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Stationary population, immigration, social cohesion, 
and national identity: What are the links and the policy 

implications? With special attention to Canada, a 
demographer’s point of  view
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This paper is dedicated to two of  our distinguished colleagues-demographers,  
no longer with us, professors Jacques Henripin and André Lux,  

for their clear vision of  what lies ahead if  we fail demographically.

Abstract

In recent years, this author has devoted some of  his research to the question of  stationary population as 
a policy vision for Canada and beyond. The focus was largely economics and ecology. The virtue of  the 
stationary population, it was argued, is that it cut across the long-term concerns of  ecologists and short-term 
concerns of economists. The present paper, while reiterating some of  the same economic arguments, addresses 
stationary population as a policy option from the point of  view of  national identity and social cohesion. To 
this end, it explores the policy and ideological dimensions of  multiculturalism in Canada. It also examines 
immigration trends in Canada and Western Europe, and makes some incursions into the history of  how 
cosmopolitan states have fared. The paper’s conclusion is that stationary population is optimal in terms of  
national identity and social cohesion. 

Keywords: population policy, population growth, John Stuart Mill, social cohesion, multiculturalism.

Sommaire

Ces dernières années, l’auteur a consacré certaines de ses recherches à la question de la population station-
naire au Canada et ailleurs dans le monde. L’optique en a été économique et écologique. La vertu de la 
population stationnaire, il a été soutenu, réside dans le fait qu’elle réponde aux préoccupations tant à long 
terme des écologistes qu’à court terme des économistes. Tout en réitérant ces préoccupations, la présente 
étude examine les attributs de la population stationnaires du point de vue de l’identité nationale et de la co-
hésion sociale. Dans ce but, l’étude explore les dimensions du multiculturalisme au Canada. Sont également 

1.	The author has been active in the field of  population studies as a professional and academic for over 60 years, in Canada 
and abroad. As an escapee of  totalitarian regimes, he had firsthand experience as a political prisoner, refugee, and migrant. 
Of  dual ethnicity and dual citizenship (not related to his ethnic origins), he has lived in eleven different countries and is 
fluent in six languages. Among his many publications, of  particular relevance to this paper’s topic is the French-language 
article ‘L’Europe face à son destin démographique’ (Europe faces its demographic destiny) in Reflets et perspectives de 
la vie économique (1998: 83–99). This paper is a follow-up to some of  the author’s previous works, including “Stationary 
Population as Theoretical Concept and as Policy Vision,” presented at the International Conference on Population in 
Marrakesh (September 2009, organized by the International Union for Scientific Study of  Population, or IUSSP), and the 
article “Stationary population as a policy vision,” published in Optimum Online: The Journal of  Public Sector Management (2012). 
Correspondence: anromaniuk@yahoo.ca.
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examinés les courants migratoires au Canada et dans les pays occidentaux, tout en faisant des incursions dans 
l’histoire des sociétés cosmopolites, leurs réussites et leurs échecs. La conclusion de la présente étude est 
que la population stationnaire est optimale des points de vue de l’identité nationale et de la cohésion sociale.

Mots-clés : politique de la population, croissance démographique, John Stuart Mill, civilisation occidentale, 
cohésion sociale, multiculturalisme.

Introduction
In recent years, some of  my research was devoted to the question of  stationary population as a policy vision for 

Canada and for Western nations more generally. This led me to favour stationary population as the optimal response 
to the dilemmas of  ecological and economic sustainability, in the spirit reminiscent of  John Stuart Mill’s philosophy 
on the stationary state: “It must always have been seen, more or less distinctly, by political economists, that the in-
crease of  wealth is not boundless, and that at the end of  what they term the progressive state [lies] the stationary state...” 
(Mill 1965: 746; emphasis added). The virtue of  stationary population, I have claimed, is that it addresses both the 
long-term concerns of  ecologists and the short-term concerns of  economists. However, I believe questions related 
to national identity and social cohesion also deserve attention when considering stationary population. A vigorous 
debate on population policies is required. All options should be on the table. 

In demographic terms, stationary population is a configuration of  zero population growth, with a reproduction rate 
slightly in excess of  two births per woman (or, more exactly, 2.1, to compensate for mortality). This level of  fertility 
would ensure the integral replacement of  one generation by the next (Coale 1972). In more pragmatic terms, sta-
tionary population in the context of  this paper is defined as a population that, in the long run, settles around a zero 
growth rate or a total fertility of  two births per woman. 

This paper is a prescriptive, normative type of  demographic discourse. It is an advocacy paper. Many things said 
herein are matters of  opinion. It is not all science per se. I wrote this piece as a long-retired demographer with world-
wide experience in both academia and administration, and with an eye that transcends the narrow confines of  dem-
ography to embrace its wider civilizational and geopolitical ramifications. On occasion, the language used is that of  a 
polemicist, rather than cool academic neutrality. For from time to time, we need to indulge in “soft demography” for 
the benefit of  public debates on population policies. While remaining true to our discipline, which in many respects is 
quantitative and analytical, one should not be scornful of  more speculative, visionary ventures into the philosophical 
realm. We should also have the courage of  our own opinions.

Indeed, this is also in keeping with the discipline of  demography, since many demographers have similarly expressed 
their concerns or observations. Alfred Sauvy, the great French demographer, with his many writings on demographic 
subjects addressed to a variety of  audiences, is a case in point. And Nathan Keyfitz, as much as he was a mathematical 
demographer, warned against the prevailing infatuation with the demometry that runs the risk of  emptying demography 
of  its very substance. So did the well-known Canadian demographer Jacques Henripin when twenty years ago, at the 
1995 Symposium of  the Federation of  Canadian Demographers, he stated: “On peut se demander pourquoi les démographes 
– démographes canadiens en particulier – sont si valeureux du point de vue de la rigueur et si peu audacieux quand il s’agit de la santé 
démographique de leur société? ” and implied that one of  the reasons was fear of  voicing one’s opinion in public: “la crainte 
d’aller à l’encontre de certaines mythes vénérés par la société occidentale, nord-américaine surtout ” (Henripin 1995: 307).

I will first present the immigration-related profile in Canada, and then explore the policy and ideological dimen-
sions of  multiculturalism in Canada and the Western world more generally. I will also make some incursions into his-
tory, to assess how cosmopolitan states have fared politically. Then, I will discuss some possible solutions to the socio-
demographic conundrum of  Canada and the Western world, in the spirit of  the posited stationary population ideal.

Canadian immigration, ethnic profiles and trends 

The following highlights are taken from the National Household Survey (NHS) for 2011, on the level and 
trends of  immigration in recent years. Among the OECD countries, Canada has the second-highest proportion 
of  foreign-born, representing 20.6 per cent of  the population (6,775,800 out of  a total of  33,476,688); Australia, 
at 26 per cent, is the leading country (see Table 1). Over recent years, net international migration has become 
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the most important demographic component of  growth for Canada. Between 2006 and 2011 alone, around 
1,162,900 people immigrated to Canada. Roughly 661,600, or 56.9 per cent, came from Asia (including the 
Middle East), including 122,100 from China and about 121,400 from India. Prior to the 1970s, immigrants born 
in Asia accounted for only 8.5 per cent of  the foreign-born population of  Canada; today, there is an increased 
share of  recent immigrants from Africa, Caribbean, and Central and South America, and these recent immi-
grants are relatively young compared to the Canadian-born population. In 2011, the vast majority of  Canada’s 
foreign-born population (94.8 per cent) lived in the Census Metropolitan Areas of  Ontario, British Columbia, 
Quebec, and Alberta, with slightly over three-fifths (62.5 per cent) settling in Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver. 
Nearly 6,264,800 people identified themselves as members of  a “visible minority,” representing nearly 20 per 
cent of  all Canadians. South Asians constituted the largest overall visible minority group. Notably, 3 in 10 visible 
minorities were Canadian-born.

What do these highlights tell us about immigration and Canada’s national ethnic profile in recent years? 
Against the background of  growing ethnic heterogeneity in Canada’s population, immigrants are young and 
represent a dynamic, entrepreneurial, and innovative segment of  the population. By contrast, the Canadian-
born are older (and by implication presumed to be more conservative). Immigrants are settling in the large cit-
ies, Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver—places in the vanguard of  social change, and wielding economic and 
social-political dominance. 

Seen from a historical perspective, immigration under a variety of  categories—economic, family, and hu-
manitarian, both permanent and temporary—has reached record numbers in more recent years (since about 
1986). Immigration presently constitutes the bulk of  Canada’s population growth. While in the period 1951–91 
net migration accounted for about one-quarter of  population growth, it accounted for more than 60 per cent 
of  growth in the period 1996–2011 (Beaujot and Raza 2013: 147). 

Historically, immigration was not only substantially smaller, it also took place in a demographic environment 
where the Canadian-born population enjoyed a relatively high birth rate. This is no longer the case. Hence, the 
higher levels of  immigration are taking place in an environment where the Canadian-born population has lower-
than-replacement fertility. Interestingly, first generation newcomers to Canada, and their children in particular, 
demonstrate a fertility rate that is as low as, if  not lower than, that of  Canadians generally. What this means is 
that in order to maintain the population at its present level, let alone for it to grow, Canada needs to bring in an 
ever-growing number of  immigrants. Should this trend persist over the long term, the three founding nations—
French, British, and First Nations—may become marginalized. “Lorsque les immigrants se substituent aux naissances 
de façon massive, la société hôte se fait progressivement remplacer par les nouveaux venus et leurs descendants et elle finit, à toute fin 
utile par disparaitre,” wrote Henripin (1989: 119). According to a microsimulation performed by a team of  Can-
adian demographers from Statistics Canada, “one hundred years after the beginning of  the projection (2006), 
between 62 and 88 percent of  the population would have either immigrated to Canada after 2006 or would be a 
descendant of  someone who immigrated to Canada after 2006” (Dion et al. 2015: 118). 

