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Introduction: 

The impetus for this difficult study was my desire to know the truth and to impart it to you so that 

together we can shape a better world.  

Its usefulness is in presenting definitive evidence that European nations, under the guidance of 

their spiritual and secular leaders, began to (1) restrict human life on the continent proactively as 

early as the 19th century to prevent resource scarcity and build prosperity by staying ahead of the 

population growth curve, (2) managed to control population growth by restricting births and 

increasing deaths to help the continent climb out of the poverty trap caused by populations 

increasing geometrically/exponentially while food production increased only 

arithmetically/linearly, and (3) since the formation of the League of Nations in 1920 by the Paris 

Peace Conference that ended the First World War, and with renewed vigor after the formation of 

the United Nations in 1945 at the end of the Second World War, have coordinated their population 

control efforts and civilized them by no longer ending lives en masse but by preventing conception 

to limit births and shortening longevity to hasten deaths.   

Since then, babies are no longer killed once born, instead their conception is prevented by chemical 

means and if that fails their fetuses are aborted long before birth.  Infanticide has been supplanted 

by involuntary sterilization accomplished by a subtle and covert chemical war on fertility that 

subverts the human reproductive system.  Conversely, adults are no longer forced to kill each other 

in war in the flower of their youth, their lives are instead shortened in old age.  Mass homicide has 

been succeeded by involuntary euthanasia accomplished by a subtle and covert chemical, 

pharmacological and biological war on longevity that subverts the human immune system.   

The proactive period of population control that started as a coordinated European effort in 1920, 

soon evolved into a global program under the auspices of the United Nations since 1945 to stabilize 

population growth worldwide and prevent war and share prosperity, and as of 2000 has matured 

into a technocratic effort to achieve a sustainable civilization by depopulation, rejuvenation, 

deconsumption and decarbonization to bring our civilization in harmony with nature and ensure 

the long-term survival of our species. 

Consequently, the EU as a whole and its constituent member states are in the process of 

depopulating, rejuvenating, deconsuming and decarbonizing; four different yet interconnected 

programs that underpin the sustainability effort.  Herein I present measurable evidence of their 

progress and of the means by which progress is being accomplished.     

The pursuit of depopulation, rejuvenation, deconsumption and decarbonization through secret, 

involuntary and coercive methods is the cancer at the center of our civilization that is infecting 

everything and threatening the collapse of social order.  Only by bringing these necessary programs 

out into the open and within the rule of law can we advance civilization.   
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Why do governments depopulate, rejuvenate, deconsume and decarbonize? 

This is a complex of interrelated and multifaceted problems that I shall henceforth call by the 

acronym DRDD-complex and an action I shall hereafter refer to by the verb derede?  To derede, 

therefore, means to solve the ódepopulation, rejuvenation, deconsumption, and decarbonizationô 

problems, thus to solve the DRDD-complex.   

 

Depopulation:  

This is about population size.  Europe is grossly overpopulated and unless it reduces its population 

to a size that matches the continentôs resources the people of Europe will continue to depend for 

their survival on vital natural resources that come from elsewhere.  As the global population 

increases there are increasingly more contenders for these vital natural resources and unless every 

country and region stabilizes its population it will inevitably come to war.  A stable and tenable 

population is the first and foremost precondition for sustainability.   

As it is, the current population of the EU of nearly 447 million is 45% higher than the continent 

can support, a situation that is environmentally unsustainable and prevents further civilizational 

progress, as that entails a higher per capita consumption.  The EU, therefore, has 203 million 

people more than it should if it is to reach a sustainable population number.  Moreover, the 

population is poorly distributed across the continent with some countries that have far more people 

than they should, others that have just the right number of people, and others yet that could still 

grow.   To spread the population across the continent more uniformly will require an unprecedented 

level of solidarity, but will make the goal of reducing the population much easier to attain.   

 

Rejuvenation:  

This is about population structure.  Europe is dangerously unbalanced and unless it rebalances the 

structure of its population, that is to say the ratio of the young versus the old, the continentôs 

survival will continue to depend on immigrants from outside the continent and on the ability of 

EU nations to absorb and integrate them.  As the old-age dependency ratio continues to increase 

from year to year the working age population will no longer be able to provide sufficient tax 

revenues for governments to cover the burgeoning costs of pensions and medical care for the 

elderly.  A structurally stable population, in which the old constitute no more than a fifth of the 

working age population, is the second pillar of sustainability.   

As it is, the current population of the EU has an old-age dependency ratio of 32.3%, which means 

that for every pensioner there are only 3.09 working adults, a situation that is already fiscally 

unsustainable.  Unless addressed, this ratio will swell to 55.4% by 2050, when only 1.8 working 

adults will have to support a pensioner, and governments will collapse economically one by one 

long before then.  The EU, therefore, must reduce its old-age dependency ratio by 12.3% to reach 

a sustainable population structure.  Moreover, the old-age burden is greater in some regions and 

countries than in others, which places unequal fiscal and manpower pressures on local and national 

governments requiring an unprecedented level of solidarity within and between nations.     
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Deconsumption:  

This is about energy resources.  Europe is hopelessly dependent on fossil fuels to run its economy 

and unless it finds alternative energy sources that are renewable it will continue to depend on oil 

and gas that come from elsewhere and that the world is quickly running out of.  An energy grid 

that runs on sustainable energy sources is the third pillar of sustainability since it alone can provide 

energy security and energy is the lifeblood of our civilization.  To make the transition to renewable 

energy sources easier and faster, a process that is technically and financially extremely difficult, 

consumption needs to be stabilized and the existing energy used efficiently to make resources 

stretch and last longer and thus sustain more people for a longer period of time.  This buys us time 

to switch to renewables and gives the developing world time to catch up with the developed world 

and harmonize consumption worldwide.  Furthermore, it is easier to change the wheels of a 

stationary train than a moving one. 

As it is, Europeôs current per capita energy consumption is 44% higher than the global average, 

104% lower than that of the USA, and nearly at par with that of Japan.  As such, it need only 

stabilize its consumption at the current level.  Furthermore, the EU is energy dependent to the tune 

of 57.5% and must become 100% energy independent long before oil and gas become too scarce 

to fuel the global economy or too difficult to extract to be feasible.  Proven reserves indicate the 

world will run out of oil in 50 years, of gas in 53 years, and of coal in 114 years.  The transition to 

renewables must be complete long before these expiry dates.  Since energy consumption is grossly 

uneven within the EU, the transition to renewables must also go hand in hand with the equalization 

of energy use but mindful of various climatic conditions.  This too requires an unprecedented level 

of solidarity between all EUôs member states. 

 

Decarbonization:  

This is primarily about long-term energy security and only secondarily about a clean environment.  

Fossil fuels are finite resources that will come to an end within this century and must therefore be 

replaced by energy sources are that are infinitely available because nature generates them 

continuously.  Solar, wind, hydro, geothermal and biofuels are the renewable energy sources our 

planet constantly renews.  Europe, and indeed the world, must rebuild its economy around 

renewable energy sources before we run out of fossil fuels or before they become too hard to 

access.  A non-carbon based energy grid is therefore imperative for the long-term survival of our 

civilization and by extension of our species.  The carbon pollution argument, which has no 

scientific basis, is used merely as an instrument of diplomacy to hasten the switch to renewables 

otherwise entrenched interests and established ways of producing energy will make it impossible 

to accomplish the transition to renewables on time.  A timely transition to renewables is therefore 

the fourth pillar of sustainability.   

As it is, Europe depends on fossil fuels to the tune of 72.1% and on nuclear energy to the tune of 

11.27%.  While nuclear is a non-carbon based energy source it is neither renewable nor safe.  In 

fact it is the most dangerous form of energy that we have ever conceived and must be abandoned 
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alongside fossil fuels not because we are running out quickly of uranium and plutonium but 

because nuclear waste poses a clear and present danger to all life on earth and we do not have ways 

to dispose of it safely and permanently.  Since some countries in Europe are more dependent on 

fossil fuels and nuclear energy than others, their elimination also requires an unprecedented level 

of solidarity between EU member states.   

 

How do governments derede (i.e. depopulate, rejuvenate, deconsume and decarbonize)? 

 

Depopulate:  

The births and deaths graph of every EU country show us how an invisible hand has drawn their 

trajectories together from their divergent paths to first converge and then switch sides.  This 

counternatural process is the handiwork of governments who have subverted fertility and longevity 

for decades in order to initially slow down population growth but most recently to reduce the 

population to a level that can be supported by the continentôs available resources. 

Since 1900, Europe has reduced births first through psychosocial methods, followed by abortion, 

then chemical poisoning, and most recently through biological sterilization.  The primary 

psychosocial methods used have been and in most cases continue to be: childbearing allowed only 

for married couples, delayed marriage, extended compulsory education, delayed entry into the 

workforce, and suppressed wages.  They ensure that young people are forced to reproduce as late 

as possible and in Europeôs case the mean age of women who give birth to their first child has 

gradually increased and now stands at 29.4 years. (Source)  In 1900, the mean age was circa 20 

years, therefore, nearly ten years have been cut out from the reproductive lives of women, the best 

ten years, by psychosocial methods.  This reduced the total fertility rate from about 6 to about 4 

children per woman.   

Covert chemical methods of population control came in effect in 1870 in France and by 1910 

throughout Western Europe in the form of absinthe.  They were greatly expanded after WW2 when 

water fluoridation was introduced, followed by salt and milk fluoridation.  Depending on the scale 

and scope of water fluoridation, the total fertility rate was reduced from 4 to 1.5 children per 

woman, thus to below replacement level fertility which is only possible through chemical 

poisoning.  Starting in the 1970s, when water fluoridation was outlawed in most Western European 

countries, governments started sterilizing the populace with endocrine disruptors inserted in food 

and beverages.  By 1990, there were more than 300 such sterilizing substances in Europeôs food 

system.  Their number has been reduced to just over 200 at the time of writing. They depressed 

the total fertility rate as desired by governments to levels as low as 1.2 children per woman.   

The communist governments of the Eastern Bloc, unlike their Western counterparts, did not 

involuntarily sterilize their people with absinthe, fluoride and endocrine disruptors.  Instead, they 

legalized abortion and made it available on demand and free of cost.  This reduced the birthrate 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20210224-1#:~:text=In%20contrast%2C%20in%20two%20Member,and%20Romania%20(26.9%20years).&text=For%20more%20information%3A,dedicated%20to%20statistics%20on%20demography
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from 4 to between 2 and 3 children per woman, depending on the desired family size of every 

couple.   

Since 2015, all EU governments have started using coercive immunization with sterilizing 

vaccines administered under the pretext of prevention of various childhood and infectious diseases 

as their preferred method of depopulation.  Governments hope to replace covert chemical 

sterilization via endocrine disruptors with coercive biological sterilization via vaccines as the 

primary depopulation method.  This change in methodology has been prompted by a change in 

objectives, for whereas until the year 2000 the objective was to merely stabilize the population the 

objective now is to reduce the population to a sustainable number.  Vaccines cause permanent 

sterilization in one shot whereas endocrine disruptors caused only subfertility in one generation 

and infertility over multiple generations through cumulative damage to the reproductive system. 

