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Draft meeting report
OPENING OF THE SEMINAR

The session opened on Thursday 23 September at 9 am and was chaired by Mr Marcel GLESENER (Luxembourg), Chair of the Social, Health and Family Affairs Committee of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly, and Mr Vojtech TKÁČ (Slovakia), Chair of the Sub-Committee on Population (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population) of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly.

Mr Marcel GLESENER (Chair) welcomed participants and thanked the seminar's Slovak hosts for their warm welcome to the smiling city of Bratislava. He was quite sure that the coming two days would be extremely useful for the committees’ future proceedings. The subjects for discussion had important social and political implications for the future of the family unit, population ageing, migration phenomena and the special difficulties of vulnerable population groups. He expressed his particular appreciation to Mr Tkáč, who had initiated this meeting and who was one of its chief organisers.  (Applause)


Mr Vojtech TKÁČ (Chair) also welcomed participants and stressed that the seminar formed part of the preparation for the Population Conference to be held in Strasbourg on 7 and 8 April 2005, that is, 10 years after the Cairo Conference on Population and Development. He was pleased that the Parliamentary Assembly was represented on this occasion by three important bodies: its Social, Health and Family Affairs Committee, the Sub-Committee on Population (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population), and the European Population Committee chaired by Mrs Höhn, who was present together with many of her predecessors, including Mr Cagiano de Azevedo, who would summarise the discussions at the end of the seminar. The purpose of that day's meeting was to bring together demographic experts and representatives of governments and European political groups in order to light the way for the decisions to be taken by the political authorities of the different countries as a result of demographic changes and of the possible dangers of those changes to social cohesion and economic equilibrium.  (Applause)


Mr Julius BROCKA, Chair of the Committee on Social and Housing Questions of the National Council of the Slovak Republic, addressed to participants, on behalf of Mr Pavol Hrušovský, President of the National Council of the Slovak Republic, his best wishes for their success and said that he was personally happy to be able to speak about the situation of his country before such an audience.  Slovakia was a young country, whose economy had been growing vigorously since the collapse of the Communist regime. It now belonged to the great family of European democracies. Substantial reforms had been successfully carried through in the fields of taxation, social protection, retirement and health. Although the country had become attractive to investors, many problems remained, among them ageing of the population, which threatened the dynamism of the economy and was tending to aggravate the financial burden of pensions. Pension reform had been effected without major social disturbance and had been accompanied by a programme of support for activity, including occupational activity, on the part of the elderly. However, if the negative effects of demographic change were to be lessened, the State must do more to improve the material position of families and raise the social standing of motherhood. In conclusion, he said he had no doubt that many new ideas about these questions would be developed in the coming two days.  (Applause)


Mr Nikolay GERASIMENKO, Vice-Chair of the Inter-European Parliamentary Forum on Population and Development (IEPFPD) and Member of the Health Committee of the State Duma of the Russian Federation (interpretation), said that European societies had to confront demographic changes whose effects were likely to pose a formidable challenge to their economies and social systems unless they took preventive measures while there was yet time. Definite progress had undeniably been made during the 10 years since the Cairo Conference, at which the 179 participating countries had endorsed an action programme, but much had still to be done. It was forecast that Europe would have 220 million pensioners in 2050, ie 40% more than today, for a total population 15% smaller!  In central and eastern Europe the elderly would constitute 40% of the population. In Russia, the prospects were even bleaker.


Should measures be taken to increase the birth rate, and if so, which ones?  How could manpower requirements be met while preventing illegal immigration and trafficking in human beings?  Should every citizen be responsible for funding his own pension or should that be done by the community? Would taxation yield sufficient resources to meet the needs of the most vulnerable categories of the population?  How could   health systems be protected against the consequences of ageing?  Would people have to work longer to obtain proper social protection? All these questions were of fundamental importance. On the replies to them would depend the very moral foundations of European civilisation.


The Inter-European Parliamentary Forum on Population and Development had endeavoured to start a dialogue on these subjects between all the European partners concerned - rather than between national bureaucracies alone - and had participated in numerous conferences and committees of inquiry; in 2003, it had co-operated with some 40 NGOs and with around 500 parliamentarians of all political colours from 29 different countries.


One of the most direct consequences of population ageing was a reduction in the proportion of the active population and an increase in that of pensioners. Young people might fear they would have to pay twice: once for existing pensioners and a second time for themselves when the time came. This risked exacerbating intergenerational conflict. Regarding the means to be used to encourage parenthood, there was a deep cleavage between those who, like Jirinovski in Russia, wanted coercive measures such as a ban on abortion and those who, on the grounds of the fundamental principle of freedom of choice, advocated direct or indirect incentives such as raising family allowances or increasing the number of crèches. On these two points as on the others, the debate was just starting and it was for parliamentarians to encourage it. Their electors would not forgive them if they shirked it.  (Applause)


Mr Godfrey WALKER, UNFPA, expressed his pleasure at attending this debate whose theme was of great interest to UNFPA. For central and eastern Europe this was a crucial moment: the continent was engaged in an unprecedented integration process offering fresh opportunities and involving new responsibilities for politicians. Europe was facing major economic and social challenges - falling fertility, ageing, AIDS, gender inequality, migration - which were having consequences for social cohesion, respect for human rights and public health.


Ten years earlier, the Cairo programme had defined the new concept of "sexual and reproductive health" and emphasised the qualitative aspects of those questions.


Transition in the countries of central and eastern Europe raised five basic problems. The first was the growth in gender inequality, attended by a collapse of the health, prevention and education systems. This had led to greater female poverty and increased trafficking in human beings. Controlling this form of crime was just as necessary as better concern for the rights of the victims.


Another problem was migration, which had unfortunately aroused reactions of fear and hatred in certain countries. It was possible, in his view, to devise "win-win" strategies: migration was increasingly regarded as a means of halting the decline in the working population; it was also an important factor of cultural enrichment.  The central and eastern European countries were countries both of emigration and of immigration.

With regard to AIDS, the epidemic seemed to be increasingly difficult to control. 1.5 million people carried the virus in the central and east European countries, and there had been 250,000 new cases the previous year. Prevalence was increasing rapidly in certain countries - 1.5% in Ukraine, 1% in the Russian Federation.  AIDS must therefore be fought more determinedly than ever through information and prevention actions and the priority treatment of currently neglected vulnerable groups - young people, sex workers and drug addicts. Otherwise, social cohesion would be seriously threatened.

The steady decline in fertility had become a subject of serious concern in central and eastern Europe. The UN considered that the five countries that would suffer the greatest population fall over the next 40 years were Bulgaria, Moldova, Romania, Russia and Latvia.  This situation should not, however, lead to limitations on access to family planning and reproductive-health services, which were needed to control AIDS and reduce the number of unwanted pregnancies. Besides its other uses, contraception was a means of limiting the number of abortions and the infertility that could ensue. Whilst the mechanisms of family formation were changing everywhere in Europe, all policies that promoted reproductive rights, gender equality and women's rights were good for the family.

The fifth problem was care of the elderly. Ageing was the major demographic change of the moment: 7% of the global population was over 65 years of age, but for Europe the figure was 16%; for central and eastern Europe, it was estimated that the figure would rise from the current 14% to 27% in 2050. This category was the one that was growing the most strongly, and also one of the poorest. The potential effects of such a change on health and pension systems and social cohesion were plain.

All these questions required thorough debate.  (Applause)

THE CHAIRMAN congratulated Mrs Höhn on her recent election and gave her the floor.

Ms Charlotte HÖHN, Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP) (Germany), said she was glad that demographers and politicians could discuss subjects of such importance. After the anxiety of the 1960s and 1970s about declining fertility all over Europe, political leaders and the media had not bothered with the matter again until after the fall of the Iron Curtain. The decline in fertility, which had been halted in the 1990s, was now a major policy issue. The public did not realise the consequences for both individuals and society as a whole of a fertility level below the replacement threshold - pensions, health systems and long-term care would all be affected. The consequences would be even greater in central and eastern Europe, where the rate of fertility decline left little time to act. Some people believed immigration might be a solution to the ageing problem, but even migrants aged and acquired pension and care rights. In addition, the transition countries did not have a long tradition in this field.

Referring to the work of the CAHP, Ms Höhn said she hoped demographic research would be strengthened and social changes assessed on the basis of precise indicators. She referred in particular to the study "Demographic consequences of economic transition in the countries of central and eastern Europe" published in 2003 under the direction of Mr Pavlik, which supplied useful comparisons with western Europe; to the work of Mr Punch on new family patterns and their social consequences; to the studies entitled "Fertility and new family patterns" and "Demographic and social implications of low fertility for family structures in Europe"; to the work of Mr Klinger and his group on the consequences of ageing - pension systems, health, generational conflicts, role of the family, concept of active ageing; to the proceedings of the working party chaired by Mr Haug on migration and integration problems; and to the more specific studies on the subjects of population, demography and social exclusion such as that of Szivos and Giudici entitled "Demographic implications of social exclusion in central and eastern Europe".

Ms Höhn said, in conclusion, that she hoped that the 2005 Conference would be an opportunity for numerous political leaders and demographers to engage in a thorough debate and that the latter would provide the former with sufficient data on which to base long-term strategies.  (Applause)

THE CHAIRMAN thanked the speakers.

The session was adjourned at 10.35.

FIRST WORKING SESSION: POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF CHANGING FAMILY FORMATION
The session resumed at 11 am under the chairmanship of Mr Dirk DEES, Chair of the Sub-Committee on Health (Social, Health and Family Affairs Committee of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly) (Netherlands).

THE CHAIR explained the procedure for each working session: after the opening statement by the Moderator, a panel composed of members of the Parliamentary Assembly would be heard and then the debate with the other participants would start. The Moderator would summarise the debate at the close of proceedings. Following this explanation, he gave the floor to the Moderator for the current session, Mr Aidan Punch, former Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP).


Mr Aidan PUNCH, former Chair of the CAHP (Ireland), summarised the changes that had occurred in the make-up of the family unit in Europe over the previous 50 years: fall in the number of marriages, postponement of the age of the first marriage, increased frequency of cohabitation outside marriage, falling fertility rate, rise in the number of children born outside wedlock, increase in the age of parents at the birth of their first child, increase in the number of divorces. Faced with these facts, the political authorities had a role to play, particularly in the area of housing, where an increasing number of one-person households was noted throughout the whole age range. The link between the educational level of women and their fecundity was less unequivocal than it appeared: while it was true that less well-educated women had more children, there was no doubt that a high income, which often went together with a high educational level, allowed more children to be brought up in better conditions; furthermore, progress in sterility treatment was of greater benefit to more highly educated women. Employers, moreover, were reluctant to engage or promote women who were liable to take maternity leave unexpectedly or to need time off to look after their children. The ease or difficulty of finding a crèche also had a major impact on a couple's decision to have or not to have a child.