The Western perspective

What is true for Canadian immigration is generally true for what we often call “the West” as well, and in some 
cases more so. Table 1 shows the proportion of  foreign-born for the most economically advanced countries. As 
already mentioned, Australia and Canada rank highest, with the percentage of  foreign-born representing 26.8 
and 20.6 per cent of  the total population, respectively.

Table 1. Foreign-born population as a proportion of the total population in G8 countries and Australia 

Country Australia
(2010)

Canada
(2011)

Germany
(2010)

USA
(2010)

UK
(2010)

France
(2008)

Russia
(2002)

Italy
(2009)

Japan
(2000)

Proportion 26.8 20.6 13.0 12.9 11.5 8.6 8.2 8.0 1.0
Sources: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, OECD Publishing, 2012, and Statistics Canada, 
National Household Survey, 2011.
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The scope of  this paper prevents us from going into a more complete analysis of  immigration and socio-
ethnic profiles of  Western democracies, but a few glimpses will suffice for our purposes. In the United King-
dom, for example, according to the British demographer David Coleman, the “ethnic composition would be 
radically transformed within the current century” should immigration trends continue. “By mid-century the 
non-white population would increase to 24 million (31 per cent) and the Other White minority by 7 million (10 
per cent). …the white British population would have fallen below half  by late 2060” (2010). Note the current 
(2014) population of  the United Kingdom is 64.5 million. This also applies to other Western countries, with 
some variations—notably France. In others, such as Netherlands and Sweden, populations of  foreign origin are 
expected to comprise the majority of  the population by the end of  the century.2

One thing stands out clearly when seen from a historical perspective. From a continent of  emigration, 
Western Europe has become a continent of  immigration. This is in itself  an important turning point, with far-
reaching implications for the Western world. Though Canada and the U.S. were obviously countries of  immigra-
tion, the origin countries have shifted over time, from Western Europe to Eastern and Southern Europe, and in 
more recent years to non-European countries.3

How do we explain the rise of  immigration in both quantity and heterogeneity in Western countries? There 
is no simple answer to this question. It is a combination of  causes—demographic, economic, and also ideo-
logical, with the latter perhaps being most important from the point of  view of  the role it plays in compelling 
policymakers to opt for heightened levels of  immigration and heterogeneity.4

Ideological controversy: globalism and diversity versus national identity and social cohesion

The post-war baby boom and ensuing population growth, which inspired so much optimism about the 
demographic future and prosperity of  the Western world, were short-lived events. As of  the mid-sixties, demo-
graphic trends resumed their pre-war secular decline and the economy underwent an unsettling stagflation in the 
seventies, followed by successive recessions. In most Western countries, including Canada, fertility settled at sub-
replacement levels, arguably becoming enduring features of  Western demographics. Preoccupations with poten-
tially imploding populations, labour shortages, and ageing, along with concerns for the sustainability of  pension 
flows, began to haunt policymakers. Rather than embarking on a policy of  boosting fertility, an option considered 
costly and potentially ineffective, concerned countries determined that it would be more expedient to resort to 
ever-increasing immigration. Immigration thus became the palliative solution for all problems, real and imaginary, 
that beset Western societies. After a comprehensive review of  a wide range of  literature on the subject, the dem-
ographer Termote came to the conclusion that “two of  the basic objectives of  immigration policies”—economic 
(per capita income) and demographic (counter aging)—“…are not [being] met” (2011: 105). Dubreuil and Marois 
reached a similar conclusion in regards to Québec in their book, Le remède imaginaire: Pourquoi l’immigration ne sauvera 
pas le Québec  (2011). Yet, this notwithstanding, there is a lingering perception that an ever-growing and ever-larger 
population is both a prerequisite to economic progress (in the sense of  per capita enrichment) and a way of  pro-
jecting national might on the international scene. Hence, the populationist agenda is thus driving population policy. 

Although, as stated earlier, large-scale immigration to a country whose native population no longer reprodu-
ces itself  is bound to radically change the cultural and ethnic make-up of  that receiving country, this trend is not 
being readily recognized or admitted as a concern. First, immigration is in keeping with the professed ideal of  

2.	For an update on immigration and the changing ethnic mosaic of  the European Union, see the excellent analysis by the 
Romanian demographer Vasile Gethau (2016).

3.	These Western trends are in stark contrast to what is happening elsewhere, for example in Japan. Whereas the foreign-
born population is in the double digits in Western countries, Japan posts a modest 1% of  foreign born. Is therefore Japan 
to be judged as a socially, economically, and democratically less advanced country?

4.	For a remarkable, uninhibited yet judgment-neutral analysis of  immigration and its implications, the reader is referred to 
two books, Population Change in Canada (2016) by Don Kerr and Roderic Beaujot, and Canada’s Population in a Global Context: 
An Introduction to Social Demography (2015) by Frank Trovato. It is from these two books that this author drew information 
on Canada’s immigration and its ethnic composition. For an update on population and immigration policy in Canada, see 
Beaujot and Raza (2013).
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the transnational state, as articulated by proponents of  critical theory and postmodernism such as Derrida (2002) 
in France and Habermas (2000) in Germany. Second, adherence to principles of  equality—the UN Charter of  
Human Rights, and more generally to the Western liberal tradition (Fukuyama 2007)—ensures acceptance of  di-
versity in terms of  national origin. Third, there are economic forces at work globally, namely, the insatiable desire 
for workers in an ever-expanding economy, in a context of  growing global inequality between have and have-not 
countries. Fourth, political parties in Western democracies are competing for the support of  minorities. Fifth, an-
other important reason is the devaluation of  national values and nihilistic mindset in the Western world towards 
its national history and the idea of  the nation itself  (Ferguson 2011). As a result of  these combined forces, in 
Western countries multiculturalism has come to be erected as official policy, with Canada in the lead.

The rationale underlying multiculturalism is well intended. However, I have serious concerns about this 
ideological perception of  nationhood. First, the term multiculturalism is itself  a misnomer, for it has nothing to 
do with culture per se (other than pizza and perogies). And the more recent concept of  interculturalism, implying 
groups’ mutual cultural adaptation and sharing, does not make matters simpler. It is untenable in its very sub-
stance. It claims intrinsic virtues as a vehicle of  nation building, “Unity in diversity.” Yet this is more easily said 
than done. History is replete with bloody conflicts, and it does not take much to realize that the root cause of  
many of  the world’s conflicts is precisely the very diversity that is being elevated by some to a unifying virtue. 
The truth is that diversity is a very complex construct, one that cuts both ways. It can bring richness just as it 
can bring destruction, and therefore it has to be handled with the utmost care. The policy of  diversity cannot be 
simply thrust or forced upon people in the name of  an ideology.5

What is occurring under “multiculturalism” is the creation of  new instant artificial societies, created on the 
formality of  citizenship, thus superseding the notion of  historical nations, which took centuries to evolve into 
nationally conscious communities of  peoples. The historical records of  artificial states are not encouraging. For 
instance, the Roman Empire fell into decay as it became increasingly cosmopolitan, as we read in The Decline and 
Fall of  the Roman Empire by the great British historian Edward Gibbon (1989, 1848). There are examples closer 
to our time. Austria’s multinational empire, as deferential as it was to the distinctiveness of  its various national-
ities, was defeated in the First World War. The multinational Soviet Union, a totalitarian state facing centrifugal 
national forces, ultimately collapsed. Even more recently, there is the case of  Yugoslavia; and the unity of  Spain 
seems under constant strain with Catalan and Basque attempts to opt out. Belgium, otherwise a highly prosper-
ous and progressive country, would have long split along ethnic lines—Walloon and Flemish—were it not for 
its monarchy, which somehow keeps the country together. And then, who could have expected that a stable and 
liberal country such as the United Kingdom, with its conservative mindset abhorring radical changes, would be 
at risk of  splitting along ethnic lines, with Scotland opting out (Kim 2005), not to mention the almost perennial 
ethnic conflict in Northern Ireland. The European Union itself—the great multinational construct that came 
into being after centuries of  inter-European fratricidal wars, culminating in the cataclysmic human slaughter and 
material destruction of  World Wars I and II—is under considerable strain. As for Canada, I leave it to readers 
to reflect—with a reminder not to forget the 1980 and 1995 Quebec referendums on national sovereignty; the 
“Non” side during the latter was carried by only 50.58 per cent of  the votes.

Far from being Manichean by painting everything either black or white, I do acknowledge that there are 
variations and nuances, of  course. Belgium is still a federal state, Switzerland is seen as a successful confedera-
tion, and the case of  India is particularly revealing, as I wrote in my review of  the book by a distinguished Indo-
Canadian demographer, Parameswar Krishnan, Glimpse of  Indian Historical Demography: 

India throughout history has had its share of  upheavals, wars, occupations, and civil unrests that have 
brought suffering and devastation. The latest of  these were the massive displacement of  populations, the par-
titioning of  the country following independence from British rule, and even today, ethnic, religious, and social 
conflicts are not uncommon. But on the whole, since independence India has worked out viable accommoda-

5.	Parenthetically, I have noticed that the very people who promote the idea of  diversity are those who stand for national and 
colonial liberation. I have no problem with that; however, these same people are implicitly telling Canadians that they have 
no monopoly on the land they occupy historically, and that they have to share it with people from other lands, whatever 
their numbers and prospects of  integration may be.
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tions that allow this multi-ethnic, multi-linguistic, and multi-religious country to maintain internal peace and to 
uphold democratic values (Romaniuk 2013).

