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1. Key points:

· Many Western countries are enjoying the not undesirable trends of rising life expectancy and lower birth rates. However, public debate has long asked if, and how, increasing immigration could provide a solution to the economic and social challenges that these demographic challenges will bring.

· The Potential Support Ratio (PSR) is the ratio of people of nominal working age, ie. 15 to 64, to those of retirement age, ie. 65 or over. In 2002 this ratio was 4.2 for the UK. By 2050, this is expected to fall to 2.1, placing a greater burden on pensions and public services.

· Varying future immigration scenarios, ranging from an inflow of 500,000 migrants to zero net immigration per year, would only be able to change the UK PSR by around half a point either way into the foreseeable future.

· From a demographic viewpoint therefore, labour migration alone cannot maintain the support ratio. Countries with both high and low migration inflows must expect major structural demographic change.

· However, it is also clear the Potential Support Ratio is an overly simplistic tool in analysing the issues and determining policy, partly because it does not take account of workforce participation rates. It should include those under working age.

· Instead of seeking a ‘solution’ to population ageing purely in a demographic sense we should consider what policies could make the economic effects of an ageing society more manageable. These should include:

Increased fertility as has been achieved in other European countries

Workforce participation rates: Increasing workforce participation within the existing population would significantly readdress the ‘real’ support ratio

Extending working life: Encouraging later retirement has the potential to raise the support ratio significantly.

Continued managed labour migration: high skills gaps in the workforce and the evolution of the labour market mean a degree of immigration will continue to be advantageous to an ageing society

· A variety of policy goals exist which would help realise some the policies above:

Creating more flexible work conditions and providing better childcare on a Scandinavian model is likely to encourage women to have more children

Flexible work for older citizens and a more gradual transition from employment into retirement after 65 would help to extend working age. Financial disincentives for retiring later should be removed.

Social cohesion policies would help to ensure a higher rate of workforce participation amongst existing ethnic minority groups.

Providing more encouragement and incentives to parents would ease the burden of having children and promote larger and more socially cohesive families. Financial incentives appear to have had some success abroad in achieving this.  The benefits of responsible parenthood for both men and women have been the subject of high profile campaigns in Scandinavian countries.  

2. Introduction: 

The history of the Western world since 1945 has largely been one of rapid economic expansion and great increases in living standards. In addition the unsustainably high birth rates of the 19th and early 20th Century have been left behind, creating a population that has not kept pace with economic demands for labour. Changes in the labour market, demands for skills and public expectations of working life have encouraged varying levels of immigration, whether the host society has achieved a public consensus in favour of its economic benefits or not. 

In some countries, such as the US, economic demands for labour have won over the social objections that tend to accompany immigration; Hispanics, a relatively recent ethnic group to arrive in US, now total 13% of the population, and foreign-born labour 9%. In Europe the EU 15 average is 5%, although it varies a great deal between the industrialised countries of the North West and the less developed East and Mediterranean. Today, the ethnic minority population of the UK is around 8%, compared with 10% in France and slightly more in Germany. In others, such as Japan, political objections have won over economic demand, creating a much lower level of inward labour migration.

However, all western countries essentially face very similar demographic challenges in the next 40 years. Population ageing, already making an impact, and population decline are not so far around the corner. The UN has recently even begun to consider the possibility that the global population will begin to decline from 2070 or earlier. As populations age, and fewer younger people of working age support a burgeoning population of over 65s, all Western countries will no doubt be asking what the effect of an ageing population will be on their pensions, public services and economy, and how immigration may play a role in improving the situation.

3. UK future demographic decline

Relative percentage of population decline in selected countries 2000 to 2050, aged 15 to 64.
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Every Western country faces major demographic change over the decades to come. The twin effects of increased longevity and low birth rates, the former certainly a sign of a mature society if not the latter as well, conspire to create an ageing population that will stand the bottom-heavy population distribution of the past on its head. Birth rates in Europe have fallen from 2.69 per woman in 1965 to 1.5 in 1995, creating a situation where natural population growth is expected to cease by 2014. Population decline may begin by 2025, and the nominal working population may even decline before 2010. As can be seen in the graph above the UK does not appear to be facing the same magnitude of crisis that some European nations face by 2050, but nonetheless such a change would have major implications for our international economic standing and our provision of public services.

