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1. INTRODUCTION

Since several years, migration has been the maierdof population growth in many European
countries. In some of them, where the natural gnohéd become negative, migration has even
counterbalanced the otherwise declining populateustaining the continuation of their population
growth (Lanzieri, 2008). At the beginning of therghmillennium, migration in the European Union
(EV) has reached considerable levels, which hapigellsamodified the composition of the population
in those Member States more exposed to the migréltmws. In five years, from 2002 to 2007, the
estimated stock of foreign-born population (Kupiggka and Bijak, 2009) has increased by 1.2
percentage points (p.p.), passing from 7.7% to &®%e total EU population. However, this increase
has been effective mainly in selected Mediterrangamtries: in the same period, Spain and lItaly
have nearly doubled the quota of foreign-born patpah, reaching in 2007 the 12% and 7%. Coleman
(2006) has already pointed out some potential acpresgces of these trends and has developed the
theory of a third demographic transition concerrimg Western countries with low fertility and high
immigration, which would affect their populationmposition and national identity. At the limit, this
may bring in the long term to divergent patterngdrms of ethnic composition between European
countries and other areas of the world (Colemafi9p0Coleman’s analysis is based on the results of
selected national projections (carried out indepetig each other), mostly based on the concept of
citizenship. To my knowledge, no comprehensiveo$girojections is indeed available, that provides
data disaggregated by some variable related to atiigr issues (like citizenship) and thus
international comparisons between results of difier projections may be affected by the
methodological diversity.

Further, the analysis of population totals brokemw by ethnic composition may be not enough to
display the full contribution of migration to theopulation dynamics. The typically younger age
profile of the migrants particularly modifies setet age classes. Looking at the available estintdtes
the population by country of birth and age grouphl€ 1), it may be noted that the major changes
have occurred in the age class 20-49, and espeiaihe class of persons aged from 25 to 34 years,
where the changes in stocks of foreign-born pojuabave been bigger than 2 p.p. in 5 years. In
particular, in the EU the number of foreign-bormgoas in the age class 25-29, the one most affected
by migratory flows, has increased from 3.6 to 4iflion. However, this increase of 2.3 p.p. of the
stock of foreign-born 25-29 years old, from 10.%94.8.0% of the total population of the same age, is
due also to the parallel shrinking of the numbenative-born persons, who reduces from 30.3 to 29.5
million. Relevant shrinkages of the native-born gagion are present in other age classes as well.
From the Table 1 it can also be noted that thedsiggrt of these migrants has extra-EU origin.

“This paper is released to inform interested partiesf research and to encourage discussion. The views
here expressed are exclusively those of the authand may not represent those of the European
Commission.
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Table 1: aggregation to the whole European Union
of the Member States population composition by coury of birth
On 1 January 2002 On 1 January 2007
Age Native- | Foreign- | of which: Native- | Foreign- | of which:
classes born born in other nonin born born in other nonin
persons | persons MS the EU persons | persons MS the EU

Total 92.3% 7.7% 2.7% 5.0% 91.1% 8.9% 31% 5.8%
0-4 97.9% 2.1% 0.7% 1.4% 97.9% 2.1% 0.8% 1.3%
5-9 96.7% 3.3% 1.0% 2.3% 96.3% 3.7% 1.3% 2.5%
10-14 95.7% 4.3% 1.2% 3.1% 95.3% 4.7% 1.4% 3.3%
15-19 94.3% 5.7% 1.5% 4.1% 93.7% 6.3% 1.8% 4.5%
20-24 91.6% 8.4% 2.6% 5.8% 90.1% 9.9% 3.2% 6.7%
25-29 89.3% 10.7% 3.3% 7.4% 87.0% 13.0% 4.1% 8.9%
30-34 89.0% 11.0% 3.5% 7.5% 86.9% 13.1% 4.0% 9.0%
35-39 89.4% 10.6% 3.4% 7.2% 87.5% 12.5% 4.0% 8.4%
40-44 90.3% 9.7% 3.1% 6.6% 88.4% 11.6% 3.7% 7.9%
45-49 90.8% 9.2% 3.1% 6.1% 89.4% 10.6% 3.5% 7.1%
50-54 91.3% 8.7% 3.3% 5.4% 90.2% 9.8% 3.3% 6.5%
55-59 91.8% 8.2% 3.5% 4.7% 91.3% 8.7% 3.3% 5.4%
60-64 92.0% 8.0% 3.3% 4.7% 91.3% 8.7% 3.7% 5.0%
65-69 93.1% 6.9% 2.9% 4.0% 91.8% 8.2% 3.3% 4.8%
70-74 93.5% 6.5% 2.9% 3.6% 92.9% 7.1% 3.0% 4.1%
75-79 93.6% 6.4% 3.1% 3.3% 93.2% 6.8% 3.0% 3.8%
80-84 93.5% 6.5% 3.2% 3.2% 93.1% 6.9% 3.3% 3.7%
85+ 93.7% 6.3% 3.2% 3.1% 93.2% 6.8% 3.3% 3.5%

Source: calculations of the author on data fromiszgwska and Bijak (2009).

Even though the rise of the share in selected kxpses of foreign-born persons in general is nbt ye
very visible, it is likely it will become much morelevant in the future, as it is common opinioatth
migratory flows will continue to augment the EU piation in the years to come. In the so-called
EUROPOP2008, the Eurostat Population Projectior@®8-2@sed (Lanzieri, 2009), net migration is
assumed to cumulate up to 59 million over the pk2®08-2060. Comparing the variant with
migration with the one (purely theoretical) withauigration, it is possible to assess the multiphica
effect of the net migration assumptions.

Table 2: cumulated vital events and demographic chrayes 2008-2060 for the EU
in the two variants (with and without migration) of EUROPOP2008
- . Natural Net Total Population
(million) Births Deaths change migration change 1.2.2061
With migration 255 305 -50 59 9 505
Without migration 219 301 -82 0 -82 414
Difference 36 4 32 59 91 91

Source: replication of Table 3 in Lanzieri (2009).

From Table 2 it can be noted that the projecteal intrease of 91 million for the EU population can
be decomposed in 59 million of (net) migration pltssindirect contribution of 32 million to the
natural change. This highlights an element sometiroeerlooked: the overall contribution of
migration is not limited to the assumptions themsg| but includes a relevant quota of indirectaffe
(roughly +54% in EUROPOP2008).

Although the comparison between the two varianish(and without migration) is a helpful way of
quickly assessing the impact of the migration aggions, it does not provide all the information
necessary to estimate the entire contribution afration to the population structure and dynamics.
Such an analysis does not indeed include the egisstock of migrants and their role in the
demographic dynamics; in addition, it does not melkar the contribution of the migrants of first or
further generations. To do so, it is needed torgalthe scope of the analysis to the set of pensiths
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foreign background. According to international necoendations (UNECE, 2006; §398), the persons
with a foreign background are.:those persons whose parents were born outsidedietry. The
persons in this group may or may not have direeflgerienced an international migratidrizurther

to the group of persons with foreign backgroun@séhinternational recommendations define other
two groups (UNECE, 2006; 8399): persons with aamati background, defined as persons whose
parents were born in the country, and persons avittixed background, defined as persons who have
one parent born in the country and the other ome @broad. Considering the country of births of the
persons it is thus possible to define the “desastsdaf foreign-born”, that is the group of persons
born in the country whose ascendants were bornadbrdormally the focus is on the so-called
“second generation”, meaning those persons whasmisawere born abroad (UNECE, 2006; §364).
Thus, limiting the analysis to two generations, fbeeign-born persons whose parents were born
abroad (so-called “first generation” of migrantsyether with the native-born persons whose parents
were born abroad (the second generation) formgttep of persons with foreign background. The
population of a country could thus be classifiedodisws™

Table 3:
classification of resident population by country ofbirth and background
Country of birth .| One parent born in
of the parents i%trgoza;&?nts born i the country, the Sgsgagarents borr Total
Country of birth y other abroad
Foreign-born with Foreign-born with Fore_zlgn-born with International
Abroad . : foreign background| .
national background | mixed background | -« . migrants
(1> generation
Native-born with . . Native-born with .
. Native-born with . Native-born
In the country national background . foreign background
- mixed background nd ; persons
(indigenou$ (2™ generation
Total Persons with national Persons with mixed Persons with
background background foreign background

To make a comparative analysis on the extent theodeaphy of the single Member States may be
influenced by future migration flows, it is necegséo use a comparable set of projections. The
purpose of this paper is to assess the contribatianigration to the future population dynamics by
computing projections by foreign/national (f/n) kgmund. Section 2 describes the method and the
data used for this study; Section 3 presents shdtssand in Section 4 a few conclusions are drawn.

2. DATA AND METHOD
2.1.  The choice of the input data

From the point of view of the projections calcubas, the classification of Table 3 is rather diffico
implement as information on every category is seahe particular, data on the country of birth of
both parents are hard to find, if not impossibies kthen necessary to seek for other data to bé as
proxy of the f/n background. In order to assessdimographic effect of migration on the hosting
population, a common approach is to consider tlieeciship (see, e.g., Tsimbos, 2008), the main
reason behind being the larger availability of datessified by this variable. However, the usehef t
citizenship in population projections has severewdacks. First of all, citizenship is not an
immutable characteristic of a person, and can tthenge over time: projections makers should
therefore explicitly formulate assumptions abouufe naturalisations. Secondly, due to increasing
number of international agreements, it is now nlikely that persons may hold two (or even more)
citizenships. Information collected by citizenskipould then be clear about the rules of allocaition
the categories and/or projections should constieicaise of double citizenships. Third, as citizgnsh

Y In principle, also native-born persons may berirgéonal migrants if they have resided in anot@mtry for
at least one year. Adding this category to fordigm persons forms the group of ever-internatiomgrants.
For sake of simplicity, the international migraate here defined as foreign-born persons. Forgahegeason,
persons whose one or both parents were of unknowntry of birth are not explicitly considered.
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is a varying characteristic, all events which carnrdplicated (like fertility and migration) can shkeir

age patterns modify over time due to the changeitidenship. Last but not least, the citizenship
attributed to offspring of foreign citizens may ¢héerent country by country, depending for instanc
from which between thius soliand theius sanguinids the legal criterion; as this may depend from
the citizenship of both parents, additional infotimaand assumptions would then be necessary.
Ethnicity is probably one of the best proxy for #® background, as, according to the international
recommendations, .:is based on a shared understanding of the history territorial origins
(regional, national) of an ethnic group or commuyrais well as on particular cultural characteristics
language and/or religion and/or specific customs arays of life.”.(UNECE, 2006; 8419). However,
besides the fact that the collection of data byietty does not belong to the tradition of all tB&
Member States, and consequently the data necessamyojections purposes are (for the bulk of the
countries) not available, inconveniences due toptlesence/absence of ethnic categories in censuses
guestionnaires and to the fact that it is a subjeaimension, subject to changes over time, himder
the use of this variable for analysis by f/n backmd as above defined. In fact, it could be arghat
responses to census questions about ethnicityalityreneasure identity, and not ancestry, the forme
being influenced by the number of generation fromadrrival of the ancestors, knowledge of ancestral
origins, etc. (Perez and Hirschman, 2009).