In the Western European countries, large sectors of  the inhabitants feel threatened by immigration from 
non-Western origins and the rising levels of  ethnic diversity in their societies. Countries that are ethnically diverse 
are difficult to manage (Paquet 2008, 2010). Massive immigration in Western countries has become an explosive 
issue, as recent events in France, Germany, and Belgium have demonstrated.6 As I have previously argued: 

Scarcely has a subject given rise to so much passion and polarization of  public opinion as immigration, even 
though we are all the product of  a mixing of  peoples throughout human history. Migration has without 
a doubt contributed to genetic crossbreeding and cultural pollination. Its economic contribution is rather 
highly rated. Lately, however, a hardening of  public opinion can be observed everywhere towards immigra-
tion—and not only towards clandestine immigration, which is taking on worrisome proportions. Long the 
battle cry and target of  extremists and xenophobes, immigration is about to become a legitimate concern 
of  centrist political currents, more representative of  general public opinion (Romaniuc 1998: 93; translated 
from the original French).

Britain’s decision to leave the European Union, and the surge of  the Trump phenomenon in the USA, are 
the most recent manifestation thereof. Debates on the subject are by no means easy, as revealed by the following 
passages, taken from an earlier article by this author: 

We tend to confuse individual and collective attitudes and behaviours towards alterité. Whereas a thoughtful 
individual would transcend colour and creed to see at the deepest level a human being and act accordingly, at 
the collective level the dynamics at work are different—ones over which we as individuals have practically no 
control. Likewise, we tend to ignore the power of  nature: you close one loop, and nature breaks out through 
another. Immigrant minorities’ attachments to national, ethnic, religious or cultural values remain strong for 
generations, particularly if  they come from a culture that is alien to that of  the host country. They tend to 
cultivate their uniqueness and eventually become assertive as they reach a critical mass (Romaniuk 2012: 7). 

Nations, and their interests, remain the cornerstone of  international relations, notwithstanding trends to 
form supranational structures (Smith 2000). With all the globalist rhetoric, the world is getting more and not less 
nationalistic, if  not in waning Western democracies than certainly in all other parts of  the world where there is 
the growing sense that it is their turn to make history. The much longed-for Kantian “eternal peace” remains a 
remote proposition. And as much as we may admire the idealism of  some, such as political philosopher Joseph 
Carens (2014), who advocates “open country borders” (albeit for economically developed countries only) in the 
name of  human rights, we need to look to the reality of  the world as it works. The transnational state-society 
may be just a delusion. Immigrants and their immediate descendants, no less than Canadians de souche, long for a 
stable, prosperous country. They recognise the importance of  social cohesion and national identity. Prosperity, 
peace, liberty, rule of  law, and civic tolerance are what brought so many migrants to choose Canada.

While singling out national identity as an issue in discussions of  multiculturalism and immigration, the 
intention is not to elevate nationhood to sacro-sanctity, locked forever in time, or to close the door to the 
transnational movement of  people. Not all is wrong with diversity as a social construct. Respect for another’s 
culture is a virtue in itself. Diasporas, in many cases, can play a positive role in interstate relations, and in mu-
tual enrichment through cross-fertilisation. Nor does this author lack empathy for immigrants and refugees. 
He is one of  them. To extol the virtues of  diversity is more a matter of  political correctness or expediency 
rather than based on a sober analysis or deeply felt conviction. The matter is not one of  “all or nothing,” 
but that of  degree. It all boils down to the question of  what French humanist, writer and philosopher Albert 
Camus (1951) encapsulated in two words, “mesure et démesure” (Romaniuk 2012: 7). 

What that “mesure” is will be the topic of  the next section. 

6.	 To reduce the problem to an issue of  the “extreme right” seems misleading. “For if  we look to the European Union 
as a catchall solution, chanting ‘Europe!’ as a mantra and waving the banners of  ‘Europe’ in the face of  the recalcitrant 
‘nationalist’ heretics, we may wake up one day to find that far from solving the problems of  our continent, the myth of  
‘Europe’ has become an impediment to recognizing them” (Judt 2015: 46). These words are those of  the renowned British 
historian Tony Judt, who could hardly be suspected of  nationalism.
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In search of  the optimal solution to the socio-demographic conundrum of  the 
Western world

A number of  things are in need of  reconsideration in order to find a response to the population conun-
drum worldwide and in the Western world in particular. First, we need to downplay the populationist agenda 
which postulates that growing and large populations are the forces that move economies forward and project 
a nation’s international might. In no way can Western countries match the population size of  the world’s two 
demographic giants—China and India—with their respective 1.4 and 1.3 billion populations (2014). The two 
countries together already represent almost 40 per cent of  the world’s seven billion population (2014). Africa’s 
population, too, stands now at 1.1 billion and is expected to grow to 2.4 billion by 2050, with the lion’s share 
going to sub-Saharan Africa. Its population is growing at a staggering annual rate of  2 to 3 percent (Romaniuk 
2011). By comparison, Europe’s population, taken as a whole (Russia included), is progressively shrinking rela-
tive to the world’s population from, 22 per cent in 1950 to 10 per cent in 2014, and it is expected to fall to less 
than 8 per cent by 2050, according to UN projections (medium variant). Europe’s population, which doubled 
Africa’s in 1965, is expected to be half  the size of  Africa’s population by 2025. In terms of  population size, 
Nigeria will overtake the United States and Ethiopia will overtake the Russian Federation by mid-century. What 
is true from a demographic perspective is also true from an economic perspective. The European Union is re-
treating as a world economic power. Its GDP went down from 40 per cent of  the world’s production capacity 
in 1900 to 25 per cent in 2000, and is expected to slip to 10 per cent by 2050. 

Hence, whoever studies geopolitics cannot ignore the global demographic and economic contexts and tectonic 
shifts taking place. “The revolutionary demographic changes that the world is experiencing are impacting virtu-
ally every aspect of  human life. Ignoring those weighty consequences and avoiding the needy adjustments to the 
changing demographic landscapes will significantly impact societal wellbeing,” writes the keen observer of  the 
demographic world scene and former director of  the United Nations Population Division, Joseph Chamie (2015b). 

There is a great deal of  discussion nowadays about migration. Immigration no doubt has its role and im-
portance for both the origin and host countries, as the authors of  The Age of  Migration have so well articulated 
(Castles et al. 2015). While immigration is not a solution to all our social and economic problems, it can be a part 
of  it. A liberal society by its very nature cannot be a closed society. As for immigration in particular, let me recall 
the words that the Belgian-Canadian demographer André Lux pronounced at the above-mentioned Symposium:

The growing importance of  immigration from the point of  view of  demography, economics, and social fab-
ric requires more in-depth research on this dimension of  our present and future life as a society. Immigration 
should not be manipulated along short-term conjunctural factors; it requires a long-term approach, based 
on a clarified vision of  the type of  society we want to build, with what sort of  identity. By not addressing 
this issue in fear of  breaking some taboos, we might be paving the way to toward an increasingly “artificial” 
Canada (Lux 1996: 321). 

In terms of  material wealth, the Western world, especially, has already reached a level high enough to pay 
more attention henceforth to matters of  quality of  life, including the issues of  internal social harmony as well as 
internal and external security. Moreover, we should stop romanticizing the myth and the image of  the migrant. 
Man is an atavistic animal, deeply attached to his roots, to his place of  birth. Forever going to faraway places, 
leaving behind loved ones and erasing the memories of  childhood, is a painful experience that shadows one’s 
whole life, no matter how otherwise satisfactory the new places may be. 

Immigration may not be as important a factor in economic growth (defined in terms of  per capita enrich-
ment) as is often claimed (see, for example, Francis 1982). Postwar Japan and Germany are excellent illustra-
tions. These countries rose from the ashes of  World War II to become world economic powers; their cities had 
been levelled to the ground and their male populations severely depleted, while millions of  German soldiers 
died or were held prisoner for several years after the war, particularly in the Soviet Union. Meanwhile, millions 
of  ethnic Germans who were expelled by the Soviets from the eastern territories they occupied, crowded West 
Germany, which was under the much more benevolent occupation of  Western powers. Further, whatever was 
still left of  German industry after the war was literally dismantled and plundered by the Soviets. 
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Neither was the Marshall Plan—as much as it was an expression of  American political wisdom and generos-
ity to a shattered Europe—a significant factor in Germany’s economic recovery, the Wirtschaftswunder. It was the 
monetary reform of  1948 that triggered the recovery, under the good governance of  postwar West Germany. 
Only later were immigrants brought in under the “Gastarbeiter” (guest worker) program, first from Southern Italy 
and then from Turkey and many other southern countries. They happened to be a particular brand of  guest, as 
they never left Germany, not swayed even by generous financial compensations meant to encourage repatria-
tion. In the meantime, Japan’s economic miracle came about with no immigrants at all. 

But why go to these and similar historical antecedents when such authoritative bodies as the Economic Coun-
cil of  Canada finds that higher levels of  immigration have little if  any per capita effects (1991). Economists, like 
Denton and Spencer (2003), to mention just these two, have come to similar conclusions. Yet the vaunted virtues 
of  immigration persist unabated. As the leading Canadian demographer, Jacques Henripin (2011: 55) puts it in 
his sardonic way: «Et bien ! cela n’a pas empêché presque tous les chantres politiques de claironner pendant deux décennies que le 
Canada avait besoin de plus d’immigrants pour des motifs économiques». And then immigration’s economic benefits, if  
any, have to be weighed against potential ecological and social costs. We will return to this point later.