Regarding family benefits, opinions were divided on whether assistance should be concentrated on the poorest families or paid without regard to means, and whether or not it affected decisions to have children. In the central and east European countries it seemed that government assistance to families had decreased after the transition to a market economy but that the pendulum was now swinging back in the other direction, particularly in Slovakia. All these matters should be the subject of vigorous debate.  (Applause)

Ms Minodora CLIVETI, Chair of the Committee on Equal Opportunities for Women and Men of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Romania), recalled that the family had always been regarded as the basis of the social structure, as the fulfilment of a human being, but that its constitution had changed over the centuries: from being formerly the rule, marriages "arranged" by parents were nowadays rare. In Communist Romania, youths and girls had met during their studies and married even before completing them so that they might obtain a job in the same town. After 1989, contraception and abortion had been legalised, the birth rate had dropped sharply, even among ethnic minorities, and divorce by mutual consent had become possible, the procedure even being simplified for childless couples.

Marriage was no longer considered an end in itself. Before all else, young people wanted training and a job. The opening of   borders, the signing of agreements on the movement of labour and the prospect of Romanian membership of the European Union were encouraging young people to complete their training rather than start a family. Despite the extension of parental leave to young fathers, many employers continued to demand that young women whom they engaged should undertake not to have children for several years, which constituted blatant discrimination.

Statistics showed that people, especially men, were marrying older, particularly in the towns. The age of first childbearing was tending to rise but was still earlier in the countryside, where the birth rate was twice that in the towns. Births outside wedlock remained numerous, especially in the villages, where mentalities were stubbornly opposed to contraception. However, action by NGOs and the social services had helped reduce the number of abandoned children.

The number of divorces was stable at a figure below the European average, and the number of remarriages was falling. People under 25 divorced more frequently and 30% of divorcees had children.  The grounds most often put forward were alcoholism, infidelity and the husband's violence. It was not unusual for young people to have been divorced twice before the end of their studies. Divorcees were no longer rejected by society and a wife's duty was no longer necessarily considered to be to stay with a husband who beat her!

In short, mentalities were changing, even if this was happening at a different rate in each country. The Committee on Equal Opportunities for Women and Men had devoted several reports to parental leave, domestic violence, gender equality and the respective roles of each partner. The reports showed that the family unit was still a factor making for a feeling of security in society as well as the best framework for bringing up children.  (Applause)

Mr Michael HANCOCK, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (United Kingdom), said that he was personally acquainted with the demographic changes in European society through the evolution of his own family over the years. His own grandparents had had 18 children, of whom three had died young and three had been killed in war; the 12 others had had 29 children, of whom only six, including himself, had married, producing a total of 19 children, of whom only one had married… This pattern seemed to be typical of what was happening in Europe.

Population ageing was seen as a society problem by many people, a growing number of whom seemed to blame the elderly for continuing to stick around here below …  He said he had recently been visited at his constituency surgery by a young woman, a single mother of four children by four different men, who was eight months pregnant, with triplets into the bargain!  As she lived in a small flat on the 18th floor of a modern block and her grandmother lived alone in a large house with garden, she was wondering whether the law should not arrange or even compel an exchange of accommodation in such cases. On the one hand, many young families lived in accommodation that was too small for them because they were unable to afford anything larger and, on the other hand, many elderly people lived alone in houses that were too big for them and could not find the domestic help they needed. When governments were told about this type of problem, they said they were short of money but they always managed to find it when it was a question of making war in Iraq! It was politicians’ duty to explain to their electors the meaning of social cohesion and its implications; if they failed to do so, British society would be threatened not by racial disturbance but by intergenerational conflict, because young people would want the elderly out of the way.

Ms Katrin SAKS, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Estonia), said that her country had a small population, currently 1.3 million, and if the fertility rate stayed at 1.3, the figure would be only one million by the end of the century.  The number of children in primary schools was a third lower than 10 years earlier. This was a worrying trend which had not been taken seriously by demographers until recently, but public opinion now realised that there was a threat to the nation's very existence. Yet despite the promises made 18 months earlier during the last election campaign, the results were still not what they should be: the measures taken had not revitalised the birth rate.

Liberalism had overturned health and family-policy systems.  The Soviet-era structures had been abandoned and, with them, the resulting benefits to the population. Estonia no longer had a universal social system and a question mark hung over the role of the State, which no longer discharged its responsibilities towards families, on to whose shoulders it increasingly shuffled them.

A law passed at the beginning of 2004 had introduced 11 months of parental leave on full salary, but the benefit went mainly to well-off families. It was too early to judge its impact, but it might be positive for those who were already parents and who would otherwise have postponed their next child. Even so, there was no provision after the 11-month period; places in crèches were in short supply and waiting lists were long.  Opportunities to work part-time were still limited. As a result of the transition, mothers had great difficulty in finding work. In other words, a complex problem called for complex responses.

Professor Jozef VALKY, Director of the Centre for Assisted Reproduction (Slovakia), noted that infertility was the most serious danger to demographic development. The treatment of sterile couples should be supported throughout Europe.

According to WHO, there were 80 million such couples worldwide; the incidence of male sterility - 60% of all cases in his clinic - was rising. For many couples, medically assisted reproduction (MAR) techniques offered genuine chances of conception; 5% of children were born thanks to these techniques in the developed countries, but only 3% in the Czech Republic and… 0.5% in Slovakia. The latter country was therefore losing 2000 births a year. In point of fact, treatment was available only to well-off couples, while both politicians and private insurers had difficulty in regarding sterility as a medical problem.

The question had been placed on the agenda of the Committee of Ministers through the action of Mrs Belohorskà and Mr Tkáč, and a seminar had been held on support measures for sterile couples in Europe.

Treatments were too expensive and little of the cost was refunded; legislation was inadequate; in many countries there was a conflict between the law and ethics. But solutions must be found for the suffering of couples, as also for demographic problems: politicians must change their attitudes and promote sterility-control programmes. Human rights were at stake and the State must invest greater resources.

MAR legislation varied widely in Europe (the majority of central and east European countries had none), which led to sterility tourism. Couples able to do so left their countries of origin for treatment, but waiting lists were often long, for example in the United Kingdom. Harmonisation at European level was inadequate despite the existence of instruments like the Biomedicine Convention.  Although a large number of countries had ratified it, they did not apply it. A consensus based on a few general principles should, however, be possible if MAR was to enjoy active support.

THE CHAIRMAN opened the debate.

Mr Walter SCHMIED, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Switzerland), said he was deeply touched by the case quoted by Mr Hancock and wondered whether society was not sick.  Had Judaeo-Christian civilisation, buffeted by economic development, lost its bearings? Once upon a time, when the father spoke, the children were silent. Had the industrialised world not forgotten the meaning of sharing?  The values rejected in 1968 had not been replaced and were now cruelly lacking. Was it not this void that western societies must fill?

Ms Irina KROHN, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Finland), stressed the importance of the right to information affirmed in the Cairo agreements.  A society could not be forced to produce children: restricting the right to abortion or access to contraception was unrealistic.

The fertility rate was only 1.7 in Finland; because of changes in the labour market a quarter of educated women over 25 had no children, not because they did not want them but because they found it difficult to reconcile family and working life. Men must therefore play a more active part in daily tasks. In particular, men spent little time with their children, to the detriment of the ties of family affection.

Some people believed that the drop in male fertility was due to the increasing use of chemical products. Could not such use be controlled, whether industry liked it or not?

Ms Helena BARGHOLTZ, Chair of the Sub-Committee on Children (Social, Health and Family Affairs Committee) of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Sweden), had the impression from previous speakers that all European countries were following a parallel trend. While the average number of children per woman exceeded the European average in Sweden, this was generally considered to be due to its dense network of crèches and day nurseries, which enabled both parents to continue working. It was officially considered that it was for society as a whole to assume responsibility for the elderly, but in families it was usually the women who assumed this task on a daily basis. Moreover, owing to the large number of reconstituted families, it was no longer parents who had numerous children and grandchildren but rather children who had a greater number of parents and grandparents: father-in-law No 3, maternal grandmother No 2 and so on.

Ms Katrin SAKS stressed the role of the father in children's education. The allowance which she had mentioned earlier was an allowance for the parents and not for the mother alone. Mothers had to stay at home with their children for the first six months but only 1% of fathers took advantage of parental leave. Nevertheless, there was every reason to be optimistic because mentalities were evolving, as shown by all the surveys. Until 10 years earlier, the first priority had been work, but now the position of children and the family was more important, and fathers regretted having too little time to give to their children.  The change was slow but real.

Mr Ronald SCHOENMAECKERS, Centre for Population and the Family (Brussels), wished to react to Professor Války’s intervention.  Medically assisted reproduction was undoubtedly a complex matter on which there were only limited data, which must therefore be interpreted with caution. It was generally accepted that fecundity was lower in women who had delayed for longer the moment of decision to procreate, but it was also probable that the most highly educated women were better equipped to deal with this problem medically so as to have more or less the number of children they wanted. This was obviously not sufficient to reach the critical figure of 2.1 but one could doubtless count on an average European level of not less than 1.6 or 1.7.

Mr Francesco BILLARI, Consultant to the European Population Committee, Instituto di Metodi Quantitativi, Bocconi University (Milan), was pleased at the interest taken in these questions by the politicians present. For the demographic impact of family policies to be measured, scientifically rigorous data which could be compared between countries would be needed. For such policies to bear fruit, they must be pursued uninterruptedly. This implied a minimum degree of consensus between government and opposition in each country.

Ms Lydie ERR, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Luxembourg), said that, not being a specialist in demography, she was puzzled. It was clear that the upbringing of children and care of the elderly were tasks that were traditionally assigned to women, who received no payment. Even in Sweden, it appeared, the idea that not everything could be funded by the State was acquiring increasing currency, and the Estonian example quoted by Ms Saks showed that even leave on full pay was not enough to persuade young fathers to stay at home for a few months to look after their children. The question was therefore not just one of money but also of mentality: if household chores were fairly divided, this would strengthen family cohesion whilst costing the community less. To alter the sharing of tasks, the scale of values would have to change. As long as the status associated with the care of children or the elderly was rated lower than that of financial analysis or international commercial law, nothing would really change.

Mr Michael HANCOCK admitted that he too was puzzled by the fertility question. When he had been a student in the 1960s and worn tight jeans, he had been told he would become sterile! However, no one seemed to understand that there were people who, for all sorts of reasons both good and not so good, quite simply did not wish to have children. He himself was still not a grandfather, although his eldest daughter was 32 and his great-grandmother had borne her first child at 16. All the great problems of British society sprang from demography, whether they concerned pensions, housing, employment, education or the funding of health insurance. All of them boiled down to the fact that people were now living to a greater age and society must pay the price. It was for politicians to find an answer other than that "The old must die so that the young won't have to pay for them."

Ms Helena BARGHOLTZ had a reply to the question why the least- educated women had more children, namely that the status of mother of a family was the only career option open to them. The situation was very different for women of high education and salary, who, judging that 35 was the right age to have their first child, found that it was not always so easy… Admittedly, there was medically assisted reproduction, but was it the duty of society to bear the cost? Should society not encourage adoption instead? This topic was very important for the future and it was therefore essential to discuss it with young people.