An option is then the use of information broken ddsy country of birth. The country of birth does
not change over time and thus overcomes some ofhlbeacomings of the use of citizenship for
projections purposes. Obviously, the basic assump that the country of birth determines the
demographic behaviour of the person. In practic®pang the country of birth as proxy for the
background means using the classification of thelelrd by row and not by columns. It is therefore
necessary to introduce simplifying assumptions tf@ beginning of the projections period. The
foreign-born persons may indeed include somebod wational background, born abroad from
parents whose country of birth was actually thadennconsideration; at the same way, native-born
may be descendants of persons born abroad. Hepoalyusing data by country of birth, it must be
assumed that these two “crossed” categories (rhtwe from foreign-born parents and foreign-born
from native-born parents) are not present or thatcd perfectly equal size and structure, such to
exactly compensate each other. This applies asinville cases where only one of the two parents has
country of birth different from the one of the desdant, and therefore also the mixed background
disappears from the statistical view. The base latipn broken down by background can finally be
estimated as follows: the number of foreign-bormspes is taken (or estimated) from available
statistics and it is considered as representativéh® population with foreign background; the
population with national background is calculatsdesidual from the total population. Although the
errors works in both directions (national backgmbysersons included in the foreign background
category and vice versa), it is reasonable to thekbias to be unfavourable for the populatiorhwit
foreign background, as for the EU countries itkely that the group of native-born descendantmfro
foreign-born persons is bigger in size of thoseirrehg to the country of birth of their parents.
However, these simplifying assumptions on the teak of the base population are necessary only
for the beginning of the projections period, asimyithe computation of the projections it is poksib
to control the background by attributing the newisoto the proper category. Moreover, the concept
itself of background should better be limited backhe time: the more generations are considered fo
the ancestors, the more likely is that (at leasxethbackground could be found, not to say aboait th
change of geographical borders of the countriesven their dissolutioh From this point of view, it
could make a sense to implement a rule accordirighathe foreign background is limited to a fixed
number of generations. If instead the purpose msi®ss the overall future contribution of migmatio
to the demographic dynamics, then the backgroundnee attributed - could be considered
unchangeable. In this case, for the reasons justeaimentioned, it may be acceptable to start from a

% For instance, a person may immigrate a first time country as foreigner and a second time asmaiti or
may deliver a first birth being foreigner and as®tbirth after acquiring the citizenship, etc.

% For instance, how to classify the persons boi@zachoslovakia, within the territory of the curr@ztech
Republic from parents born in the current Slovakia8eneral, according to international recommeindat
census data should refer to the current bordergeber, it is not certain that such practice is agupturing the
collection of information about vital events.



“time zero” in which there is no present stock esdendants, and therefore the influence of migratio
is limited to the current migrants and thigilowing descendants, as if these migrants would have just
arrived in the country. For projections, this timero may correspond to the time of reference of the
base population.

The projections by f/n background of this studyl wilus be based on the information by country of
birth and cover the period from 1 January 2008 ttaduary 2061. The countffesncluded in this
study are the 27 Member States (MS) of the Europdaion (EU): Belgium (BE), Bulgaria (BG),
Czech Republic (CZ), Denmark (DK), Germany (DE)tdB& (EE), Ireland (IE), Greece (EL), Spain
(ES), France (FX), Italy (IT), Cyprus (CY), Lat\iaV), Lithuania (LT), Luxembourg (LU), Hungary
(HU), Malta (MT), the Netherlands (NL), Austria (ATPoland (PL), Portugal (PT), Romania (RO),
Slovenia (SI), Slovakia (SK), Finland (FI), Swed&f) and the United Kingdom (UK). In particular,
data for France refer to Metropolitan France, texduding the French Overseas Departments (DOM)
and Overseas Territories (TOM), and data for Cypefer to the government-controlled area.

These projections are nested within the Eurostpuation Projections 2008-based (EUROPOP2008),
covering all the EU Member States for the sameoperfThe EUROPOP2008 are often used for
official purposes and can thus be considered & af seference for projections for EU countrids. |
methodology and main results are presented elsewfieanzieri, 2009) and are therefore not
replicated here. For each country, the base papalaf EUROPOP2008 have been adopted as total
base population to be broken down by f/n backgroutsdassumptions for fertility have been used
where they were not assumed different by backgrpthmake for mortality and migration were also
taken from EUROPOP2008. The choice of nesting witthe Eurostat projections has some
methodological implications, which will be describlater in this paper.

The description of the method to disaggregate oked base population by f/n background is given
below; assumptions by the same breakdown have dm®sidered for fertility and migration, but not
for mortality. In order to compute projections by background, four models have been developed,
corresponding to different assumptions. As cladifidove, in this study, due to lack of data, mixed
background is not considered. Thus, as these piajscconsider the live births only from the mother
side, the case of a person born by a foreign-batiref and a native-born mother is considered dqual
the case of a birth from both native-born parent$ éce versa. The calculations have been executed
using the software LIPRO 4.0 (van Imhoff, 1999).

2.2.  Population estimates

Although a provisional estimation of the numberpafrsons born from parents born abroad was
available from the Labour Force Survey ad-hoc med@08 for the EU, it was not possible to have
reliable information by age and sex. Consideringt tthe structure of this sub-population may be
different from the foreign-born population and ttencerns about the robustness of these estimates,
this information has been used for only one model.

Therefore, as explained above, as proxy of théfdakdown has been here adopted the country of
birth, of which have been considered only the twajan categories: native-born and foreign-born
persons. The collection on data on population stdgkcountry of birth has recently been started by
Eurostat, in compliance of a recently issued EWlagn. The first official data, available for niax

the EU Member States, refer to 1 January 2009. Meryén order to preserve the consistency with
EUROPOP2008, it is necessary the disaggregatiah danuary 2008. The estimation of the foreign-
born population on 1 January 2008 has been madmlhgrt interpolation between the foreign-born
population as available from the MIMOSA projefr the year 2007 and the very first available
figures transmitted by the countries to Eurostathm population by country of birth on 1 January
2009. Estimating with data from two different s@scmay be less accurate and therefore results
should not be considered uncritically.

* The countries are sorted following the official Btbtocol order (based on the alphabetical ordenef
country name in the country-specific language) aiild the official abbreviations. It is by this ordiat data on
these countries are usually listed in the EU paltiims.

® The “MIMOSA: Modelling of statistical data on magion and migrant populations” Research Project is
funded by the European Commission. Project 2008(51D6607/EN. Project’s websitiettp://mimosa.gedap.be
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2.3.  The four models

The projections by f/n require some simplifyinguwagtions. In order to assess the differential éffec
of some of them, various sets of assumptions haen bmplemented, each of them adding a
further/different element to the previous modele Tinst model assimilates the migrants from tffe 3
generation onwards to the native-born populatidmusT persons with national background are all
native-born persons but those whose mother was abroad. However, such a model does not
entirely show the long-term contribution of migaatito the population change. To meet this need, the
model 2 considers all descendants from foreign-boothers, regardless of their generation, as
persons with foreign background. For these two nsp@ssumptions on vital events are taken entirely
from EUROPOP2008, with no distinction by backgrouNet, it is a common view that the two
population subgroups (f/n background) have differdemographic behaviour, although different
opinions exist about the speed of the demograpiniwargence — if any — of the foreign background
persons to the hosting population. Then, the m@&eldds different fertility assumptions for the
national and foreign background subgroups; unfatiely, here the scarcity of data does not allow a
full coverage of the EU Member States. The last ehothe number 4, tries to provide a
comprehensive appraisal of the full contributionroiigrants by including in the base population
available estimates of the irregular foreign resideopulation and of the stock of second generation
migrants. Therefore, the model 1 and the modeff2rdonly by the way the descendants of migrants
are classified, the model 3 incorporates diffeadrértility in the model 2, and the model 4 adfugte
base population of the model 3: each model is anpia improvements of the previous one but, at the
same time, brings in further weaknesses due ta@dneerns about the reliability of the input data.
Details about data and assumptions in each modajiaen below.

23.1. Modd 1

In the first model, the population in each courigybroken down in three categories: persons with
national background, foreign-born persons and skgameration migrants. The main assumptions of
this model are the following:

a) there are no second generation migrants on 1 Ja@088;

b) there are no persons with mixed background;

c) the sum of foreign-born persons present on 1 Jar2G08 and following second generation
migrants composes the group of persons with foreagkground;

d) the sum of the native-born persons present on Lialpr?008, their descendants and the
descendants from second generation migrants comphsegroup of persons with national
background;

e) the same assumptions on fertility and mortalityrrdeed from EUROPOP2008, have been
applied to each category;

f) immigrants are supposed to be 90% foreign backgrema 10% national background,;

g) emigrants are supposed to be 67% foreign backgrand®3% national background;

h) second generation migrants do not migrate.