Much in economic terms can be generated today without labour, owing to spectacular advances in labour-
saving automation, robotic technology. Advances in wireless communication make possible the almost instan-
taneous transfer of  knowledge and skill (Sowell 1983, 1996). Japan already makes great use of  these labour-sav-
ing technologies. Much of  the work can and actually is outsourced to cheaper labour countries, for their benefit. 
“Innovation, not population will be the base of  power. The idea that stagnant or shrinking workforces would 
doom the West must be rethought, now that more and more jobs are being replaced by robots and algorithms,” 
argues Katinka Barysch (2016). Last but not least are the significant productive potentials of  a growing elderly 
population that enjoys good health in highly developed countries (McDaniel 1996; Légaré 2001). 

There is also the question of  a more equitable distribution of  wealth worldwide. Canada and other Western 
countries can and should devote part of  their resources to the vigorous support of  developing countries—again, 
primarily in Africa—to speed up the fertility transition and thus generate the demographic dividend regarded as 
a potentially important factor in their economic take-off  (May 2012). But substantially bolstering today’s poor 
countries does not imply making wealthy countries less wealthy. A more equal wealth distribution would reduce 
migration. For example, there is less interstate migration within the European Union, despite freedom of  move-
ment for citizens of  the Union. 

Finally, we should be mindful of  the ecological health of  our planet—an overriding long-term agenda in 
managing the well-being of  the planet (Daly and Cobb 1989; Jackson 2009; Suzuki 2009, 2011). There are limits 
to population growth at least in the intuitive sense, even though we cannot put a figure on it. Nor should it be as-
sumed that so-called “empty spaces,” in reference to Canada or Australia, ought to be populated. It is this author’s 
view that these “empty” spaces are empty only in a relative sense; they, as those of  the Amazon and equatorial 
African forests, ought to be preserved for the ecological health not just of  the countries concerned but for the 
world (Gerkens 2015). “Evidence over the past decade has shown that forest destruction is a critical source of  the 
heat-trapping gases that cause global warming,” wrote the great Canadian environmentalist David Suzuki (2009: 
122). Some highly developed countries with high population densities may actually benefit from population reduc-
tion by somewhat alleviating the pressure on space that arises from overcrowding. Japan is a case in point (Kono 
2009), as are Great Britain, the Benelux, and Germany. In short, while not being the panacea for all the problems 
affecting nations and the world more broadly, a stationary population is, in this author’s view, part of  the solution. 

There is yet another important dimension to be considered. While so far downplaying the perceived import-
ance of  immigration as a factor in national economies, there is yet something to be said about reproduction. In 
fact, this is the heart of  the matter. The world, at various degrees and speeds, is moving to what may be called 
the regime of  demographic maturity, whereby people live longer and healthier lives, and reproduce themselves less 
and less (Chamie 2015; Romaniuk 2010). That is the regime of  sub-replacement fertility. It is not that humanity has 
lost its maternal or parental instinct; rather, as it is today, the disincentives to maternity are far too great. Women 
in developed countries and throughout the modernizing world are now faced with many deterrents to maternity 
(marital instability, financial insecurity), on the one hand, and many fulfilling opportunities, professionally and 
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financially, on the other. They are left with little incentive to trade these liberating forces against the burdens and 
uncertainties of  motherhood (Perelli-Harris 2005). The alternatives to motherhood in today’s modern society 
are just far too attractive to be resisted. The modern woman is being asked the impossible: to be equal to men 
in all spheres of  life, even as a fighting force in war, yet she is still expected to be the giver of  life, bearing and 
raising children, without which there is no humanity. 

So what is the alternative? There is a need to reassess the place of  motherhood in modern society. Motherhood 
should be much more fully rewarded, commensurably, morally, and materially, and this in the name of  both dis-
tributive justice and demographic sustainability. Indeed, it can be done, thanks to the wealth that modern societies 
enjoy. It is often claimed that family allowances and similar incentives lack the force of  sustaining reproductive 
propensities. (For an enlightening assessment of  family support policies in liberal states, see McDonald 2006.) 
The truth of  the matter is that these various incentives are more of  a welfare addendum than designed to actually 
stimulate childbearing. Even so, in countries like Sweden and France, where family assistance are comparatively 
generous, fertility is actually higher, close to the replacement level. But much more remains to be done to main-
tain fertility at replacement levels in the long run, even in France and Sweden. In fact, there is a need to redefine 
motherhood and childbearing from being a private good to being a public good, without calling into question 
individual or women’s rights or freedom of  choice. Hand in hand with the financial rewarding of  motherhood 
goes work flexibility for employed mothers, to fully accommodate parental responsibilities. Granted, there are still 
glaring gender inequalities throughout the world, even in the most economically and socially advanced countries 
(Chamie 2015). Yet, it is primarily mothers who face discrimination. Hence, it is here that correctives are overdue.

To address this situation, I would advocate that all mothers should be paid the equivalent of  their salary for 
a significant period of  time, both to encourage them to become mothers and to ensure that they do not suffer 
discrimination and penalty for choosing motherhood. We are told that the economy cannot afford this, though 
no serious study has been carried out to prove the point. There were great debates, we may recall, in the late 
nineteenth century in Western countries about the feasibility of  universal education at the primary level. Yet it 
proved to work, in spite of  widespread pessimism at the time. On a more general level, there is a need to rethink 
the balance in the allocation of  resources between production and reproduction. So far, the former is being privil-
eged at the expense of  the latter. There is an urgent need to redress the imbalance, to forestall sub-replacement 
fertility turning into a permanent feature of  economically advanced societies.

The family is central in any policy aiming at demographic recovery. All demographic adjustment passes 
through the family. The family remains the only institution capable of  optimizing procreation and the socializa-
tion of  children, thus, the organic reproduction of  society. Humanity has not found valid substitutes. Shaken 
in its biological foundations, undermined and trivialized as a social institution, the family is not doing well of  
late. And it is not with negative measures, such as making divorce or abortion inaccessible, nor with electorally 
flavoured slogans on family values, or through a venal and narrow pro-natalism, that the family will recover its 
vigour. The efforts to renew it must be combined on several fronts—spiritual, legislative, social, and economic. 
Family law, which has been bastardized by erratic legislative initiatives, needs to be completely recast, as well 
as the tax system that accompanies it. Like any individual, the family also aspires to be recognized. Often, this 
recognition is not given it, in the name of  individual universal rights and of  the equality of  all forms of  unions, 
including pseudo-conjugal ones. 

Material and institutional support to the family must be multifaceted in order to be efficient. It must be an 
investment in what economists call human capital, i.e., the health and education of  children. It must facilitate the 
double role, that of  the relative and that of  the professional. It is also a means to equalize income between men 
and women. It is only legitimate that women be compensated for the economic shortfall or demographic cost 
they bear as mothers. In other words, to be accepted by public opinion and to have a chance to succeed, a family 
policy must uphold social equity (gender equality), economic rationality (human capital), and demographic con-
siderations (reproduction of  society). It is then a matter of  giving back to the family its pre-eminent social func-
tion in the perpetuation of  the human species and in the socialization of  progeny.

There are two related questions that remain to be touched upon briefly. What is being advocated here is the 
society’s demographic stationary configuration. This means having about two children per woman as an integral 
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generational replacement norm. That is on the assumption that each woman will have just two babies. In the 
current modern society, some women, maybe as many as 25 per cent, will choose not to have children. Some will 
do so for health reasons, others for reasons related to the absence of  partners (as one would expect in our an-
onymous societies and in the absence of  strong family ties), or because of  their commitment to their profession 
or vocation, or for a variety of  other reasons, all of  which are entirely legitimate. This means that women who 
choose motherhood would need to produce, on average, three rather than two babies. The three-sibling norm also 
seems optimal from the point of  view of  child socialization. 

When considering childbearing and motherhood in modern society, one inescapably also runs into the single 
mother phenomenon. Regardless of  one’s opinion as to whether the two-parent family is the preferred setting for 
childbearing and child raising, the reality is that as much as roughly one-quarter of  Canadian mothers are single 
mothers, by choice or by circumstance. They deserve moral and financial support. For the reality is that stable 
marriage, the precondition of  raising fertility, is problematic in Western societies for a number of  reasons. With 
traditional large families gone, the matchmaking role often played by siblings is now replaced by a proliferation 
of  for-profit agencies. The entirely laudable policy of  encouraging both men and women to be equally ambi-
tious in the public realm has also had some unexpected consequences. There has been much written over the 
last decade, for example, about the fact that many women are now much better educated than the men in their 
social circles, creating challenges around finding suitable mates. Moreover, a good segment of  the male popula-
tion in rich countries in prime marriageable age cannot afford marriage and a family because of  their economic 
insecurity. This is particularly true for blue-collar young men (Economist 2015).

This being said, boosting fertility even to the generational replacement level is a daunting task. Any sustain-
able pro-family policy faces tremendous obstacles. Yet, the French and Scandinavian experiences suggest that 
childbearing support programs can work when they reach a critical impact level. Obviously, no policy can last 
forever. It has to be innovative and adapted to the prevailing conditions and ever-changing societal contexts. 

Then there is Canada’s history and its continuity, whatever population policy is put in place. The two found-
ing nations, English and French, are and ought to remain the country’s national backbone. Nor should any Can-
adians—immigrants and their descendants—forget what they owe to the First Nations, the first known inhabit-
ants of  this land. They have not always been on the benevolent side of  history (Romaniuk 2014). While largely 
leaving the door open to the transnational movement of  people—as advocated, for example, by the Canadian 
demographer Alan Simmons (2010)—policy makers should avoid turning Canada into a nation of  immigrants, a 
demographic conglomerate being constantly renewed by an ever-growing number of  immigrants. Economically 
developed nations have already reached a high enough level of  wealth and should pay henceforth more attention 
to quality of  life, to internal social harmony and external security. 