Ms Charlotte HÖHN supported Mr Hancock, whose personal touch always gave originality to what he said. Increased life expectancy was obviously a major advance, and people should not be blamed for living too long. But the collective ageing of society was due less to people’s living longer than to the continuing weakness of the fertility rate.  Mr Hancock had put his finger on the right question, namely, “Why do so many people not want children?”  All studies showed that women had, on average, fewer children than they wished, but that even by aggregating - and satisfying - all those individual wishes the total obtained would be insufficient to replace the generations.

Ms Minodora CLIVETI mentioned the case of her own daughter, who wanted to marry and have children, and who even considered that the time was ripe but feared that she was not mature enough. Various studies suggested that such maturity did not occur until around the age of 30… Young people wished first to complete their education and then enter working life, whilst however having the assurance that they would still be able to have children at 32 or 35. It was important for the children of today and tomorrow to be brought up in a spirit of equality between boys and girls, so that they could share household tasks more fairly when they were adults. It was not enough for equal pay to be guaranteed by law: it must also be guaranteed in fact because as long as women were underpaid they would prefer to stay at home.

Mr Robert CLIQUET, former Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP), said that, contrary to what might be thought, fecundity and fertility had given rise to much research, the results of which were available and usable, even if they were relatively unknown to the general public and to politicians. The main problem was that many couples wished to limit themselves to one or two children, or even not have any at all, when, for its own stability and future, society needed a number of families of three or more children. This was more or less incompatible with contemporary work organisation, town planning and current lifestyles based on individualism and freedom of choice. It was a pity, therefore, that not one European Union research programme concerned the impact of the falling birth rate on society.

Mr Michel VILLAN, Chair of the European Committee on Migration (CDMG), considered that one major factor had not been sufficiently stressed: society had gone from a system of values to no system at all, from a rural society where everyone had his place to an urban society where both young and old were regarded as problems or even as nuisances. While one must not, of course, ignore the question of the respective roles of men and women, the essential question concerned the new social relationships to be created.

Mr Ronald SCHOENMAECKERS felt that the question of the “ideal number” of children was a sensitive one. If a woman of 35 had only one child, it was unlikely that her ideal was to have three children.  It would seem from available studies that most men and women wished to have two children. However, in no European country did the fertility rate exceed 1.8, and in many countries it had fallen to 1.3 or 1.2. There was thus a definite discrepancy between desire and reality.  In the 1960s the problem had been excessive fertility: more children than were wanted; today it was the reverse. But one thing had not changed: the least-educated women continued to have more children because they were ignorant of contraception or unable to make controlled use of it. Considerable social inequality surrounded access to contraception as well as MAR, about which greater information should be given to women and couples, particularly those who had waited “too long”.  It was not just a question of using any means to hand in order to reach the critical figure of 2.1 but of dealing with the problem in its social dimension.

Mr András KLINGER, former Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP) (Hungary), hoped that the political implications of the various problems raised would be seriously assessed.  In the run-up to the 2005 Conference, the question was whether governments and parliaments could do anything to change the situation. Some people thought that it could not be influenced by politicians; others, like the French, believed that pro-family measures could have an effect.

At the Budapest conference the previous week, the problem had been posed as follows: was family policy social or demographic?  In Hungary, the government stressed the social dimension but often practised a policy that primarily benefited well-off families. The problem was to target and balance measures. Those mentioned by Ms Saks were interesting and were certainly pro-family; but were they pro-demography?  Mr Klinger noted that his country had passed similar legislation in 1984: the result had been a few more children born to high-income families… It was clear that, without support, the most highly educated women had fewer children and poor women had more children, which further increased their poverty.  What then became of family objectives?

Mr Jean-Guy BRANGER, Vice-Chair of the Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population of the Parliamentary Assembly (France), wondered why marriage and the age of having the first child were delayed so long. Perhaps it was because young people wanted to take their time and enjoy the possibilities and temptations which society offered… Faced with the problems raised by demography and changes in behaviour, national solidarity must come into play - which implied the mustering of substantial public resources by both the State and local authorities.

Mr Branger felt, despite the progress of recent years, that men were just not doing their job; women worked, raised children, did the shopping and the housework: how could they want more children in such conditions? The largest families were often the worst-off: it was necessary to support them, help the children to do their studies, provide more places in crèches, increase the amount of assistance for mothers… There too, it was a question of national solidarity, which must help preserve the most balanced possible family unit.

Had anyone assessed the cost of population ageing to society?  Was it not a family duty to help one's parents and grandparents?  Because this duty was neglected, the elderly were nowadays housed in institutions… partly financed from public funds.

Ms Ruth-Gaby VERMOT-MANGOLD, Chair of the Sub-Committee on Refugees (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population) of the Parliamentary Assembly (Switzerland), said that language was not neutral: people seemed to be making a problem out of the children they didn't have and the old folk they did! But fertility would certainly not improve until genuine opportunities for part-time work existed, inequalities had been ironed out, a sufficient number of crèches were available, family allowances were substantially increased and having children ceased to be a recipe for poverty.  The problem came not from women or couples but from politicians, who had failed to take the steps needed to ensure family security: this indifference affected the choice to have children or not.

Nor were the elderly a problem: it was society that did not bother to include them. People could still be very useful at 70 given the right conditions!

Ms Minodora CLIVETI could not forget that she was a woman, a member of Parliament and a mother. She said she could not live in a society where women were compelled to have children, where they would be put in prison for using contraceptives, where doctors would be convicted for complicity. Women wished to lead successful working lives and have children. This was possible; the women attending this seminar were proof. This meant that men and women must be interdependent and share responsibilities; also that governments must be constantly pestered by members of Parliament to make them draw up better policies.  (Applause)

Mr Michael HANCOCK asked the experts: besides the cost of action there was the cost of inaction: had this been evaluated?  This was the only argument that could convince the politicians. He mentioned the case of a woman whose seven children would, for lack of support, probably not receive the education that would have enabled society to exploit their potential. Was it intended that this woman should be removed from the system and just made into a breeder?  Was it baby factories that were wanted?  Mrs Blair, of course, could   afford the luxury of having as many children as she wanted!  She would certainly have all the help and resources she needed! 

Ms Katrin SAKS noted that the difficulty was to obtain in the short term the resources needed for a family policy that would produce results only in the long term - in any case after the next elections… It was likewise difficult to ensure that policies were uninterrupted between one government and the next…

Mr Aidan PUNCH said that the response to the problems raised by population ageing was necessarily complex and many-sided. Young people had insufficient living space, but many of their elders did not use all their accommodation; this was an opportunity that could be exploited at local level. An interdependent society must attend to the situation of the least-educated women; male attitudes had altered little in the past 20 years - it was mainly women, for example, who looked after the elderly or disabled. He regretted the absence of real debate about the allocation of public resources, something particularly necessary in times of financial stringency. He appealed for policies based on reliable statistics, pointing out, however, that such statistics were often lacking, and called for a political consensus on those matters (or was that too much to expect?)… (Applause)

The session adjourned at 1 pm.

SECOND WORKING SESSION: POPULATION AGEING AND ITS CHALLENGES TO SOCIAL POLICIES

The session was opened at 2:45 pm.  In the chair was Mrs Helena BARGHOLTZ, Chair of the Sub-Committee on Children (Social, Health and Family Affairs Committee) of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Sweden).
THE CHAIR invited the Moderator, Mr András Klinger, former Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP), to open the discussion.

Mr András KLINGER said he wished to contribute to the debate by setting out the viewpoint of a demographer.

Population ageing, an unprecedented phenomenon in human history, represented a dual challenge to society, which would have to meet it with long-term economic and social policies. The proportion of over-60s in the global population was steadily increasing, while that of under-15s was falling, so that by 2050 it would be below the figure for the over-60s for the first time.  The increasing weight of the highest age brackets in both absolute and relative values was having a direct impact on growth, investment, consumption, the employment market, pension schemes, social and fiscal transfers, the organisation of health and education, housing, the structure of the family unit, lifestyles, migration flows and electoral behaviour.

This demographic trend, which was characterised by falling mortality, longer life expectancy and a lower birth rate, had started in Europe. The “greying” of the population was thus more marked there than in the rest of the world, which was nevertheless following the same trend, albeit with a certain time lag. Between 1950 and 2000, the percentage of over-60s in the continent’s population had risen from 12 to 20%, and their number had multiplied by 2.5, while the total population had increased by only 30%. Differences between countries had lessened during the period concerned: whereas in 1950 the proportion of over-60s had been 9% in central Europe, 10 or 11% in eastern and southern Europe and 15% in western Europe, 50 years later their number had increased in just those places where it had originally been smallest.

By 2050 the number of over-60s in Europe was expected to reach 220 million, ie 40% more than now, for a total population that would have dropped by 15%.  On the other hand, the under-15s would be 20% fewer in number and the active population would be a third smaller.  The contrast between one part of the continent and the other was also expected to be less striking than between 1950 and 2000, and the elderly would be most numerous in southern Europe: 40% compared with 34% in northern Europe.

Ageing was a more recent phenomenon in central and eastern Europe. The proportion of over-60s, which had been under 10% in 1950, had doubled in a half-century and was expected to have almost doubled again by 2050, to reach a figure of 36 or 37%. There were, however, significant differences between the various central and east European countries: in 2000, the over-60s had represented a proportion of over 21% in Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Latvia and Ukraine but less than 15% in Bosnia, Macedonia, Moldova and Slovakia; in 2050 they would represent over 40% in Estonia, Latvia, Slovenia and Czech Republic, but less than 35% in Croatia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Serbia and Slovakia; the differences were even more pronounced between rates of progression.

The phenomenon became even clearer when the ratio between the over-60s population and the population of working age was examined.  This ratio had remained relatively constant in Europe during the previous half-century but had risen slowly from 20 to 33% and was expected to reach 74% in 2050 owing to the forecast shrinkage in the 15-59 age bracket and the simultaneous increase in the number of over-60s.  In this respect too, regional variations were continually diminishing: in 1950, the range had been from about 15% in the Centre and East to around 25% in the North and West; by 2000, it had narrowed to between 28 and 35% and this would be repeated over the coming half-century. However, the trend would show greater contrasts from one central and east European country to another: the ratio would more than triple by 2050 in Bosnia, Moldova, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Czech Republic, whereas in other countries it would be multiplied by only 2.3; by mid-21st century it would exceed 90% in Estonia, Latvia and Slovenia but would be below 60% in Croatia, Macedonia and Serbia.

Ageing could be characterised by a rise in the median age of the population. In Europe, the median age had risen from 29 in 1950 to nearly 38 in 2000 and was forecast to be around 50 in 2050.  Regional variations, which had been very marked in 1950 - 26 in the Centre and East, 36 in the West - had virtually ceased to exist by 2000 and would be scarcely more pronounced in 2050, the maximum being reached in the South with a figure of 52.

