.0 63.7 74.3 59.0 72.3 61.4 73.9 61.8 74.2
Ukraine 64.6 74.0 65.6 74.9 62.9 74.1 62.5 74.2 62.5 74.3

* For Ireland 1950-2008, life expectancy at birth is estimated using data from the international database 
on mortality by cause of death (http://imdb-dmo.econ.msu.ru/); ** 2006; *** 1989.
Source: Database of developed countries (INED).
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Table A.7.  Infant mortality rate (per thousand)

1980 1990 2000 2008

Northern Europe
Denmark 8.4 7.5 5.3 4.0
Finland 7.6 5.6 3.8 2.6
Iceland 7.7 5.9 3.0 2.5
Norway 8.1 6.9 3.8 2.7
Sweden 6.9 6.0 3.4 2.5

Western Europe
Austria 14.3 7.8 4.8 3.7
Belgium 12.1 .08 4.8 3.4
France 10.0 7.3 4.4 3.6
Germany 12.4 7.0 4.4 3.5
Ireland 11.1 8.2 6.2 3.9
Luxembourg 11.5 7.3 5.1 1.8
Netherlands 8.6 7.1 5.1 3.8
Switzerland 9.1 6.8 4.9 3.8
United Kingdom 12.1 7.9 5.6 4.7

Southern Europe
Albania 50.3 28.3 11.9 6.0
Bosnia-Herzegovina 31.5 15.3 9.7 6.9
Croatia 20.6 10.7 7.4 4.5
Cyprus – 11.0 5.6 3.5
Greece 17.9 9.7 5.9 2.7
Italy 14.2 8.0 4.5 3.6
Macedonia 54.2 31.6 11.8 9.7
Malta 15.2 9.1 5.9 8.2
Montenegro 23.4  – 11.1 6.0
Portugal 24.3 11.0 5.5 3.3
Serbia 34.1 23.2 10.7 6.7
Slovenia 15.3 8.4 4.9 2.4
Spain 12.3 7.6 4.4 3.4

Central Europe
Bulgaria 20.2 14.8 13.3 8.6
Czech Republic 16.9 10.8 4.1 2.8
Hungary 23.2 14.8 9.2 5.6
Poland 25.4 19.4 8.1 5.6
Romania 29.3 26.9 18.6 11.0
Slovakia 20.9 12.0 8.6 5.9

Eastern Europe
Estonia 17.1 12.3 8.4 5.0
Latvia 15.3 13.7 10.4 6.7
Lithuania 14.5 10.2 8.6 4.9
Moldova 35.0 19.0 18.3 12.1

Russia 22.0 17.6 15.2 8.5
United States 12.6 9.2 6.9 – 
Canada 10.4 6.8 – – 

Source: Database of developed countries (INED).





Table A.9.  Life expectancy at age 65 
and health expectancy (HE) at age 65, in years

Life expectancy at age 65 HE

 1980 1990 2000 2008 2007

 M F M F M F M F M F

Northern Europe
Denmark 13.6 17.7 14.0 17.9 15.2 18.3 16.6 19.5 13.1 14.3
Finland 12.7 17.0 13.8 17.9 15.6 19.6 17.5 21.3 7.8 8.8
Iceland 15.7 19.3 16.4 19.8 17.8 19.8 18.4 20.6 15.7 16.5
Norway 14.3 18.2 14.6 18.7 16.1 19.9 17.6 21.0 12.2 13.1
Sweden 14.3 18.1 15.4 19.2 16.8 20.2 18.0 20.9 12.8 13.8

Western Europe
Austria 12.9 16.3 14.4 18.1 16.0 19.6 17.7 21.1 7.3 7.7
Belgium 12.9 16.8 14.3 18.8 15.6 19.8 17.3 20.9 10.1 10.3
France 14.0 18.2 15.7 20.2 16.8 21.4 18.5 23.0 9.4 9.9
Germany 12.8 16.3 14.0 17.7 15.8 19.6 17.5 20.7 7.7 7.6
Ireland 12.6 15.6 13.2 17.1 14.6 18.0 16.8 20.3 9.6 10.4
Luxembourg 12.6 16.5 14.3 18.5 15.5 20.0 17.4 21.0 9.0 10.7
Netherlands 14.1 18.7 14.5 19.2 15.4 19.4 17.4 20.7 11.2 12.1
Switzerland 14.3 18.2 15.3 19.7 17.0 20.9 18.9 22.3 – –
United Kingdom 13.0 17.0 14.2 18.1 15.9 19.1 17.7 20.3 10.4 11.7