Concluding comments

This paper argues that stationary population is an optimal demographic configuration on economic grounds, 
as well as from the point of  view of  national identity and social cohesion. To this end, the policy and ideological 
dimensions of  multiculturalism in Canada were explored. Incursions were made into history regarding how 
cosmopolitan states have fared. The current literature tends to emphasize concerns over the aging population, 
depletion of  the domestic labour force, the potential decline in population, and deleterious effects on the econ-
omy, including the sustainability of  pension funds. Large-scale immigration is often seen as a remedy to these 
problems. The pro-populationist stance remains part of  nationalist ideologies across the globe, even among 
democratic nations. 

While not denying the validity of  the rationales behind some of  these claims, this paper emphasizes the im-
portance of  quality of  life in societies that have already reached a high standard of  living. Hence, the paper claims 
that efforts should be directed at improving the quality of  life. To quote Mill again, “It is scarcely necessary 
to remark that a stationary condition of  capital and population implies no stationary state of  human improve-
ment… Only when, in addition to just institutions, the increase of  mankind shall be under the deliberate guid-
ance of  judicious foresight, can the conquest made from the powers of  nature by the intellect and energy of  
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scientific discoverers become the common property of  the species, and the means of  improving and elevating 
the universal lot” (Mill 1848: 751).

Quality of  life includes personal security and social harmony. As Jacques Henripin (2011: 57) wrote in pon-
dering over the amount of  migratory intake to Canada, «Il y a des quantités à ne pas dépasser, si l’on veut maintenir une 
cohésion sociale minime... » Under a stationary scenario, the need for immigration would be lessened and the inte-
gration of  migrants into mainstream society would be easier, thus alleviating legitimate concerns about national 
identity and potential social conflicts. In contrast to the prevailing concern with demographic aging, the author sees 
virtues in the significant productive potential of  a growing elderly population that enjoys good health. 

Developed countries, especially Western countries, need to direct substantial resources  to have-not coun-
tries in order to enable them to escape the Malthusian trap, trigger their economic take-off, and thus diminish 
economic disparities between have and have-not countries, which is the prime cause of  the population exodus 
toward richer Western countries. Particularly important is the prevention of  a massive brain drain from develop-
ing countries. Without domestic human capital, these countries cannot move forward.7 “Nothing is simple in 
this world. In solving a problem more or less satisfactorily, we create many others. The previously mentioned 
problem of  project financing is an example. At a time when the welfare state is already accused of  so many sins, 
would it not be a mess to extend its jurisdiction to maternity? And what about the massive and uncontrollable 
immigration that we have lamented? Would a country that is so generous not become a Mecca for all the poor 
mothers from faraway lands, and also… for refugee women, persecuted for wanting to exercise their fundamen-
tal right to procreate (the one-child political case in China)? A fundamental reassessment of  the national product 
distribution criteria and of  the national budget priorities will undoubtedly be required when society comes to 
grip with the imperatives of  a mature demography. As for the potential loss of  control of  the migratory flux, 
this is essentially a matter of  immigration portfolio administration (Romaniuc 1998).

Given this paper’s conclusion that stationary population policies are optimal for maintaining national iden-
tity, social cohesion, and material well-being, the question remains whether the robust pro-family policies to 
achieve childbearing at the generational replacement level are doable. Under  the regime of   demographic maturity 
emerging in modern societies, people  live longer and healthier  lives but reproduce themselves less and less. 
Many are indeed sceptical that a pronatalist policy can be successful in the end (Gauthier and Hatzius 1997). I 
am more optimistic in this regard, citing Sweden and France as examples, and argue that the role of  national 
elites, civil and religious, should not be underestimated in shaping national policies. France in particular may 
serve as a model, with its Institut national d’études démographiques, under the stewardship of  the great demographer 
and visionary, Alfred Sauvy. Not through propaganda but by the force of  years of  systematic studies initiating 
and monitoring specific population and family-related programs, the effort of  redressing France’s demography 
ultimately bore fruit. The long-standing French mindset of  “doing nothing,” and doubt whether anything can 
be done in matters of  population, has been reversed. France has transformed itself  from a century-long demo-
graphic stagnation into a dynamic demography relative to other Western countries, at least for now. This said, 
like other countries of  the European Union, France has to contend with the significant challenge of  integrating 
a growing diverse immigrant population into French society (Tribalat 1955, 2010, 2013; Zemmour 2014).

The bigger picture is in Western Europe. This corner of  the Euro-Asian land mass is under heavy demograph-
ic pressure from neighbouring regions, where immigrants, refugees, and those seeking a better life originate. Africa, 
with its fast-growing impoverished population, is potentially the biggest source (May 2016). The Middle East and 
beyond, suffering political turmoil and violence, some the making of  Western powers, is yet another. Eastern 
Europe, what was the Soviet Union, is at risk of  turning into a zone of  instability, as current events in Ukraine are 
demonstrating. Immigration to Western Europe and the countries of  the West, including Canada, is taking place 
against a demographic background of  a sub-replacement reproductive regimes. As well, there are various symp-
toms that the Western world’s economy may enter a long wave of  depression, a kind of  Kondratieff  economic 

7.	Foreign investment is important, but in the absence of  strong domestic human capital in the form of  an intellectual and 
political elite, foreign investments can turn the receiving countries into neocolonialism under guises not yet seen. Thus, 
how it can be done effectively is still a matter of  contention. For a critique of  foreign aid to developing countries, refer to 
the Nobel Prize–winning economist Angus Deaton and his book The Great Escape (2013).
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winter (Kopala and Budden 2015). Then, there is the rise of  China and India as world powers, with their almost 
inexhaustible reservoir of  potential immigrants, a reality that cannot be ignored in the global geopolitical migration 
equation, though with the notable difference in that the former is an authoritarian and the latter a democratic state. 

But let us also be reminded that the fate of  the Western world was sealed with the outbreak of  World War I, 
on 28 July 1914. World War I triggered the process of  the Western world’s decline, Der Untergang des Abendlandes, 
as per the title of  the famous book by the German historian and philosopher Oswald Spengler (1922). Let us 
hope, though, that against all the odds, the implementation of  stationary population policies offers a prospect 
of  stabilizing and, perhaps, of  reversing it. While remaining faithful to the principles of  international solidarity 
and humanitarian ideals, including the plight of  refugees across the world, Western governments should, at the 
very least, moderate the impulses for ever greater immigration and take a more critical view of  diversity as a 
social construct in nationhood building.

Much of  what has been said in this paper is open for discussion. What is certain, however, is that demography 
is destiny.
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Stationary population as a Fata Morgana
Gilles Paquet1

Être dans le vent…une ambition de feuille morte.
— Gustave Thibon

Introduction

The notion of  Fata Morgana has generally quite a negative connotation—it refers to a mirage, an optical 
illusion, and artificial, unreliable, and misleading knowledge. According to this point of  view, mirages induce 
self-deception, and should be dispensed with as quickly as possible. 

There is, however, a much more positive connotation attached to an interpretation developed by Albert 
Hirschman (1967: 32ff). For him, human beings, especially in a world marred by deep complexity and uncer-
tainty, have a tendency to underestimate their creativity and inner strengths in the face of  those difficult cir-
cumstances. In such predicaments, simplistic utopian visions and mirages (hiding or minimizing the costs and 
difficulties ahead, and/or exaggerating the potential ease of  overcoming them) may helpfully compensate for 
these infirmities of  man’s imagination—in much the same way that the beautiful imaginary oasis, seen by mem-
bers of  a caravan deep in the desert, increases their efforts to the point that, in spite of  their sufferings, they 
reach the next real oasis. 

Those of  the Hirschman persuasion (like me) do not malign these sorts of  êtres de raison or simplified chromos 
that often play a crucial role in keeping the attention on certain key issues, and imbue the exploratory drive with 
new energy. That is why one must be grateful to senior scholars, who, no longer feeling the need to be dans le 
vent, dare to work on exploratory essays built on controversial reference points, to help reframe the debates in 
times when most participants and observers would appear to be at a loss as to the most effective way to proceed.

This sort of  bold exploratory work shakes off  excessive prudence in order to allow the mind not to be un-
duly restrained by the barnacles of  traditional scholarly rules. The objective is not to build a full-fledged theory 
or model, but only to provide a conceptual framework—a set of  relationships that may not be specific enough to 
lead to testable propositions about the world of  events, but that provides the mold out of  which specific theor-
ies are constructed by adventurous critical thinking (Leibenstein 1976: 17–18). 

In this Forum, Anatole Romaniuk (2017) has provided us with one such valuable exploratory essay. 
In such a work, it is difficult to be at the same time general, simple, and precise. Romaniuk’s advocacy paper (his 

words) has chosen to be general and simple. It aims at nothing less than suggesting a demographic rule—sta-
tionary population—as likely to generate optimality in all perspectives—ecological, economic, social cohesion, 
and national identity. Special attention is paid to Canada in this paper, but the rule is meant to be of  universal 
application in the West. And while the author inserts, in passing, a cautious remark about this rule not being 
a panacea or a sufficient condition—for there may be other supplementary conditions needed to reach these 
optima—it is not unfair to say that this rule is meant to do much of  the heavy lifting. 

1.	Gilles Paquet is Professor Emeritus at the Telfer School of  Management and Senior Research Fellow in the Centre for 
Governance at the University of  Ottawa. He is also the Editor in Chief  of  Optimum Online: The Journal of  Public Sector 
Management, an electronic journal on governance and public management that reaches over 10,000 subscribers.
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It is quite a daunting endeavour, especially in a relatively short paper. So, even the favourably disposed reader 
would reasonably expect that Romaniuk’s tour de force might not be without some lacunae—if  only as a result of  
the author’s not having been provided with sufficient space to develop his argument as fully as he might have 
wished. 