The elderly population was itself becoming increasingly aged.  The age bracket that was increasing the most in Europe was the over-80s: 50 years before, it had represented only 1% of the population but nowadays represented 3% and would reach 10% in 2050, ie over a quarter of the over-60s compared with the current figure of 15%.  Regional differences were very marked here: 4% in 2000 in the North compared with 2% in the Centre and East and 3% in the West and South.  A strong rise was expected everywhere over the coming half-century both as a percentage and as an absolute value; it would be particularly marked in the Centre and East, to such an extent that regional differences would be blurred: 11% in the South and West, 9% in the North, 8% in the Centre and East. Once again, differences would be more marked from one central and east European country to another: over 9% in Czech Republic but only 6% in Moldova and Slovakia. The European record would doubtless go to Austria, Italy and Switzerland with a figure of about 13%.

The majority of elderly people in Europe were women, as their life expectancy exceeded that of men. Currently 23% of women were over 60, compared with 17% of men. The difference would be reduced by 2050, since the life expectancy of men was expected to rise more than women's. The proportion of elderly women would, however, be 40%, while that of elderly men would be 33%. The difference would be even more marked for the over-80s, of whom 4% were women and under 2%  men;  these figures would become 12% for women and 7% for men in 2050 owing to the steeper fall in male mortality, which would cause the latter proportion to quadruple rather than triple.

The activity rate dropped strongly in Europe from 50 onwards.  In the 50-54 age bracket, less than 80% of men and slightly more than 60% of women still worked; in the 55-59 bracket, these rates were 60 and 40% respectively. This phenomenon, which dated back to the 1970s and had even accentuated over the previous 10 years, could be explained partly by early-retirement arrangements but also by employers’ reluctance to recruit or even retain elderly workers.

Once the minimum retirement age was passed, the activity rate dropped abruptly: in the 60-64 bracket, it was now only 30% for men and 16% for women. The drop had been 50% between 1970 and 2000, and 30 to 40% during the previous 10 years.  However, the phenomenon was much less marked for women. Once again, regional variations were extremely pronounced: between 55 and 59, 72% of men and 58% of women were gainfully employed in the North, 55% and 32% in the Centre and 59% and 28% in the South. Variations were even more noticeable after age 60: in the West, owing to the possibility of early retirement, only 21% of men and 11% of women were still active between 60 and 64, compared with 46% and 27% in the North, 30% and 19% in the Centre and 27% and 15% in the East. But the fall had been general throughout the period concerned.

The way of life of elderly people greatly influenced their socio-economic situation, increasingly so as they got older. Because of higher male mortality, most old people living alone were very elderly women. In western, northern and southern Europe, persons living alone accounted for 14% of those aged between 60 and 79 and for 27% of the over-80s. In central and eastern Europe, the proportion was lower but increasing, especially among women over 80.  The same regional variations were found for people living in institutions, which, over the age of 80, was the case for more than 7% of men and about 12% of women.

In conclusion, the demographic prospects, particularly the prospect of a drop in the active population and an increase in the elderly, and even aged, population meant that European countries must review all their social and economic policies. It was vital to raise the rate of activity in the highest age brackets of the working-age population in order to ensure the economic stability of the continent and enable it to shoulder the unavoidably growing burden of social protection and pension and health systems.

Mr Christian BRUNHART, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Liechtenstein), stressed in his turn that population ageing had a major impact on social and economic policies owing to the heavy burden it imposed on social-protection, health and pension systems. The young feared they would have to pay twice, once for their elders and once for themselves, and many facilities such as schools, stadiums and swimming pools etc would become too large for requirements and would therefore have to be either closed or switched to other uses. The only way of preventing this from happening was to take measures to encourage the birth rate: since women could obviously not be forced to have children, more favourable conditions must be created, although many politicians, among them some in Liechtenstein, considered that it was not the State’s business to do so.

In many countries, children represented a hindrance to the working careers of women, who made a point of not producing children during their studies and who became accustomed afterwards to having rewarding, interesting and well-paid jobs, which made it difficult to have children. Furthermore, larger accommodation was more expensive. Ms Krohn had said that morning that fathers too should be able to work part-time so as to spend more time with their children, but employers wanted their employees to work 120%! This problem was a challenge to the whole of society. In Liechtenstein the previous year, the number of births had been 12% below that of the year before, and the cumulative drop over three years had reached 20%, causing the fertility rate to fall to 1.36. The number of births had increased, on the other hand, among foreigners coming from societies where children were welcomed. Liechtenstein society would be well advised to alter its attitude and welcome children in its turn!

Mr Denis JACQUAT, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly, Vice-Chair of the Committee for Cultural, Family and Social affairs of the French National Assembly, considered it the duty of politicians to confront the problems arising from greater life expectancy. The fall in the activity level over the age of 50, which was hastened by early-retirement arrangements, was causing a fall in contributions and threatened pay-as-you-go pension systems; however, money constituted the sinews of war, particularly for the care of the dependent elderly. Long life was a good thing in itself but loss of independence, inevitable although variable in degree, involved increasingly costly care. If people were to be persuaded to accept the necessary reforms, they must be given clear explanations and made to understand that they too would one day be old.

In 2050 there would be more people over 60 than under 20.  Life expectancy was currently increasing by three months a year, and pensioners enjoyed much better health than their predecessors had done at the same age: the average age of physical incapacity had increased by two years in recent years. What was needed was greater solidarity in the funding of care; to that end, France had copied the German example and introduced an additional working day, but those very persons who considered such action to be all very well for Germany had protested when it was proposed to do the same in France.  Within a few years, however, there would be no escaping the need to find new resources. In addition, certain occupations wore workers out prematurely so that they lost their independence, whether physical or mental or both. It was therefore essential to improve working conditions, adapt working time, provide for compensation based on the severity of work and use continuing vocational training to offer workers over 50 more suitable jobs. Population ageing was not a threat but an advance; however, lessons must be drawn from it by changing the organisation of working life, altering the way society looked at old age and initiating solidarity between the generations.

Mr Virgil POPA, Vice-Chair of the Sub-Committee on Population (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population) of the Parliamentary Assembly (Romania), said that ageing was one of the century's great challenges. The global population explosion now seemed irrelevant but in 2050 the world would have more old than young people. The battle would no longer be for water or raw materials but for pensions and long-term care.

The combination of falling population and increased life expectancy would have fearful consequences; in 2050, there would be 75 pensioners to every 100 workers compared with 35 today. This would lead to intergenerational conflicts over the available resources.  The situation would be even more serious in the developing countries, which were ageing even before becoming wealthy.  Everywhere the over-80 population would continue increasing, with the well-known consequences for health systems. These changes in population structures would require changes in society.

The Romanian population had increased steadily during the 20th century, but the transition process, which had turned political, economic and social systems upside down just as much as it had attitudes, had seriously affected its growth.  Since 1990, it had fallen by 0.45% a year (ie a total loss of 1.5 million people), amongst other things because of changes in the behaviour of couples, a rise in the death rate and emigration. The Romanian population was slowly ageing: the proportion of young people had dropped from 23% in 1990 to 18% in 2003; the over-60 population had risen from 15% to 24%; and that of the over-80s from 1.8% to 2.2% - this category included twice as many women as men.  The average age had risen from 34 to 38.  The ageing phenomenon was more marked in the countryside, and the increasingly poor and vulnerable elderly population often had difficulty in looking after itself.

Ageing required Europe to adopt co-ordinated economic and social policies, the primary aim of which should be to provide employment for the greatest possible number of persons able to work.  (Applause)

Mr Ronald SCHOENMAECKERS, Centre for the Population and Family (Brussels), noted that the increased cost of pensions and health schemes was one of the principal grounds for anxiety when the consequences of ageing were debated. How could such cost be financed?  One possibility might be a rise in GDP as the result of an increase in the active population, which itself might be brought about by raising the retirement age; but studies showed that public opinion was not yet ready: people wished to work less. Yet, even if they worked more, they would have more years of retirement because of the continuing rise in life expectancy…

Mr Denis JACQUAT agreed that the question of resources was   fundamental and recalled that the French government had tried to find a solution through laws on pensions and loss of independence. It was well known that family solidarity was not what it had been; it was also known that a new category was springing up of ageing disabled persons with no suitable support structure. Families must be given incentives (perhaps through tax relief) to devote more resources and time to the elderly.

People must also realise that ever-earlier retirement was impossible.  Where could the funds be found when people worked a 35-hour week, had five weeks paid holiday, wanted to retire at 50… and demanded that pay-as-you-go systems be safeguarded? The role of politicians was to explain and keep on explaining…

Mr André KVAKKESTAAD, Vice-Chair of the Sub-Committee on Migration (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population) of the Parliamentary Assembly (Norway), said that things would be easier if the retirement age were raised to over 60. People could not seriously expect to have as many years of retirement as years of gainful employment, otherwise the existing systems would implode.

Ms Irina KROHN, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Finland), referred to the intergenerational tensions emerging in her country. Ageing was perhaps a social problem but everyone was happy to see parents and grandparents living longer and giving so much of themselves to society.

Nevertheless, whatever was done, death was always waiting round the corner. In Finland, half of all health expenditure went on people at the end of their lives; perhaps society felt guilty at not having done its duty before. The question of terminal care should be debated.

Mr Rudolph VIS, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (United Kingdom), said as regards the change in mentalities that his country did not provide the over-65s with what they were entitled to expect.  People once lived to work; nowadays they worked to live - this was a radical social change.

Someone of 40 who intended to retire at 65 would have to save 25% of his income to have an acceptable pension; this percentage dropped to 4% if he did not retire until 70. This meant that there was some scope for changing matters. He referred to the straitened financial situation of many private pension funds in the United Kingdom.

Mr Ion MOCIOI, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Romania), said that Europe had the oldest population in the world and that it had not properly prepared for that situation. In Romania, the quality of life of old people had not improved; no emergency measures were taken to improve their social protection or promote their integration. Their needs in terms of care or dependency were ignored.

Mr Christian BRUNHART, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Liechtenstein), suggested that action should be taken to encourage employment for the greatest number before there was any talk of deferring the retirement age. It was well known that employers jibbed at recruiting over-50s; they even tended to get rid of them!  Raising the retirement age was perhaps inevitable but was certainly fraught with problems.

Mr Denis JACQUAT maintained that the retirement age would have to be deferred if pay-as-you-go schemes were to survive. This was what had been done by France, which had introduced a points system whereby someone who worked longer received a bigger pension and someone who worked for a shorter period of time received a smaller pension.  As regards the severity of work, this could be taken into account by means of training and the encouragement of second careers.

The needs of the elderly were well known, including those during the last years of life; the problem was how to fund them.

Mr Virgil POPA, replying to Mr Mocioi, said he had reason to be optimistic about his country, as employment and birth-rate projections were fairly encouraging.