The newest method of depopulation is the LGBTQ propaganda which is meant to confuse children 

about their sexual orientation and to convince them to undergo hormone treatment and sex change 

operations which unfailingly result in permanent infertility.  By this method, which has been 

pioneered by the US and has also been adopted by Western European countries,  already 7.1% of 

Americaôs youth have been removed from the reproductive pool and their genetic lineages have 

been terminated. (Source)  

Modern contraceptive methods have played a minor role unless their use has been mandated by 

law as in China where it was part and parcel of the one-child policy.  Since that was never the case 

in Europe they are responsible for at most 20% of the reductions in births and only since the late 

1960s.   

  

Rejuvenate:  

Governments have rejuvenated the population by subverting the immune system to shorten life 

expectancy and by absorbing large numbers of young immigrants.  The first measure has saved 

governments immense sums of money in pensions and medical care costs while the latter has 

injected the economy with young workers and consumers to boost productivity and economic 

growth.  Immigrants are free workers that have cost Europeôs governments no money to raise and 

educate, which means that unlike natives, who as dependents are a financial burden on 

governments for the first 25 years of their lives, immigrants are a readily available economic asset 

without a 25-year prior investment.  In the past this was accomplished through slavery.   

Until the advent of mRNA vaccines in 2020, the immune system was damaged through 

polypharmacy, overuse of antibiotics in animal feed, promoting unhealthy habits such as smoking 

and drinking, injecting people with HIV/AIDS, promoting gay and lesbian sex, saturating grain 

staples with toxic pesticides and herbicides, overvaccination, and by flooding the streets with 

illegal drugs.  

 

 

 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/389792/lgbt-identification-ticks-up.aspx
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Deconsume:  

The first reductions in energy consumption were accomplished though technical innovations that 

saved energy during industrial processes and manufacturing, energy efficient heating and cooling 

systems, low energy appliances for households, energy saving construction methods, and fuel 

efficient engines.   

Other methods used are aimed at reducing the purchasing power of consumers and include: 

artificially high inflation, artificially low wages, keeping inflation ahead of wage increases,  and 

high taxes.   

Novel deconsumption methods pioneered during the plandemic are lockdowns, social distancing, 

and mandatory mask wearing.  The first prevented people from shopping and driving by keeping 

them at home, the second limited the number of people who can enter stores to shop, and the third 

shortened the time spent shopping and therefore reduced impulse uying.  Together they reduced 

consumption by as much as 35%.   

The newest method of deconsumption is the false energy crisis triggered by the false war in 

Ukraine and followed by artificial hyperinflation which have reduced purchasing power and 

therefore consumption by at least 25%.   

 

Decarbonize:  

Governments and the UN system have become creative and malefic in their drive to speed up the 

decarbonization process, which is both costly and inconvenient.  Their strategy has been to create 

and sustain a series of self-reinforcing crises: the Islamic terrorism crisis, magnified by the 9/11 

crisis; followed by the Afghanistan war crisis, magnified by the refugee crisis; followed by the 

weapons of mass destruction crisis, magnified by the invasion of Iraq; followed by the climate 

crisis, magnified by the forest fire crisis; followed by the Covid-19 medical crisis, magnified by 

the mRNA vaccine crisis; followed by the supply chain crisis, magnified by the inflation crisis; 

followed by the Ukraine war crisis, magnified by the food shortages crisis; followed by the energy 

crisis, magnified by the hyperinflation crisis; followed most recently by the Turkey-Syria 

earthquake crisis, soon to be magnified by another massive immigration crisis; and as we speak 

followed by the unidentified flying objects crisis, soon to be magnified hopefully only by an alien 

message crisis; all of which will eventually culminate into a global financial crisis and, hopefully, 

into full disclosure.  This has created the impetus for consumers and industries alike to call for 

rapid transitioning to renewable energy sources, as well as the political climate to transfer the high 

costs of this transition to consumers.  It has also given governments the front necessary to dovetail 

the other DRDD-complex measures.   

I have baptized this strategy and time the ñage of mantaclysmsò, man-made cataclysms, and have 

identified the forest fires in 2020 and 2021 as the defining acts of this new age.  They created mass 

panic among the people and prepared them for the high costs to come that the decarbonization 

process will require.  Even prior to these fires the international system has created the illusion of 
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global warming and climate change with the help of geoengineering and the dramatization of 

normal climatic events such as floods, drought, hail, heatwaves, etc.  

A normal period of cyclical warming caused by increased solar activity is being presented to the 

public as harm done by human activity and blown out of proportion to such an extent as to lead 

people to believe that unless we do not act radically and resolutely the world as we know it will 

come to an end.  While the deconsumption/decarbonization program is indeed urgent, as we only 

have fifty years of viable fossil fuels left, it is not an impending threat to our existence next year 

or even next decade.  Yes, we must transition to renewables but not because the greenhouse gases 

we emit into the atmosphere change the climate but because we are running out of fossil fuels to 

burn and to transition our entire global civilization to renewable energy sources will take at least 

a century.   

This in a nutshell is what our governments are trying to do without telling us what and why, but 

instead are frightening us to accept any and all manipulations and deceptions they deem necessary 

to the attainment of these existential goals because they are afraid to provide full disclosure due to 

the enormity of the crimes committed for existential ends.   

Let us now look at the hard data for every EU member state in alphabetical order to see what the 

numbers have to tell us because numbers, unlike people, do not lie and we need to know the truth 

if we are to act accordingly.   
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AUSTRIA  

 

sĆēĥúÀġíĆĀˊ ʽˋʴʶʻˋʽʽʽ ˜ʶ̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 83,871 ÷ÿʶ ˜ʵːʽʼ̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $582.130 billion ˜ʶːʸʶ̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝, GDP per capita: $64,750 (20% above EU average) 

 

 

 



11 
 

1. Austria  

Population data: 

Total births: -1.6% in 2020 and +1.3% in 2021 compared to 2019  

(84,952 in 2019, 83,603 in 2020, and 86,078 in 2021)  

Total deaths: +9.8% in 2020 and +10.3% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(83,386 in 2019, 91,599 in 2020, and 91,962 in 2021)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): -610% in 2020 and -478.15% in 2021 

compared to 2019.  

(1,566 in 2019, -7,996 in 2020, and -5,884 in 2021)  

Austria lost 13,800 people or 0.15% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

negative natural change.   

Deaths have outnumbered births in Austria since 1975 but the rate of natural change was brought 

back into positive territory from 1981 through heavy immigration only to slip back into negative 

numbers in 1983, 1985, 1986, 1999, 2003, 2009, 2012, and 2013. 

Net overseas migration:  Austria has a stable net positive migration rate in 2019 and 2020 and a 

29.24% increase in 2021 compared to 2019.   

(40,613 in 2019, 40,064 in 2020, 52,488 in 2021) 

Austria gained 92,552 people or 1.04% of the total population in two years (2020 and 2021) 

through positive net migration.   

Total Population: -1,35 in 2020 and +29.2% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(8,858,775 in 2019, 8,901,064 in 2020, and 8,932,664 in 2021) (Source)  

Austria gained 73,889 people or 0.83% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021).   

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Austria
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Population analysis: 

Vital statistics show us that in 2020 the Austrian government matched two previous population 

records: the biggest negative natural change since 1978 (-7,996 in 2020), and the lowest negative 

natural change rate since 1978 (-0.9 per 1,000 in 2020).   

Austriaôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country first reached negative natural change 

(i.e. deaths exceeding births), or depop mode, in 1975 primarily by virtue of suppressing fertility 

but also by aggressively promoting mortality.  From 1975 until 2001, the Austrian government 

stopped promoting mortality but accelerated its program of mass sterilization and the deaths 

continued to exceed births until 1980, but also in 1983, 1985, 1986, 1999, 2009, 2012, 2013, 

and most recently and abruptly in 2020 and 2021.   The Austrian government has tried to keep 

births and deaths in balance and thus stabilize the population from 1970 onward, but whereas 

from 1952 until 1970 it increased deaths to catch up with birth, since 1963 it also aggressively 

decreased births to lower them to the level of deaths, which was accomplished by 1975, at which 

point the government allowed mortality to return to natural rates.  Since 2004, Austria has 

attempted to stabilize the population primarily by increasing mortality and only secondarily by 

also suppressing fertility, since fertility was already far below replacement level and could not 

be suppressed any further without causing genocide.   

Austriaôs births and deaths graph also shows us that the attack on fertility was most intense from 

1963 to 1977 (36,66% drop in births in 19 years, at an average annual loss of 1.93%), from 1982 

to 1986 (8.31% drop in births in 4 years, at an average annual loss of 2.08%), from 1993 to 2001 

(20.39% drop in births in 8 years, at an average annual loss of 2.55%), and from 2017 to 2020 

(4.31% drop in 3 years, at an average annual loss of 1.44%).  The Austrian government 

weakened the national sterilization program only from 1951 to 1963, from 1978 to 1982, from 

1987 to 1992, and from 2013 to 2016, but with the exception of the period 1951 to 1963 the 

program of mass sterilization was never weakened to the extent that the total fertility rate was 

allowed to rise above replacement level. 

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1963 until their record low in 2021, births decreased by 44% (from 134,917 

to 75,404) while the population increased by 12% during the same 38 year period (from 

7,176,000 to 8,042,000).  Births should have increased in step with the population without the 

government actively subverting fertility.  The opposite is the case because the government 

has actively subverted fertility.  The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has been 4,7 times 

faster than the rate of change in total population.  Such a divergence is only possible if the 

government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the basic 

elements of life.   

 

Austriaôs TFR first fell below replacement level from 1933 to 1938.  It fell below replacement 

level fertility again from 1944 to 1946, from 1949 to 1953, and from 1972 until today.  Austriaôs 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Austria
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?time=1950..2021&country=~AUT
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TFR bottomed out in 2001 at 1.33 children per woman and the same year Austria also registered 

the lowest number of births in its history, just 75,458 for a population of 8 million.  To put things 

in perspective, in 1922, when Austria had a population of only 6.5 million, nearly 151,000 babies 

were born.  Therefore, the Austrian people had only one ay for every 106 people in 2001, but 

one baby for every 43 people in 1922, a birthrate nearly 2.5 times higher.   

Austria has been a human farm since the mid-1920s, longer than most other European nations.  

The year 1912 is the last time the Austrian people were allowed to breed freely.  They have been 

poisoned into infertility and sub-fertility ever since.  We can therefore consider Austria a farm 

that breeds domesticated humans and not really a country inhabited by free human beings. 

Nor can Austria blame its low birthrate on abortion since that has been legal only since 1975 

and very few babies are aborted in Austria, just one baby is aborted for every 25 to 44 live births, 

which is an admirably low number and reflective of the peopleôs inability to have as many 

children as they would like. (Source) 

Given this sordid history of mass sterilization, it is no wonder that the government of Austria 

did not have to decrease births during the plandemic.  Austria has been ahead of most countries 

by half a century in terms of mass involuntary sterilization.  Its government has turned down the 

births tap to a trickle since the mid-1920s.  It did this because Austria, like Switzerland, is a 

mountainous and landlocked country with few resources and very little land fit for agriculture. 

The two countries have closely coordinated their attack on fertility, as evidenced by the graph 

below, because they share the same conditions.  As a result, their fertility lines are virtually 

identical. 

 

Let us now see when Austriaôs government started increasing the death rate.  The attack on 

immunity and by extension on longevity began in 1952 and was most intense from 1952 to 1969 

(18.2% rise in 17 years, at an average annual rise of 1.07%), from 1973 to 1975 (3.7% rise in 2 

years, at an average annual rise of 1.85%), from 2008 to 2015 (10.47% rise in 7 years, at an 

average annual rise of 1.5%), and most recently and most violently from 2019 to 2020 (8.15% 

rise in 1 year). 

https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-austria.html
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The years 1970 to 1973, 1975 to 2001, and from 2004 to 2008 are the only times when the 

Austrian people were allowed to die naturally, the result of which the number of deaths 

decreased during those times.   