In gauging the contribution of  the Romaniuk paper, a fair but critical reader should be expected to deal 
with it fully, recognizing the particularities of  the genre, and not only draw attention to the most enlightening 
and useful components of  the paper, but also taking notice of  these lacunae, separating those strictly due to the 
condensed and necessarily incomplete nature of  any such short paper, on the one hand, from those ascribable 
to the author’s decision to under-emphasise other fundamentally determining factors, on the other. 

The lay of  the land in three movements

Fortissimo
In the front end of  the paper, Romaniuk presents a clinical synthetic sketch of  a broad canvas of  forces that 

needs to be taken into account in any reasonable attempt to assess the recent turn toward mass indiscriminate 
immigration, over the last twenty-five years—in Canada particularly—but also in other countries of  the Western 
world. He draws from recent studies (including his own) a clear picture of  the process unfolding in Canada: 

•	 declining fertility;
•	 net immigration making up some 60% of  population growth between 1996 and 2011 in Canada;
•	 a deliberate mass immigration policy, falsely purported by government officials to generate economic 

progress and compensate for the ageing of  the population, but failing at both tasks; 
•	 a displacement of  the old Canadian stock by newcomers that is in the process of  dramatically changing 

the cultural makeup of  the country; 
•	 the ideology of  diversity elevated by federal public officials and a significant segment of  the intelligentsia 

and the media to the status of  an absolute unifying virtue, and used by the Canadian government to 
underpin the propaganda of  the multiculturalism ideology, claiming that it would organically generate  
a miracle of  unity from diversity.

Many of  these points are well established in the literature, but assembling them in one place gives the whole 
a greater force de frappe. Many stakeholders are in denial about the whole dynamic that these factors create. Roma-
niuk’s counter-attack is therefore value-adding in exposing some of  the flawed assumptions of  those proposing 
what he calls a populationist agenda.

Glissando
The next section in Romaniuk’s paper is a quick windshield survey of  “a number of  things that are in need 

of  reconsideration in order to find a response to the population conundrum.” 
These “things” are underlined as part of  a soft remise en question of  the populationist agenda by setting its discus-

sion within a loose conceptual framework that brings into focus important forces at work in the context.
These observations (for lack of  a better word) are a mix of  bare facts, hunches developed from experience 

or conventional wisdom, some inferences from the general discussion at the front end of  the paper, and some 
normative suggestions. They are brought to the attention of  the reader in a Van Goghian manner to flesh out a 
more comprehensive appreciation of  the socio-demographic context:

•	 Immigration is not a solution to all our socio-economic problems, but can be a part of  it.
•	 More attention needs to be paid to matters of  quality of  life (harmony, cohesion, security).
•	 Immigration may not be as important to economic growth as presumed.
•	 More equal distribution of  wealth would reduce migration.
•	 We should be mindful of  the ecological health of  the planet (limits to population growth).
•	 Motherhood should be regarded as a public good, and more appropriately rewarded.
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•	 Family law needs a recast.
•	 Given the fact that a number of  women choose not to have children, three babies each for the rest of  

the country’s women would be optimal to ensure a stationary population.

All these points are relevant to the central theme of  the debate—which is the impact of  mass indiscriminate 
immigration—and they constitute avenues both for enriching the perspectives on the debate, and for a potential 
rethinking of  the public sector interventions that might be called for. Romaniuk does not present these vari-
ous elements as part of  a precise program, nor is he always declarative about the exact type of  interventions 
he would favour. The impression left with the reader is that modifying a multiplicity of  arrangements would 
be called for, and that these many re-arrangements would need to be intelligently coordinated and integrated 
into a visionary population policy. In fact, the need for a vision is squarely put forward as mandatory, but details of  
such a vision are not spelled out. As a result, at the end of  this section on the broadening of  perspectives, we 
are left somewhat unequipped to develop our own brand of  vision, and to respond to the question of  what we 
should do next? Indeed, we are more likely to be overwhelmed by the immensity of  the ill-defined task we are 
confronted with. 

Moderato
The last portion of  the paper brings it to a conclusion in a telescopic way by stating:
Given this paper’s conclusion that stationary population policies are optimal for maintaining national identity, 
social cohesion, and material well-being, the question remains whether the robust pro-family policies to 
achieve childbearing at the generational replacement level are doable. (my emphasis)

This is at the same time an overstatement, for the foundations presented for Romaniuk’s optimality theorem 
are quite elliptic—and somewhat short on the implementation front—for it provides little practical guidance as 
to what might make this operationalization phase doable.

In closing the paper, Romaniuk vibrantly expresses his optimism about the possibility of  his fundamental 
and revolutionary proposal materializing. Yet after a final excursus into the worlds of  Kondratieff  and Spengler, 
this vibrant optimism appears to falter un tant soi peu, for he concludes:

Let us hope, though, that against all the odds, the implementation of  stationary population policies offers a 
prospect of  stabilizing and, perhaps, of  reversing it. 

Hope is still there, but it appears somewhat thin. Indeed, by the end of  the penultimate paragraph of  the 
paper, Anatole Romaniuk seems ready to settle for a rather important but very modest small step:

Western governments should, at the very least, moderate the impulses for ever greater immigration, and take 
a more critical view of  diversity as a social construct in nationhood building.

Lacunae

As mentioned earlier, this sort of  short exploratory paper, as a genre, is bound to be at times more sug-
gestive than comprehensive, and it allows the author more licence than usual for ignoring or underplaying some 
aspects of  the problem that other observers might regard as essential pieces of  the puzzle. This section suggests 
some flats and sharps that might provoke Romaniuk (in a possible sequel to the present paper) into reconsider-
ing some avenues that he is quite familiar with, but to which he has chosen to give less attention here.

Some flats 

It must be said that so little of  substance is adduced about social cohesion and national identity—matters 
of  great importance, indeed—that it must be underlined as a lacuna that considerably weakens the thrust of  the 
paper, and that by itself  would appear to call for a sequel to this paper.
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Even when the impact of  the mass immigration policy on the cultural make-up of  the country is referred 
to—for example, when writing about the Dion et al. (1995) paper—the author fails to present anything like an 
explicitation of  the consequences that may be derived from the results of  said paper. This would appear to fol-
low from the limited attention given to social cohesion and national identity.

It is difficult to understand why the author has paid so little attention to the whole richly-federal-govern-
ment-financed brain-washing exercise by the diversity/multiculturalism clan, and in particular to its erasure of  
English Canadian culture by the likes of  Charles Taylor (Duchesne 2016). This erasure is probably the main 
source of  the lack of  effective resistance to these toxic new policies. Significant segments of  the politicos, the federal 
bureaucracy, academia, and the media have swallowed this imposture and played a toxic role in disinforming the 
citizens and in preventing a critical debate about the policies in good currency (Paquet 2012, 2017).

Romaniuk has also chosen not to probe further the electoral gauntlet in which the Canadian federal govern-
ment has entrapped itself, which has allowed the proportion of  the Canadian population born outside the 
country to grow unduly rapidly, to become one out of  five—and much higher in large cities like Toronto and 
Vancouver—thereby taxing the absorptive capacity of  the country. This situation has left Canadian federal 
governments of  all stripes at risk of  paying a high price at the polls if  they were to give any hint of  tightening 
the immigration policy. This, in turn, has paralyzed government action in the face of  the current predicament, 
and put Canada in a position where it is drifting toward an irreversible vortex, since an ill-informed citizenry is 
unlikely to force the Canadian government to take any corrective action soon. 

Some sharps

•	 Some attention should perhaps have been focused in Romaniuk’s paper on the absorptive capacity 
philosophy that was in good currency in Canada until the last few decades. This might take some of  the 
lustre off  the stationary population solution by relaxing it, but it would appear to be incontournable in 
such a paper, since this softer and more flexible approach might appear immensely easier to sell and 
implement than the more radical solution. 

•	 More might also have been usefully said about integration, since more effective integration would make a 
great difference in gauging the impact of  mass indiscriminate immigration. If  many more newcomers 
could be expected to integrate (not to assimilate) with the Canadian old stock—i.e., if  they could be 
expected not to play such havoc with the Canadian cultural make-up—this might modify the notion of  
what is a workable absorptive capacity. 

•	 Romaniuk should not have avoided the question of  screening newcomers. Canada already does it, but 
the whole question of  the conditions of  admission for new immigrants is shunned, for fear of  falling into 
the trap of  a Charter of  Values à la the Parti Québecois (Paquet 2012: ch. 4). This caution has made the 
whole question a taboo topic, when it is clearly in the back of  the minds of  all Canadians, old and new.

•	 Even though Romaniuk makes a case for soft demography, and is intellectually committed to it, there is 
still a demometric twist in the discipline of  demography that parallels quantophrenia in the social sciences 
in general (Paquet 2014: ch. 3). These modes have generated an immense caution when it comes to 
probing the most qualitative and complex dimensions of  culture. As a result, the paper avoids tackling 
head-on the bizarre proposition propounded by Charles Taylor et al.—and senselessly repeated by 
the likes of  Justin Trudeau—that Canada has no culture of  its own (Duchesne 2016; Paquet 2017). 
According to this insanity, Quebeckers have a culture, Aboriginals have a culture, and immigrants have 
a culture—and therefore cultural rights—while Canadians (at least those in the rest of  Canada) do not. 
This bizarre proposition underpins the very notion that mass indiscriminate immigration cannot, by 
definition, erode social cohesion or Canadian culture, because such a thing as Canadian culture does not 
exist. A culturally sensitive and refined scholar like Professor Romaniuk cannot be expected to ignore 
this ignoble elephant in the room.
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Conclusion

Romaniuk has succeeded in bringing forth, in a high-quality scholarly journal, an intelligent discussion of  
what has been almost a taboo topic in Canada. This is quite an accomplishment. However, as my flats and sharps 
underlined, the occlusion of  certain crucial forces at work, and the proclivity to overprotect the stationary popu-
lation approach as primus inter pares in the list of  important solutions, may have weakened the force de frappe of  the 
paper. Four points may be useful in closing.