Mr András KLINGER pointed out that the pension problem did not exhaust the ageing problem. What, in practice, would be the reactions of businesses and their employees to a raising of the retirement age?  Moreover, the official retirement age had risen in Europe in the past few years, but the actual age had fallen because of recession and unemployment. All in all, raising the age from 60 to 65 could only be a temporary solution, good for governments in power no doubt but of highly uncertain effectiveness in the long term. It was just postponing the inevitable. It would be much better not to have a retirement age at all, as in the Canadian civil service!

The recovery process would be lengthy since little could be done in the coming 50 years; the parents of 2020 were already born and the 1970s generation was 50% smaller than its predecessor.  Even if its fertility increased significantly, there would still be fewer children… The fact remained that, although the number of old people could not be altered, it was possible to try to influence the number of young people slowly, and this should be done without delay.  Governments had little time in which to take really effective measures and in such circumstances should be able to count on the support of their opposition parties. The future of the peoples of Europe was at stake.  Suitable policies for launching such a movement could be worked out in international bodies like the Council of Europe.  While he was pleased to see a consensus emerging during this seminar, Mr Klinger regretted that such a consensus was impossible to reach in his own country… (Applause)

 THE CHAIR thanked the participants in the debate.

The session adjourned at 4:10 pm.
THIRD WORKING SESSION: IMPACTS OF MIGRATION ON SOCIETY AND POLICIES
The session resumed at 4:30 pm with Mr John Wilkinson, Chair of the Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population of the Parliamentary Assembly (United Kingdom), in the Chair.

THE CHAIR introduced the participants in the debate and gave the floor to the Moderator, Mr Werner Haug, former Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP).


Mr Werner HAUG, former Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP), presented a number of remarks from a European viewpoint. Europe had become, reluctantly, a continent of immigration and must adapt its policies to that new reality. In the 1990s it had witnessed the arrival of more immigrants than North America. That flow was due to profound socio-economic imbalances which would not soon disappear. Globalisation weakened the capacity of States to control their own borders, and labour moved around with ever-greater ease in the same way as capital and goods. Yet these population movements were not completely out of control, and there was no sign of large-scale landings on the Mediterranean coasts. Control measures had been stepped up since 9/11, often at the expense of human rights.  People who emigrated sought a better life for themselves and their families; emigration was an opportunity for them but also for the host societies. The idea that they took work away from the citizens of the host countries was contradicted by the majority of studies, which showed that they actually filled jobs that were shunned by the native population and occupied very specific segments of the labour market. Moreover, they were often subject to discrimination and social exclusion. Integration was a lengthy process lasting several generations and not just a few years, as some pretended to believe.  Immigration raised important and complex questions such as fairness, human rights and national identity, and it would be interesting to hear what the politicians present had to say about it.


Ms Maria Eduarda AZEVEDO, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Portugal), considered it vital to think calmly about the challenge of migration to social cohesion and political stability and adopt active strategies co-ordinated, on the one hand, between European countries and, on the other, with countries of origin. Europe was the focus of large-scale migratory movements that must be analysed and understood. As many had said, it was an ageing continent whose natural population growth was veering dangerously towards zero and would shortly become negative. Immigration would therefore be an essential component of its demographic growth. This meant that States must adopt an overall policy towards it and make a determined effort to combat discrimination, xenophobia and racism. The capacity of European societies to integrate was under test: would they be able to go from an identity-based paradigm to a multiethnic and multicultural model and choose integration over segregation, inclusion over exclusion?


While admission policies must remain the province of States, integration policies should be defined at the local or regional level. To succeed, integration must be a two-way movement in compliance with each State’s own law but also with the universal rights of the human person, which included the right to citizenship.  Although movement between European Union countries was free, agreements with non-member countries must include arrangements to combat illegal immigration, trafficking in human beings, cross-border crime and money laundering.  A modern immigration policy had to be active and imaginative and involve reciprocal commitments.


THE CHAIR thanked the speaker for her optimistic words.


Mr André KVAKKESTAAD, Vice-Chair of the Sub-Committee on Migration (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population) of the Parliamentary Assembly, recalled that there had been a time when Europe was overpopulated and could not feed all its children; now the boot was on the other foot, it could not renew its generations.  Relying on immigration to remedy that situation and resolve coming labour problems was undoubtedly not the solution, not so much for quantitative as for qualitative reasons: it had to be recognised that those who had migrated to Europe in the 1970s had not succeeded on the economic and social levels and that many of their children were unemployed or occupied jobs that were low-skilled and with low added value.  Europe was therefore liable to find itself with a population that was admittedly younger but not more productive. Moreover, a considerable proportion of recent immigrants was composed of asylum seekers and persons who had come to join their families; in many communities 90% of marriages took place within the same community, even after two or three generations.  It was, of course, necessary to fight racism and segregation, but exclusion was sometimes also due to the immigrants themselves. What Europe needed was young people of around 20, who were skilled in areas where labour was lacking and who, if possible, would not get old… In short, immigration could solve certain specific situations but could not provide an overall solution to Europe's demographic ageing: the cure was not to bring in millions of people but to help those who were there to have more children.

THE CHAIR thanked the speaker for raising the question of asylum seekers, who were a particular but nevertheless important aspect of the question.

Ms Ruth-Gaby VERMOT-MANGOLD, Chair of the Sub-Committee on Refugees (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population) of the Parliamentary Assembly (Switzerland), said that the immigration question constituted a fault line in public opinion. Some considered that immigrants only wanted to exploit western well-being, were a heavy cost to society and had cultures that were too different; in short, they were needed but it would be nicer not to have them… Others believed that immigration was a possible cure for the continent’s population decline. This was an equally detestable utilitarian concept: it was overlooked that immigrants were people who had fled persecution or poverty in their countries. Ms Vermot‑Mangold said that she would therefore focus on integration, which had been the subject of fine speeches and admirable action programmes on the part of States and NGOs but which encountered resistance, sometimes coming from the immigrants themselves and not only from the host countries.

Who were migrants?  They were generally young and healthy men who were trying to make a better living. There were also elderly immigrants, who had been living for a long time in Europe, often without status or papers.  Then there were women and children who had come to join their families and who were sometimes victims of trafficking, prostitution and even slavery. All these human beings had their own histories and problems, which could only be resolved with their participation; there was thus no point in expecting them to bring into the world the children that Europeans no longer wished to bear in order to fill the schools and bail out social-security coffers and national exchequers with their taxes and contributions.

Migrants formed part of the economic system but not of the political system unless they were naturalised. Switzerland had very lengthy and expensive procedures and put formidable obstacles in the way of family re-unification. There were also 100,000 illegal workers who paid taxes but whose children did not attend school. Despite this, many classes had a high proportion of foreign children, who often received an inferior education and left school with poor or no qualifications.  Numerous instances of discrimination occurred at the workplace, not to speak of the violence committed against migrants and their children. Integration was not a gift conferred on the people integrated but something that benefited society as a whole. It had a cost, of course, but the cost of lack of integration also had to be measured. Integration was a complex two-way process which was the concern of everyone.

THE CHAIR said that he was touched by Ms Vermot-Mangold’s approach to the question of undocumented immigrants.

Mr Michel VILLAN, Chair of the European Committee on Migration (CDMG), pointed out that migration did not constitute a homogeneous entity. The first - post-war - generation had now reached retirement age. The second, which had experienced vocational-qualification problems, suffered from unemployment. The new generation of asylum seekers and immigrants rejoining their families often had better qualifications but had difficulty in putting them to use. Integration policy could not therefore be uniform, and the duration of integration processes was necessarily variable.

After the Second World War, European reconstruction had required large amounts of immigrant labour. As far back as 1960, Alfred Sauvy had demonstrated the fall in the French and European birth rates and predicted the rise of family immigration. In fact, the problem that would shortly face European society would no longer be mass unemployment but labour shortages such that, if care were not taken to implement a proper immigration policy, migration flows would be heavy and chaotic. As elderly workers cost employers more and profited them less, employers would seek cheaper labour either in situ or elsewhere, unless they simply decided to relocate their production. The European Committee on Migration, which had studied these complex questions for a long time, had published in 2000 a report entitled "Diversity and cohesion: new challenges for the integration of immigrants and minorities", which showed clearly that the integration of immigrants and national minorities was a guarantee of social cohesion.

The 7th Conference of European Ministers responsible for Migration Affairs, held in September 2002 in Helsinki, had recommended to the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe that it define and utilise instruments for evaluating and monitoring integration policies. In that connection, the CDMG Committee of Experts on Integration and Inter-community Relations had drawn up in 2003 a list of quantitative and qualitative integration indicators covering the principal areas of life: employment, housing, health, nutrition, education, information and culture. Two countries, Armenia and Ukraine, had already partly implemented them; Belgium, Spain and Italy had also taken part in the programme. The committee, from then on called the Committee of Experts on Integration and Diversity, was in the process of preparing a draft recommendation on access to employment and economic prospects of the immigrant population and disadvantaged ethnic minorities.

In December 2003 the first meeting of the Political Platform of the Council of Europe on Migration was held in Rotterdam. Its object was to promote North-South and East-West dialogue and cooperation on migration between countries of origin, transit and destination.  Two themes had been chosen for that first meeting: the role of information, and integration as a factor of development.  The second meeting, held in Strasbourg in May 2004, had been devoted to student mobility and to transfers of qualifications and skills; the main points raised had been the coherence and transparency of visa policies, the quality of the information supplied to applicants, possible ways of preventing the brain drain, the conclusion of co‑operation agreements between host countries and countries of origin in order to improve the quality of the latter's school and university systems, assistance for the return of qualified persons to their countries of origin and their employment there, and the role of the future Migration Observatory in preparing and implementing those cooperation projects. The third meeting, to be held in November 2004, would cover the recent phenomenon of unaccompanied minors.

The CDMG had taken note of Recommendation 1655 (2004) of the Parliamentary Assembly on the creation of the European Migration Observatory and had prepared a provisional opinion for the Secretary General according to which it was important for the European Commission and international organisations, including NGOs, to be consulted on and involved in the process. The aim was that the Observatory’s tasks and areas of activity should reflect their needs as accurately as possible and that the Observatory itself should provide useful and appropriate partnership. The CDMG considered that the Observatory's task should be to promote regular dialogue, partnership and co‑operation between countries of origin, transit and destination regarding migratory movements to and within Europe.  The Observatory would act to that end on the basis of the proceedings of the Political Platform, a forum representing Council of Europe member States and non-member States and bringing together governments, parliaments, local authorities and civil society.

For decades, actions on behalf of migrants had, in most cases, been more or less limited to giving them literacy courses in the host country’s language or vocational training so as to encourage them to adapt to the indigenous population's way of life. Little attention had been paid to the knowledge and skills or assets that migrants could bring to the host society. Although such actions were still fully justified today, particularly for new arrivals, they must be accompanied by arrangements forming part of a more comprehensive social-integration route. The basic assumption must be that immigrants had potential and that encountering them could lead to mutual recognition and enrichment.

THE CHAIR was pleased that the case of unaccompanied minors and the question of human trafficking had been mentioned. He pointed out that the gap between the birth rate of the migrant community and that of the host community had consequences in the major cities and even throughout society.  He opened the debate.