Southern Europe
Albania – – 13.5 17.3 13.5 17.2 – – – –
Bosnia-Herzegovina – – 13.5 15.8 – – – – 8.9 7.3
Croatia 12.3 15.2 12.7 15.8 13.3 16.7 14.3 18.0 – –
Cyprus 14.5 16.5 15.8 17.5 16.0 18.9 17.9 20.4 – –
Greece 15.2 17.0 15.7 18.0 16.1 18.4 17.8 19.8 9.8 9.4
Italy 13.9 17.4 15.2 19.0 16.7 20.7 18.2 22.0 7.9 7.3
Macedonia – – – – 13.1 15.1 13.6 15.6
Malta 10.7 12.8 15.4 18.0 15.1 18.5 17.0 20.1 10.4 11.3
Montenegro – – 17.9 21.2 15.4 18.0 14.8 17.1 – –
Portugal 13.1 16.1 14.0 17.1 15.4 18.9 16.9 20.3 6.8 5.3
Serbia 13.2 14.6 13.2 15.3 12.8 15.1 13.8 16.0 – –
Slovenia – – 13.4 17.1 14.2 18.7 16.4 20.5 9.0 9.9
Spain 14.6 17.8 15.5 19.3 16.7 20.8 18.1 22.1 10.3 10.0

Central Europe
Bulgaria 12.6 14.6 12.7 15.2 12.7 15.3 13.5 16.7 – –
Czech Republic 11.2 14.4 11.7 15.3 13.8 17.3 15.3 18.8 7.6 7.7
Hungary 11.6 14.7 12.0 15.4 13.0 16.8 13.9 18.1 5.3 5.8
Poland 12.0 15.5 12.4 16.2 13.6 17.5 14.8 19.1 6.5 7.0
Romania 12.6 14.2 13.3 15.3 13.5 16.0 14.0 17.2 4.1 4.1
Slovakia 12.0 15.2 12.3 16.0 12.9 16.7 13.8 17.8 8.0 8.3

Eastern Europe
Estonia 11.8 15.6 12.0 15.8 12.6 17.0 13.6 18.9 3.5 4.1
Latvia 12.3 15.8 12.2 15.8 12.5 17.0 13.0 17.9 5.1 4.3
Lithuania 13.4 16.6 13.3 17.0 13.7 17.9 13.4 18.1 5.2 5.4
Moldova 12.0 14.0 12.6 14.8 11.4 13.9 12.1 14.7 – –

Russia 11.6 15.6 12.1 15.9 11.1 15.2 11.8 16.1
United States 14.1 18.3 15.1 18.9 16.2 19.3 17.0* 19.7*
Canada 14.5 18.9 15.7 19.9 16.8 20.4 18.2* 21.4*

*2006.
Sources: European Demographic Observatory, Eurostat.
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Table A.10. Percentage of  population aged 65+ and aged 80+ 

 65+ 80+

 1980 2008 2040 1980 2008 2040

Northern Europe
Denmark 14.3 15.6 24.8 2.8 4.11 8.1
Finland 11.9 16.5 26.2 1.7 4.3 10.1
Iceland 9.8 11.5 – 2.2 3.2 –
Norway 14.7 14.6 23.8 2.9 4.6 7.8
Sweden 16.2 17.5 24.3 3.1 5.3 8.4

Western Europe
Austria 15.5 17.2 27.2 2.6 4.6 8.4
Belgium 14.3 17.0 25.0 2.6 4.7 8.4
France 14.0 16.6 25.3 2.8 5.0 9.3
Germany 15.7 20.1 31.1 2.6 4.6 10.3
Ireland 10.7 11.2 19.4 1.8 2.7 5.7
Luxembourg 13.7 14.0 22.2 2.2 3.4 6.7
Netherlands 11.5 14.7 26.9 2.2 3.8 9.0
Switzerland 13.8 16.4 26.1 2.6 4.7 8.7
United Kingdom 14.9 16.1 22.4 2.7 4.5 7.3

Southern Europe
Croatia 11.0 17.2 – – 3.2 –
Cyprus 10.7 12.5 20.0 – 2.8 6.1
Greece 13.1 18.6 28.4 2.3 4.1 8.9
Italy 13.1 20.0 30.8 2.1 5.5 10.0
Macedonia – 11.4 – – 1.7 –
Malta 8.4 13.5 25.7 0.9 2.8 9.3
Montenegro – 12.9 – – 2.0 –
Portugal 11.2 17.4 26.8 1.6 2.5 8.4
Slovenia 10.9 16.3 29.1 1.8 3.6 9.9
Spain 10.8 16.6 27.7 1.7 4.6 8.3