3.1 The Potential Support Ratio

A traditional way of measuring the ratio of those in work to those in retirement is the Potential Support Ratio (PSR). This compares the number of those of nominal working age (ie. 15 to 64) to those of nominal retirement age. (ie 65 or over). There are currently about 4.1 people of working age in the UK to every person over 65, but this ratio is expected to slip to around 2.5 by 2040, and to 2.1 by 2050.

Potential Support Ratio, selected countries 2000, 2050
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The graph above compares the UK PSR outlook for 2000 to 2050 with that of France, Germany, Italy and Spain. Although the UK is not in quite the predicament that some face, the problem is common to all.

Population aged 20-24, selected European countries 2000 – 2050 (2000 = 100)
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Similarly, the two predictions for the UK population of 20 to 24 years olds, a good indicator of those entering the workforce, perform well in this graph of international comparison. However, as is noted above the UK does not escape the overall pattern of ageing in terms of the wider population and relative to the over 65s the ratio of 20 to 24 year olds will fall.

4. Immigration in the UK
The UK already has a sizeable ethnic minority and foreign-born population that currently accounts for some 8% of the population, around 4.8 million people. Typically, the trend over the last few years has been for immigration figures to rise:

Work permit holders and their dependents 1991 to 2002:
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Around 120,000 work permits were issued in 2002 to permit holders and their dependents. This upward trend can also be seen in the graph below. Despite a corrected set of figures from 1992 onwards, the overall upward trend in net migration into the UK, in harmony with rising numbers of UK work permits, is also unmistakeable:

Net Immigration to UK (2 definitions) 1981-2002 (thousands)
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4.1 UK immigration policy

UK Government policy currently has a multi-faceted approach to immigration policy which attempts to reflect the various issues, whether economic or social, behind different types of migration. Over recent years the UK Government has expanded the available opportunities for immigration into the UK to tackle issues such as labour and skills shortages caused by changes to the population composition, rather than to change the demographic composition of the UK per se.

Various other pressures are also driving Government policy on immigration; a transition to a knowledge-based economy, the increase in the mobility of workers, increased education and expectations amongst young people affecting jobs at the bottom of the chain, business requests for more high skilled workers, and the growth of the service sector particularly in the South East. 

The overall aim of UK immigration policy is to meet the wider objectives of keeping the UK economy competitive, maintaining economic growth, particularly GDP, and also fulfilling social policies around urban renewal, social inclusion and citizenship.

As a result, partly due to our excellent demographic understanding of migration, the UK boasts some of the most advanced immigration policies in comparison to the rest of Europe, where this issue tends to revolve around an ‘immigration vs. no immigration’ debate.

4.2 Current UK labour migration programmes

The Work Permits System, streamlined in 1992, remains the most commonly used avenue for labour migration into the UK. The scheme is employer-led, so applicants must be individually recruited into the country.  High-skilled migrants, most prominently in healthcare, bio-technology, engineering and education enjoy special concessions. 

A Highly Skilled Migrants Programme exists for those who wish to enter the UK without being requested by an employer. This operates on a points system and currently accounts for about 3000 immigrants per year, a smaller number in comparison to other means of entry.

We have also seen an opening up of legal, low-skills entry routes for migrants into the UK. The including the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Scheme, which has seen some of the rules relaxed in recent years, as has the Working Holiday Maker Scheme. Au Pairs have separate visa arrangements ties into other workforce policies.

4.3 Origin of work permit holders 

A study of the origin of many of the successful work permit applicants reveals the nature of the employment which they fulfil in the UK.

Permit holders issued by nationality 1994 to 2002
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Some 6 countries represent around 75% of total work permits issued. This includes the US, Japan, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, indicating a high level of skills influx into the country. Incidentally, a recent increase in demand for ICT skills is thought to be behind the rise in successful applicants from India.

5. UK immigration: future effect of immigration on UK demographics

Steady increases in immigration, evident since the 1980s, and current government policy suggest that immigration is likely to continue to rise in future. The figure of 60,000 net immigration per year in 1996 rose to some 135,000 in 2002. The UK has said it will not impose restrictions on Eastern European nationals wanting to work in the UK after 2004 and the government is planning to expand the numbers of work permits from 129,000 in 2002 to an eventual 200,000. 