The assumption a) is due to the lack of properrmégion on the structure of this subpopulation.
Assuming that there are no second generation nigrhas the effect of reducing the overall
contribution of migration to the population changbe assumption e) allows disentangling the effect
of the population structure and migration assummgtitfom the fertility and mortality differentials.
The difference in size between foreign and natitwagkground groups is thus the combined effect of
the age and sex structure of the related base @tigng plus the cumulative impact of the migratory
flows. The assumptions f) and g) distribute the ratign flows between the sub-populations. The
proportions there proposed are based on averagelkies of the migratory flows by country of birth
observed in 2008. Although these proportions mayalieer different for specific countries, common
values have been chosen to avoid adding a furtberemt of differentiation across countries without
solid bases; in addition, even if the latest obsgproportions are different, it could be assunmed t

in the future the bulk of the migratory flows wile composed by persons with foreign background,
because their propensity to mobility may be higtien the native population. However, the reader



should be aware that the results are rather semsitithese assumptions on migratory flovestreme
caution should therefore apply when using the tesfl these projections. Some complications arise
from the treatment of the second generation migraahd the choice foreign-born vs. foreign
background in the migrations assumptions desenaariication. Let consider the case of a second
generation migrant (thus born in the country uralealysis): if (s)he migrates, is an emigrant with
foreign background but native-born; if, afterwar@@he immigrates back in the same country may be
considered as immigrant with national backgroursd(€he was born there). Indeed, if immigration
flows are distributed by country of birth, a secgmheration migrant would be attributed to the grou
with national background, inflating the size ofsthgroup. If immigration is instead correctly
distributed by background, the projected live lwrfftom second generation migrant women should be
classified as with national background and not witheign background. Therefore, it makes a
difference if the immigrants with foreign backgrauare of the first or second generation. As there i
no stock of ¥ generation migrants for 2008, considering the mi@e implication just above
described and the fact that no information is adé on the migratory behaviour of this group, the
assumption h) simplifies the framework without hemgnthe overall results. In fact, the assumption c)
gathers in one single group the two categoriesrandistinction is anymore visible between them in
the final results; the assumption d) is simply ¢benplementary part of the previous assumptionl, Stil
foreign-born migrants may include persons born atbrérom native-born mothers, thus persons
actually of national backgroud Hence, the migration assumptions based on erapidata by
country of birth need to be formally translatedaissumptions by background, although originally
expressed in terms of native- and foreign-borneriatively, it could be assumed that foreign-born
immigrants are all of foreign backgrodnd\ final simplification is necessary for the pemsowith
mixed background: given the lack of proper datauaizem, it is indeed assumed in b) that therais n
person with such characteristic and thereforeiadl births belong to the same group of the mother
(with the exception of the®generation of migrants, see assumption d)).

2.3.2. Modd 2
In the second model, the population in each cousttyroken down in only two categories: persons
with national background and persons with foreigukground. The main assumptions of this model
are similar to those of the model 1 and are hel@blésted:
a) there are no persons with mixed background;
b) there are no descendants from foreign-born persomsin the country before 1 January 2008;
c) the sum of foreign-born persons present on 1 Jar¥8 and all their descendants composes
the group of persons with foreign background;
d) the sum of native-born persons present on 1 Jar2@}§ and all their descendants composes
the group of persons with national background;
e) the same assumptions on fertility and mortalityyriweed from EUROPOP2008, have been
applied to each category;
f) immigrants are supposed to be 90% of foreign backyt and 10% of national background,;
g) emigrants are supposed to be 67% of foreign baakgirand 33% of national background.
The main difference with the model 1 is in the sifisation of the descendants of the second
generation of migrants, who are here considerdublong to the population with foreign background.
To put it simpler, in the model 2 the persons withtional background are those who have no
ascendantdorn abroad, while the persons with foreign backgd have at least one ascendant born
abroad. Therefore, the model 2 allows analysinguheontribution of migration to the demographic

® A test carried over a few countries has shownghmaply changing the proportion of emigrants belaggo
the native-born group from 50% to 33% (and obvipwste versa for the foreign-born persons, from 50%
67%) may reduces the proportion of persons withipr background of several percentage points atrideof
the projections period.

" The inverse case is not possible, as a nativedbumigrant with foreign background is by definitiarsecond
generation migrant, who does not migrate by assiompt

® The corresponding assumption for native-born pers® not necessary. See footnote 7.

° Although this rule should formally apply only toothers, the assumption on the absence of persohsniied
background makes irrelevant this further specikicatany mother would indeed be accompanied byrefaf
the same group.



development of the country. For instance, a pevgarse grand-mother was born abroad would not be
there if migration had not taken place two generatibefore.

233. Modd 3

The next step is based on the acknowledgment tigatwio categories (f/n background) may have
different demographic behaviours. Information tis tlegard is unfortunately scarce and sometimes of
guestionable quality. Eurostat has recently staxtecbllect annually vital events by country ofthir
and/or citizenship from European countries. Beimg wwluntary basis, unfortunately this data
collection does not cover all the EU Member Statesther, as it has been run only a very few times,
it is still early to make a well founded assessnadithe reliability of these data. Bearing theseeeds

in mind, Table 4 presents the estimates of the fetality rate and of the mean age at childbegtiy
country of birth group in 2007 for the availablauotries. Whether this information was not available
these indicators have been calculated by citizengfiup. As it can be noted, only for 10 countiies
has been possible to use the classification bytepurd birth, and for further 9 the proxy based on
citizenship (national/foreigner) has been compinstead; for the remaining 8 countries, none of the
two classifications was available, or the resuleravconsidered too unlikely. It must be said that,
where the information was available by both counfrpirth and citizenship, not always the indicator
by citizenship was a close proxy of the one by tguaf birth. Therefore, great prudence should be
used with these data. Looking at the total feytiliate, in general the values for the foreign-born
persons are higher than for the native-born; howedee a few countries, this rule does not apply:
Denmark, Estonia, Hungary and Malta reveal a highestility for the native-born persons.
Unfortunately, always under the assumption thatitipeit data used were fair estimates, the data at
disposal did not allow to test if this was an otmaal outcome or the result of a structural (pwsiti
difference. Similarly, the mean age at childbeaim@007 is lower in the foreign-born (or foreigher
population, with a few exceptions.

Table 4:
total fertility rate (TFR) and mean age at childbeaing (MAC)
by group of country of birth or citizenship
TFR TFR MAC MAC TFR TFR
native- foreign- native- foreign- native- | foreign-

MS Type born born born born born born

2007 2007 2007 2007 2060 2060
BE | Country of birth 1.58 3.04 29.8 29.1 1.68 2.60
BG | Citizenship 1.41 2.65 26.6 28.9 1.57 2.35
CZ | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
DK | Country of birth 1.86 1.76 30.5 30.9 1.86 1.79
DE | Citizenship 1.33 1.64 30.0 29.2 1.52 1.72
EE | Country of birth 1.64 1.57 28.7 28.1 1.72 1.67
IE | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
EL | Citizenship 1.33 1.99 30.8 26.7 1.52 1.94
ES | Citizenship 1.33 1.79 31.8 28.2 1.52 1.81
FX | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
IT | Citizenship 1.28 2.40 31.7 28.0 1.49 2.19
CY | Citizenship 1.32 1.70 30.5 28.6 1.52 1.76
LV | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
LT | Country of birth 1.35 1.44 27.9 28.1 1.53 1.59
LU | Citizenship 1.64 1.67 31.1 29.7 1.72 1.74
HU | Citizenship 1.32 1.26 28.8 28.6 1.51 1.48
MT | Country of birth 1.38 1.27 28.6 28.5 1.55 1.49
NL | Country of birth 1.71 1.85 31.0 30.1 1.76 1.85
AT | Country of birth 1.25 1.90 29.7 28.6 1.47 1.88
PL | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
PT | Citizenship 1.28 2.15 29.6 29.4 1.49 2.04
RO | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.




S| | Country of birth 1.38 1.53 30.0 28.3 1.55 1.65
SK | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Fl | Country of birth 1.82 2.04 30.1 29.5 1.83 1.97
SE | Country of birth 1.82 2.20 30.9 29.9 1.83 2.07
UK | None n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Source: calculation of the author on Eurostat &@t@007; own assumptions for 2060.
n.a.: not available.

The age patterns by country of birth/citizenshipureed in the Table 4 have been assumed to be
representative of the age profiles by backgrourdbdild the assumptions for future developments of
fertility, the age patterns of fertility rates diet year 2007 have been modelled with the Schertimann
method (Schmertmann, 2003, 2005) and then assumsidwly converge to common values in the
future. The assumption of convergence is centrahénEUROPOP2008 projections (Lanzieri, 2009,
2010) and it is therefore consistently applied bairt breakdown by f/n background. The values
assumed for the total fertility rate in 2060 arewh in the Table 4. In order to ensure the conscste
with the results of EUROPOP2008, a constfdimas been implemented in the projections calculatio
that imposes the number of live births by sex froational and foreign background persons to be
equal to the projected number of live births by ssxfrom EUROPOP2008. In other words, the
overall number of projected live births is in fagiven by the EUROPOP2008, and the current
projections provide their breakdown by backgroundaccordance with the assumed age fertility
patterns.
Information on mortality differentials by countryf birth is even more limited and probably less
reliable. Considering the number of potential diffties, both conceptual and empirical, it has been
preferred not to develop specific assumptions bral@vn by f/n background and to apply instead the
assumptions developed in EUROPOP2008 to both groups
The assumptions for the model 3 can thus be suraathés follows:
a) there are no persons with mixed background;
b) there are no descendants from foreign-born petsomsin the country before 1 January 2008;
c) the sum of foreign-born persons present on 1 Jar8 and all their descendants composes
the group of persons with foreign background;
d) the sum of native-born persons present on 1 JarQ@}§ and all their descendants composes
the group of persons with national background;
e) specific assumptions on fertility by background énédeen developed for each group, based on
the idea of convergence and with results consisightE UROPOP2008;
f) the same assumptions on mortality, borrowed frorRBBOP2008, have been applied to
each category;
g) immigrants are supposed to be 90% of foreign backyt and 10% of national background;
h) emigrants are supposed to be 67% of foreign baakgrand 33% of national background.
The only difference from the model 2 is thus themimhn of different fertility assumptions for the
national and foreign background populations. Alilointended to be closer to reality, the scarcity o
information makes these assumptions even more cdutgjeerrors and results should be used with
carefulness. Model 3 is computed only for thosentoes for which fertility assumptions by f/n
background are available.