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1953 until their peak in 1970, deaths increased by 18.4% (from 

83,432 to 98,757) while the population increased by only 7.7% (from 6,932,000 to 7,467,000) 

during the same 17 year period.  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has been nearly 2.4 

times faster than the rate of increase in total population.  Absent major wars, famine or 

epidemics the increase in deaths should have been proportional with the increase in 

population.  That this is not the case can only be the result of intentional governmental action 

to increase the deathrate.   

The government of Austria repeated this feat from 2006 to 2020 when deaths increased by 

21.6% (from 74,306 to 90,324) while the population increased by only 7.6% (from 8,269,000 

to 8,901,064) during the same 14 year period.  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has 

been nearly 2.8 times faster than the rate of increase in total population during this period.  

Once again, this divergence can only occur when the government intentionally increases the 

deathrate.    

By contrast, from 1970 to 2001, when the government of Austria allowed its people to die 

naturally, the number of deaths decreased by 24.4% (from 98,757 to 74,642) while the total 

population increased by 7.7% (from 7,4567,000 to 8,042,000) during the same 31 year period. 

The rate of decrease in deaths, therefore, has been 4.2 times faster than the rate of change in 

total population during this period.  This happened due to advances in medicine and medical 

care, which were used to save lives not to end them prematurely.   

Not surprisingly, during the periods when the government of Austria deliberately increased 

deaths, life expectancy remained relatively flat.  From 1953 to 1970 life expectancy increased 

by only two years, from 68 to 70 years.  Likewise, from 2006 to 2020 life expectancy 

increased by only one year, from 80 to 81.  By contrast, during the period when the 

government of Austria allowed people to die naturally, from 1970 to 2001, and placed 

medicine to the service of mankind, life expectancy rose from 70 to 79 years. (Source) 

 

Austriaôs native population has been decreasing since 1975 due to chronic poisoning with 

endocrine disruptors deliberately inserted in food, water and beverages by the government, but 

the total population has been kept in positive territory through immigration.  As a result, 2.24 

million or 25.4% of its population has a foreign background. In 2015, however, only 1.8 million 

or 21.4% had a foreign background, which means that 430,000 foreigners were added to the 

population just during the past seven years. (Source)   

The government of Austria, therefore, is quickly replacing its native people with naturalized 

foreigners. During the plandemic, the government kept its program of sterilization through 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LE00.IN?locations=AT
https://www.vindobona.org/article/foreigners-in-austria-more-than-a-quarter-of-the-austrian-population-has-a-migration-background#:~:text=About%20a%20quarter%20of%20the,25.4%25%20of%20the%20total%20population.
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endocrine disruptors active and consequently the total fertility rate stayed at a paltry 1.44 

children per woman, where it has been since 1994.  As a result, Austriaôs birth rate is a third of 

what it should be.   

The government also deliberately increased the number of deaths in 2020 by involuntarily 

euthanizing the very old and the chronically ill in old age homes and thus killing an excess of 

8,000 people either by direct injection or by denying them life extending medical care.  And in 

2021 it killed an additional 8,000 people with mRNA vaccines.  In total, the Austrian 

government succeeded in killing an excess of 18,000 people or 0.2% of the total population (or 

1.01% of its 1,768,667 elderly).   

So far in 2022, the number of births is down by 5% and the number of deaths is up by 1% 

compared to 2021.  This means that the government of Austria continues to subvert fertility and 

promote mortality and will once again register a negative natural change rate.  

To keep the population stable the government intends to replace the deceased old natives with 

incoming young Ukrainian refugees.  ñAs of April 2022, 56,000 Ukrainians have been 

registered in Austria. The Ministry of Interior estimates that up to 200,000 Ukrainians will come 

to Austria in 2022.ò (Source) 

Absent heavy net positive migration since the early 1960s, Austriaôs population would have 

been smaller by at least 2.2 million people and therefore closer to a sustainable population. 

(Source)  According to the Overshoot Index, Austria can only support half its current population 

or 4 million people. (Source)  

Austria is sacrificing its environment to preserve its economy having destroyed its demography.  

Needless to say, this is a suicidal way to govern a country.   Not surprisingly, Austria has serious 

demographic problems.  Its old-age burden is 19.5% (Source), its old-age-dependency ratio is 

31.3% (Source) and unless addressed it will swell to 56% by 2050 (Source), its age-dependency 

ratio is at an already high 51.12% and will only get higher as the population keeps ageing 

(Source), its youth ratio is at a low 14.47% (Source) and its median age is 43.5 years  but will 

be nearly 49.3 years in 2050. (Source)  To top it all up, Austria already spends 13% of its GDP 

on pensions and as such much more than the OECD average of 7.7%. (Source)  These are 

frightening demographic numbers that together with the abysmally low total fertility rate of just 

1.48 and 50% overpopulation put Austria in a nightmarish situation.   

Who will pay the countryôs bills when the median age is 50 and there will be two pensioners for 

every working person?  Who will repair the countryôs infrastructure when nearly 60% of the 

population is made of pensioners?  Who will provide round-the-clock care and change the adult 

diapers of 1,079,102 octogenarians or 11.8% of the total population, for that is how many 

octogenarians Austria will have by 2050?   

https://asylumineurope.org/reports/country/austria/overview-main-changes-previous-report-update/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SM.POP.NETM?locations=AT&most_recent_value_desc=true
https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.65UP.TO?locations=AT
https://www.oecd.org/els/public-pensions/PAG2021-country-profile-Austria.pdf
https://data.oecd.org/pop/old-age-dependency-ratio.htm
https://tradingeconomics.com/austria/age-dependency-ratio-percent-of-working-age-population-wb-data.html
https://www.statista.com/statistics/385829/age-structure-in-austria/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/385777/average-age-of-the-population-in-austria/
https://www.oecd.org/els/public-pensions/PAG2021-country-profile-Slovenia.pdf
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To make matters worse, Austria is grossly overpopulated.  According to the Overshoot Index, 

the country can sustain only 4 million out of its 8.9 million people which means that it has 4.9 

million people (or 55% of its total population) too many. (Source) 

Clearly, Austria needs a Population Stabilization Law with three components: replacement level 

fertility (to save the nation from demographic collapse), assisted dying at a mandatory age of 75 

years until the old-age-dependency burden falls below 20%, and optimal population.  Absent 

such a law Austria is racing towards demographic, environmental, and economic disaster.   

 

 

Austriaôs total fertility rate has been stabilized at circa 1.5 children per woman since 1985 (Source) 

while its life expectancy has been limited at circa 81 years since 2013 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

 

Total energy consumption:  -3.74 (428 TWh n 2019, 412 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2019 at 428 

TWh) 

Energy use per person:  -4.27% (48,223 kWh in 2019 and 46,162 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2005 

at 51,679 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita energy consumption: 3.5 toe (24% above EU average), 7,100 kWh (34% above EU 

average) 

 

https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~AUT
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~AUT
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/austria
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Consumption analysis: 

Austria decreased its total energy consumption by 3.74% and its per capita energy use by a 

respectable 4.27%.  These reductions no longer look impressive, however, when one considers 

that Austriaôs total energy consumption is 24% above the EU average and its electricity 

consumption is 34% above the EU average. 

It achieved this through plandemic lockdowns in 2020 and 2021 and by chocking the energy 

supply to cause artificially high inflation in 2021 which continues in 2022.   

If the EU has indeed adopted a three-tiered system of energy consumption for countries with 

different climates, as it should have, then Austriaôs per capita energy use of 3.5 toe is at the 

maximum level allotted to EU nations with temperate climates, which I have estimated at 3 to 

3.5 toe.   

Austria decreased its total energy consumption by a paltry 3.74% (from 428 to 412 TWh) since 

its peak in 2019 and its per capita consumption by 10.68% (from 51,679 to 46,162 kWh) since 

its peak in 2005.  Since 2005, however, its population has increased by 8.6%.   

 

 

Emissions data:  

 

Total CO2 emissions: -0.46% (from 67.94 million t in 2019 to 64.63 million t in 2021) (Peaked 

2005 at 79.08 million tons) 

Per capita CO2 emissions:  -5.4% (from 7.65 t in 2019 to 7.24 t in 2021) (Peaked 2005 at 9.61 

tons) (Source)   

Share of renewables in electricity production: +2.85%  (78.15% in 2019, and 81% in 2020) 

(Source)   

Energy independence: 38.0%. (Source) 

 

 

 

 

https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/austria
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/austria/
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/austria/
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Emissions analysis: 

 

Austria made some progress in greening its economy and has done this despite an admirably 

nature-friendly energy mix of 64.48% hydro, 22.49% fossil fuels, 10.57% wind, and 2.47% 

solar.  (Source)  Its total CO2 emissions decreased by half a percentage point and its per capita 

CO2 emissions decreased by 5.4%.  It made progress also in terms of its share of renewables in 

electricity production, which increased by nearly 3% from an already enviable 78.15% in 2019 

to an outstanding 81% in 2021.   

Since their peak in 2005, Austriaôs total carbon emissions decreased by 18.27% (from 79.08 

million tons in 2005 to 64.63 million tons in 2021) while its per capita emissions decreased by 

24.66% (from 9.61 tons in 2005 to 7.24 tons in 2021).   

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), Austria aims to reduce GHG 

emissions by 36% (compared to 2005), achieve a 45-50% renewable energy share of gross final 

energy consumption and source 100% of electricity consumption from renewables, increase the 

share of renewable energy in transport to at least 14% by using biofuels and increasing the share 

of e-mobility, and improve energy efficiency by 25-30% (compared to 2015) all by 2030. 

(Source)  These are very impressive targets! 

Austriaôs Recovery and Resilience Plan consists of 32 investments and 27 reforms that will be 

supported by ú3.46 billion in grants of which 53% of the money will support climate objectives. 

ñThe plan supports the green transition through investments of ú843 million in sustainable 

mobility with zero-emission transport and an additional ú543 million to expand the electrified 

trans-European rail network, including linking it to regional lines. Companiesô investment in 

low-emission buildings and vehicles(ú504 million) will be supported, as will the phase-out of 

oil and gas heating in private homes (ú159 million). Further investments include a ú50 million 

biodiversity fund and the recycling of beverage containers (ú300 million). 

These will be complemented by crucial reforms, such as the eco-social tax reform, 

the renewables expansion act to reach 100% renewable electricity by 2030 and the climate 

ticket for increased use of public transport via a flat rate season ticket, as well as introducing 

a soil protection strategy.ò (Source) 

Austria has a very ambitious decarbonization plan that is being supported by a decent EU grant.  

Austria is already ahead of many EU countries in its transition to renewables but its emissions 

remain high.  Considering that its per capita carbon emissions are the ninth highest in the EU, 

at 7.29 metric tons (Source), Austria has ways to go to achieve full decarbonization. 