However, the Government Actuary’s Department (GAD) has not seen it possible to predict much other than straight lines for future levels of migration, although these have been revised several times. Migration is notoriously difficult to predict, being heavily dependent on political developments. 

Unsurprisingly, it is likely that future population growth in the UK would be heavily influenced by high levels of immigration. The three scenarios below show the two GAD principal projections from 2000 and 2001, together with a revised third projection for a 195,000 net inward UK immigration scenario.

Predicted UK population 2000 to 2071, thousands
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It is worth noting that whilst all figures contain a degree of immigration, the high immigration scenario appears to bring the predicted UK population up to 69 million in 2036 from 59 million in 2001. As with measures to excessively boost national fertility rates discussed below, such a rise in population would suggest negative environmental and social implications for all UK citizens, whether of ‘native’ or ethnic minority origin.

6. Immigration and the UK Potential Support Ratio

A study of the effects of immigration on the PSR indicates that whatever positive or negative effect immigration might have on the UK population and economy, it cannot solve the problem of a falling PSR.

UK support ratio under alternative net annual immigration assumptions 

(fertility rate assumed 1.8)
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The graph shows varying net inward migration assumptions and their effect on the UK PSR. The thick black line represents the GADs principal projection. As can be seen, even unsustainably high levels of immigration up to 1 million per year cannot maintain the PSR much beyond 2030. Immigration therefore, cannot be the single ‘solution’ to population ageing on the basis of future issues surrounding changes to the support ratio. Instead, we must consider a variety of complementary policies which will assist in a managed transition to an older but still prosperous society.

7. Alternative or complementary strategies to immigration

Despite the controversy surrounding the debate on the role of immigration in tackling the demographic challenges of the decades to come, there is no reason why the issue must be an ‘either / or’ choice in contention with alternative strategies. A variety of policy options can and should be considered alongside those of migration.

7.1 Boosting fertility rates 

Higher fertility rates would help some way towards favourably redressing the balance of the population. Despite public pessimism on the issue it is worth noting that birth rates in the Western world have generally been on the increase since 1970, and in most countries in Europe the rates have halted their previous downward decline, or are even going up again.

Research shows that public concern over the willingness of parents to have children may be misplaced. Women appear to still aspire to having 2 children on average. If the relevant fiscal and social measures could be enacted, so the theory goes, the UK could emulate the higher fertility levels of other countries such as Scandinavia. 

Although birth rates have proved notoriously difficult to influence throughout the 20th century, certain successes have been achieved. China, for example, has dramatically reduced its birth rate whereas Scandinavian countries, and to some extent France, appear to have encouraged more children with social measures and flexible work options designed to help parents. Neither is the issue merely about targeting attitudes amongst women. Campaigns to promote responsible fatherhood in Scandinavia have had a degree of success in encouraging greater male involvement in upbringing. Given the priority assigned to social cohesion in other policy areas there is every reason to believe that promoting mutually supportive and responsible parenting would result in larger and more successful families.

Nonetheless, as with immigration, fertility rates can only go so far towards counteracting the declining support ratio. The graph below shows the effect of various different total fertility rates (TFR) over the remainder of the century.

Effect of different Total Fertilty Rate assumption on the UK PSR until 2100
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Again, here we see the GAD principal projection in the form of a thick black line. As with high immigration, the graph clearly shows that increased fertility has its limitations as a solution to population ageing. Even if the birth rate was to return to replacement levels, (ie. over 2; an unlikely outcome in the UK given it has not been so since 1972), it would only take the support ratio to just under 3. To return the PSR to 4 or over would require an average of 4 children per family, a rate which has not been seen since the turn of the century. Such high fertility would also generate a population growth of 1.8% a year, with likely undesirable environmental consequences. A contradiction also exists between persuading women to take time off work to have more children and measures to encourage more women to play a greater role in the labour market. 

As with high immigration, higher fertility rates would certainly make an ageing population more manageable, but is not itself a solution. Instead it should be considered as part of a wider strategy encompassing various approaches.