Mr Ali Riza GÜLÇIÇEK, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Turkey), mentioned his own personal case. His father, a labourer, had migrated to Germany in the 1960s; he himself was 57 years old, had four children two of whom had been born in Cologne, and five grandchildren; he had been a member of the Turkish Parliament since October 2002. Migration had been of concern to Europe for the past century and had been the subject of numerous Council of Europe recommendations. As a Swiss writer had justly said, "Everyone is a foreigner everywhere."

Since 1969, over 5 million Turks had migrated to Europe, 2 million had returned to Turkey, nearly 2 million had adopted the nationality of their host country, and 900,000 worked for 70,000 employers. Over 500 mixed marriages had taken place in Antalya that year.  The daughter-in-law of former Chancellor Kohl was Turkish.

Turkey had 70 million people and would have 100 million in 2050; its population was young. Negotiations on its entry into the European Union would probably start soon. 

Mr GÜLÇIÇEK considered that Europe needed immigrants and argued for the practical application of the Council of Europe’s recommendations on freedom of movement, family reunification and access by migrants to education and political rights. He invited those present to attend the seminar to be held on those matters in Istanbul on 30 September and 1 October next.

Ms Ruth-Gaby VERMOT-MANGOLD, referring to the personal history of the previous speaker, hoped that the greatest opportunities for integration would be offered to the greatest number.

Mr Rudolph VIS mentioned the case of the North London constituency which he represented and which had experienced successive waves of immigration: Jews followed by Irish, Indians and Africans, Cypriots and more recently nationals of Muslim countries.  The integration of these groups had been fairly successful. The situation was different in the centre of the capital, where poor immigrants and asylum seekers were numerous, attracted other poor people, and faced hatred, racism and neo-Nazi behaviour.  People like those needed special care and should be supported more than others.

Mr Michel VILLAN said that he agreed with this analysis and confirmed the seriousness of the situation of the immigrant population in certain districts, which reflected a combination of housing, employment and training problems. In other cities, the local and/or national authorities had been able to create better reception, recognition and social-integration conditions. The fundamental difficulty was how to incorporate integration policy into an overall framework of social cohesion, taking into account the specific characteristics of the different migrant groups - asylum seekers, unaccompanied minors, more “traditional” immigrants etc.

Ms Ruth-Gaby VERMOT-MANGOLD said that dialogue with certain groups was impossible and that nothing specific was done in her country for unaccompanied minors, who were left to their own devices in adult centres with no possibility of attending school.  Many took drugs…

THE CHAIR said that the local authorities of his constituency near Heathrow airport were responsible for the social welfare of unaccompanied minors… until they reached the age of 24…

Ms Helena BARGHOLTZ said that 20% of the Swedish population consisted of immigrants but that immigrants were regarded as such if one parent had been born abroad. The definition varied from one European country to another. Could not harmonisation be aimed at?  In addition, problems differed greatly from one immigrant community to another.  What did the experts think about dual citizenship?  Should a mastery of the host country's language be a requirement?

Mr Werner HAUG referred to the definition favoured by the United Nations (but unevenly applied) that immigrants were persons who intended to stay at least a year in the host country.  From the demographic viewpoint, immigration had nothing to do with nationality; from the political viewpoint, the position was quite different. Finally, calling children of the second generation immigrants was clearly an abuse of language.

Mr Michel VILLAN said that no reliable immigration statistics were available; the most that could be done was to differentiate between Community and non-Community foreigners.

Immigration usually had socio-economic causes; talk of second-generation immigrants meant accepting the continuance of exclusion.

In Belgium, the naturalisation procedure was fairly open; but problems of integrating persons of foreign origin, particularly women, did not disappear when Belgian nationality was adopted. He said that since everyone had, in any case, multiple identities - national, local, social and occupational - recognising and exploiting the dual allegiance could only be beneficial.

Ms Radosveta STAMENKOVA, Director of the Family Planning Association (Bulgaria), pointed out that immigration was a new phenomenon in her country and that society had had to learn much in a short time.  Over one million people had left Bulgaria, most of them well-educated and of childbearing age; the country's population was now only 8 million compared with the 10 million that had been expected in the 1970s. Bulgaria had simultaneously become a host country and a country of transit. Since the Berlin Wall had come down, London had become the world’s second Bulgarian city; conversely, whole villages were full of immigrants who had returned from the United States or the United Kingdom. Mutual respect was the key to integration, which must be a bilateral process.

Mr Enrico TODISCO, La Sapienza University, Rome (Italy), agreed that a problem of how to define immigration existed and that the variegated statistics available did not make for easy comparisons.  The period of stay and the cause of immigration were relevant criteria. In Italy, a residence permit could be granted for 18 different reasons…

He went on to say that the burden of integration was often placed on national and local authorities (whose policies were sometimes quite different), but not all foreigners wanted to be integrated; some were in transit awaiting definitive solutions elsewhere.  In such cases, the public authorities’ efforts, which cost a lot of money, were pointless… The purpose of many foreigners was simply to earn money in order to transfer it to their country of origin; they did not ask much of the local community in the way of services…

Ms Mimount BOUSAKLA, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Belgium), said she was pessimistic about integration and pointed to the problems raised by discrimination. In her view, immigrants could not be expected to be the only ones to integrate.  She mentioned the case of a Belgian school which had refused to admit a child of the… fourth generation, and feared that such behaviour might cause communities to set up their own educational establishments, perhaps along Koranic lines. That would mean the end of integration. Immigrants made an effort to learn the language of their host country and to follow its laws; the indigenous population must also do its bit. She affirmed and hoped that her future lay in Belgium, not Morocco. (Applause)

Ms Lydie ERR, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Luxembourg), confirmed that integration was a two-way road that was sometimes difficult to take. She wondered about the importance of learning the language of the host country. Her country had 40% of non-nationals and each day received numerous frontier workers; French was the most commonly spoken language. However, the new law on dual nationality imposed the use of the Luxembourg language, which was completely unnecessary in everyday life.

Did reliable instruments for measuring the degree of integration exist?

Mr John SALT, University College, London (United Kingdom), said that he was currently preparing a report on the impact of immigration for the Council of Europe. He recommended that decision-makers should act more rapidly, draw a distinction between the different migratory movements, regard migration as an industry (the State of origin did well out of financial transfers, host-country employers saw in migration a way of reducing costs, and the trade unions in those countries saw it as a way of expanding their audience etc) and, finally, that they stop playing political football with the topic of immigration, which deserved a reasoned debate. The latter point also applied, of course, to the media: he quoted articles from British tabloids based on statistics which had all proved wrong.

Mr Werner HAUG said that he felt that part of his summarising work had already been done and that he was impressed by the thoroughness of the debate, which was a sign that the subject interested the various Council of Europe bodies. He sensed a common desire for a concerted policy and strategy on migration flows and integration. This was a welcome novelty. Integration plans were a matter for the national, and even more for the local, level: highly positive municipal experiments had been conducted in Switzerland, for example. The important need was to involve the whole of society in a spirit of reciprocity, since migration created links between countries, between communities and between individuals that were not one-way. Another lesson of the debate was that considerable differences existed within migrant populations: certain groups such as women or minors were particularly vulnerable, but there were also successful groups, and these should not be ignored. The United States knew how to recognise and acknowledge the success of their immigrants; Europe would be well advised to do the same. Finally, an important aspect was international co‑operation, whose purpose should be to go beyond the framework of the State and even of the European Union: co‑operation must be viewed in the context of development, dialogue must be started with countries of origin, which were often host countries as well, and with host countries, which had often been countries of departure at one time. If this were not done, the pressure of migration flows would become too strong. It was to be hoped that the Council of Europe would make its own particular contribution.

In conclusion, the Moderator thanked all the participants and hoped that this fruitful discussion was a good augury for the Strasbourg conference in April 2005.

THE CHAIR thanked all participants as well as the interpreters and analysts.  Like them, he was impatiently awaiting the Strasbourg conference.

The session closed at 6:15 pm.

FOURTH WORKING SESSION: POLICY CHALLENGES RAISED BY VULNERABLE POPULATION GROUPS
The session opened on Friday 24 September at 9:15 am with Mr Jean-Guy Branger, Vice-Chair of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly’s Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population (France), in the Chair.

THE CHAIR thanked the participants, who seemed to him to be numerous for a Friday morning… He was happy to give the floor to the Moderator, Professor Robert Cliquet, whose great knowledge of the subjects being discussed today he had already had the opportunity to appreciate on several occasions.


Mr Robert CLIQUET, former Chair of the European Population Committee (CAHP), said that the challenges that vulnerable population groups represented to European societies were of rather different orders. To begin with, one should ask whether the relationship between demographic processes and the specific vulnerability of those groups should be considered. In other words, did certain demographic processes lead to vulnerability? Conversely, did vulnerable groups display specific demographic behaviour patterns? An answer might be found to that twofold question in two studies published in 2002 and 2003 respectively, one by Avramov entitled Demography and social exclusion and the other by Philippe and Dorbritz entitled Demographic consequences of economic transition in countries of central and eastern Europe.


Social vulnerability could be defined by the increased risk of material or other privation. The studies showed that its main causes were lack of access to paid employment or employment so badly paid that the employee became dependent on State assistance. Underlying social factors could include a weak economy accompanied by a highly competitive labour market, a defective social-protection system and a poor environment; individual and family factors could include being a child, an elderly person, a pregnant woman, a widow, widower or divorced person, having little or no education and training, being ill or suffering from physical or mental incapacity etc.


In what way was this risk greater in the central and east European countries, and how could it be countered?  Several particularly affected groups had been identified: people with little training, of low income, people who were ageing or in poor health, large or single-parent families. This did not mean that everyone in those categories was in the same plight, just that they contained the greatest number of such people. The question facing the parliamentarians present was: which social or ethnic groups in their countries were the most vulnerable by reason of their socio-economic circumstances?


Two types of process needed distinguishing. On the one hand, population ageing led to an inadequate replacement rate, population decline and an alteration in patterns of intergenerational solidarity, while increased life expectancy involved transfers of resources and social services to the elderly: thus demographic phenomena indeed had an impact. On the other hand, however, a refusal to change town or region could be a cause of poverty or unemployment, and starting a home at an age when one was not yet competitive on the employment market was also a cause of vulnerability. This prompted another question for parliamentarians: what, in their view, were the chief demographic challenges to social groups in central and eastern Europe?


Conversely, did social vulnerability cause certain types of demographic behaviour? The answer was yes: it could be not just their cause but also their consequence.  Large families, for example, could be more vulnerable to poverty because more of their members shared the limited income earned by only one or two persons. An inability to plan or space births often went together with a poor education and lack of control over one's personal life.  It was not so very long since population growth had been stronger and many couples had had five or six children or even more and had been incapable of managing their homes, jobs, fertility and lives in general. Doctors on suburban housing estates had failed to give them any help and had not told them about contraception even after several closely spaced births. Things were different nowadays but those old patterns of behaviour had not disappeared.  Yet, because of the risk of poverty, couples sometimes decided not to start a family or at least to postpone their plans: studies in the United Kingdom, Bulgaria and France showed that this happened to many unemployed. It was also self-evident that unpleasant or irregular work, poor housing, a bad diet and over-indulgence in tobacco and alcohol had negative effects on health and mortality but also on fertility.