As it is, Austriaôs is well positioned for the energy transition since its share of fossil fuels in its 

energy mix is lower than most at 62.52% and has no nuclear component.  It looks as follows: 

33.06% oil, 27.22% hydro, 21,89% gas, 7.58% coal, 4.29% wind, 3.40% other renewables, and 

1.35% solar. (Source)   

https://www.globalpetrolprices.com/energy_mix.php?countryId=181
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-03/at_final_necp_main_en_0.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/austrias-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://www.theglobaleconomy.com/rankings/Carbon_dioxide_emissions_per_capita/European-union/
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/austria#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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To date, Austria has decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 18.28% since their peak in 

2005 (from 79.09 million tons in 2005 to 64.63 million tons in 2021), and its per capita emissions 

by 24.66% (from 9.61 tons in 2005 to 7.24 tons in 2021), while its population increased by 

8.56% during the same 16-year period.   
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Austria  DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 1975 but masked by positive net migration.  As a result, 2.24 million 

people, or 25.4% of Austriaôs total population, was born abroad.  Therefore, Austria has 10.4% more foreigners 

than safe for its culture and identity.   

The current population of 8.9 million is 28.8% higher than it was in 1950.  Austria must lose nearly 4.9 million 

people (or 55% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.   

Verdict: Austria needs to depopulate by 55%. 

Depopulation Score: 45 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Austriaôs has an old-age-dependency ratio of 31.3% that unless addressed will swell to a 56% by 

2050.  Austria needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 11.3% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Austria needs to rejuvenate by 11.3%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 88 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 2019.   Has since decreased its total energy consumption by 3.74% 

since its peak in 2019 and its per capita energy consumption by 4.27% since its peak in 2005, despite its population 

increasing by 8.56% during the same 16-year period.   

Austriaôs per capita consumption is 24% above the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is 34% 

above the EU average.  Due to its central European transitional climatic zone, Austria should be allowed a total per 

capita energy consumption of 3 to 3.5 toe and since it currently consumes 3.5 toe it is already at its maximum 

allotted consumption rate.   

Verdict: Austria can no longer increase its total energy consumption and must stabilize it at current levels.   

Deconsumption Score: 100 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 2005.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

18.26% and its per capita emissions by 24.66%, despite its population increasing by 8.56% during the same 16-

year period. 

Austria is 62.52% fossil fuels dependent.  To achieve a truly green economy it still has to switch 37.48% of its 

energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Austria has decarbonized 37.48% of its energy so far and has 62.52% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 38 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Austria is 38% energy independent. 

Verdict: Austria is 62% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 38 points out of 100. 

 

Austria Final Sustainability Score: 61.8% (309 points out of 500) 
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Belgium  

 

Population: 11,521,238 (2.58̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 30,528 km2 (0.72̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $723 billion ( 3̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶ʺ2,065 (15% above EU average) 
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2. Belgium 

 

Population Data: 

Total births: -2.9% in 2020 and +0.7% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(117,103 in 2019, 113,739 in 2020, 117,914 in 2021) (peaked in 1901 at 199,068)  

Total deaths: +16.6% in 2020 and +3.3% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(108,745 in 2019, 126,850 in 2020, 112,291 in 2021) (peaked in 1918 at 157,340) 

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): -256.87% in 2020 and +142.89% in 

2021 compared to 2019. Deaths outnumbered births in 2020 for the first time since 1944 

(8,358 in 2019, -13,111 in 2020, 5,623 in 2021) 

Belgium lost 7,488 people or 0.06% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

negative natural change.   

Deaths would have outnumbered births in Belgium since 1975 but the rate of natural change was 

kept into positive territory through heavy immigration. 

Net overseas migration: -24% in 2020 and +5.6% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(55,031 in 2019, 41,756 in 2020, and 58,118 in 2021) (Source) 

Belgium gained 99,874 people or 0.87% of the total population in two years (2020 and 2021) 

through positive net migration.   

Total Population: +0.54% in 2020 and +0.79% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(11,431,406 in 2019, 11,492,641 in 2020, and 11,521,238 in 2021) 

Belgium gained 89,832 people or 0.78% of the total population during the two years of the 

plandemic. 

 

 
 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/516299/migration-balance-belgium/
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Population analysis: 

 

Vital statistics show us that the Belgian government broke three population records in 2020: the 

biggest negative natural change since 1941 (-13,111), the lowest negative natural change rate 

since 1942 (-1.1 per 1,000), and the lowest crude birth rate ever (9.9 births per 1,000 people).   

Belgiumôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country reached parity between births and 

deaths in 1975 primarily by suppressing fertility and secondarily by promoting mortality.  It 

maintained parity until 1986 at which point the Belgian government took its foot off the fertility 

break and off the mortality accelerator and the two lines diverged until 2020 when they 

converged again. The Belgian government reached depop mode in 2020 but went back to 

positive natural change in 2021 by easing up on mortality.   

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed by the 

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the way to 

2100 with projected statistics.  A look at Belgiumôs vital statistics back to 1900, however, reveals 

that the Belgian government began subverting its peopleôs reproductive systems around 1910.  

Until 1902 the Belgian total fertility rate (TFR) was a solid 3.8 children per woman.  By 1915, 

it dropped to just 3, by 1925 to just 2.5, and by 1933, it dropped to 2.08 and as such below 

replacement level.  Belgium  is among the first countries in Europe and the world to cause this 

level of damage to its peopleôs reproductive systems this early.  And because it subverted fertility 

to this extent at a time when there were no modern contraceptive methods it cannot attribute this 

decline in births to a high contraceptive prevalence rate, which has been how governments have 

falsely explained the drop in fertility from the 1960s onward in order to hide their use of covert 

methods of sterilization.   

Belgiumôs TFR remained below replacement level from 1933 to 1944.  From 1944 to 1972, the 

Belgian government allowed the TFR to rise above replacement level and kept it at around 2.5 

children per women throughout this time.  From 1972 until today, the Belgian government has 

relentlessly poisoned its people to below replacement level fertility, its TFR reaching a low of 

1.51 in 1985 and a high of 1.85 in 2008 and 2010.   

The early start of Belgiumôs war on fertility reflects its membership in the League of Nations, 

the worldôs first organization tasked with controlling population growth in the 63 countries that 

joined its ranks as member states, Belgium being one of them.  The League of Nations lasted 

from 1920 to 1946 at which point it was replaced with the United Nations Organizations, the 

worldôs second institutionalized attempt to preserve international peace by combatting 

population growth.   

Belgiumôs births and deaths graph shows us that the attack on fertility was most intense from 

1964 to 1968 (12.6% drop in births in 4 years, at an average annual loss of 3.15%), from 1971 

to 1975 (15.62% drop in births in 4 years, at an average annual loss of 3.9%), from 1981 to 1985 

(6.4% drop in 4 years, at an average annual loss of 1.6%), from 1991 to 1995 (8.56% drop in 4 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Belgium
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?time=1950..2021&country=~BEL
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years, at an average annual loss of 2.14%), from 2000 to 2002 (2.33% drop in 2 years, at an 

average annual loss of 1.16%)and most recently from 2010 to 2020 (10.65% drop in 10 years, 

at an average annual loss of 1.06%). 

The only years when the Belgian people were allowed to reproduce more freely, to give their 

reproductive systems a chance to recover from chronic sterilizing poisons, were from 1951 to 

1959, from 1968 to 1970, from 1975 to 1981, from 1985 to 1991, and most recently from 2003 

to 2010.   

Abortions have also played a role since 1979, despite being technically illegal, and since 1990 

as a legal practice, but Belgian women have never aborted more than one in six babies.  (Source) 

During the plandemic, the government accelerated its program of sterilization to further reduce 

the number of births and thus prevented the birth of about 5,000 babies in 2020.  This is also 

reflected in the fact that in 2020 Belgium had one of the lowest total fertility rates in its history 

at just 1.55 children per woman, down from 1.6 children per woman in 2019.  

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1964 until their record low in 2002, births decreased by 29.3% (from 

160,299 to 113,272) while the population increased by 9.6% during the same 38 year period 

(from 9,428,000 to 10,333,000).  Births should have increased in step with the population 

without the government actively subverting fertility.  The opposite is the case because the 

government has actively subverted fertility.  The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has been 

four times faster than the rate of change in total population.  Such a divergence is only possible 

if the government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the 

basic elements of life.  It cannot be explained by contraceptives or abortions.   

 

The Belgian government has controlled not only the birthrate but also the death rate starting 

decades ago.  The attack on immunity and by extension on longevity began in 1952 and was 

most intense from 1959 to 1960 (9.66% rise in just 1 year), from 1961 to 1963 (9.34% rise in 2 

years, at an average annual rise of 4.67%), from 1964 to 1968 (10.54% rise in 4 years, at an 

average annual rise of 2.64%), from 2011to 2012 (4.63% rise in 1 year), from 2014 to 2015 

(5.78% rise in 1 year), and most recently and most violently from 2019 to 2020 (16.8% rise in 

1 year).  The years 1968 to 2007 are the only time period when the Belgian people were allowed 

to die naturally, the result of which the number of deaths decreased during those times.   

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1959 until their peak in 1968, deaths increased by 17.2% (from 

103,981 to 121,896) while the population increased by only 5.6% (from 9,104,000 to 

9,619,000) during the same 17 year period.  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has been 

nearly 2.4 times faster than the rate of increase in total population.  Absent major wars, famine 

or epidemics the increase in deaths should have been proportional with the increase in 

https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-belgium.html
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population.  That this is not the case can only be the result of intentional governmental action 

to increase the deathrate.   

The government of Belgium repeated this feat from 2014 to 2020 when deaths increased by 

21.6% (from 104,790 to 127,440) while the population increased by only 3% (from 

11,150,516 to 11,492,641) during the same 6 year period.  The rate of increase in deaths, 

therefore, has been 7.2 times faster than the rate of increase in total population during this 

period.  Once again, this divergence can only occur when the government intentionally 

increases the deathrate.    

By contrast, from 1968 to 2006, when the government of Belgium allowed its people to die 

naturally, the number of deaths decreased by 16.5% (from 121,896 to 101,772) while the total 

population increased by only 3% (from 9,619,000 to 10,548,000) during the same 38 year 

period. The rate of decrease in deaths, therefore, has been 6.5 times faster than the rate of 

change in total population during this period.  This happened due to advances in medicine and 

medical care, which were used to save lives not to end them prematurely.   

Not surprisingly, during the periods when the government of Belgium deliberately increased 

deaths, life expectancy remained relatively flat.  From 1959 to 1968 life expectancy increased 

by only one year, from 70 to 71 years.  Likewise, from 2014 to 2020 life expectancy remained 

flat at 81 years.  By contrast, during the period when the government of Belgium allowed 

people to die naturally, from 1968 to 2006, and placed medicine to the service of mankind, 

life expectancy rose from 71 to 79 years. (Source) 

 

The government of Belgium deliberately increased the number of deaths in 2020 by 

involuntarily euthanizing the very old and the chronically ill in old age homes and thus killing 

an excess of 18,000 people either by direct injection or by denying them life extending medical 

care.  And in 2021 it killed an excess of about 4,000 people with mRNA vaccines.  The two year 

total of 22,000 deaths amounts to 0.2% of the total population or 0.98% of its 2,269,684 elderly.   

So far in 2022, the number of births is down by 2.52% and the number of deaths is up by 5.29% 

compared to 2021, which means that the government of Belgium continues to subvert fertility 

and promote mortality.  As a result, Belgium will once again return to negative natural growth 

in 2022.   

To keep the population stable the government intends to replace the deceased old natives with 

incoming young Ukrainian refugees of which it expects at least 150,000 in 2022.  The 

government of Belgian Ghent has announced that a village will be constructed for Ukrainians 

in the first quarter of 2023. (Source) 

Belgiumôs native population first registered negative natural growth in 1975 due to chronic 

poisoning with endocrine disruptors deliberately inserted in food, water and beverages by the 

government, but the total population has been kept in positive territory through immigration.  