7.2 Increasing existing workforce productivity

Increasing productivity forms the third part of a triangle of measures which can be considered alongside higher immigration and domestic fertility rates.
One way to increase national productivity would be to try to boost workforce participation rates, a measure which could be targeted at both the estimated EU workforce reserve of 30 million people as well as at those of retirement age. The UK, for example, currently has an unemployed total of some 1 million. 
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A considerable debate is currently underway as to the economic benefits of immigration. On the one side, those against point to the balance of academic studies which, bearing in mind the considerable externalities of large migration flows, tend to show an equivocal or negative balance of costs versus benefits, and figures such as those above which indicate that a large degree of immigration, including asylum, is not in fact for work purposes. 

On the other side, those in favour argue that migrants contribute to society in an economic sense as consumers themselves as well as providing an increased supply of labour, which is currently being effectively targeted by government policy to the areas which need it most. Many key public services, such as the NHS, are known to be heavily reliant on immigrant labour.

Ethnic minority unemployment is also a good demonstration of the considerable overlap and inter-dependency of immigration issues and other policy areas. For example, although not ostensibly for labour purposes, spouse migration is seen as a valuable tool in promoting motivation and social cohesion amongst ethnic minority groups, not only a key goal itself but also one which may well boost employment rates, so increasing the productivity of the workforce and reducing the burden on public services.

7.3 Extending retirement age

Extending the age of retirement offers a great deal of potential for increasing the productivity of the UK workforce and reducing the support ratio.

Effect of later retirement on PSR 2000 to 2100
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As can be seen above, a later age of retirement has a considerable beneficial effect on the PSR. Postponing the retirement age until 72 by 2040 would appear to ‘solve’ the problem of a falling support ratio. However, the implications of such a policy would no doubt prove extremely unpopular in practice: it is typical for today’s workers to aspire to retirement at an earlier and earlier age. 

However, a number of measures may well prove beneficial in assisting a managed transition to an older society. Financial disincentives to postpone the age of pensions benefits could be removed, or the age of pension entitlement extended, encouraging people to work longer. The ‘cliff edge’ approach to retirement could be replaced with a gentler transition into part-time work for several years as standard. Perhaps most importantly, the same flexible work practices which might help to boost fertility may also encourage more pensioners to remain in work for longer. Better access to and a higher quality of public services and amenities beyond those available today may well help older citizens balance the requirements of working and private life for longer. Increased ability to work from home may also prove a considerable incentive.

The Government's Pensions Green Paper (Dec 2002) and White Paper (June 2003) touched on these issues, recommending amongst other measures back-to-work help for over 50s, scrapping barriers to those who wish to collect their pensions and carry on working part-time, and increasing financial incentives to those who postpone collecting their pension. The forthcoming Pensions bill is expected to legislate to give greater financial incentives to delay taking a state pension until age 70, and the state retirement age of women is to rise to age 65 between 2010 and 2020 under the terms of the Pensions Act 1995.  The Pensions Policy Institute however concluded the currently proposed incentives are probably not generous enough to ensure many people do delay taking their state pension to age 70.

In addition to various Government proposals, the EU has agreed a Directive which requires legislation to ban ageism in employment by December 2006 and it may set a new default normal retirement age at age 70.  Consultations on its implementation are currently on-going, though organisations such as Age Concern fear its effect will be watered down by exemptions (and non-compliance in some parts of the EU). Although there is clear movement on these points, much remains to be done if we are to comprehensively tackle the issue.
8. Conclusions

One of the problems of the potential support ratio is that it ignores the wider picture of economically ‘active’ or ‘inactive’ citizens by looking at the ratio of those of nominal working age to those of nominal retirement age. It therefore fails to quantify the real support ratio of those in work to those dependent on them. It does not take into account the unemployed, full-time parents or those under 15, both groups that require a considerable amount of resources from the rest of society. In so much that it can be of use to us, it will at least need to take into account those under 15 as well as those over 64. We can expect the lower numbers of young people to offset, in part but certainly not in whole, the costs of increased numbers of older people.

In the context of bolstering the ‘real’ support ratio therefore, immigration does have a role to play. This is not merely as a mechanism for raising demographic rates of age and fertility, but rather as a part of a wider array of economic and social policy measures which will be needed to keep the UK economy and society productive. Immigration, therefore, is too complex an issue for absolute opinions which either call for a complete halt or unreservedly welcome limitless immigration.  More considered policy adjustments will no doubt instead prove far more beneficial. What degree, or type of inward migration would be of the greatest benefit to society should form a lively and hopefully well-informed public debate.