2.34. Modd 4

It is sometimes claimed that the official figurdmat migrants are underestimating the real sizbef
phenomenon. The CLANDESTINGresearch project, concluded in 2009, has madettampt to
provide estimates of irregular foreign resident yapon in the EU and aggregated values are
available for the year 2008 from Kovacheva and V2@09). The model 4 tries therefore to be based
on a more comprehensive estimate of the curremdkstd migrants. For the purposes of these
projections, the minimum and maximum estimates iphbtl in the report have been averaged and

19 For details about the implementation of consisgantes in LIPRO, see Van Imhoff and Keilman (1991)
" The “CLANDESTINO: Counting the Uncountable — Datad Trends across Europe” Research Project is
funded by the European Commission, DG ReseaftRrémework Programme, Priority 8 - Scientific Sugipo
to Policies. Project’'s web sithttp://clandestino.eliamep.gr
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equally divided by sex. These totals by sex hawn theen distributed in the foreign-born base
population proportionally to the corresponding ageicture. The native-born populations have been
adapted accordingly to keep the consistency wihdbal base population as from EUROPOP2008.
The base population has been further tailored dhoty a partial estimate of the stock of second
generation migrants in 2008. Very provisional daedan the Labour Force Survey ad hoc module 2008
on migrants estimate in about 5% for the EU theesb&persons whose one or both parents were born
abroad in the total population aged 15-64 y8aBuch a proportion has been applied in each cpuntr
to the pertinent population to obtain the sizehaf $tock of second generation migrants whose age is
included between 15 and 64 years. This incomplsteanate has been added to the foreign-born
persons (as above calculated, including the iresguigrants) to obtain a stock of the populatiothwi
foreign background including at least part of tkeand generation migrants; again, the native-born
populations have been adapted accordingly to Keegansistency with the total base population as
from EUROPOP2008.
The assumptions for the model 4 are thus the fatigw
a) the base population for persons with foreign bamkgd includes irregular migrants and
second generation migrants aged 15-64 years;
b) there are no persons with mixed background;
c) the sum of foreign-born persons present on 1 JarR8 and all their descendants composes
the group of persons with foreign background;
d) the sum of native-born persons present on 1 JarQ@}§ and all their descendants composes
the group of persons with national background;
e) specific assumptions on fertility by backgroundén@een applied for each group;
f) the same assumptions on mortality, borrowed frorREBOP2008, have been applied to
each category;
g) immigrants are supposed to be 90% of foreign backyt and 10% of national background;
h) emigrants are supposed to be 67% of foreign badkgrand 33% of national background.
The difference from model 3 is therefore only ie thfferent base populations. However, calculations
have been carried out also for the countries fdckwho differential fertility was available, to st
least the impact of this assumption on the progesteare of persons with foreign background. For
these countries, fertility assumptions are borrofrech EUROPOP2008 as in the model 2.

3. RESULTS

As the projected values for the total populatiaicalated as the sum of the populations with nafion
and foreign background, are — by methodology - Etguthose of EUROPOP2008, the results will be
given for the population with foreign backgroundhigh is of main interest in this study. Readers
interested to the outcomes for the total populatiay refer to Lanzieri (2009).

Results from the various models are reported ineXrin the Table 5 and Table 5 bis, focusing on the
share of persons with foreign background the beginaof each decade over a time span of 50 years.
By using the data from EUROPOP26%)8due to the consistency with that set of projexticthe
reader can easily calculate the size of the twaggf subpopulation, even broken down by broad
age group. When the share of persons with foreign backgrdargteater or equal to 50%, the value
is reported in red bold.

The following Table 6 and Table 6 bis present tleendgraphic balances of the population with
foreign background for each country over the pef0888-2061 according to each of the four models.
The column reporting the cumulated values of negration is shown on the left and it is not
duplicated because these values do not changednenmodel to another. Demographic balances for
the population with national background can belgarived subtracting the values in Table 6 from
the corresponding values for EUROPOP2008 (as,nfstance, reported in the Table 2 in Lanzieri,
2009).

12 More precisely, the provisional estimate is 5.4%rhales and 5.3% for females.

13 Freely available at Eurobase, the Eurostat da¢ahtip://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu

14 Detailed results by country, single year, single,aex and background for any of the four models a
available upon request.
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On the results from model 4, it should be kept indrthat for Czech Republic, Ireland, France, Latvi
Poland, Romania, Slovakia and the United Kingdonvehaot been applied different fertility
assumptions by f/n background, and thus the outsdorethese countries are not strictly comparable
to the others. In fact, only for ten countries @em, Denmark, Estonia, Lithuania, Malta, the
Netherlands, Austria, Slovenia, Finland and Swede®)input data used across the four models are
fully consistent (with the due concerns about tekability of the estimates); for the other nine
countries, i.e. Bulgaria, Germany, Greece, Spé&ity,|Cyprus, Luxembourg, Hungary and Portugal,
fertility assumptions by f/n background have bealtulated on the basis of the fertility rates by
citizenship as proxy.

For sake of brevity, the description of the maisults is here mostly limited to the model 1. In Eig,

the share of persons with foreign background, agposed by first and second generation of migrants,
is projected to increase by 16 percentage pointalh a century, reaching over 133 millions of
persons in 2061. However, the results are rathiéereint by country: in general, those with low
fertility and higher migration flows will experieacthe larger increases; on the opposite, countries
with limited or negative migration flows will havaodest increases or even a decrease of the share of
foreign background persons. Indeed, though thesdtseare obviously influenced by the size and
structure of the population of foreign-born pers@nssent in the countries at the beginning of the
projections period, future migratory flows make theal differencé®. The large variety across
countries is evident looking at the increase ofrtebare on the total population between 2011 and
2061, as displayed in the Figure 1. Cyprus hasOitil2a share comparable to those of Ireland and
Estonia, but, contrary to them, it has a “sky-rdatkecrease of the population with foreign
background. Looking at the migration assumptioasghich person of foreign background in 2008, in
53 years Cyprus is assumed to receive a cumulagvesurplus of 3.9 migrants, against the 2.1 of
Ireland and the 0.2 of Estonia (see Table 6). Ih12@here is only one country (Luxembourg) with
more than 30% of persons with foreign background2061, other nine countries are projected to
cross this threshold. By the same year, only siintrées will have that share on values less th&.10

Figure 1: projected share of foreign background pesons in the EU Member States according to model 1,
sorted by size of the difference between 2011 an@&l
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15 |n the model 1, fertility (like mortality) is assied to be equal for both the population with natlon
background and foreign background.
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However, analysing the results for the intermediaars, it emerges that in the majority of the
countries the growth of the share of the populatidth foreign background slows down during the
projections period. This is indeed the case fogBeh, Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Spain, Francey, Ital
Cyprus, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, AustAartugal, Slovenia, Finland, Sweden and the
United Kingdom.

In Cyprus and Luxembourg, the persons with fordigokground are projected to become the absolute
majority, in the latter country much earlier thdme former; in Germany, Ireland, Spain and Austria
their share in 2061 is more than one third of thialtpopulatio®. As noted above, in these six
countries, as in all the others here considerediritrease of the population with foreign backgun
is mainly fed by the migratory flows (see Table &3,their subpopulations will experience - in this
scenario - negative natural changes during theegtions period (with the exception of Denmark and
the United Kingdom) and their net migration is egelr bigger than the natural change. Estonia and
Latvia are the only two countries where the shanrel (size) of the population with foreign background
is projected to decrease. For both countries, thle &f these persons are estimated to belong to the
older age classes, and therefore they do not bo¢rianymore or to a less extent) to fertility,ilgth
they enter the age classes with higher risk offdesdéatively early in the projections period.

The distribution by age shows the greater impacthenyounger age classes. In about half of the
countries (Belgium, Denmark, Ireland, Spain, Frartady, Cyprus, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Austria, Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdorhg size and the share of persons with foreign
background increases in the first part of the mtajas period in the age group 0-14 years old hed t
decreases. It reaches more than one third of thé gopulation aged 0-14 years in Ireland, Spain,
Cyprus, Luxembourg (where it represents the absofodjority for a long period) and Austria.
Looking at the age group 15-39 of the persons Watkign background, the younger working age
population group, its relevance decreases onlyhe last period of the projections in Belgium,
Denmark, Ireland, Spain, France, Cyprus, Luxembotirg Netherlands, Finland, Sweden and the
United Kingdom; in the remaining countries but Ligimia, the increase of their share slows down in
the same period. This age group reaches higheesia2061 than the others: in Belgium, Denmark,
Germany, Ireland, Greece, Spain, Italy, Portugbdyeéhia and the United Kingdom the population
with foreign background in 2061 is well over onérdhof the total population, in Austria is the
majority, in Cyprus and Luxemburg is close to tard. The age group 40-64 years old follows a
different pattern: with the exception of a few ctrigs, the share of persons with foreign background
on the total population increases at a reducing pache first part the projections period and then
accelerates in the last part. Again, Belgium, Detgr@ermany, Ireland, Greece, Spain, Italy, Austria
Portugal, Sweden and the United Kingdom show stevese one third of the total population in 2061,
and Cyprus and Luxembourg reach respectively 6086/2f%. In several countries of Eastern Europe
and in the Baltic countries, the oldest age grammposed by the persons aged 65 and over, reduces
its share, constantly or for at least a part of ghgjections period. Only in Ireland, Spain, Cyprus
Austria it becomes more than one third of the tp@apulation; in Luxembourg, the elderly with
foreign background are projected to be two thirdhef total population in 2061. The projected trends
for the whole EU show (Figure 2) the increase efghare of the population with foreign background
in the total population for all the age groups.t® 133 millions of first and second generation of
migrants, 33 are projected to be aged more thaye@®s in 2061 and 87 millions will be in the
working age.