These facts were a challenge to politicians, especially in the central and east European countries, and required them to answer the question: what social-policy choices should be made with particular regard to health, education, redistribution and intergenerational transfers in a transition economy facing demographic crisis?


Ms Jozefina TOPALLI, Member of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Albania), said that Albania, a country of 3.1 million inhabitants, had experienced the emigration of a quarter of its total population, and a third of the economically active population, since the fall of the Communist regime: this represented some 900,000 people, over half of whom were in Greece and a quarter in Italy. Because of persistent unemployment and poverty the flow was a long way from drying up: 30% of Albanians lived below the poverty line, half of them subsisting on a dollar a day. On top of this there was the flight from the countryside, which had resulted in massive uncontrolled urbanisation: 42% of Albanians now lived in towns as compared with 35% in 1990, and many of the elderly had been simply abandoned in the villages, where access to care was virtually non-existent. The new town suburbs were assemblages of disorderly poor-quality constructions from which public services and infrastructure were absent and where illiteracy was becoming a major problem owing to the lack of schools. To some extent those spontaneous movements were an expression of recovered post-1990 freedom, but their negative effects were aggravated by the indifference of the State authorities, which had been unwilling to recognise the scale of the phenomenon and act on its implications. The burden had therefore fallen on local authorities, which had to bring order to that uncontrolled urbanisation and improvise facilities from obviously very small resources; they were having to cope with an unprecedented challenge. It was therefore urgently necessary for central government to react, among other things in order to prevent the countryside from being abandoned once more.


THE CHAIR said that Mrs Topalli’s remarks showed Albania’s need for solidarity.


Ms Daniela FILIPIOVÁ, Vice-President of the Parliamentary Assembly (Czech Republic), wished to raise the question of disabled people. While the totalitarian Communist regime had pretended not to know they existed and had shut them up in "health homes", the transition to democracy in her country had markedly improved their situation.  However, their needs in terms of physical and mental care, employment, education and welfare benefits had not gone away; the challenge was to assist the most vulnerable in the best possible way and on a priority basis, but also, and particularly, to eliminate social barriers and learn to live together. This involved the full integration of disabled children in schools, the abolition of "special establishments", which did not provide a proper education, and the ending of discrimination from very earliest childhood.


It also involved care adapted to the different types of disability. The efforts of NGOs were insufficient. In the Czech Republic a law required businesses to recruit a certain number of disabled persons on pain of being fined, but employers often preferred to pay.  They were thus punished for the inability of society as a whole to create a welfare system worthy of the name.  Moreover, even if they wished to recruit, candidates’ lack of vocational training and even their laziness deterred them. Many disabled people were satisfied with the benefits they received. All in all, unemployment was high and welfare expenditure was exploding.


Ms Filipiová compared the situations of two disabled men in wheelchairs. One lived in a large town and had a family; the other lived in a village on his own. The life of the first man was (relatively) easy, he could get into town, his family supported him and he could doubtless find a job; the life of the second man was hard, not everywhere was accessible to him, he would have difficulty in working - where he lived, even the able-bodied were affected by unemployment.  But both of them received the same incapacity benefit…


To improve things, the benefits system must be genuinely adapted to needs, disabled people must be listened to and the barriers of society must be broken down.  Much had been done in recent years but much remained to be done. (Applause)


Ms Rosa-Anna WEISS, European Committee for Social Cohesion (CDCS) (Austria), said that she was happy to speak on behalf of the CDCS about subjects like human dignity, social rights, social cohesion and respect for human rights.


The initiative taken by the Council of Europe, the Parliamentary Assembly and the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe on the subjects of extreme poverty and exclusion had resulted in 1994 in the launching of a project whose conclusions had been noted in 1997 by Heads of State and of Government.  The war on poverty required an interdisciplinary approach and the co-operation of the people actually concerned.  The most important areas of action had been identified, namely employment, housing, medical care and access to education.

It had been clear right from the start that the Council of Europe had a prominent role to play in promoting social cohesion, defined as society's ability to guarantee the well-being of all its members by democratic means. The responsibility for that role should be shared by the whole continent. This implied fairness, absence of discrimination, access to human rights, respect for the dignity of the human person and freedom for individuals to aspire to their own fulfilment and participate actively in society.

Studies had tried to define the responsibility of governments in the social field, their role as guarantors of human rights and democratic principles, their obligations as regards fighting exclusion and the equitable distribution of resources and means, together with the relevance of new types of contract between citizens and State and of new public-private partnerships.

But how could mutual respect and solidarity be appealed to when a society that had lost its bearings was dominated by the values of the market, consumerism and individualism? What roles remained for the State, the market and civil society in a globalised world? The Council of Europe had endeavoured to make its position clear in this debate. The State must first ensure equality of rights for all: the legal protection of those rights must be accompanied by a social policy capable of guaranteeing access to them. Guidelines (on access to social protection, employment and housing) had been drawn up to that end and had formed the basis of the report adopted by the CDCS in Malta in 2002.  

Two points in that report deserved attention: the identification of vulnerable groups and the implications of lack of access to rights. Special attention must first be given to creating an environment conducive to social integration.  All services must be co‑ordinated as part of an overall strategy covering access to housing, health, education, vocational training, decent employment and social protection. Access to rights must also go hand in hand with the ability of individuals to demand those rights. Appropriation was an essential concept and must be encouraged. Local authorities had a major role to play in terms of social infrastructures.

Regarding the human cost of lack of access to rights, this was considerable; 18% of the European population lived in housing of below-average standard, and 27% had inadequate incomes.

Mr Walker had rightly stressed the increasing number of women in poverty and the rise in gender inequality.  Ms Weiss believed that the Committee on Equal Opportunities for Women and Men should be involved in preparations for the 2005 conference. She regretted the fact that feminism had somewhat excluded and frightened men and deplored the absence of fathers and their lack of enthusiasm to share household tasks but pointed out the heavy pressure brought to bear on young men by their employers.

Mr Hancock was right: a true policy debate must take place on all these subjects.  (Applause)

Ms KLIMÁČKOVÁ, Director of the Child Protection Centre (Slovakia), stressed the need to make society more child-friendly. This required a change in mentalities, promotion of a better quality of life and a campaign against violence.  The media must be associated with this effort. Society must invest more heavily in family- and child-friendly actions; its future was at stake.

Mentioning her own personal case, she said that she had concentrated seriously on her career once her child had grown up. She called for a shift in the emphasis of economic life, for incentives to businesses to employ women who had finished bringing up their children, who had experience they could share and who were now free to serve society.

Mr John WILKINSON, Chair of the Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population of the Parliamentary Assembly (United Kingdom), referring to Mrs Weiss’s words about the role of the State, maintained that the role of the individual should not be ignored. While the State must safeguard access to rights, the individual must make his contribution to society in order to acquire them. In Europe, stress was too often laid on rights and not enough on the process whereby those rights were acquired.

Regarding the market, also mentioned and censured by Mrs Weiss, that was a place where everyone, as a responsible individual, could prove his or her ability to contribute to the enrichment of society as a whole.

Families had lost their sense of responsibility; the elderly were relegated to retirement homes, young people waited for their benefits so that they could afford alcohol or drugs. Where was the benefit to society?  People would rather throw something away than repair it, skills were being lost for good. People should look at Asia or Latin America, where the values of enterprise and of a job well done were still appreciated. The inhabitants of the central and east European countries had all had jobs in the past but their dignity had not been respected. Neither the role of the market nor the importance of individual ability should be denied.  Greater cohesion could help towards a proper appreciation of the value of every individual.  (Applause)

Mr Walter SCHMIED, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Switzerland), felt that the State could not do everything and that individuals too bore a particular responsibility. He agreed with Ms Filipiová that it was no use solving all concrete problems and demolishing all architectural barriers if the psychological barriers remained intact. He recalled an occasion when, leaving a committee meeting in the Swiss parliament, his colleagues and he had passed a young female drug addict suffering from withdrawal symptoms; he had been the only one to stop and attend to her, while his colleagues, supposedly more open and tolerant of drug addiction, had gone their ways… Certainly, the State had a role to play in ensuring social cohesion but it was still necessary for everyone to be concerned about human dignity. The concept of “vulnerable population” had been aptly pinpointed by Professor Cliquet but the solution did not lie solely in the redistribution of incomes and benefits.

Ms Lydie ERR, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (Luxembourg), thought it was an excellent idea to assess the demographic impact of family policies. She had been greatly struck by Ms Saks’ remarks the day before about parental leave, of which only 1% of young fathers availed themselves, even though it would enable them to stop work for several weeks and look after their child whilst still being paid. An information campaign should be directed at the media in order to get them to devote more attention to demographic matters.

Ms Rosa-Anna WEISS recalled that, some 15 years earlier, the Council of Europe and the European Commission had launched a Europe-wide media campaign emphasising the importance of the father’s role in the family unit and said that she would like this initiative to be repeated. Child protection had been the subject of a Council of Europe Forum, which was being followed up by a committee of experts. As regards demographic policy, certain countries, among them Austria, did not have one; it would be difficult to restore the fertility level as long as society did not regard having children as a positive factor. Finally, she was glad that Mr Wilkinson had criticised the adherents of the out-and-out market approach who wanted to keep the State on the sidelines; the State had a decisive part to play in enabling workers to reconcile working and family life.

Ms Daniela FILIPIOVÁ in her turn thanked Mr Wilkinson for his remarks. She thought it a pity that disabled people were too often content to ask the community what it could do for them and felt like answering them, to paraphrase President Kennedy,that they would do better to ask what they could do for the community… The State nevertheless had a definite responsibility, namely to create an environment in which the disabled could live better. There were, of course, people who were too seriously disabled or too isolated to live independently, but this was far from the general rule.  In any case, they would not convince the rest of society that they were an integral part of it by expecting the State to do everything for them.

Ms Radosveta STAMENKOVA, Executive Director of the Bulgarian Family Planning Association, said that the words "vulnerability" and "marginalisation" were highly relevant in central and eastern Europe, where vulnerable population groups were numerous. Such groups included the Roma, who numbered 8 to 10 million, 300,000 of them in Bulgaria - although other sources estimated their number at 800,000. The Conference of the Open Society Institute, held in July 2003 in Budapest in the presence of representatives of governments, the European Union and the Council of Europe, had solemnly announced the "Decade of Roma Integration", but fine declarations and generous promises were one thing, practical action was another.  The Roma were still marginalised and victims of discrimination, and their access to medical care would be made even more difficult by the reform of the welfare system due to come into force on 1 October, which would have the effect of excluding 700,000 people!  With regard to public education, this was conceived from an assimilationist viewpoint and was unsuitable for young Roma, who therefore tended to drop out of school with no qualifications and find themselves unemployed. The family was a very important value in Roma culture but motherhood was generally the only role allowed to women, and in any case the only one in which they were respected. Roma women had many children, more than they wanted, but did not have the option of controlling their fertility. Housing was another major problem, which was never allowed for in town planning. The Roma unemployment rate was 90% in places, and whole generations were unaware of what it meant to work, even for a single day. If people wanted the Roma to integrate, the media and school curricula would have to devote more attention to their culture, which would have to be treated with greater respect by society; this would encourage them to behave more responsibly. A successful integration policy meant that its beneficiaries must also be its participants.