However, despite the excessive media attention that surrounds the debate on immigration, it is by no means the most important issue in the debate on ageing. One of the major findings of the conference is that of the three measures of increased immigration, increased fertility and increased productivity, the latter is clearly the most indispensable element of any future strategy to counter the effects of an ageing population. 

PART 9:

Questions and comments

Jonathan Fordes, Chief Economist at the Department of Work and Pensions: 

As regards allowing foreign students to stay and work in the UK once they have graduated, there is a particular measure under consideration which was recommended by the Robins review. The Chancellor announced the principle of this in the last budget and work is going on to implement it. I am not sure of the precise details but it is certainly in the pipeline and very close to being finalised.

Susan Clayton, Strategic Futurist with Future Creation:

The working environment and labour market may change considerably in the future. Intelligent machines may replace many workers, and advances in communications may mean many jobs end up abroad. 

Prof. David Coleman on distribution of immigrants around the UK:

As regards the distribution of migrants, over half of the declared destinations of UK immigrant populations are to the South-East and the great part of those are to London. This concentration is behind the radical revisions of housing need projections throughout the 1990s which matched step with the continued upward revision of immigration estimates. From this point of view it appears somewhat problematic. There has been some detailed work on this by Phil Reece and others quite recently comparing the 2001 and the 1991 census. It remains however concentrated in the Southern part of the country and in urban areas, diffusing outwards to the suburbs in the more successful groups and less so in the less successful groups.

Dr. Heaven Crawley on immigration and housing pressures in the South East:

Alongside immigration there are greater changes in the form of household composition, like rising divorce rates, which are also creating a pressure for more housing. The higher skilled and better off are tending to move out of the SE, making a profit on their properties, and then commuting into the city from outside or working elsewhere altogether. Again we have many different demographic trends which may be difficult to distinguish for a particular region. Similarly with migration, although the majority are coming into the SE, future variables such as regional shortages of labour make it hard to predict where migrants end up, hence it is difficult to predict future needs based on our understanding today. Even if you are looking at 125,000 migrants a year, which represent a small amount of the far greater host population, the vast majority of future trends in housing demand etc will be determined by domestic considerations.

Richard Abramson, actuary at Watson Wyatt:

It seems to me that immigration is not the answer to the problems we will face with the potential support ratio, but rather extending the retirement age holds more promise. This will most likely be encouraged by the hidden hand of the economy. We are seeing the destruction of good pensions: whereas people can afford to retire early now, in 20 or 30 years time they will not be able to do so. The challenge for government and policy makers would seem to be to find suitable employment for older people. 

Dr. Sarah Harper, University of Oxford:

We appear to have two major issues here when we look at demographic change. One of the reasons that women appear to be having less children is because of their position within the labour market, and there does seem to be a correlation in the birth rates between those societies that encourage women to combine work with childcare, such as Scandinavia, and Southern European countries where it is very difficult at the moment for a women to have a child and stay within the labour market. Once women have one child they tend to have another, but currently in the UK a third of 35 year-old women are still to have their first child.  One of the ways to encourage greater participation and higher birth rates is more flexibility in the labour market, something both parents and over 50’s are asking for. 

Alison O’Connell, Actuary and Director of Pensions Policy Institute:

I think it is wrong to see or population ageing as a problem in itself. I would like to think that the system needs saving not because we are ageing, but rather because there are fundamental structural problems with our pensions provision which we can change. 

Just analysing the demographic trends for themselves doesn’t help us solve any of the real issues that we have, we also need to look at the economics. One example of this is the 0.25% of GDP that is reported to be generated by immigrants. It might appear to be a small number but it would provide more than enough to guarantee that all over 80’s are taken off means tested benefits.

I would also like to make a correction on the average age of retirement, which was put at 58, I think the median age is 61, 62 at the moment and has been rising for many years. A recent survey by the DWP says that young people now would set 63 as their ideal age.