181t should be noted that, for the majority of the Mlember States, the total population is projettedecline
in the next 50 years: in Germany this is alreadyuatng, in Spain the decline is projected to sta2045 and in
Austria in 2046 (see the Table 4 in Lanzieri, 2009)
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Figure 2: projected share of the population with foeign background in the EU by age group — model 1
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Figure 3: projected share of the population with foeign background on 1 January 2061 by country and
model, sorted by value according to model 4
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The Figure 3 introduces the results from other nwdea general, passing from one model to the
following increases the share of persons with fprdiackground, except in the case of model 3 f@r th
countries where this subpopulation has fertilitwéo than the population with national background
(Denmark, Estonia, Hungary and Malta). If one woattbpt the model 4, only two countries would
present shares lower than 10%, and fifteen cowntvimuld be above 30%, of which three even above
50%. At EU level, the number of persons with forelgackground would then be more than 174
millions, 40 millions more than the value projectayl the model 1. In the model 4, ten countries
present one or more of the younger broad age groopgosed for the majority by persons with
foreign background. In fact, most of the differemteéhese age groups emerges already passing from
the model 1 to the model 2, where it changes thiisttal treatment of the descendants of foreign-
born persons. After a couple of decades, the difflees become evident for the age group 0-14, and
after 3-4 decades for the age group 15-39; no @sangcur instead for the shares of the older age
groups between the two models, due to the timezborof the projections. The persons with foreign
background would contribute with 42% of the liveths in 2060, against the 26% in 2008.

Explicitly considering the f/n background allowsr fa better showing off of the contribution of
migration. Taking Austria as example, assumingw fbf net migration of about 28 thousand persons
per year, this cumulates to 1.5 million persons! &@60, representing only the 18.0% of the base
population in 2008. If the indirect effects (asirested by means of the No-Migration variant of
EUROPOP2008) are taken into account, then theseamgygenerate an additional gain of 1 million
of persons, for an overall total effect of 2.5 ioill of persons at the end of the period, which
represents the 30.1% of the base population in 20G8 the 27.8% of the population in 2061.
However, when the estimated stock of 1.2 millionfarfeign-born persons in 2008 enters into the
picture, the share of persons with foreign backgdoat the end of the projections period climbs to
about half of the Austrian population. The Figuresiibws the growth over half a century of the
foreign background population at all ages.

Figure 4: projected age pyramids for Austria on 1 &nuary 2011 (left panel) and on 1 January 2061 (rfg
anel) by national (green colour) and foreign (rectolour) background according to model 2
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This brings to evidence that, from the point ofwief the assumptions setting in the projections
exercises, care should be taken of the implicatand effects of the hypothesis on future migration
flows. For instance, the migration assumptions WRBPOP2008 project a reduction of the net
migration in Austria in the future, from a leveloand 33 thousand in 2008 to a level around 22
thousand in 2060. At a first glance, this may l@skless plausible than an upward trend, especially
considering the ongoing ageing process, the shymlka the working-age classes and the (expected)
negative natural change. These assumptions prdjecnegative natural change of the Austrian
population to be postponed to 2016 and its de¢tn2046. When the overall impact is instead taken
into account, then it may be noted how even prudsstumptions may imply (combined with the
assumptions on fertility and mortality) relevantatiénges for the hosting societies: in Austria the
share of persons with foreign background in thaltpbpulation aged 15-39 years is estimated to be
the 19% in 2008 (15% in 2002) and it is projected to reach valbesveen 51% and 64% by 2061,
depending on the model.

7 value for the first three models; 25% if modek4onsidered instead.
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Overall, the increase of the number and share idops with foreign-background may take place at
different speed and extent in the various MembateSt As it may be noted in the Table 5 and Table 5
bis, certain countries may experience only in sdvdecades what other countries may deal with
already in the near future. This would give them plotential advantage to benefit of the best presti

at international level in terms of integration p@ds. On the other side, other countries may need t
quickly develop proper policies to deal with “highban-expected” contributions from the migrants to
the demographic developments.

The particularly high results obtained for somertdgas may raise the question about how realistic
such outcomes are. Projecting the population wational background to change to a position of
minority in its own country, or even estimatingenent quotas of persons with foreign background,
means to portray a situation that has never ocoguimethe past (at least the recent one), with
unforeseeable social consequences. Yet, the frarkeassumptions (those referring to the total
population) may be considered as plausible, andadsimptions formulated specifically for the
breakdown by background are based on the few &laitzbserved data. For instance, in the model 1
(the most conservative as concerns the results)ptiy elements which could be modified are the
estimates of the base population by backgroundfag@roportion of the migratory flows attributed to
the national and foreign background populationssuRe have shown to be rather sensitive to this
latter factor and therefore, for countries where #hare of persons with foreign background is
considered to grow implausibly, could be a levervdrich to play to adjust these results to more
conventional values. Apart the general considematiat the future does not have to look necessarily
like the present (e.g., a few decades ago sevératdtintries where essentially emigration countries
and fertility was on much higher levels), the valassumed for the present study do not preser larg
margins of action: higher quotas of immigration pdrsons with national background would in
principle be interpreted as return migration, ameféfore their age structure should be older than t
one of the “common” migrants, thus probably witinited effect on fertility; smaller quotas of
emigration with national background could be acaelgt (although emigration is necessary to “feed”
the return migration), but must have some empireedis. Looking at the countries with the highest
shares in 2061, Cyprus and Luxembourg, the formes dhot have empirical data for 2008 and the
latter has indeed a (estimated) lower emigratiastayéor the persons with national background, lsut a
well a lower immigration quota. Considering the wmasses of the information available on migration
flows, and especially on emigration, it has beeoseh to set a common assumption valid for all the
countries based on the average EU values estinfate@08. While it is clear that the results, doe t
their sensitivity to the assumptions, have to herpreted with caution, at the same time they shoul
hopefully be slightly more robust as based on #rgdst possible empirical basis. It should not be
forgotten that these projections are the outconfeshatif scenarios, thus they shomhat would
happerif certain conditions hold.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Whatever of the four models is adopted, from tiseilte it emerges that the European Union is going
to experience unprecedented changes from the pbinew of the population composition. Without
the contribution of migration, the population dynarmn several countries would be much less positive
On the other side, the ever increasing share aoperwith foreign background will represent a
challenge for the integration policies of the hogtcountries. However, the growth of the population
with foreign background is not self-sustained, les dssumed migratory flows (and their breakdown
by f/n background) still play the major role forethdemographic developments in the period under
consideration. Although for some specific groupsthmay be not anymore the case (Finney and
Simpson, 2009), at aggregated level and with allncessary simplificatiolfsthe prominent role of
the natural change for the growth of the populatiaith foreign background does not emerge.

While it should not be forgotten that these are dliécomes of a number of assumptions based
sometimes on data of uncertain reliability, at $hene time it should be taken into account thatethes
(overall) migration assumptions have been sometimassidered too conservative. From the
methodological point of view, these projections fhiy background show as well that consideration

18 For instance, fertility rates may be very differélom one subgroup with foreign background to arot
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should be made about the full effects (direct amdiréct) of migration flows when building the
assumptions. Further, complications arising frore tise of proxy variables for the concept of
background should not be underestimated.

The renewal of the labour force supply is undoultezkpected to come from migration. The
European Union would see its group of persons ddged9 with national background to decrease
without interruption its size of about 50-60 mihig°® from about 140; at the same time, the size of
those with foreign background more than doublehaalth not fully compensating that loss. The
younger age classes are indeed those where the relegaint changes are projected, but this is
explained also by the time window considered is 8tudy: in 53 years, from 2008 to 2061, the large
majority of the newborns will not have completeditHife cycle, and their impact on the composition
of the older age classes is not yet visible. Anottansequence is that the process of ageing, which
obviously concerns as well the persons with foréigekground, does not fully display its effects.
Somehow, it is like considering only the positiveambgraphic bonus of migration.

What stated above applies for the European Uniom aghole. Going down at country level, it
emerges a clear geographical divide. The weiglh@fopulation with foreign background will grow
to a very different extent in the EU Member Statesst of the Mediterranean and Central-Northern
Europe countries will see their share rising taueal (in some cases, much) above one third; on the
opposite, Eastern EU and Baltic countries will hagb above levels experienced already today in
some countries. Striking exception in the formeugr of countries is France, which due to (relativel
high fertility and low migration sees the sharepefsons with foreign background growing only by
about 4-7 percentage points. Therefore, similarlgdeing, the increase of population diversity seem
certain, but its extent and speed vary consideralghpss countries. A few Member States are
projected to have the absolute majority of the peon (or of some age groups) composed by
persons with foreign background: considering theemé past, this is definitely a new demographic
situation for these countries. How likely are thessults and whether this may give origin to
xenophobic reactions from the hosting populatienadt discussed here, as well as it has not been
analysed the fact that migrants tend to distrimateuniformly within the national territori&snor the
important (and increasing) role of mixed unionsv&ltheless, it can be concluded that, according to
this projections scenario, in a few decades sevarahtries will have to deal with relevant social
changes: European increasing population diversiyldc then be considered a major socio-
demographic challenge for the current century. Asnf EUROPOP2008 is projected that some
European population may decline, but it is certaiage, the current set of projections by backgdoun
reveals the multicultural character of the futwerhost of the EU countries.
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ANNEX