As a result, one in eight Belgians (or 1.43 million) is a foreigner, while one in five (or 2.26 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LE00.IN?locations=BE
https://visitukraine.today/blog/893/belgium-announced-the-construction-of-a-village-for-ukrainian-refugees
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million) has a foreign background. ñFrom a population of 11.5 million people, 7.8 million [68%] 

are Belgian through and throughò while the remaining 32% are of foreign extraction. (Source)  

The government of Belgium, therefore, is slowly replacing its native people with naturalized 

foreigners. Absent positive net migration, Belgiumôs total population would have been 

decreasing since 1973.   

At this rate of replacement, Belgium will be inhabited entirely by foreigners by the end of this 

century.  And that can only be considered a suicidal population policy.  It is also suicidal that 

Belgiumôs population is still growing despite being more than 9 million people in overshoot. 

According to the Overshoot Index, Belgiumôs landmass and resources can only support a 

population of 2 million people (Source) but the country already has 11.5 million and is still 

growing.  Therefore, not only is Belgium committing demographic suicide, it is also committing 

environmental suicide.   

As it is, its old-age burden is 19.57% (Source), its old-age-dependency ratio is 33.1% (Source) 

and unless addressed it will swell to 56% by 2050 (Source), its age-dependency ratio is at an 

already very high 56.51% and will only get higher as the population keeps ageing (Source), its 

youth ratio is at a borderline 16.96% (Source) and its median age is 41.9 years and will be 45.4 

years in 2050. (Source)  Public pension spending is already at 10.5% of its GDP and as such 

higher than the OECD average of 7.7%. (Source)   

Belgiumôs problem is that the government is relying solely on immigration to get over the last 

stage of the demographic transition, and in so doing it is replacing its native population with 

foreigners.  By 2050, more than 60% of Belgiumôs population will be composed of foreigners, 

and if the total fertility rate of its native citizens is not allowed to come up to replacement level, 

90% of Belgiumôs population will be composed of foreigners by 2080.   

The fact that Belgiumôs government has not stopped poisoning its people into infertility and 

sub-fertility is a catastrophic mistake that has no rhyme or reason.  It can only be ascribed to 

morons leading the country.   

As it is, all that Belgium can hope to achieve through its current policies is environmental 

disaster and the total replacement of its population by foreigners.   

 

https://www.brusselstimes.com/149378/population-one-in-eight-belgian-residents-is-a-foreigner
https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/328682/age-structure-in-belgium/
https://www.oecd.org/els/public-pensions/PAG2021-country-profile-Belgium.pdf
https://data.oecd.org/pop/old-age-dependency-ratio.htm
https://tradingeconomics.com/belgium/age-dependency-ratio-percent-of-working-age-population-wb-data.html
https://www.statista.com/statistics/328682/age-structure-in-belgium/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/328371/average-age-of-the-population-in-belgium/
https://www.oecd.org/els/public-pensions/PAG2021-country-profile-Belgium.pdf
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Belgiumôs total fertility rate has been stabilized at circa 1.5 children per woman since 1985 

(Source) while its life expectancy has been limited at circa 81 years since 2016 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: +1.07 (749 TWh in 2019 and 757 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2008 at 

776 TWh) 

Energy use per person:  +0.25% (65,096 kWh in 2019 and 65,217 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2003 

at 73,222 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita energy consumption: 4.8 toe (60% above EU average), 7,200 kWh (34.5% above EU 

average) 

 

 

Consumption analysis: 

Belgium increased its total energy consumption by 1.07% and its per capita energy use by 0.25% 

despite having a total energy consumption that is 60% above the EU average and an electricity 

consumption that is 34.5% above the EU average.  Considering that its total population grew by 

0.78% during the two plandemic years, Belgium has basically returned to the same energy 

consumption in 2021 after a dip in 2020.   

If the EU has indeed adopted a three-tiered system of energy consumption for countries with 

different climates, as it should have, then Belgiumôs per capita energy use of 4.8 toe is far above 

the maximum level allotted to EU nations with temperate climates, which I have estimated at 3 

to 3.5 toe.   

Belgium decreased its total energy consumption by a paltry 2.45% (from 776 to 757 TWh) since 

its peak in 2008 and its per capita consumption by just 10.93% (from 73,222 to 65,217 kWh) 

since its peak in 2003.    Since 2008, however, its population has increased by 7.6%.   

Just because Belgium houses the EU institutions does not give it the right or the privilege of 

wasteful consumption.   

 

 

https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~BEL
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~BEL
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/belgium
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Emissions data: 

 

Total CO2 emissions: -3.7% (from 99.43 million t in 2019 to 95.72 million t in 2021) (Peaked 

1979 at 139.79) 

Per capita CO2 emissions: -4.6% (from 8.64 t in 2019 to 8.24 t in 2021) (Peaked 1973 at 14.25) 

(Source)   

Share of renewables in electricity production: +2.05%  (21.74% in 2019, and 23.79% in 2020) 

Energy independence: 32.1%.  (Source) 

 

Emissions analysis: 

Belgium made some progress in greening its economy, as it should have, considering its nature-

unfriendly energy mix of 48.9% nuclear, 34.21 fossil fuels, 11.25% wind, and 0.41 hydro. 

(Source)  Its total CO2 emissions decreased by 3.7% and its per capita CO2 emissions decreased 

by 4.6%.  It made modest progress also in terms of its share of renewables in electricity 

production, which increased by 2.05% from 21.74% in 2019 to 23.79% in 2021.   

Since their peak in 1979, Belgiumôs total carbon emissions decreased by 31.53% (from 139.79 

million tons in 1979 to 95.72 million tons in 2021) while its per capita emissions decreased by 

42.18% (from 14.25 tons in 1973 to 8.24 tons in 2021) from their peak in 1973.   

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), Belgium aims to reduce GHG 

emissions by 35% (compared to 2005), achieve a 17.5% renewable energy share of gross final 

energy consumption, improve energy efficiency to 42.7 Mtoe for primary energy consumption 

(it was 47.8 in 2020) and 35.2 Mtoe for final energy consumption (it was 36 in 2020), phase out 

nuclear energy which will increase its import dependency from 71% in 2020 to 86% in 2030, 

and raise its electricity interconnection level to 33%, all by 2030. (Source) 

By far the most impressive target is the phasing out of nuclear energy.  If Belgium accomplishes 

this by 2030 all other targets are largely irrelevant.   

https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/belgium
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/belgium
https://www.globalpetrolprices.com/energy_mix.php?countryId=183
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2021-01/staff_working_document_assessment_necp_belgium_en_0.pdf
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Belgiumôs Recovery and Resilience Plan consists of 105 investments and 35 reforms that will 

be supported by ú5.9 billion in grants of which 50% of the money will support climate 

objectives. 

ñThe plan supports the green transition through investments of over ú1 billion in the energy-

efficient renovation of buildings, including social housing. Furthermore, ú1.3 billion will be 

invested in sustainable mobility, notably by improving railway infrastructure, financing green 

public buses, deploying electric charging stations, developing urban public transport and 

creating or refurbishing cycling pathways. In addition, an important reform promotes electric 

road transport by limiting preferential tax treatment of company cars to zero-emission vehicles 

by 2026. The plan supports the decarbonisation of the energy sector by promoting the use of 

hydrogen as an energy source, with an investment of ú540 million and an accompanying reform 

that should contribute to making it happen. On biodiversity and climate change adaptation ú400 

million will be invested for reconnecting ecosystems, enhancing protected natural areas, forests 

and wetlands and for structural measures to sustainably manage water availability thereby 

increasing climate change resilience.ò (Source) 

Belgium has a modest decarbonization plan that is being supported by a decent EU grant.  

Belgium is moving rather slowly in its transition to renewables although its per capita carbon 

emissions are the fourth highest in the EU, at 8.1 metric tons. (Source)   

Its current energy mix, which is based primarily on fossil fuels and nuclear, will make Belgiumôs 

decarbonization road that much more difficult.  It is as follows: 47.70% oil, 22.40% gas, 16.77% 

nuclear, 4.10% wind, 3.79% coal, 2.07% other renewables, 1.94% solar, and 0.13% hydro. 

(Source)  Since 73.89% of its primary energy comes from fossil fuels, on top of its large nuclear 

component, Belgium has a long way to climb to decarbonize. 

To date, Belgium has decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 31.53% since their peak 

in 1979 (from 139.79 million tons in 1979 to 95.75 million tons in 2021), and its per capita 

emissions by 42.18% (from 14.25 tons in 1973 to 8.24 tons in 2021) since their peak in 1973, 

while its population increased by 8.56% during the same 42-year period (from 1979 to 2021).   

Its current energy mix, which is based primarily on fossil fuels and nuclear, will make Belgiumôs 

decarbonization road that much more difficult.  It is as follows: 47.70% oil, 22.40% gas, 16.77% 

nuclear, 4.10% wind, 3.79% coal, 2.07% other renewables, 1.94% solar, and 0.13% hydro. 

(Source)  Since 73.89% of its primary energy comes from fossil fuels, on top of its 16.77% large 

nuclear component, Belgium has a very long way to climb to decarbonize. 

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/belgiums-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://www.theglobaleconomy.com/rankings/Carbon_dioxide_emissions_per_capita/European-union/
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/belgium#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/belgium#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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Belgium DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 1973 but masked by positive net migration.  As a result, 3.7 million 

people, or 32% of Belgiumôs total population, was born abroad.  Therefore, Belgium has 17% more foreigners than 

safe for its culture and identity.   

The current population of 11.5 million is 33.36% higher than it was in 1950.  Belgium must lose 9.5 million people 

(or 82.6% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.   

Verdict: Belgium needs to depopulate by 83%. 

Depopulation Score: 17 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Belgium has an old-age-dependency ratio of 33.1% that unless addressed will swell to 56% by 

2050.  Belgium needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 13.1% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Belgium needs to rejuvenate by 13.1%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 87 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 2008.   Has since decreased its total energy consumption by 2.45% 

since its peak in 2019 and its per capita energy consumption by 10.93% since its peak in 2003, despite its population 

increasing by 7.6% during the same 14-year period (from 2008 to 2021).   

Belgiumôs per capita consumption is 60% above the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is 34.5% 

above the EU average.  Due to its temperate climate, Belgium should be allowed a total per capita energy 

consumption of 3 to 3.5 toe and since it currently consumes 4.8 toe it is already 27% higher than the maximum 

allotted energy use of 3.5 toe.   

Verdict: Belgium needs to reduce its per capita energy consumption by 27%.   

Deconsumption Score: 73 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 1979.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

31.53% and its per capita emissions by 42.18%, despite its population increasing by 17% during the same 42-year 

period. 

Belgium is 73.89% fossil fuels dependent and 16.77% nuclear energy dependent.  To achieve a truly green economy 

it still has to switch 90.66% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Belgium has decarbonized only 9.34% of its energy so far and has 90.66% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 9 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Belgium is 32.1% energy independent. 

Verdict: Belgium is 67.9% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 32 points out of 100. 

 

Belgium Final Sustainability Score: 43.6% (218 points out of 500) 
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Bulgaria  

 

Population: 6,838,937 (1.53̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 110,993 km2 (2.62̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $203 billion ( 0.84̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶27,890 (93.5% below EU average) 
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3. Bulgaria 

Population data: 

Total births: -4% in 2020 and -4.6% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(61,538 in 2019, 59,086 in 2020, 58,678 in 2021)  

Total deaths: +15.4% in 2020 and +37.85% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(108,083 in 2019, 124,735 in 2020, 148,995 in 2021)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): -41% in 2020 and -94% in 2021 

compared to 2019.   