Trevor Greetham, Merrill Lynch:

Some of you maybe will be familiar with the paper on the pension commission website by Adair Turner, the chairman and also vice-chairman of Merrill Lynch Europe, which was very relevant to points made by Dr Crawley and Professor Coleman on women’s participation in the workforce. It seems to be a double whammy; if you make working more flexible for women you will boost fertility rates and also increase the average retirement age for 50% of the population. 

Dr. Heaven Crawley on ethnic minority workforce participation:

The policy to get more ethnic minorities into the workforce has a variety of different considerations. For example there is very high or full participation amongst Afro-Caribbean women and a very low level amongst Bangladeshi women. The reasons for this are very complex, so it is hard to talk about a single policy solution for ethnic minority women. In the same way, you cannot feasibly have a single policy to increase ethnic minority participation when you have great discrepancies between high and low skills groups and in between different ethnic groups. Some ethnic groups are maybe being held back because of educational, cultural or geographical issues. My understanding is that the government is trying to tackle this with policy issues across the whole wider picture, because the problems are multiple and varied. There will also be a huge range of research and options to be considered to make it work in the overall, you cannot rely on specifically boosting either women’s, ethnic minority or labour migration as cures in themselves, rather they are all issues to do with our labour market which must be addressed.

Peter Tomkins, Vice-President, Institute of Actuaries:

I would like to challenge shortcomings in the Potential Support Ratio. If you look at the ratio of those dependent on those in work, and include those who are pre-work as well as post-work, you see a more accurate picture given that we can expect a reduced educational burden in future. 

It seems clear that fertility is the only final answer to boost productivity and achieve stability in an ageing society in the longer term. Despite the global anxiety about population decline this is ultimately  a good thing. The world’s population cannot realistically support itself at these levels for much longer and must be controlled. Ultimately, a managed decline of population will be an option which people, perhaps in the 22nd century, will be carefully considering, perhaps reducing fertility levels to 1.5 % or so. 

Dr. Heaven Crawley on the opening of borders to the new EU 10 in 2004:

What happens when we open up our doors next year to Eastern Europe is another test of whether we will get an equilibrium developing between different economic areas in an open labour market. 

We should also realise the public perception on these issues is way out of touch with reality, and may struggle with EU Enlargement. Certainly, prior to Portugal joining everyone said we would all lose our jobs here in the UK but we didn’t. People think the population of the UK is about 40% ethnic minorities and 25% of world asylum seekers come to the UK. Clearly government and academics are doing a bad job of communicating to the public, but it reveals a whole set of fears and concerns that are not anything to do with labour markets and more to do with how we perceive ourselves and other cultures, and what we consider their effect will be on our society. It is very important to disaggregate what is going on in policy and what is going on in perception. It confirms that politicians need to address this issue more.

Jonathan Portes, Department of Work and Pensions:

The Government doesn’t have a policy of using migration to solve the problems with the current pensions concern and issues of demographic ageing. The primary solution to boosting the support ratio is to promote greater participation in the workforce, very much about creating a flexible labour market that lets people work in way they want. The other point I would make is that as migration is essentially fulfilling a market demand for labour: over time this will tend to have beneficial impact on the fiscal stability of pensions schemes and the effects of ageing, but that doesn’t mean the Government deliberately uses migration as a policy instrument to address long-term demographic challenges. As Dr. Crawley set out, they are driven by short to medium term market forces.

Dr. David Coleman on immigration and public services:

I would suggest that dependence on migration leads to a permanent distortion of public services, for example the chronic problems of the NHS partly originate from its ability to rely on substantial imports of medical personnel as opposed to developing the home grown variety. The short-term nature of the employment market can be demonstrated by the fact that the request for 200,000 IT specialists two years ago was a high priority but has since disappeared.

Dr. Heaven Crawley on immigration and public services:

Arguably if you didn’t have the participation of foreign NHS employees the provision of services would be worse. It is not a particularly attractive profession, and many foreign workers have had good training. Rather it is an on-going process of adjustment to meet needs in the workforce. The IT example is a case of government policy being quite flexible and responding to the needs of employers. If anything they are being over-cautious, and resisting employers demands to open the doors further. The reality is that business is driving this process, and not hoards of immigrants turning up in the back of a lorry.