First, the idea of  hoping to resolve such a complex problem as immigration policy by a simple radical rule 
like stationary population may be a good way to start a most necessary conversation about Canada’s immigration 
policy, but it is unlikely that the final answer that will eventually emerge from intelligent conversations will be 
that simple. As Romaniuk himself  mentions, many additional re-arrangements will be necessary, and it is most 
likely that they will not materialize by direct state action but through oblique interventions and nudging (Kay 
2011; Thaler and Sunstein 2008).

Second, this sort of  bias for simplicity—however minor and however unwittingly it may emerge—is not 
a danger for Romaniuk, who is intent on launching a serious conversation leading to much social learning. He 
knows from experience that genuine conversations and fruitful exchanges triggered by pioneers like himself  can 
often lead to an outcome that almost completely leaves out the proposal that has served as the point of  origin 
of  the discussion. What survives is the sum of  the criticisms that it has elicited—what Gaston Bachelard calls 
le surobjet (Bachelard 1949: 138ff). This is not a failure of  the originator, but a sign of  the heuristic fruitfulness 
of  the conversation he has initiated. Therefore, it would be a pity to fetishize the original proposal and thereby 
block social learning. 

Third, the tendency to unduly de-emphasize the most sensitive psycho-social-cultural issues in the way that 
exploratory papers, like the one by Romaniuk, tend to do may prove extraordinarily costly. Most often, meaning-
ful issues are contentious, paradoxical, difficult to disentangle, and a privileged terrain for ideological frictions. 
But they are also the loci where the resolution of  the problems must and should be debated. Intellectual gump-
tion should prevail.

Finally, such exploratory open-ended inquiries into tricky policy problems (Paquet 2013) should be con-
ducted neither in accordance with the diktats of  hyper-politeness nor with the blinders of  hyper-positivism. 
Because, as Adam Kahane suggests: “Politeness is a way of  not talking. When we are being polite, we say what 
we think we should say… Politeness maintains status quo”. (2007: 56). This is not the sort of  conversation that 
Anatole Romaniuk wants to initiate. 

Moreover, as the conversation unfolds, one should be particularly diligent in not blocking out a whole range 
of  usable information emerging from intuition, sensitivity, imagination, or even unreliable folk knowledge. All 
these sources of  imperfect knowledge and intuition pumps cannot be ignored (Dennett 2013). Fritz Schu-
macher (1978) conveys this point most effectively in his story about the two types of  cartographers: the Type I 
cartographer, who would not agree to record a piece of  information on the map unless it has been trebly cross-
checked, and the Type II cartographer, who, in case of  doubt in the face of  unverified information, would be 
led to record the information on the map prominently. In our world of  continuous surprises, scholars proposing 
to conduct an inquiry that goes well beyond the short run need to adopt a Type II cartographer frame of  mind: 
anything might serve along the way. Explorers, as they board their canoe to discover what there is down the river 
(or as they join a conversation of  discovery) might find it useful that their documents factor in the hearsay of  the 
natives about the existence of  a 200-metre waterfall, maybe, “way down there” (or its conversational equivalent 
in terms of  pitfalls). I hope that an adventurous scholar like Anatole Romaniuk would concur. 
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Canada: The case for stable population  
with moderately low fertility and modest immigration

Roderic Beaujot1

Introduction

It is a pleasure to be invited to comment on Anatole Romaniuk’s thoughtful discussion of  stationary popu-
lation as a policy option for Canada. Romaniuk (2017; this vol.) makes the case for stationary population in 
terms of  “ecologists’ long- term concerns,” “economists’ short-term concerns,” and from the “point of  view 
of  national identity and social cohesion.” The paper concludes that “stationary population policies are optimal 
for maintaining national identity, social cohesion, and material well-being.” The author is correct in saying that 
demographers are often reluctant to engage these broad macro issues. I commend Frank Trovato in promoting 
such a discussion in Canadian Studies in Population. 

Stationary population defined

Romaniuk (2017) defines a stationary population as a “configuration of  zero population growth, with a repro-
duction rate slightly in excess of  two births per woman” or a “population that, in the long run, settles around 
a zero growth rate or a total fertility of  two births per woman.” I would argue that this is one among various 
definitions of  a stationary population. For instance, a cohort fertility of  about 1.7 and a net annual immigration 
of  about 0.6 per cent of  the receiving population would also produce about zero population growth in the long 
run (see Kerr and Beaujot 2016: 117[fig. 5.4], 179). 

At the world level, there is substantial agreement that we would be better off  if  the human population 
reached a maximum sooner rather than later (UN 1994). I would also agree that Canada should play its part in 
reaching this kind of  stability. Clearly, it is impossible to achieve stability for the whole human population if  
the sub-parts are growing. Romaniuk’s argument is especially useful in questioning the “populationist agenda” 
that is often “driving population policy.” I also agree that “a more equitable distribution of  wealth worldwide,” 
and especially the promotion of  health, education, and gender equality, would be the most efficient mechanisms 
to reduce fertility in countries that have not completed their demographic transition, and it would reduce out-
migration pressure (see Lutz et al. 2014).

Ecological perspectives

While it may be self-evident, I would have liked the author to make the case for stationary population in 
relation to long-term ecologic concerns. Contrary to Malthus, we have come to find that the problem of  limits does 
not involve food or other production but rather the “sinks” of  production in terms of  ecological impacts, in-
cluding carbon-dioxide concentration and planetary warming. Of  course, we want to reduce the impact through 
environmentally friendly technology and more environmental responsibility on the part of  individuals, corpora-

1.	Department of  Sociology, Western University, London, Ontario, Canada; email: rbeaujot@uwo.ca.
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tions and states, but the discussion of  environmental impacts pays insufficient attention to the multiplier of  
population. While Canada accounts for only 1.7 percent of  global CO2 emissions, climate and distances make 
us one of  the highest per capita emitters, after Saudi Arabia, Australia, and the United States (Kerr and Beaujot 
2016: 307). Among the countries of  the world, Canada is 37th in population size but 10th largest in terms of  
total CO2 emissions. While there may be some efficiency gains to a larger population, it is hard to see how a 
larger population would reduce the environmental impact (see Kerr and Beaujot 2016: 299–330). 

That is, as Romaniuk observes, Canada needs to play its part in managing the “ecological health of  our 
planet.” Water is of  particular concern, since its very abundance blinds us as to its real limits and wasteful usage. 
In Water Policy and Governance in Canada, Renzetti and Dupont (2017: 3) observe: “Canada’s water resources face 
a number of  significant challenges arising from population growth, natural resource–based developments, the 
looming implications of  climate change, a growing reliance on large-scale irrigation, and a legacy of  past laws 
and regulations unable to address these challenges adequately.”

Economic perspectives

It would also be useful if  Romaniuk would spell out the case for stable population in relation to “the 
short-term concerns of  economists.” John Stewart Mill is quoted to the effect that “the increase of  wealth is 
not boundless,” and thus we reach a point where increased improvements in per capita quality of  life can best 
be achieved through “a stationary condition of  capital and population.” As Romaniuk proposes, the case for 
population growth is much less obvious when considering per capita quality of  life rather than overall economic 
growth.

In A Concise History of  World Population, Massimo Livi-Bacci observes that while economies of  scale have 
found much empirical support in the past 150 years, “beyond certain limits, demographic growth creates dis-
economies of  scale, reversing a trend which seems to have dominated much of  human history” (2012: 257). 
While I do not know this literature, the Australian agricultural economist Jane O’Sullivan (2012) makes the case 
that stable populations, rather than growing ones, have less need for investments in infrastructure. O’Sullivan 
proposes that population stabilization is a powerful lever that diminishes resource consumption and environ-
mental impact, reverses income inequality, and increases per capita utility without expanding the economy. In 
contrast, population growth can have elements of  a Ponzi scheme, which benefits the dominant class much as 
the “reserve army of  labour” benefits capital.

My reading of  the economic literature is that it is overwhelmingly pro–population growth and that John 
Stewart Mill is an outlier. For instance, a report from The Conference Board of  Canada (2016) argues that 
higher levels of  immigration have the potential to increase the growth of  Canada’s labour force and generate 
higher economic growth. In a fairly balanced summary of  the economic argument on population growth, John 
Ibbitson (2017) proposes that population decline through low births would “ease strains on the environment.” 
But Ibbitson goes on to observe that there would be “economic challenges, as increasing life expectancy and 
reduced fertility undermine health-care and pension systems. A shortage of  young couples with children will 
reduce the market for housing, appliances and diapers. Labour shortages will increase, though productivity 
will improve to compensate.” This summary does recognize that population decline would reduce the strains 
on the environment, and that reduced numbers entering the labour force would push in the direction of  im-
proved productivity. But the main thrust of  Ibbitson’s argument is promoting immigration to avoid popula-
tion decline. 