(-46,545 in 2019, -65,649 in 2020, -90,317 in 2021) 

Bulgaria lost 155,966 people or 2.4% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

negative natural change.   

Deaths have outnumbered births in Bulgaria since 1990 but the rate of population decrease was 

never higher than in 2020 and 2021.   

Net overseas migration: depending on the source, the data is completely different. 

1. World Bank Data: 

+12.65% in 2020 and +23.8% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(-11,439 in 2019, -9,902 in 2020, and -8,716 in 2021) (Source) 

Bulgaria lost 18,618 people or 0.29% of the total population through negative net migration from 

2019 to 2021 

2. STATISTA & Bulgaria National Statistical Institute Data 

+1,626.6% in 2020 and +731.5% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(-2,012 in 2019, +30,715 in 2020, +12,706 in 2021) 

Bulgaria gained 43,421 people or 0.63% of the total population through positive net migration 

from 2019 to 2021 (Source)(Source)   

 

Total Population: -0.46% in 2020 and -1.62% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(6,951,482 in 2019, 6,916,548 in 2020, and 6,838,937 in 2021) 

Bulgaria lost 112,545 people or 1.65% of the population during the two years of the plandemic. 

According to the census data: 

-0.46% in 2020 and -6.2% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(6,951,482 in 2019 (Source), 6,916,548 in 2020 (Source), and 6,519,789 in 2021 (Source)) 

Bulgaria lost 431,693 people or 6.6% of the population during the two years of the plandemic. 

 

ñAccording to the Demography statistics data population of the country as of the end of the 2021 

is 6,838,937 persons. Compared to the previous year it has decreased by 77,611 persons or by 

1.1%. The population number and structures by the end of year are calculated based on the 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SM.POP.NETM?locations=BG&most_recent_value_desc=true
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1269190/bulgaria-international-migration-balance/
https://nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2021_en_6IY8TD4.pdf
https://www.nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2019_en_XE8MEZL.pdf
https://www.nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2020_en_IVGTQG5.pdf
https://nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2021_en_6IY8TD4.pdf
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population data for the preceding year and data on the population natural and migration 

movement during the reference year. The 18th Census of the population and housing fund was 

conducted in 2021. According to the preliminary assessment , the expected number of the 

population who is usual resident of the territory of the country as of 7th September 2021 is 

6,520,314.  

 

Difference between data for the population number and its structure from the current Demography 

statistics and censuses is mainly due to the unregistered international migration during the ten-

years period between the censuses.ò (Source) 

 

 
 

Population analysis: 

Bulgariaôs vital statistics show us that the Bulgarian government broke five population records 

in 2021: the fewest births ever (58,678), the most deaths ever (148,995), the biggest negative 

natural change ever (-90,317), the largest crude death rate ever (22.9 per 1,000), and the lowest 

negative natural change rate ever (-13.9 per 1,000).  In other words, the Bulgarian government 

made no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation effort.   

Bulgariaôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country first reached depop mode in 1989 

primarily by increasing deaths and secondarily by decreasing births.  Deaths increased by 87% 

from 1958 to 1989 (from 61,529 to 115,087) and births decreased 25.8% from 1974 to 1989 

(from 151,917 to 112,750).  Bulgaria has been in depop mode ever since, but primarily by 

reducing births and only secondarily by increasing deaths.  The Bulgarian government has 

therefore reversed its population control strategy in 1989.   

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began before 1952 in Bulgaria and was most intense 

from 1952 to 1954 (3% drop in births in 2 years, at an average annual loss of 1.5%), from 1955 

https://nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2021_en_6IY8TD4.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Bulgaria
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?time=1950..2021&country=~BGR
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to 1959 (9% drop in 4 years, at an average annual loss of 2.25%), from 1960 to 1965 (9.2% drop 

in 5 years, at an average annual loss of 1.84%), from 1969 to 1972 (8.98% drop in 3 years, at an 

average annual loss of 2.99%), from 1974 to 1997 (57.5% drop in 23 years, at an average annual 

loss of 2.5%) , and most recently from 2009 to 2021 (30% drop in 12 years, at an average annual 

loss of 2.5%).   

The Bulgarian government weakened the national sterilization program only from 1966 to 1969, 

from 1972 to 1974, and from 1997 to 2009 to give the peopleôs reproductive systems a chance 

to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.   

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1952 until their nadir in 2021, births decreased by 63% (from 157,071 to 

58,112) while the population decreased by only 10.38% during the same 69 year period (from 

7,274,900 to 6,519,789).  The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has been six times faster 

than the rate of decrease in total population.  Such a divergence is only possible if the 

government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the basic 

elements of life.  Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this massive 

divergence.   

 

Abortions have played a role from 1953 until the present day with the heaviest abortion years 

being from 1960 to 1999 when on average 1 to 1.4 babies were aborted for every baby born. 

Since 2000, abortions have decreased continuously in real and proportional terms.  In 2020, for 

every three children born one was aborted. (Source) 

The attack on longevity began in 1958 and continued unabated until 1997.  The Bulgarian 

government increased the deathrate most actively from 1958 to 1959 (21.42% rise in just one 

year), from 1961 to 1962 (11.5% rise), from 1968 to 1969 (10.8% rise), and most recently and 

violently from 2019 to 2021 (34% rise in just two years, an annual rate of increase of 17%). 

From 1997 to 2019 the Bulgarian government stopped deliberately increasing the deathrate and 

the number of yearly deaths decreased from 133,841 to 114,802, a 14.2% decrease over 22 years 

(at an annual rate of decrease of 0.65%).   

 

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1958 until 2021, deaths increased by 150.12% (from 61,529 to 

153,894) while the population decreased by 15.63% during the same 63 year period (from 

7,727,600 to 6,519,789). (Source)  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has been nearly 

eleven times (10.6 times) faster than the rate of decrease in total population.  Under normal 

circumstances a smaller population should have resulted in proportionately fewer not more 

deaths.  This is a complete inversion of a normal population and this can only be the result of 

intentional governmental action to increase the deathrate.   

http://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-bulgaria.html
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~BGR
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What role migration played in Bulgariaôs demographic picture is uncertain since the data is 

contradictory.  But whether Bulgaria gained 43,421 people or 0.63% of the total population 

through positive net migration from 2019 to 2021, as the data from STATISTA indicates, or lost 

18,618 people or 0.29% of the total population through negative net migration, as the data from 

the World Bank indicates, it is rather irrelevant when one considers Bulgariaôs apocalyptic 

population decline from 2019 to 2021 of 431,693 people or 6.6% of its population, due to a 4% 

decrease in the birthrate in 2020 followed by a 4.6% decrease in 2021 and due to a 15.4% 

increase in the death rate in 2020 followed by a record-setting 37.85% increase in 2021.  These 

figures dwarf any war or disaster in Bulgariaôs history. 

While the lower birthrate is primarily the result of an aged population and secondarily the result 

of chronic poisoning with endocrine disruptors, the frightening increase in the death rate is the 

result of intentional killing of the elderly.  The government managed to kill an excess of 17,000 

people or 0.25% of its total population (or 1.13% of its 1.5 million elderly people) in 2020 

through denial of medical care and direct involuntary euthanasia and an additional 38,000 people 

or 0.58% of its total population (or 2.53% of its elderly population) in 2021 with mRNA 

vaccines.  In just two years, the Bulgarian government managed to wipe out 55,000 people or 

3.66% of its elderly people.   

Even though Bulgariaôs Covid-19 vaccination rate is lower than any other European country at 

30% (Source), the prevalence of deadly vaccines administered is higher than in any other 

European country.  And this was, of course, the decision of the Bulgarian government, who 

could no longer cope financially with a 22% old-age burden that was projected to increase to 

32.7% by 2060. (Source) The old-age-dependency rate, expressed as a percentage of the 

working age population rather than as a percentage of the total population (thus those 65+ versus 

those ages 15 to 64) is even higher and stands at 34.2% as of 2021, up from 33.6% in 2020. 

(Source) 

Bulgaria began dying as a country as soon as communism fell apart in 1989 and people started 

emigrating.  In the past ten years alone, Bulgaria lost 347,000 people through emigration. 

(Source)  Since 1990 it lost nearly 2.5 million people through emigration. (Source)  Furthermore, 

Bulgariaôs population has been decreasing since 1988 when it peaked at 8,981,446 people due 

to low fertility which fell below replacement level in 1980 and has never recovered.  Deaths 

have outnumbered births in Bulgaria since 1990 but the rate of population decrease was never 

higher than in 2020 and 2021.   

As it is, its old-age burden is 21.75% (Source), its old-age-dependency ratio is 34.10% (Source) 

and unless addressed it will swell to 54.6% by 2050 (Source), its age-dependency ratio is at an 

already very high 57.27% and will only get higher as the population keeps ageing (Source), its 

youth ratio is at a low 14.67% (Source) and its median age is 44.3 years and will be nearly 50 

years in 2050. (Source)  Public pension spending is already at 9.9% of its GDP and as such 

higher than the OECD average of 7.7%. (Source)   

https://ycharts.com/indicators/bulgaria_coronavirus_full_vaccination_rate
https://unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/pau/age/WG.12/Presentations/2_National-Strategy-Active-Ageing-Bulgaria.pdf
https://www.ceicdata.com/en/bulgaria/population-and-urbanization-statistics
https://www.novinite.com/articles/216962/There+are+Regions+in+Bulgaria+where+Every+Third+Person+is+65+or+Older
https://china-cee.eu/2019/12/19/bulgaria-social-briefing-nearly-2-5-million-bulgarians-live-abroad/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/373486/age-structure-in-bulgaria/
https://tradingeconomics.com/bulgaria/old-age-dependency-ratio-eurostat-data.html
https://data.oecd.org/pop/old-age-dependency-ratio.htm
https://tradingeconomics.com/bulgaria/age-dependency-ratio-percent-of-working-age-population-wb-data.html
https://www.statista.com/statistics/373486/age-structure-in-bulgaria/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/373457/average-age-of-the-population-in-bulgaria/
https://china-cee.eu/2021/06/29/bulgaria-social-briefing-pension-system-in-bulgaria/
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Bulgariaôs problem is that the government has poisoned its people into infertility and subfertility 

for far too long.  The government should have allowed the total fertility rate (TFR) to come up 

to replacement level at least five years ago.  I suspect that the rationale for keeping its foot on 

the reproductive rate has been to lower the population to sustainability. 

According to the Overshoot Index, Bulgariaôs sustainable population is 6 million, which means 

that Bulgaria still has 520,000 people too many. (Source)  In 2021 the TFR rose to 1.79 children 

per woman, the highest it has been since 1990 but still well below replacement level.  Unless 

the government of Bulgaria stops sterilizing its people through the basic elements of life the 

population will collapse.  As it is, the government is now faced with the dauting prospect of 

having to reduce its old-age-dependency rate to less than 20% from its current 34.10% which is 

actually 38.8% when one leaves the 15 to 19 year old out of the equation since they themselves 

are dependents and not contributors.  And since prior to 2015 the retirement age was 55 for 

women and 60 for men, Bulgaria is now in the crushing situation where every employee has to 

singlehandedly support a pensioner.   