Prof. David Coleman on employment rates of immigrants: 

The OECD publishes an annual report with figures for first and second generation immigrants and foreign nationals. In too many countries the result for the second generation is as dismal as for the first. Remember that 70 or 80% of inflow is not for work purposes. The mixed origin population, now 500,000 or so, has the joint highest percentage for workless households, 35% I believe, but this is just one part of the wider picture for which we have more detailed knowledge.

Dr. Heaven Crawley: on employment rates of immigrants:

 We must be careful to distinguish between white and ethnic minority immigrants. White immigrants tend to do very well, so something is happening to prevent the ethnic migrants from participating as effectively. There are huge variations too amongst non-whites, Indians for example have very high levels of employment. Clearly how they are integrated when they get here is a test for our labour market.

Dr. Valsamis Mitsilegas:

The distinction between the ‘industrialised countries of North-Western Europe’ and the ‘less developed Mediterranean are parochial in terms of immigration numbers. The migrant population of Greece is no less than 10% of the total population and similar numbers can be found in Spain and Italy.

I would also like to add that the assertion regarding the sophistication of UK immigration policy compared to other European countries is somewhat simplistic and unsubstantiated. 

Part 10 – Summing up

Baroness Greengross:

I would like to thank our audience and speakers on behalf of the ILC for coming. Very briefly I would like to draw on some points that have been made:

· Longevity is desirable and cause for celebration

· Work in future will no doubt be hugely more flexible, and indeed is already changing from the more restrictive practices of the past.

· Changes in the labour market will make us rethink the support ratio, and we must distinguish between identifying today’s labour market needs as opposed to those of tomorrow.

· If people can be kept in good health their participation in society changes dramatically, therefore future medical developments have a great role to play. A healthier later life with a much more compressed morbidity would dramatically change healthcare burdens on society and change the nature of the support ratio.

· The history of immigration, dating back to Empire and beyond, must be taken into account. Future immigrants from Europe may well come here for very different reasons to those that came in the past.

· Patterns of migration may well change across Europe, it is hard to predict what the effect of free movement across Europe will be.

(Ends)
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Figure 8  Support ratio under alternative assumptions, United Kingdom, 1980-2100







(a) alternative migration assumptions







(b) alternative fertility assumptions







(c) alternative upper boundaries for working age
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Prospected Population Development in European Countries
from 2000 to 2025 / 2050 for Age Group 65+
Index: 100 = year 2000
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Prospected Population Development in European Countries
from 2000 to 2025 / 2050 for Age Group 65+
Index: 100 = year 2000
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Daten 15-64