Central Europe
Bulgaria 11.8 17.3 26.7 1.5 3.6 8.0
Czech Republic 13.6 14.6 26.3 1.9 3.4 8.4
Hungary 13.5 16.2 25.0 2.0 3.7 8.4
Poland 10.2 13.5 25.9 1.4 3.0 9.4
Romania 10.3 14.9 25.5 1.2 2.8 7.4
Slovakia 10.6 12.0 25.3 1.5 2.6 7.8
Spain 10.8 16.6 27.7 1.7 4.6 8.3

Eastern Europe
Estonia 12.5 17.2 24.2 2.1 3.7 7.8
Latvia 13.0 17.3 25.4 2.3 3.5 7.9
Lithuania 11.3 15.8 26.3 2.0 3.3 7.8

Russia 10.2 12.9* 20.5 1.4 3.0 5.8
United States 11.2 13.0* 21.0 2.4 3.8 7.0
Canada 9.4 14.1* 24.5 1.8 3.9 8.4

* United Nations (2010). 
Source: Eurostat.



A. AVDEEV et al.

124

ÚÛ

REFERENCES

AVDEEV A., 2003, “On the way to one-child family: Are we beyond the point of no return? Some 
considerations concerning the fertility decrease in Russia”, in KOTOWSKA I. E., JZWIAK J. 
(eds.), Population of Central and Eastern Europe: Challenges and Opportunities, European 
Population Conference, Warsaw, 26-30 August, pp. 139-163.

AVDEEV A., BLUM A., 1996, “La mortalité infantile dans les États issus de l’URSS”, in Masuy-
Stroobant G., Gourbin C., Buekens P. (eds.), Santé et mortalité des enfants en Europe, Louvain-
la-Neuve, Chaire Quetelet 1994, Academia-Bruylant/L’Harmattan, pp. 415-435.

AVDEEV A., BLUM A., ZAKHAROV S., ANDREEV E., 1998, “The reactions of a heterogeneous 
population to perturbation. An interpretative model of mortality trends in Russia”, Population, 
An English Selection, 10-2, pp. 267-302.

BILLARI F. C., 2008, “Lowest-low fertility in Europe: Exploring the causes and fi nding some 
surprises”, The Japanese Journal of Population, 6(1), pp. 2-18.

BORREL C., LHOMMEAU B., 2010, “Être né en France d’un parent immigré”, Insee Première, 1287, 
4 p.

BOURDELAIS P., 1996, “Un seuil évolutif d’âge de la vieillesse : approches comparées France-
Suède”, Annales de démographie historique, pp. 85-97.

CAMBOIS E., DESESQUELLES A., RAVAUD J.-F., 2003, “The gender disability gap”, Population and 
Societies, 386, 4 p.

CASELLI G.,  VALLIN J., 2002, “Les variations géographiques de la mortalité”, in Caselli G, 
Vallin J., Wunsch G. (eds.), Démographie : analyse et synthèse. III. Les déterminants de la 
mortalité, Paris, INED, pp. 373-415.

CHOLDIN H., 1986, “Statistics and politics: The ‘Hispanic issue’ in the 1980 census”, Demography, 
23(3), pp. 403-418.

COLEMAN D., 2006, “Immigration and ethnic change in low-fertility countries: A third 
demographic transition”, Population and Development Review, 32(3), pp. 401-446.

CORIJN M., KLIJZING E.  (eds), 2001, Transitions to Adulthood in Europe, Boston, Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, 340 p.

COURBAGE Y., 2003, “Northern Ireland’s Catholics and Protestants: issues in the 2001 census”, 
Population and Societies, 390, 4 p.

DAVIE E., MAZUY M., 2010, “Women’s fertility and educational level in France: Evidence from 
the annual census surveys”, Population, English Edition, 65(3), pp. 415-450.

DUMONT J.-C., SPIELVOGEL G., 2008, A Profi le of Immigrant Populations in the 21st Century: Data 
from OECD Countries, Paris, OECD.

EGGERICKX T., BÉGEOT F., 1993, “Les recensements en Europe dans les années 1990 : de la 
diversité des pratiques nationales à la comparabilité internationale des résultats”, Population, 
48(6), pp. 1705-1732.

EUROSTAT,  http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/statistics/search_database
FLEURY M., HENRY L., 1956, Des registres paroissiaux à l’histoire de la population. Manuel de 

dépouillement et d’exploitation de l’état civil ancien, Paris, INED, 84 p.
FREJKA T., CALOT G., 2001, “Cohort reproductive patterns in low-fertility countries”, Population 

and Development Review, 27(1), pp. 103-132.
GAUTHIER A., 2007, “The impact of family policies on fertility in industrialized countries: A 

review of the literature”, Population Research and Policy Review, 26(3), pp. 323-346.
GAYMU