Bulgaria will not survive the last stage of the demographic transition without a Population 

Stabilization Law as it most certainly cannot continue to kill its elderly at the same pace as in 

2020 and 2021.   

As it is, all that Bulgaria can hope to achieve through its current policies is an extermination 

camp followed by en empty country.   

 

 

Bulgariaôs total fertility rate first reached 1.5 children per woman in 1992 and has been stabilized 

at that level since 2007 (Source), while its life expectancy has been limited at circa 71 years since 

1964, with the exception of the years 2002 to 2020 when it went up as high as 75 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: +3.8% (210 TWh in 2019 and 218 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1988 at 

354 TWh) 

https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~BGR
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~BGR
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Energy use per person:  +6.07% (29,794 kWh in 2019 and 31,603 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1988 

at 40,106 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita energy consumption: 2.5 toe (10% below EU average), 4,300 kWh (19% below EU 

average) (Source) 

 

 

Consumption analysis: 

Bulgaria increased its total energy use from 2019 to 2021 by 3.8% and its per capita energy 

consumption by 6.07%.  Bulgaria is allowed to increase its per capita energy consumption 

because it is still 10% below the EU average in terms of total energy consumption and 19% 

below the EU average in terms of electricity consumption.   

I suspect that the EU has a policy of harmonization and has undoubtedly set upper and lower 

limits for southern, central and northern European countries.  This would be classified 

information but I estimate the ranges would be 2.5 to 3 toe per capita for southern European 

countries, 3 to 3.5 toe for central, and 3.5 to 4 toe for northern countries.  Any country below 

the lower limits will be allowed to increase its per capita use of energy.  Conversely, any country 

exceeding the upper limits will be forced to decrease its per capita use of energy.   

This explains why the plandemic lockdowns in 2020 and 2021 were so much lighter in Eastern 

European countries, which are generally energy deficient, than in Western European countries, 

which are generally energy excessive.  To what extent consumption in general and energy 

consumption in particular will be affected by the artificially high inflation of 2022 and the 

hyperinflation it triggered remains to be seen.   

Bulgaria decreased its total energy consumption by 48.24% (from 776 to 757 TWh) since its 

peak in 1988 (from 354 TWh in 1988 to 218 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumption by 

21.2% (from 40,106 kWh in 1988 to 31,603 kWh in 2021).    Since 1988, however, its population 

has decreased by 27.4%.   

 

 

 

https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/bulgaria
https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/bulgaria
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Emissions data:  

Total CO2 emissions: +0.7% (from 42.26 million t to 42.56 million t) (Peaked 1987 at 91.27 

million tons) 

Per capita CO2 emissions: +3.2% (from 5.99 t in 2019 to 6.18 t in 2021) (Peaked 1987 at 10.30 

tons) (Source)   

Share of renewables in electricity production: +1.6%  (17.97% in 2019, and 19.57% in 2020, no 

data for 2021).  

Energy independence: 62.1%.  (Source) 

 

 

Emissions analysis: 

Bulgaria did not green its economy, as it should have, considering its nature-unfriendly energy 

mix of 45.62% fossil fuels, 38.34% nuclear, 9.1% hydro, 3.47% wind, and 3.47% solar. (Source)  

Its total CO2 emissions increased by nearly 1%, despite a large population decrease, and its per 

capita emissions increased by more than 3%.  Bulgaria did manage to increase its share of 

renewables in electricity production by 1.6%, from 17.97% in 2019 to 19.57% in 2020. There 

is no data for 2021.    

Since their peak in 1987, Bulgariaôs total carbon emissions decreased by 53.37% (from 91.27 

million tons in 1987 to 42.56 million tons in 2021) while its per capita emissions decreased by 

40% (from 10.30 tons in 1987 to 6.18 tons in 2021).   

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), Bulgaria aims to reduce GHG 

emissions by 27.09% (compared to 2005); reduce its primary energy consumption by 27.89% 

and its final energy consumption by 31.67%, achieve a 17.5% renewable energy share of gross 

final energy consumption; and achieve an electricity interconnection level of 15%. (Source) 

These rather modest goals are appropriate for a nation that is still in transition from a command 

to a market economy. 

https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/bulgaria
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/bulgaria/
https://www.globalpetrolprices.com/energy_mix.php?countryId=185
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-06/bg_final_necp_main_en_0.pdf
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Bulgariaôs Recovery and Resilience Plan consists of 56 investments and 47 reforms that will be 

supported by ú6.27 billion in grants of which 58.9% of the money will support climate 

objectives. 

Bulgariaôs recovery and resilience plan supports the green transition through ambitious 

reforms, including the adoption of a clear framework for the coal phase-out and binding 

commitments to cut greenhouse gas emissions of the power sector by 40% by 2025; accelerating 

the deployment of renewable energy sources; market liberalisation of the wholesale and retail 

electricity markets, governance reforms, as well as the removal of financial and regulatory 

bottlenecks for energy efficiency investments. The plan foresees ú1.7 billion investments in 

renewable energy sources, electricity storage and interconnection capacities and 

over ú1 billion in energy-efficiency renovation of the building stock. In the area of transport, 

the plan includes a sizeable allocation (ú666 million) to decarbonisation measures such as the 

introduction new electric rolling stock for sub-urban and inter-regional rail transport; the 

construction of a new section of the Sofia metro; sustainable urban mobility pilot scheme with 

purchase of zero-emission public transport vehicles and charging station infrastructure. 

Dedicated measures in the area of biodiversity aim to protect and restore ecosystems and 

natural habitats and species (ú48 million). (Source) 

Bulgaria has an appropriately modest decarbonization plan that is being supported by a decent 

EU grant.  Bulgaria is moving rather slowly in its transition to renewables although its per capita 

carbon emissions are the fourteenth highest in the EU at 5.6 metric tons. (Source)  Itôs priorities, 

however, are demographic and economic rather than environmental.  With a fast decreasing 

population, Bulgariaôs emissions are decreasing just as fast without making any effort.  

Furthermore, its global share of CO2 emissions are very small at just 0.11%. (Source) 

To date, Bulgaria has decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 53.37% (from 91.27 

million tons in 1987 to 42.56 million tons in 2021) and its per capita emissions by 40% (from 

10.30 tons in 1987 to 6.18 tons in 2021) since their peak in 1987, while its population also 

decreased by 27.33% during the same 44-year period (from 1987 to 2021).   

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/recovery-and-resilience-plan-bulgaria_en
https://www.theglobaleconomy.com/rankings/Carbon_dioxide_emissions_per_capita/European-union/
https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/bulgaria
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As is, Bulgariaôs current energy mix consists of: 27.88% coal, 25.03% oil, 19.03% nuclear, 

15.17% gas, 5.49% hydro, 2.49% other renewables, 1.79% solar, and 1,72% wind.  (Source)  

Since 68.08% of its primary energy comes from fossil fuels and nearly 20% from nuclear, it has 

a long way to climb to decarbonize. 

 

Bulgaria DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 1989.  Since then Bulgaria lost 2,357,183 people (or 36.15% of its 

population) due to low births and high emigration.  Only 3.1% of Bulgariaôs population is foreign-born. Bulgaria 

can therefore accommodate an additional 782,375,190 people (or 12% of its total population) from the worldôs 

immigrant pool without any dangers to its culture and identity.     

The current population of 6.5 million is 10.08% lower than it was in 1950.  Nevertheless, Bulgaria must still lose 

520,000 people (or 7.98% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.   

Verdict: Bulgaria needs to depopulate by 8%. 

Depopulation Score: 92 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Bulgaria has an old-age-dependency ratio of 34.1% that unless addressed will swell to 54.6% by 

2050.  Bulgaria needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 14.1% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Bulgaria needs to rejuvenate by 14.1%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 86 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 1988.   Has since decreased its total energy consumption by 

48.24% and its per capita energy consumption by 21.2%, but during the same 33-year period (from 1988 to 2021) 

its population has also decreased by 27.4%.   

Bulgariaôs per capita consumption is 10% below the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is 19% 

below the EU average.  Due to its moderate continental climate, Bulgaria should be allowed a total per capita energy 

consumption of 3 to 3.5 toe and since it currently consumes only 2.5 toe it can increase its consumption by 20% to 

reach its minimum allotted energy use of 3 toe and by 40% to reach its maximum allotted energy use of 3.5 toe.   

Verdict: Bulgaria can increase its per capita energy consumption by 40%.   

Deconsumption Score: 140 out of 100. 

 

https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/bulgaria#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 1987.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

53.37% and its per capita emissions by 40%, while its population also decreased by 27.33% during the same 44-

year period. 

Bulgaria is 68.08% fossil fuels dependent and 19.03% nuclear energy dependent.  To achieve a truly green economy 

it still has to switch 87.11% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Bulgaria has decarbonized only 12.89% of its energy so far and has 87.11% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 13 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Bulgaria is 62.1% energy independent. 

Verdict: Bulgaria is 37.9% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 62 points out of 100. 

 

Bulgaria Final Sustainability Score: 78.6% (393 points out of 500) 

 

 

 

 

 



43 
 

Croatia  

 

 

Population: 3,878,981 (0.87̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 56,594 km2 (1.34̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $161 billion ( 0.67̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶40,484 (33.3% below EU average) 

 

 

 

4. Croatia 

Population data: 
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Total births: -0.8% in 2020 and +1% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(36,135 in 2019, 35,845 in 2020, 36,508 in 2021)  

Total deaths: +10.1% in 2020 and +21.1% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(51,794 in 2019, 57,023 in 2020, 62,712 in 2021)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): +32% in 2020 and +67% in 2021 

compared to 2019.   

(-15,659 in 2019, -21,178 in 2020, -26,204 in 2021) 

Croatia lost 47,382 people or 1.22% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

negative natural change.   

Deaths have outnumbered births in Croatia since 1991 but the rate of population decrease was 

never higher than in 2020 and 2021.   

Net overseas migration: +283% in 2020 and +86% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(-2,422 in 2019, -632 in 2020, and -4,512 in 2021) (Source) 

Croatia lost 5,144 people or 0.13% of its people through negative net migration from 2019 to 2021 

Total Population: -0.43% in 2020 and -4.6% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(4,065,253 in 2019, 4,047,680 in 2020, and 3,878,981 in 2021) 

Croatia lost 186,272 people or 4.8% of the population during the two years of the plandemic. 

 

Population analysis: 

https://podaci.dzs.hr/2022/en/29029


45 
 

Vital statistics show us that the Croatian government broke five population records in 2020 and 

2021: the lowest number of births in its history (35,845 in 2020), the highest number of deaths 

in its history (62,712 in 2021), the biggest negative natural change in its history (-26,204 in 

2021), the highest crude death rate in its history (16.2 per 1,000 in 2021), and the lowest negative 

natural change rate in its history (-6.8 per 1,000 people in 2021).  In other words, the Croatian 

government made no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation efforts.   

Croatiaôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country has been in depopulation mode since 

1991 as that is the first year when its deaths exceeded its births.  It achieved this y suppressing 

births and increasing deaths in equal measure.  The gap between births and deaths has been 

growing since and at the end of 2021 deaths exceeded births 1.8 times (62,262 deaths versus 

34,733 births).  Since 1983, however, Croatia has been in depop mode primarily by limiting 

births while its deaths have been relatively stale until 2019.   

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed by the 

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the way to 

2100 with projected statistics.  A look at Croatiaôs vital statistics back to 1900, however, reveals 

that the Croatian government began subverting its peopleôs reproductive systems around 1920.  