Table 5:

projected share (in %) of persons with foreign bacground
in the total population in selected years by counyrand broad age group

according to model 1 and 2

Model 1 Model 2

2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 202051 2061
EU
0-14 6.7 170 213 215 204 19)9 6.7 17.0 214 52430.8 35.6
15-39 13.0 158 20.2 258 30.7 3141 13.0 158 20258 31.2 347
40-64 11.2 150 19.2 225 251 30,2 112 150 19225 251 30.2
65+ 7.6 9.3 11.6 146 184 219 7.6 9.3 11.6 14.68.31 21.9
Total 104 144 179 211 240 26p6 104 144 18.216 256 29.6
BE
0-14 9.5 224 26.0 254 233 220 9.5 224 26.2 72937.4 41.2
15-39 17.2 198 249 31.2 357 350 17.2 198 2431.2 36.4 40.1
40-64 16.6 213 26.2 287 306 362 16.6 21.3 26287 30.6 36.2
65+ 11.7 145 17.2 209 254 28|7 117 145 17.2.920254 287
Total 148 197 237 270 296 31)7 148 19.7 23276 32.0 36.1
BG
0-14 0.7 2.7 4.7 6.7 8.3 9.4 0.7 2.7 4.7 7.1 9.9 .013
15-39 0.9 2.7 45 6.8 9.8 12.0 0.9 2.7 4.5 6.8 9.92.6
40-64 0.6 0.9 1.7 3.4 5.8 8.4 0.6 0.9 1.7 3.4 58 .4 8
65+ 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.3 2.6 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.3 2.6
Total 0.7 1.6 2.5 3.9 5.7 7.4 0.7 1.6 2.5 4.0 59 .08
Ccz
0-14 2.5 8.9 145 17.7 19.2 20)9 2.5 8.9 145 19245 30.4
15-39 5.6 9.8 13.4 184 245 27|7 5.6 9.8 13.4 18247 294
40-64 5.1 8.2 11.6 15.7 20.0 24|8 5.1 8.2 11.6 1570.0 24.8
65+ 4.8 4.7 6.2 8.5 11.4 148 4.8 4.7 6.2 8.5 11.24.8
Total 4.9 8.1 11.2 147 183 217 4.9 8.1 11.2 1499.1 23.3
DK
0-14 6.8 203 252 245 23.7 224 6.8 20.3 25.3 52736.8 42.2
15-39 146 182 225 305 359 355 146 18.2 22305 36.3 398
40-64 9.7 135 200 245 26.8 33|5 9.7 13.5 20.0.52426.8 335
65+ 47 6.5 9.4 125 177 23p 4.7 6.5 9.4 125 717.23.2
Total 9.8 146 19.2 233 26.8 29 9.8 14.6 19.2 .823 29.0 34.2
DE
0-14 6.9 223 27.4 293 304 30/7 6.9 22.3 27.6 03343.5 50.0
15-39 18.1 193 259 349 419 440 18.1 193 25349 424 48.2
40-64 155 199 258 295 328 410 155 199 2535 328 41.0
65+ 8.3 12.1 152 19.1 242 28)8 8.3 12.1 15.2 19242 28.8
Total 136 182 230 276 321 36p/ 136 18.2 23.280 33.8 40.0
EE
0-14 2.8 5.9 6.5 7.2 7.7 8.7 2.8 5.9 6.6 8.9 11.74.1 1
15-39 5.1 4.6 6.6 8.7 11.0 120 5.1 4.6 6.6 8.7 311.1338
40-64 23.1 147 7.7 6.1 7.1 102 231 147 7.7 6.17.1 10.2
65+ 348 316 264 18.1 10.8 7.0 348 316 264 11810.8 7.0
Total 156 13.3 11.3 9.9 9.3 9.5 156 13.3 11.3 210.10.0 10.7
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=)

2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 204051 2 2061
IE
0-14 16.3 28.7 347 326 255 21|15 163 28.7 3507.03 412 47.0
15-39 216 29.0 327 36.8 417 406 216 29.0 3236.8 425 46.1
40-64 16.1 244 309 353 376 408 16.1 244 3033 376 408
65+ 10.1 127 165 225 284 3319 101 127 16.5.522284 33.9
Total 176 253 298 328 346 358 176 253 29835 375 417
EL
0-14 100 206 26.2 270 26.1 26{]1 10.0 206 26.40.33 36.9 425
15-39 174 202 247 308 369 37|13 174 20.2 24308 374 411
40-64 126 183 233 276 305 357 126 183 23376 305 357
65+ 4.7 7.1 119 172 222 264 4.7 7.1 119 172222 26.4
Total 123 168 212 254 289 31p 123 168 21.258 305 350
ES
0-14 143 295 368 350 30.0 28{2 143 295 37.0873 441 514
15-39 233 30.1 334 38.7 457 452 233 301 3338.7 46.3 497
40-64 143 231 308 369 388 430 143 231 308.9 388 430
65+ 6.8 116 16.2 221 289 35)2 6.8 116 16.2 22289 352
Total 16.2 240 29.0 330 36.2 39 162 240 29.B34 382 433
FX
0-14 5.7 128 134 122 109 10{2 5.7 128 135 914194 211
15-39 10.7 101 129 163 182 16,8 10.7 101 1236.3 18.7 201
40-64 152 155 153 150 151 184 152 155 15850 151 184
65+ 137 152 160 159 16.2 158 13.7 152 16.0.91516.2 15.8
Total 11.8 133 144 151 156 159 118 133 14456 171 187
IT
0-14 6.3 16.8 226 236 235 234 6.3 16.8 22.7 725321 37.7
15-39 123 165 214 278 334 341 123 165 21278 337 36.7
40-64 8.7 144 204 26.0 295 339 8.7 144 204 .02629.5 33.9
65+ 2.6 4.4 8.4 135 186 243 2.6 4.4 8.4 135 618.24.3
Total 8.2 13.0 177 223 262 295 8.2 13.0 178 522 273 319
CY
0-14 156 369 443 478 456 428 156 369 44820 608 6538
15-39 245 334 435 529 59.2 605 245 334 435 529 59.7 651
40-64 172 281 385 450518 599|172 281 385 450 518 59.9
65+ 9.4 13.3 19.0 27.7 369 441 9.4 13.3 19.0 27369 441
Total 188 29.2 375 444 496533 | 188 29.2 375 450 520 581
LV
0-14 2.6 4.7 4.1 4.0 4.3 5.2 2.6 4.7 4.2 5.5 76 0 ¢
15-39 4.8 3.4 4.3 5.6 6.8 7.1 4.8 3.4 4.3 5.6 717
40-64 223 140 6.8 4.4 4.3 6.4 223 140 6.8 44 .3 4 64
65+ 31.7 297 250 171 101 5Y 31.7 29.7 250 11710.1 5.7
Total 149 122 9.8 8.0 6.7 6.2 149 12.2 9.9 81 .27 7.0
LT
0-14 3.2 4.7 7.1 11.3 126 146 3.2 4.6 7.0 12.3 .01621.0
15-39 3.0 4.3 7.4 10.8 144 1955 3.0 4.3 7.2 10.44.21 20.6
40-64 10.2 8.8 7.3 8.4 12.0 16J7 10.2 8.8 7.3 84191 164
65+ 10.8 124 132 116 101 9.v¥ 10.8 124 132 611101 9.7
Total 6.7 7.3 8.6 10.2 121 147 6.7 7.3 8.6 10.22.41 15.7
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2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 204051 2 2061
LU
0-14 | 242 516 567 542 497 454| 242 516 571 612 737 793
15-39 | 430 445 532 644 713 684 43.0 445 532 644 723 76.]
40-64 | 411 505 59.0 623 63.0 724411 505 590 623 630 724
65+ 238 343 424 499591 640|238 343 424 499 591 64.0
Total | 363 46.1 535 58.8 625 64.8 363 46.1 535 600 66.7 72.6
HU
0-14 18 69 100 124 144 153 18 69 101 13276 21.1
1539 | 32 56 85 124 164 187 32 56 85 124651 19.8
40-64 | 32 47 66 89 120 156 32 47 66 89 012156
65+ 47 41 45 55 68 89 47 41 45 55 68 89
Total | 32 52 74 94 119 142 32 52 71 95 412.152
MT
0-14 50 122 148 164 17.0 174 50 122 149 718241 27.6
15-39 | 93 108 145 191 230 247 93 108 145.119234 27.2
40-64 | 6.9 111 145 155 183 22/9 69 111 145 .515183 23.0
65+ 54 56 69 107 138 158 54 56 6.9 10.7 813158
Total | 7.2 100 127 153 180 204 7.2 10.0 12.7 .61519.0 22.3
NL
0-14 6.1 177 194 177 166 159 6.1 17.7 195 720288 327
15-39 | 149 142 179 240 277 265 149 142 17240 282 305
40-64 | 130 164 20.0 208 21.0 26,6 13.0 164 2020.8 210 26.6
65+ 80 95 118 148 183 203 80 95 11.8 14.8831 20.3
Total | 116 146 173 196 215 23p 11.6 146 17.20.1 235 26.9
AT
0-14 | 11.0 277 338 364 366 357 110 277 340064 506 56.5
15-39 | 20.8 252 329 425 492509 | 208 252 329 425 499554
40-64 | 176 225 299 351 397 485 17.6 225 298.1 39.7 485
65+ 124 153 17.7 218 27.7 33}4 124 153 17.7.82127.7 33.4
Total | 168 226 284 337 385 430 16.8 226 28.84.2 40.6 47.1
PL
0-14 09 12 21 29 40 5Q 09 12 21 30 46 5 6.
1539 | 05 1.3 21 27 47 62 05 13 21 27 47.4 6
40-64 | 15 09 09 15 29 42 15 09 09 15 292 4
65+ 87 46 23 13 10 14 87 46 23 13 10 14
Total | 20 18 17 19 28 37 20 18 17 19 29 .04
PT
0-14 6.7 178 231 251 261 26[3 67 17.8 233 727346 398
15-39 | 13.0 162 21.8 283 342 355 130 162 21383 346 384
40-64 | 85 148 201 241 280 332 85 148 20.1.124280 33.2
65+ 29 49 87 142 190 23p 29 49 87 142 019236
Total | 87 136 183 227 266 300 87 136 183 .02327.9 324
RO
0-14 06 11 16 31 44 54 06 11 16 32 50 6 6.
1539 | 04 10 16 31 48 62 04 10 16 31 48.4 6
40-64 | 04 05 07 14 28 46 04 05 07 14 286 4
65+ 1.7 09 05 05 08 13 17 09 05 05 08 13
Total | 06 08 10 18 29 39 06 08 10 1.8 29 .14
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2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 204051 2 2061
Sl
0-14 6.2 154 214 257 276 294 6.2 154 215 52734.7 415
15-39 10.6 140 197 26.0 330 374 106 140 19760 332 397
40-64 174 176 175 203 255 3118 174 176 1720.3 255 318
65+ 120 161 19.1 190 186 202 12.0 16.1 19.1.01918.6 20.2
Total 12.7 159 19.0 221 254 29p 127 159 19.223 264 31.1
SK
0-14 1.2 3.1 3.9 4.6 5.9 7.2 1.2 3.1 4.0 5.3 8.0 .210
15-39 2.7 2.9 3.6 5.2 7.4 8.7 2.7 2.9 3.6 5.2 75 .4 9
40-64 6.6 5.3 4.9 4.8 6.1 8.( 6.6 5.3 4.9 4.8 6.1 .0 8
65+ 8.7 8.7 7.7 6.8 5.9 5.8 8.7 8.7 7.7 6.8 5.9 5.
Total 4.5 4.8 5.0 5.4 6.3 7.3 4.5 4.8 5.0 5.5 6.6 .87
Fl
0-14 4.0 10.1 114 109 10.2 9.8 4.0 10.1 114 12¥65 18.6
15-39 7.4 8.5 10.6 13.6 15.7 15)5 7.4 8.5 10.6 13.66.0 17.8
40-64 4.0 8.2 119 128 134 16)2 4.0 8.2 119 12834 16.2
65+ 15 2.4 4.1 7.2 10.9 13. 15 2.4 4.1 7.2 10.93.0
Total 4.6 7.3 9.4 11.3 129 141 4.6 7.3 9.5 11.64.01 16.1
SE
0-14 101 238 257 243 216 19{7 10.1 238 25.8.02 355 39.0
15-39 176 199 240 301 340 325 176 199 2480.1 345 37.2
40-64 171 217 26.0 278 279 344 171 217 26B7/.8 279 344
65+ 11.8 141 169 200 252 26/9 11.8 141 16.9.02025.2 26.9
Total 151 199 233 260 280 294 151 199 23.266 304 34.0
UK
0-14 7.3 201 26.2 253 222 205 7.3 20.1 265 03036.6 41.7
15-39 172 213 260 322 371 362 17.2 21.3 26822 380 413
40-64 111 161 233 291 312 367 111 161 232.1 312 36.7
65+ 7.7 8.3 9.8 128 196 258 7.7 8.3 9.8 12.8 619.25.8
Total 119 171 218 258 288 31p 119 171 21.265 315 36.2
Average
0-14 7.0 165 201 209 20.3 20/0 7.0 16.5 20.3 52329.3 336
15-39 126 151 19.1 242 287 294 126 151 19PM42 291 325
40-64 124 154 186 21.2 235 283 124 154 18Bl.1 235 283
65+ 9.8 11.3 13.1 153 18.1 20J8 9.8 11.3 13.1 158331 208
Total 112 147 177 204 229 250 112 147 17208 243 279
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Table 5his:

projected share (in %) of persons with foreign bacground
in the total population in selected years by counyrand broad age group
according to model 3 and 4

Model 3 Model 4

2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 202051 2061
EU
0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 8.6 23.6 26.8.8 2938.2 42.8
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 184 18.8 23304 36,5 399
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 172 21.0 24%.4 275 337
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 9.0 13.3 17.1 5 2024.3 26.9
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 148 19.2 228264 305 34.6
BE
0-14 11.8 322 378 442564 62.2| 13.9 383 41.7 46.9 60.6 65.6
15-39 17.2 198 28.1 386 47.3535| 23.0 229 31.1 426 51.2 565
40-64 16.6 21.3 26.2 287 31.7 413 23.2 279 3237 342 446
65+ 11.7 145 172 209 254 28|7 135 19.0 23.3.42731.7 33.9
Total 152 21.3 266 321 384 44)7 199 26.3 31.865 426 484
BG
0-14 0.8 3.7 7.1 10.8 156 209 2.9 11.0 122 16235 28.0
15-39 0.9 2.7 4.8 7.8 12.1 163 5.8 5.8 8.3 13.0 .01821.8
40-64 0.6 0.9 1.7 3.4 5.8 9.1 6.0 6.4 7.1 7.5 8.83.51
65+ 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.3 2.6 1.6 4.3 5.6 6.1 6.8 7.5
Total 0.7 1.7 2.9 4.7 7.2 10.¢ 4.7 6.4 7.7 9.6 12.25.1
Ccz
0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 3.9 13.4 17.5.8 2027.7 33.0
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 11.0 13.0 15214 276 315
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 11.0 14.2 17198 223 27.2
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 6.6 9.1 11.8 14¥.1 19.7
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 9.3 12.7 156 894 227 26.5
DK
0-14 6.6 19.3 242 26.4 348 40|1 7.6 23.4 269 727377 428
15-39 146 182 222 297 354 386 193 205 24825 379 404
40-64 9.7 135 20.0 245 26.7 330 151 190 253792 286 352
65+ 4.7 6.5 9.4 125 17.7 23p 5.9 10.2 144 18.03.12 27.7
Total 9.8 145 189 234 284 338 135 184 2266.72 315 36.1
DE
0-14 7.4 249 304 36.8 485552 | 8.7 29.7 335 38.7 51.6 58.0
15-39 18.1 193 26.7 36.7 451516 | 23.3 222 288 39.7 48.1 53.7
40-64 155 199 258 295 330 4213 214 257 31333 352 446
65+ 8.3 121 152 19.1 242 2848 9.4 156 205 2430.0 338
Total 13.7 185 236 290 352 419 178 229 27.33.0 388 45.1
EE
0-14 2.7 5.7 6.3 8.6 11.3 134 3.9 9.9 9.2 10.6 714.16.2
15-39 5.1 4.6 6.6 8.6 11.1 135 10.2 7.8 8.9 11.64.21 159
40-64 23.1 147 7.7 6.1 7.1 10j1 293 20.6 13.3 310.9.7 12.8
65+ 348 316 264 181 10.8 7.0 36.7 36.1 32.2 12416.6 12.0
Total 156 132 11.3 10.1 9.8 10 199 17.7 15.64.11 136 13.8
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2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 204051 2 2061
IE
0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 18.3 334 384.1 3 445 504
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 27.3 32.1 3548.3 458 48.6
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 224 30.7 36384 40.1 438
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 119 171 22.3.7 2834.6 39.1
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 223 299 342375 413 451
EL
0-14 10.8 239 308 373 453514 | 135 30.2 350 40.6 49.755.1
15-39 174 202 257 332 416 469 245 243 29374 457 50.1
40-64 126 183 233 276 309 373 198 259 30828 339 40.7
65+ 4.7 7.1 11.9 172 222 264 6.2 11.4 18.3 2439.7 32.8
Total 124 172 221 273 328 38 17.8 23.0 27.82.6 37.7 425
ES
0-14 15.1 322 411 446 506 58.2| 16.8 36.7 442 46.7 535 61.0
15-39 23.3 30.1 343 408 499547 | 289 33.0 36,5 438 529 56.8
40-64 143 231 30.8 369 39.1 444 20.2 289 36408 41.2 46.8
65+ 6.8 11.6 16.2 221 289 352 8.0 153 214 27346 40.0
Total 16.3 244 298 348 401 458 20.7 28.8 34.B87 43.7 49.0
FX
0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 7.0 17.3 16.4 .6 1622.8 24.0
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 158 129 1514 216 224
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 212 213 208888 17.3 21.0
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 151 193 215.8 21219 20.7
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 158 17.6 185193 20.7 21.8
IT
0-14 7.5 225 298 359 454522 | 94 285 334 38.7 494555
15-39 123 165 232 318 40.2 455 178 194 25354 438 482
40-64 8.7 144 204 26.0 30.0 36/5 147 205 26.09.62 322 39.2
65+ 2.6 4.4 8.4 135 186 2483 3.7 7.9 13.7 19.4 .42429.0
Total 8.4 13.7 191 248 30.7 36.p 127 184 23.69.02 346 40.1
CY
0-14 16,5 40.0 48.2 56.8 66.1 71.3] 187 453 514 586 68.9 73.5
15-39 245 334 445 549 628 68.8/ 31.0 369 470 580 655 707
40-64 172 281 385 450521 61.2| 241 350 448 49.1 543 63.6
65+ 9.4 13.3 190 277 36.9 441 114 18.0 25.2 434434 49.2
Total 189 298 384 46.3 53.8 604| 242 349 43.0 50.3 57.3 63.3
LV
0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 3.8 8.9 7.2 7.11.1 120
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 9.8 6.7 6.6 8.804 11.2
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 28.1 196 12.8.6 7.0 9.1
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 33.1 33.6 30.4.8 2215.7 10.7
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 19.1 16,5 14.212.2 11.0 105
LT
0-14 3.2 4.9 7.4 129 16.8 2201 4,5 9.5 10.6 15.2092 254
15-39 3.0 4.3 7.3 10.7 146 212 7.9 7.5 9.8 14.28.21 24.1
40-64 10.2 8.8 7.3 8.4 11.9 16/6 16.0 144 128 412146 195
65+ 10.8 124 132 116 10.1 9.V 121 16.3 18.6 217156 14.6
Total 6.7 7.4 8.6 104 127 16.0 108 11.8 13.0 514.16.6 19.6
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2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 204051 2 2061

LU
0-14 242 517 574 609 737 798256 558 598 622 759 818
15-39 43.0 445 532 645 724 76. 481 469 550 669 745 774
40-64 41.1 505 59.0 623 630 724472 563 641 653 646 742
65+ 23.8 343 424 499591 640| 251 384 479 557 646 68.2
Total 36.2 46.1 536 600 66.7 727 405 50.2 573 631 695 750