At the macro level, the real question, in my view, is whether to give priority to economic growth or eco-
logical sustainability. Some time ago, Nathan Keyfitz (1989) observed that ecology and economics are rather 
different disciplines in terms of  the time scale that they envision (eons of  time vs. a short-term horizon) and 
what they optimize (sustainability vs. growth). I would side with Keyfitz, observing in particular that the economy 
has to exist within the ecology.
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Promoting childbearing

Since he defines a stationary population as one with replacement fertility, Romaniuk discusses policy ques-
tions related to promoting childbearing. He makes the case that we need to rebalance the allocation of  resources 
to production and reproduction by redefining “motherhood and childbearing from being a private good to 
being a public good” and making motherhood “much more fully rewarded…in the name of  both distributive 
justice and demographic sustainability.” He advocates “that all mothers should be paid the equivalent of  their 
salary for a significant period of  time, both to encourage them to become mothers and to ensure that they do 
not suffer discrimination and penalty for choosing motherhood.”

While I agree that we should better support families with children, my own reading of  the gender dynamics 
is that childbearing is best sustained in a country like Canada by pushing toward the completion of  the second 
half  of  the gender revolution (see Goldscheider et al. 2015; Anderson and Kohler 2015). Peter McDonald 
(2000) had theorized that fertility is lowest when women have equal opportunities in the public domain (es-
pecially for education and jobs), but families allocate an excessive amount of  the unpaid work to wives and 
mothers. Rather than encouraging some women to devote more time to childbearing, we need to complete the 
second half  of  the gender revolution (in the private domain), by ensuring that men, and the state, shoulder more 
of  the burden. State support would best include a package of  policies that supports families in terms of  (1) 
parental leave (including dedicated paternal leave), (2) child care, (3) direct support for families through the tax 
system, housing or family allowance (Gauthier and Philipov 2008; Thévenon 2011; 2016; Brauner-Otto 2016). 
Rather than promoting men at work and women at home, fertility in post-modern countries is supported when 
institutional arrangements permit flexibility in terms of  gender, work patterns and family forms (Héran 2013; 
Laplante 2013; Kravdal 2016).

Regardless of  policy, it is unlikely that childbearing in a country like Canada would return to replacement 
levels. The literature has defined “lowest-low” fertility as a Total Fertility Rate (TFR) of  1.3 or lower (Kohler 
et al. 2002), and “very low fertility” in the range of  1.4 to 1.5 (Kohler and Anderson 2016). However, I would 
speak of  a cohort fertility in the range of  1.6 to 1.8 as only “moderately low.” I would propose that countries 
like Canada can avoid particularly low fertility through provisions that reduce the uncertainty as experienced 
by young adults, along with institutional arrangements that support families in various forms, and a package of  
policies that include parental leave, childcare, and direct benefits to parents (Beaujot and Wang 2010; Beaujot 
et al. 2013). 

A modest level of  immigration

I agree with Romaniuk that we are much too prone to think of  immigration as the “solution to all problems” 
and the only area of  deliberate demographic policy. Immigration does sustain the growth of  the population, but 
it has rather modest impact on population aging, and it brings more unevenness in population distribution over 
space (Kerr and Beaujot 2016: 111–21). For instance, relative to the medium assumption on immigration levels, 
the high assumption produces an average age that is only one year younger in 2036 (Statcan 2010).  

I also agree that immigration is a rather minor factor in per capita economic growth. For instance, Serge 
Nadeau (2011) finds that while immigration affects the overall size of  the economy, it has a relatively modest 
effect on per capita measures. These conclusions are similar to those of  a study by the Economic Council of  
Canada (1991) that found positive but very small effects of  higher immigration on per capita income and on 
public sector costs (see Kerr and Beaujot 2016: 121–25). 

Romaniuk’s main concern with immigration is that it can undermine national identity and social cohesion. 
For instance, he observes that multicultural states or empires have often failed to achieve long-term social 
cohesion (e.g., Roman Empire, Austria, Soviet Union, Yugoslavia), while others are undergoing difficulties 
(Spain, Belgium, Canada, Great Britain). Switzerland and India are used as examples of  successful multicultural 
adaptations.
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In paying particular attention to the demographics of  subgroups in the Canadian case, Romaniuk cites 
the projections based on the 2006 Census to the effect that “one hundred years after the beginning of  the 
projection, between 62 and 88 percent of  the population would have either immigrated to Canada after 2006 
or would be a descendant of  someone who immigrated to Canada after 2006 (Dion et al. 2015: 118).” This 
counts “a descendant of  [immigrants]” as any descendant of  mixed unions between immigrants and those 
with an ancestor who was Canadian-born in 2006. This way of  attributing identity is biased toward viewing the 
original population as being replaced by immigrants and their descendants. Knowing that immigrants and their 
descendants tend to integrate into the existing population, it would seem more appropriate to observe the per-
centage of  the 2106 population that would have at least one Canadian-born ancestor in the 2006 population. 
At the very least, the expression “populations of  foreign origin” should be replaced with “population with 
at least one foreign-born ancestor.” The same difficulty applies to projections of  the visible minority popula-
tion, where all descendants of  “mixed” unions are given the identity of  visible minority status. As behavioural 
patterns and opportunities tend to converge over generations, these long-term projections are not particularly 
useful, except in showing the increased proportion of  the population who have at least one ancestor with vis-
ible minority status. 

We should be careful to avoid rigid definitions. It is interesting, for instance, that the Royal Commission 
on Bilingualism and Biculturalism evolved in the 1960s to adopt instead the concepts of  “bilingualism” and 
“multiculturalism.” As experienced in commemorating Canada’s sesquicentennial, these concepts have proved 
insufficient for including the indigenous population, where we should speak of  “time immemorial” as their 
presence in Canada rather than since Confederation in 1867. 

Simply put, I find it difficult to make a case for stationary population based on questions of  national identity 
and social cohesion. As Romaniuk observes: “not all is wrong with diversity as a social construct,” and “a liberal 
society cannot be closed.” I would argue that Canada has benefited from diversity in immigration, by place of  
origin, by socio-economic status, and by immigrant class (economic, family, refugee). Canadians have substantial 
interests in immigration, on personal grounds, for enhancing diversity and contacts in the globalizing world, and 
as humanitarian assistance to refugees (see Kerr and Beaujot 2016: 134–35).

Conclusion

I agree with Anatole Romaniuk’s critique of  a populationist agenda; this agenda is too fixated on growth 
at the macro level, too dependent on “trickle-down theory,” and pays inadequate attention to per capita quality 
of  life. As the planet is reaching the limits of  the capacity to absorb the “sinks” of  human production, Canada 
needs to play its part in reducing the impact, and population size is one of  the factors. At the same time, I find 
that a stationary population based on replacement fertility is unnecessarily restrictive and it shuts us off  to the 
benefits of  immigration, especially in bringing Canada in contact with a globalizing world. Thus, I have argued 
for family policies that would enable us to maintain childbearing in the “moderately low” range, along with 
“modest” immigration levels. These objectives could be achieved with cohort fertility in the range of  1.6 to 1.8 
births per woman, and immigration levels of  5.0 to 7.0 immigrants per 1,000 population.
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Perspectives on Canadian Population

Stationary population: Author’s reply  
to comments by reviewers

Anatole Romaniuk

I highly value the comments and reflections by professors Gilles Paquet and Roderic Beaujot 
on my Stationary population article. It is clear that the world is moving towards what I would call 
demographic maturity, whereby we live longer and healthier lives but bear ever-fewer children. This 
trend is good in itself, provided it does not turn into a permanent generational sub-replacement 
regime and, hence, depopulation in the absence of  immigration. Indeed, Western countries are 
already turning to ever-growing immigration for their demographic sustainability. Sub-Saharan 
Africa, on the other hand, is still an exception to the demographic world trends. It is either in a 
pre-transitional regime or in a very early demographic transition, its population still growing by 
2–3 per cent annually, and it is becoming the major supplier of  migrants to Western Europe and 
North America. 

As I stated in my article on the persistence of  high fertility in tropical Africa, “For ordinary 
citizens (Africans), a nuclear family is not an alternative to extended kinship, with its deep-rooted 
sense of  solidarity and lineage continuity. Moved by culture and tradition, and no less by eco-
nomic rationality, they find support for their belief  in the benefits of  a large progeny for their 
own and their kin’s well-being. At most, a minority seek to moderate procreation in the face of  
the challenges of  modernity” (Romaniuk 2011: 21).

As for the comments, I regard them as full-fledged articles on the forecasting rather than 
addressing specific issues of  my article, that is, on stationary population in Canada. Is advocated 
stationarity feasible, and if  yes, is it desirable? Professor Paquet seems to see in forecasting or 
setting social targets for the future something of  a Fata Morgana. As for myself, I see in the 
forecasting, generally done by the governments and international agencies, something akin to 
an analytical study exploring the future. Nonetheless, I find Professor Paquet’s contribution 
interesting, for it broadens the debates regarding epistemological issues in the forecasting. As 
for Professor Beaujot’s comments, they too are in many respects alternatives to my article on 
stationary population, and as such merit publication, as well. His comments are interesting and 
generally pertinent. 

In my opinion, however, there is an undue infatuation with immigration in our Western so-
ciety, and this is reflected in Professor Beaujot comments, as well. Immigration is being elevated 
as a solution to all problems—aging, work force deficit, international co-operation, technological 
progress. But in fact, all this can be achieved with minimal migration; no need for massive immi-
gration. The case in point is Japan and other countries in Asia such as South Korea and Taiwan, 
known as “Asian economic tigers.” Likewise, there is an undue infatuation with another ideo-
logically driven construct in Western societies—ethnocultural diversity. Diversity is hailed as the 
world’s future, yet it is overlooked that diversity is often the source of  the internal conflicts. Nor 
is diversity so warmly embraced in parts of  the world other than the West.
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