						2025		2050

						Dyn15-64 2025		Dyn15-64 2050

		Ireland		Irland		19.1919381864		23.9831746506		-60

		Albania		Albanien		22.7764925165		21.7182738289		-60

		Norway		Norwegen		3.3133361392		-2.7364303111		-60

		France		Frankreich		-0.5441398076		-8.4420034544		-60

		Malta		Malta		-3.0319963811		-12.1633385413		-60

		United Kingdom		Vereinigtes Königreich		-0.6326956562		-12.3087621015		-60

		Denmark		Dänemark		-5.210422309		-15.6254655532		-60

		Netherlands		Niederlande		-5.7352123391		-16.835522892		-60

		TFYR Macedonia		FJR Mazedonien		3.2802364786		-17.5109518643		-60

		Belgium		Belgien		-5.5629248622		-19.2387312346		-60

		Croatia		Kroatien		-8.643804104		-21.3464999556		-60

		Finland		Finnland		-10.7934963656		-22.701697866		-60

		Serbia Montenegro		Serbien Montenegro		-5.7257329702		-23.46575732		-60

		Sweden		Schweden		-8.6607096744		-23.938504531		-60

		Rep. of Moldova		Moldawien		-3.3401783376		-24.6339186042		-60

		Portugal		Portugal		-5.1275169131		-25.9104716741		-60

		Slovakia		Slowakei		-3.560450957		-27.3547404219		-60

		Germany		Deutschland		-10.7393423004		-28.1588472874		-60

		Poland		Polen		-8.5548039021		-29.1020913613		-60

		Bosnia Herzegovina		Bosnien Herzegovina		-1.1405824485		-29.2777406412		-60

		Belarus		Weißrussland		-8.5817704693		-29.8784363963		-60

		Romania		Rumänien		-8.7128361237		-31.2483460148		-60

		Lithuania		Litauen		-8.0462631531		-31.9336119241		-60

		Switzerland		Schweiz		-11.1881603906		-31.9959816184		-60

		Greece		Griechenland		-9.6558002764		-33.6948407876		-60

		Austria		Österreich		-11.0921892796		-35.9013013914		-60

		Czech Republic		Tschechische Republik		-12.0588749693		-36.7509614033		-60

		Hungary		Ungarn		-15.5789219294		-37.8467653322		-60

		Russian Fed.		Russland		-15.5037659082		-39.4443700472		-60

		Latvia		Lettland		-15.7476373429		-39.6694380959		-60

		Spain		Spanien		-10.381784632		-41.5340289874		-60

		Italy		Italien		-14.7657227202		-41.8516773431		-60

		Slovenia		Slowenien		-14.9912890925		-42.2115313639		-60

		Ukraine		Ukraine		-20.3561030421		-48.4162652311		-60

		Bulgaria		Bulgarien		-24.0871515346		-53.0850625334		-60

		Estonia		Estland		-25.7574301092		-54.3647897069		-60





Daten 65+

						2025		2050

										-10		0

		Estonia		Estland		5.0693522134		1.021559601		-10		0

		Bulgaria		Bulgarien		-1.1270256909		6.3562751774		-10		0

		Switzerland		Schweiz		18.2541544756		15.8542229228		-10		0

		Ukraine		Ukraine		10.0156282258		25.6376780404		-10		0

		Latvia		Lettland		20.2025768265		37.4912585945		-10		0

		Italy		Italien		29.5192300108		48.2155179396		-10		0

		Hungary		Ungarn		28.1679574454		48.6210454486		-10		0

		Sweden		Schweden		40.1906622235		53.1999519775		-10		0

		Croatia		Kroatien		37.084454547		54.5440870573		-10		0

		Romania		Rumänien		20.4268786882		57.8804096642		-10		0

		Russian Fed.		Russland		29.9071435923		58.8898507924		-10		0

		Belgium		Belgien		38.7100862504		59.6248336927		-10		0

		Germany		Deutschland		44.3965427853		62.9758793425		-10		0

		Serbia Montenegro		Serbien Montenegro		32.779620992		63.5860897692		-10		0

		Greece		Griechenland		32.260321415		64.5208576077		-10		0

		Belarus		Weißrussland		24.2849298915		64.5913069114		-10		0

		Denmark		Dänemark		50.9835547836		64.640403448		-10		0

		Netherlands		Niederlande		44.7972601142		67.4627782397		-10		0

		Finland		Finnland		67.319550001		69.3219470273		-10		0

		Portugal		Portugal		30.5086350686		71.8108979793		-10		0

		United Kingdom		Vereinigtes Königreich		43.3437021126		71.974334039		-10		0

		Spain		Spanien		30.2323821707		73.9640104834		-10		0

		Lithuania		Litauen		35.9350096681		74.3600478953		-10		0

		Austria		Österreich		46.8022978187		74.5995212082		-10		0

		France		Frankreich		47.1058948912		74.688364458		-10		0

		Norway		Norwegen		52.3630814973		85.7276888771		-10		0

		Slovenia		Slowenien		62.0321261345		91.8929562402		-10		0

		Czech Republic		Tschechische Republik		57.92199147		93.9017001607		-10		0

		Poland		Polen		60.9800736779		98.6933489283		-10		0

		Rep. of Moldova		Moldawien		49.1929919299		110.5528555286		-10		0

		Slovakia		Slowakei		59.6310285899		119.3285604879		-10		0

		Malta		Malta		94.1668564802		122.5995485888		-10		0

		TFYR Macedonia		FJR Mazedonien		70.1838868358		143.7618105477		-10		0

		Bosnia Herzegovina		Bosnien Herzegovina		107.2903876903		156.4028257593		-10		0

		Ireland		Irland		73.0149997911		173.427946686		-10		0

		Albania		Albanien		117.3043327293		288.9055870832		-10		0

						Dyn 65+ 2025		Dyn 65+ 2050				0
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 Support ratio under alternative assumptions, United Kingdom, 1980-2100







Varying annual net migration 







(b) alternative fertility assumptions







(c) alternative upper boundaries for working age
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