THE CHAIR thanked Ms Stamenkova for calling attention to this important problem, which was frequently addressed by the Committee on Migration and on which it had set up a working group, which would, of course, take note of her remarks.

Mr Ronald SCHOENMAECKERS, Centre for Population and the Family (Brussels), said that vulnerable groups were not created by demographic processes.  Elderly people were not made poor or vulnerable by ageing, and many of the poor were not old. Elderly people who were poor were in that state because of their position in society and not their age. The same remark applied to migrants, who were often already vulnerable and poor before emigrating; it was even the reason why they emigrated. There was one exception, however: unmarried or divorced men became increasingly vulnerable with age because they were excluded from the social network, whereas this was not the case for unmarried, widowed or divorced women. It was not a demographic problem but a society problem.

Ms Helena BARGHOLTZ, Chair of the Sub-Committee on Children (Social, Health and Family Affairs Committee) of the Parliamentary Assembly (Sweden), asked Ms Weiss how vulnerable groups could be taught to demand their rights.  How could such groups have confidence in a society that claimed to guarantee rights for them and refused to grant those rights when they were demanded?  In Sweden, liberals said: "Do what you must, demand your rights…"

Mr Godfrey WALKER, UNFPA, noted that the rights of young people were directly affected by the transition process in the central and east European countries.  This had direct implications for the demographic situation and the degree of social cohesion, for the increase in drug addiction (drugs were arriving from Afghanistan in such enormous quantities that heroine had become cheaper than vodka!) and for the prevalence of AIDS.  The current trend would have serious and lasting consequences if rapid action were not taken to check it.

Mr George FOULKES, Member of the Parliamentary Assembly (United Kingdom), said that he felt compelled to react to Mr Wilkinson’s remarks, on which there was no consensus in the United Kingdom. The consequences of ageing and the problems raised by immigration had been known for a long time; all that was lacking was the political will to take genuine account of them. Those who held power and wealth wished to keep them!

The situation of vulnerable groups in Europe had improved in recent years, albeit in differing ways. In Athens it had been seen that the size of the delegations to the Paralympic Games had been unrelated to that of the teams taking part in the able-bodied Games.  Discrimination was certainly prohibited by law but nothing was possible without political will - and without a decision by certain parties to give up a particle of their power.  (Applause)

Ms Rosa-Anna WEISS said that women were not inherently vulnerable; they were made so by society's refusal to pay them the same wage as men and to enable them to reconcile family and working life. Likewise, people were not vulnerable because they were old or a member of the Roma; they became vulnerable because they were excluded. Refusing to send a girl to school made her vulnerable.

For people to demand their rights, they must know what they were. The struggle against poverty, on which stress was placed in the CDCS project, could not be waged successfully without information, or rather, without the participation of the persons concerned. Ms Weiss said that on the occasion of the Malta Conference she had appreciated the “single window” that allowed access to all the social services arranged by the local authorities.

She said that she had been impressed and moved by the extraordinary personality of a young Austrian paraplegic gold medallist at the Paralympic Games, who had mentioned his dreams and how he had overcome his depression; quite apart from that particular case, which was doubtless exceptional, she considered that society could do much for the disabled.

Mr Robert CLIQUET (interpretation) said that he did not find it easy to summarise briefly such a rich and diversified debate, which had mingled individual cases, national situations and questions as fundamental as the respective roles of the State and individual. His first remark would be that the behaviour patterns of individuals were strongly governed by the social context in which they lived. When people talked about changing values or mentalities, they had to realise that those were simply the product of an evolving society and that individuals acted under various influences, bombarded as they were by televised and other messages of little relevance to the future of European democracy or social cohesion…

The Committee on Equal Opportunities for Women and Men must be associated with the preparations for the 2005 Conference. Studies on the interrelations between vulnerability and societal tendencies should be pursued and intensified; vulnerable people were often vulnerable even before being placed in a specific situation - before, for example, being old or migrants; like the growing incidence of poverty among women, this fact must receive greater consideration.

Mr Cliquet hoped, in conclusion, that the forthcoming debates would be better targeted and would focus on concrete subjects such as vulnerable groups or demographic trends, particularly in the central and eastern European countries.

THE CHAIR thanked the participants. He said that, after the moving remarks by Ms Topalli, he was thinking particularly about Albania and hoped that Council of Europe members would collectively realise their duty towards that country.

The session adjourned at 11:15.

CLOSING SESSION OF THE SEMINAR
The session resumed at 11.35 under the chairmanship of Mr Marcel GLESENER, Chairman of the Social, Health and Family Affairs Committee of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Luxembourg), and of Mr Vojtech TKÁČ, Chairman of the Sub-Committee on Population (Committee on Migration, Refugees and Population) of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly (Slovakia).

Mr Marcel GLESENER (Chairman) said that the past two days of work had been an important advance in the preparation for the April 2005 conference and thanked all participants, both experts and parliamentarians. He felt, personally, that all the matters raised originated in the same source: the loss of family and moral values in European societies. A number of major points emerged from the discussions: the change in the concept of the family, which caused people to marry more, divorce less and reproduce later; the difficulty experienced by many couples, and many women in particular, in reconciling family and working life; the difficulty for political leaders of finding the means to finance family policy, housing policy and care and pension systems; finally, and particularly, the necessity for a change in mentalities, both individual and collective. Elderly people were too often regarded as a burden rather than as an asset. It was therefore important to look differently at ageing and encourage elderly workers to remain active. But caution must be exercised here, because many young people were waiting impatiently to start work, and early retirement was often the alternative to redundancies. He concluded by expressing his thanks once again to the participants and to the Slovak authorities who had hosted the seminar.  

Mr Vojtech TKÁČ (Chair) referred to the many pictures representing the mythological scene of the abduction of Europa and wondered whether painters approaching the subject in the year 2050 might not have to depict her as a woman with grey hair…  He was pleased by the intensiveness of the discussions during the seminar, at which, if he had reckoned correctly, no fewer than 10 different organisations and bodies were represented.  Social cohesion, which had been the keynote of those two days, was a prerequisite for human dignity, which was one of the values embodied in Europe's basic legal instruments; but how could such cohesion be defined and ensured?  That was just the problem, particularly in the central and east European countries, many of which were threatened by the shock of population decline, albeit with a time lag that in no way altered its gravity. To confront it, politicians and scientific experts would have to combine their efforts, as they had started to do for ecology; it was therefore a pity that demographic questions did not appear in the European Union’s research programmes.  It was to be hoped that the conference in Strasbourg on 7 and 8 April 2005 would give the matter a decisive boost.  Meanwhile, the report to be submitted by Mr Brunhart to the October 2004 session of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe on behalf of its Committee on Migration would be a substantial contribution to the debate. Mr Tkáč concluded by thanking and congratulating all participants.

CLOSING SPEECH


Mr Raimondo CAGIANO DE AZEVEDO, former Chair of the CAHP (Italy), agreed with Mr Cliquet that the European population's position in the world had been somewhat neglected by the seminar; he noted, however, that Europe had accordingly chosen to speak of itself and its inhabitants, a Europe which had been described as a   ”laboratory of peace", the "continent of social cohesion". These descriptions obviously implied the prevention, regulation and transcending of conflicts of all types, between men and women, between mothers and fathers, between able-bodied and disabled people, between young and old, between migrants and indigenous populations and between demographic majorities and minorities.  The objective of the 2005 conference was, in fact, to study such conflicts in order to forestall them and find solutions. From that viewpoint, the Bratislava seminar had been a model of its kind by enabling experts and politicians to conduct a serious and free debate: the role of the former was to state the issues involved in conflicts and of the latter to act to solve them.


The potential conflicts were known, being the outcome of the individual choices of European men and women and of those made in previous decades by European societies in the spheres of the family and the couple, ageing, migration, gender equality and social cohesion.  Those conflicts would persist if their origins, nature and content were not recognised and if the actors surrendered to the temptation to side with one or other of the leading players. 


The debates had highlighted the way in which major changes in society had led to the economic emancipation of young people (prior to their demographic emancipation), which was not inconsistent with the formation of couples or families. Reproduction would be the consequence and no longer the cause of such formation; it was important to make a more thorough study of the changes in this respect that were occurring throughout Europe. The European population had as many points in common (natural increase close to zero, falling fertility, ageing of the generations, mobility and migration) as differences (infant mortality, health conditions, gender equality, poverty).


Youth was ageing (the young were younger at more advanced ages), while old age was getting younger (the elderly were less old at more advanced ages): account must be taken of this situation, even if the category of adults between 20 and 40 were to disappear!  This was what British writers called the "counter-ageing society".  Demographers must think about it and find new analytical criteria; on their side, politicians must act at the social and institutional levels, for example by giving the 60s to 80s greater choice or by boldly tackling the crucial problem of housing. The latter question was central to any social policy; who should take responsibility for it? National authorities? Local authorities?  Here Mr Tkáč’s appeal to subsidiarity made good sense.


Fresh conflicts regarding work organisation and the status of citizen were looming. After the challenges of enlargement and economic integration, a new frontier, that of social policy in the greater Europe, was taking shape. The question of pension reform - an ideal battleground - was on the agenda everywhere. How far should individuals contribute to the construction of the social-security system? Profound changes imposing flexible complementary solutions were in the offing.


By definition, migration produced links between societies and cultures; its negative aspects were constantly emphasised, while Europe's past in the matter, its conversion from an area of migration into an area of mobility, was ignored. Mobility was now the hallmark of an ever-greater number of peoples. But migration would continue at both the European and the international levels and would have to be regulated at the same levels.


Even the definition of foreigner would change. If the strictest legislation on the granting of rights to migrants were taken as a basis, the European Union of 15 had 6 million foreigners; on the most generous basis, 600,000…


In the context of a would-be knowledge society, Mr Raimondo Cagiano de Azevedo argued in favour of more thorough statistics and called on politicians to recognise the importance of demographic and social research.


He thanked the Slovak Delegation for its initiative in organising this seminar as part of the preparations for the 2005 conference and said that he looked forward to seeing them all in Strasbourg.  (Applause)

Mr Marcel GLESENER (Chair) warmly thanked all those who had taken part in the seminar.  He closed the session, calling on all those present to continue the work that had been started.


The seminar was declared closed at 12.25.
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