HU
0-14 1.8 6.7 9.8 129 171 205 29 10.7 124 14%9.8 229
15-39 3.2 5.6 8.4 122 16.3 194 8.2 8.6 104 14989 213
40-64 3.2 4.7 6.6 8.9 119 155 8.9 103 120 12740 17.7
65+ 4.7 4.1 4.5 55 6.8 8.9 6.2 8.1 9.6 11.0 12.33.61
Total 3.2 5.2 7.1 9.4 122 15.0 7.3 9.4 11.1 13.1551 17.9

MT
0-14 4.8 114 141 177 225 25|8 6.7 165 175 12026.0 28.8
15-39 9.3 10.8 143 186 226 26/{2 159 147 171212 26.0 28.8
40-64 6.9 111 145 155 182 22/6 138 185 21.7042 21.1 254
65+ 54 5.6 6.9 10.7 138 158 7.9 10.7 13.3 18.01.12 21.9
Total 7.2 9.9 125 153 186 21y 126 154 17.8 .220 23.0 256

NL
0-14 6.3 182 199 218 300 340 76 233 233 823337 374
15-39 149 142 180 243 288 315 203 17.0 20Z/.7 321 339
40-64 13.0 164 200 208 21.1 268 19.1 227 26247 234 29.6
65+ 8.0 9.5 11.8 148 183 208 94 138 175 21247 25.7
Total 116 146 174 203 239 274 160 193 21.245 27.7 309

AT
0-14 124 336 408 491610 ©67.4| 13.8 384 437 509 638 69.6
15-39 20.8 252 346 465558 626| 260 280 367 493 585 644
40-64 176 225 299 351 404513| 235 283 354 386 424535
65+ 124 153 177 218 277 33}]4 136 191 23.0.627335 38.2
Total 170 235 299 365 439514 | 211 278 340 403 472542

PL

0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 2.2 55 5.1 5.B.2 9.5
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 54 4.5 4.4 5.9.9 8.8
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 7.2 6.4 6.3 5.6.4 6.9
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 11.2 9.3 7.8 6.%9.4 6.3
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 6.3 6.2 6.0 59 6.7 7.4
PT

0-14 7.9 236 30.7 370 46.753.3| 9.9 29.8 347 39.6 50.7 56.7

15-39 13.0 16.2 236 324 411 46/5 19.0 193 26362 448 493
40-64 8.5 148 201 241 285 359 148 21.3 26.28.22 309 3838
65+ 29 4.9 8.7 142 19.0 236 4.1 8.7 142 205 .22528.7
Total 8.9 145 198 253 313 37p 135 194 2459.72 353 40.7

RO

0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.7 51 4.3 5.8.2 9.3
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 5.3 4.1 3.7 6.00.8 8.7
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 57 5.8 6.1 546.3 6.9
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 2.7 4.7 5.6 59.2 6 6.1
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 4.5 5.0 5.1 5.7 6.5 7.3




2011 2021 2031 2041 2051 2061 2011 2021 2031 204051 2 2061
SI
0-14 6.3 15.8 221 29.0 36.2 43|1 7.6 20.0 248 73039.2 456
15-39 106 140 198 26.3 340 408 156 169 2129.1 36.7 429
40-64 174 176 175 20.3 255 3210 23.2 232 22842 277 344
65+ 120 16.1 19.1 190 186 20j2 13.2 20.0 245 .724242 25.0
Total 127 16.0 191 225 268 31[f 16.8 20.3 23.26.4 30.3 34.8
SK
0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 2.3 7.3 6.8 7.21.3 13.0
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 7.7 6.0 5.8 8.20.6 11.7
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 12.4 10.9 10.8.8 8.5 10.4
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 104 13.2 13.1.4 12114 10.6
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 8.8 9.2 9.3 9.410.2 11.1
Fl
0-14 4.1 10.7 122 139 18.0 20/4 55 15.3 15.3 11621.7 23.7
15-39 7.4 8.5 10.8 14.1 16.8 189 123 11.3 131 .41720.1 215
40-64 4.0 8.2 11.9 128 135 16/5 9.6 13.8 174 616157 19.3
65+ 1.5 2.4 4.1 7.2 10.9 130 2.6 6.2 9.1 12.7 16.47.7
Total 4.6 7.4 9.6 11.9 144 16.8 8.5 11.6 13.7 15.728.1 20.2
SE
0-14 10.7 26.0 283 318 40.2 439 120 30.3 31.23.73 43.3 46.8
15-39 176 199 248 31.7 37.0 406 223 224 26347 399 428
40-64 171 217 26.0 278 282 356 226 271 31811 302 380
65+ 11.8 141 169 200 252 269 13.0 178 219 425304 31.3
Total 152 203 240 277 320 360 190 243 27812 353 39.0
UK
0-14 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 9.0 25.1 29.6.0 3239.9 446
15-39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 232 245 2834 410 43.6
40-64 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 176 229 2933 336 394
65+ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 9.5 12.8 159 6 1926.6 314
Total n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 16.6 220 26.430.7 353 395
Average
0-14 8.5 21.4 26.2 31.0 387 440 8.9 229 254 32836.2 404
15-39 145 173 227 29.7 36.1 407 180 181 21286 34.1 37.3
40-64 136 174 214 244 273 337 184 214 243.1 26.0 31.7
65+ 9.3 11.6 142 172 208 240 11.3 154 18.6 221240 257
Total 123 16.8 208 248 294 3440 156 195 22255 29.1 32.6
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Tal

ble 6:

projected demographic balance 2008-2061 of the pdjation with foreign background
according to model 1 and model 2 (in thousand)

Common Model 1 Model 2
Net Population Natural Total Population | Population Natural Total Population

migration on change change on on change change on

2008-2060 | 1.1.2008 | 2008-2060| 2008-2060| 1.1.2061 1.1.2008 | 2008-2060| 2008-2060 | 1.1.2061
EU 78 737 45 444 9494 88 231 133682 45446 25403 104 14D 149587
BE 2 296 1 395 205 250l 3896 1395 750 3 044 4441
BG 276 40 87 363 404 40 116 393 433
Cz 1534 417 104 163y 2055 417 253 1787 2204
DK 932 461 366 1298 1759 461 631 1563 2024
DE 15 317 10 123 265 15583 25706 10 123 2 740 18 05y 28181
EE 50 220 -163 -113 107 220 -150 -99 120
IE 1303 613 504 180y 2420 613 903 2 207 2820
EL 2 099 1231 2071 2306 3537 1231 547 2 646 3877
ES 13 028 5 737 1480 14 508 20 246 5737 3 614 16 642 22380
FX 5516 6 960 -1 068 4448 11408 6 960 934 6449 13410
IT 11 856 4 027 1595 13450 17 478 4027 3 004 14859 18887
CY 469 119 119 588 707 119 182 651 770
LV 35 360 -292 -256 103 360 -278 -242 117
LT 305 221 -158 147 372 221 -131 175 396
LU 279 159 39 318 476 159 97 375 534
MT 53 26 3 56 82 26 11 64 90
HU 965 279 -11 954 1232 279 76 1040 1319
AT 2 289 1248 3446 263p 3883 1248 717 3 004 4 255
NL 1724 1762 363 2087 3850 1762 975 2 694 4461
PL 754 862 -458 296 1159 862 -393 361 1223
PT 2 297 762 308 2604 3366 762 585 2 8872 3644
RO 462 148 47 509 657 148 79 541 689
Sl 349 235 -71 2771 513 235 -34 315 550
SK 258 244 -174 84 329 244 -151 107 351
Fl 460 201 100 561 762 201 209 670 871
SE 1697 1228 287 1979 3206 1228 776 2477 3700
UK 12 135 6 366 5469 17604 23970 6 366 9 340 2147% 27841
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Table 6 bis:
projected demographic balance 2008-2061 of the pdjation with foreign background
according to model 3 and model 4 (in thousand)

Common Model 3 Model 4
Net Population Natural Total Population | Population Natural Total Population

migration on change change on on change change on

2008-2060 | 1.1.2008 | 2008-2060| 2008-2060| 1.1.2061 1.1.2008 | 2008-2060| 2008-2060 | 1.1.2061
EU 78 737 45 444 n.g. n.a. n.a. 66 155 29599 108 336 174 491
BE 2 296 1 395 1809 4105 5500 1882 1778 4 07% 5 956
BG 276 40 227 503 544 327 221 497 824
Cz 1534 417 n.a n.d. n.a. 869 103 1636 2 506
DK 932 461 581 1513 1974 657 548 1 480 2138
DE 15 317 10 123 4 068 19 381 29504 13361 3 068 18385 31746
EE 50 220 -152 -107 118 276 -170 -120 156
IE 1303 613 n.a n.a. n.a. 821 929 2 232 3 053
EL 2 099 1231 894 2998 4224 1824 780 2 874 4704
ES 13 028 5 737 4931 17959 23696 7720 4579 17 607 25 327
FX 5516 6 960 n.a, n.a. n.a. 9 406 755 6270 15677
IT 11 856 4 027 5780 17 636 21663 6 496 5371 17226 23722
CY 469 119 212 681 800 162 209 678 839
LV 35 360 n.a, n.a. n.a. 450 -310 -275 176
LT 305 221 -122 183 404 355 -165 141 496
LU 279 159 97 376 534 179 94 372 551
MT 53 26 9 61 88 48 3 55 103
HU 965 279 59 1 023 1302 679 -88 877 1555
AT 2 289 1248 1103 3392 4641 1 586 1023 3311 4 897
NL 1724 1762 1061 2785 4547 2451 951 2 675 5126
PL 754 862 n.a n.g. n.a. 2 486 -948 -194 2292
PT 2 297 762 1104 3401 4163 1234 1039 3 336 4570
RO 462 148 n.a n.ga. n.a. 957 -191 272 1229
Sl 349 235 -24 325 560 317 -51 298 615
SK 258 244 n.a n.g. n.a. 471 -229 29 500
Fl 460 201 246 707 908 400 228 688 1088
SE 1697 1228 1 006 2703 3930 1 560 994 2 69( 4 251
UK 12135 6 366 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9181 9 080 2121% 30396
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