Until 1920 the Croatian total fertility rate (TFR) was a solid 5.3 children per woman.  By 1930, 

it dropped to 4.5, by 1940 to just 3.5, by 1950 it dropped to below 3, and by 1963 to just 2.05 

and as such below replacement level.   

The attack on fertility was most intense from 1954 to 1970 (28% drop in births in 16 years, at 

an average annual loss of 1.75%), from 1984 to 1992 (27.3% drop in 8 years, at an average 

annual loss of 3.4%), from 1997 to 2003 (25.9% drop in 6 years, at an average annual loss of 

4.3%), and most recently from 2009 to 2021 (24.5% drop in 12 years, at an average annual loss 

of 2.04%).   

The Croatian government weakened the national sterilization program only from 1970 to 1981, 

from 1992 to 1997, and from 2003 to 2009 to give the peopleôs reproductive systems a chance 

to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.   

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1950 until their nadir in 2021, births decreased by 62.46% (from 92,524 

to 34,733) while the population increased by 0.73% during the same 71 year period (from 

3,850,991 to 3,878,981).  The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has been a gargantuan 86.6 

times faster than the rate of change in total population.  Such a divergence is only possible if 

the government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the 

basic elements of life.  Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this 

massive divergence.   

 

Abortions have played a minor role since 1960, but they have never matched the number of 

births let alone exceed them.  The heaviest abortion years were from 1980 to 1990 when on 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Croatia
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?time=1950..2021&country=~HRV
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average 1.1 to 1.4 babies were aborted for every baby born. Since 1990, abortions have steadily 

decreased in real and proportional terms.  In 2020, for every 13.8 children born one was aborted. 

(Source) 

The attack on longevity began in 1965 and continued unabated until 1983.  The Croatian 

government increased the deathrate most actively from 1965 to 1983 (48.6% rise in 18 years, at 

an annual average rise of 2.7%), from 1990 to 1991 (9.45% rise), from 1994 to 1995 (5.65% 

rise), from 2014 to 2015 (6.87%), and most recently from 2019 to 2021 (13.34% rise in two 

years, at an annual average rise of 6.67%). 

From 1983 to 1990, from 1991 to 1994, and from 1995 to 2014, and from 2016 to 2019 the 

Croatian government stopped deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly 

deaths remained relatively flat at 52,000 to 54,000.   

 

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1965 until their peak in 2021, deaths increased by 51.4% (from 

41,124 to 62,262) while the population decreased by 9.39% during the same 46 year period 

(from 7,727,600 to 6,519,789). (Source)  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has been 

nearly 6.5 times faster than the rate of change in total population.  Under normal 

circumstances a smaller population should have resulted in proportionately fewer not more 

deaths.  This is a complete inversion of a normal population and this can only be the result of 

intentional governmental action to increase the deathrate.   

 

Croatia is losing people on nearly all fronts since 1990 but never as fast as during the years of 

the plandemic and the false energy crisis.  The only faint ray of hope is from its total fertility 

rate which has grown modestly since it bottomed out in 2015 at 1.41 children per woman and 

now stands at 1.62 children per woman.  Even so the lowest number of births was recorded in 

2020.   

Croatia experienced devastating population decline from 2019 and 2021 having lost 186,272 

people of 4.8% of its population due to a 10% increase in its deathrate in 2020 followed by a 

21% increase in 2021, but also due to a nearly 1% decrease in its birthrate in 2020, chronically 

low fertility, and a negative net migration rate.  As a result, Croatiaôs total population is now at 

the same level it was in 1951.   

These figures dwarf any war or disaster in Croatiaôs history and show that the government has 

been actively pursuing depopulation. Both the low birthrate and the high deathrate are the result 

of the governmentôs intentional subversion of fertility and deliberate promotion of mortality.   

The government managed to kill an excess of 5,000 people or 0.13% of its total population (or 

0.6% of its 850,000 elderly people) in 2020 through denial of medical care and direct involuntary 

euthanasia and an additional 10,000 people or 0.26% of its total population (or 1.18% of its 

elderly population) in 2021 with mRNA vaccines.  In just two years, the Croatian government 

http://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-croatia.html
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~BGR
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managed to wipe out 1.8% of its elderly people and in so doing succeeded in getting ahead of 

the old-age curve and reversing the ascending trend.  For whereas the number of elderly 

increased steadily and relentlessly until 2020 it started decreasing for the first time in the nationôs 

history in 2021 going from a peak of 860,222 elderly in 2020 to 844,579 in 2021 (a 1.82% drop). 

(Source) 

The Croatian government could no longer cope financially with a 21.66% old-age burden that 

was projected to increase to nearly 30% by 2050. (Source)  The old-age dependency ratio stands 

at 33.1% as of 2021, but will rise to 59.2% unless addressed. (Source).  If one calculates the old-

age dependency rate as people aged 60+ as a percentage of the population aged 20-59, then the 

old-age dependency rate climbs to 44.7%.  And it gets even worse when one considers that 

49.8% of older persons between 50 and 64 years of age are inactive in the workforce and that 

Croatiaôs average exit age from the labor force is 59.9 years. (Source)  Therefore, the true old-

age-dependency rate in Croatia is already above 50% and therefore clearly unsustainable.   

Croatia began dying as a country in 1991 soon after communism fell apart and people started 

emigrating.  Since then Croatia lost close to a million people through emigration. In the past 

eight years alone more than 370,000 emigrated from Croatia.  (Source)  Furthermore, Croatiaôs 

total population has been decreasing since 1990 when it peaked at 4,777,368 due to low fertility 

which fell below replacement level in 1967 and has remained there ever since.   

Judging by the vital statistics released so far this year, 2022 promises to be even worse than 

2021 in terms of births, as they are down by 5%, but slightly better in terms of deaths, as there 

are 3.45% fewer.  The Croatian government is reducing its population in the hope of achieving 

sustainability.  According to the Overshoot Index, Croatia can only sustain 3 million people and 

as such has almost a million people too many. (Source) 

 

 

Croatiaôs total fertility rate and been reduced to circa 1.5 children per woman since 1991 (Source), 

while its life expectancy has been limited at circa 78 years since 2011 (Source).   

Consumption data: 

https://www.ceicdata.com/en/croatia/population-and-urbanization-statistics/hr-population-total-aged-65-and-above
https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/kroatien/05802.pdf
https://data.oecd.org/pop/old-age-dependency-ratio.htm
https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/kroatien/05802.pdf
https://www.total-croatia-news.com/the-croatian-diaspora/59357-more-croats-emigrated
https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~HRV
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~HRV
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Total energy consumption: +3.1% (96 TWh in 2019 and 99 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2004 at 111 

TWh) 

Energy use per person:  +5% (23,198 kWh in 2019 and 24,353 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2004 at 

24,878 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita energy consumption: 2.1 toe (27% below EU average), 3,900 kWh (27% below EU 

average) 

 

Consumption analysis: 

Croatia increased its total energy use from 2019 to 2021 by more than 3% despite losing 186,272 

people of 4.8% of its population, and increased its per capita energy consumption by 5% partly 

because fewer people could access the energy freed by the lost consumers.  Croatia is allowed 

to increase its per capita energy consumption because it is 27% below the EU average in terms 

of total energy consumption and also 27% below the EU average in terms of electricity 

consumption.   

This explains why the plandemic lockdowns in 2020 and 2021 were so much easier in Croatia 

than in Western European countries, which are generally energy excessive.   

If the EU has a policy of harmonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern, central 

and northern European countries, then Croatiaôs per capita energy consumption of 2.1 toe is still 

below the 2.5 to 3 toe per capita that in my estimate should be allowed to southern European 

countries.   

Croatia decreased its total energy consumption by 10.8% since its peak in 2004 (from 111 TWh 

in 2004 to 99 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumption by 2.11% (from 24,878 kWh in 2004 

to 24,353 kWh in 2021).    Since 2004, however, its population has decreased by 9.9%.   

 

Emissions data:  

Total CO2 emissions: -0.9% (from 17.86 million t in 2019 to 17.70 million t in 2021) (Peaked in 

2007 at 24.86 million tons) 

https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/croatia
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Per capita CO2 emissions: +0.9% (from 4.32 t in 2019 to 4.36 t in 2021) (Peaked 2007 at 5.64 t) 

(Source)  

Share of renewables in electricity production: -1.26%  (66.25% in 2019, and 64.99% in 2020).  

Energy independence: 45.7%.  (Source) 

 

Emissions analysis: 

Croatia did not green its economy.  Its total CO2 emissions decreased by 1% due to population 

loss and its per capita emissions increased by nearly 1%.  Croatia did not even manage to keep 

its share of renewables in electricity production at 2019 levels and lost 1.26% of renewable 

capacity albeit from an enviably high ratio of 66.25% down to 64.99%.    

Croatia did not need to green its electricity production since it is already based primarily on 

renewable sources: 46.1% from hydro, 21,2% from gas, 14.2% from wind, 10% from hard coal, 

7% from bioenergy, 0.7% from other renewables, and 0.5% from solar. (Source) 

Croatiaôs GHG emissions are already 27% below their 1990 levels and should have no 

difficulties reaching 43% in 2030 (compared with 2005 level) and 64-74% in 2050 (compared 

to 1990 levels), especially once it accesses the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility funds that 

have been designated for it, namely ú6.3 billion in grants of which 40.3% of the money is 

intended to support climate objectives. Croatiaôs Recovery and Resilience Plan consists of 146 

investments and 76 reforms.  

ñThe plan supports the green transition through investments of ú789 million in energy efficiency 

and post-earthquake reconstruction of buildings. Furthermore, ú728million will be invested 

in sustainable mobility, notably in upgrading railway lines, autonomous electric taxis with 

supporting infrastructure adapted for people with disabilities, installing charging stations for 

electric vehicles and introducing zero-emission vehicles and vessels. In addition, the plan 

allocates ú658 million to low-carbon energy transition through modernizing energy 

infrastructure, supporting investments for the production of advanced biofuels and renewable 

hydrogen and financing innovative carbon capture and storage projects. ú542 million will be 

invested in supporting businesses for green transition and energy efficiency, supporting their 

https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/croatia
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/croatia/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1235079/croatia-distribution-of-electricity-production-by-source/
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projects aimed at boosting the green economy, sustainable tourism and investing in green 

technologies.ò (Source) 

According to EU Commission President von der Leyen, Croatia will be the largest recipient of 

Recovery and Resilience Facility compared to the size of its economy. (Source) 

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), Croatia aims to reduce GHG 

emissions by at least 43% (compared to 2005) and to increase its share of renewables in its gross 

final energy consumption to 36.4% and in its final energy consumption to 13.2%. (Source) 

Given its current energy mix, there is no reason why Croatia should not succeed: 34.47% oil, 

28.43% gas, 18.83% hydro, 5.44% wind, 5% coal, 3.77% other renewables, and 0.26% solar.  

(Source)  But since 70.90% of its primary energy comes from fossil fuels, it has a long way to 

climb to decarbonize. 

To date, Croatia has decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 28.8% (from 24.86 million 

tons in 2007 to 17.70 million tons in 2021) since their peak in 2007, and its per capita emissions 

by 22.7% (from 5.64 tons in 2007 to 4.36 tons in 2021), while its population decreased by 10% 

during the same 15-year time.   

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/recovery-coronavirus/recovery-and-resilience-facility/croatias-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://vlada.gov.hr/news/thanks-to-it-s-eu-membership-croatia-has-30-billion-at-it-s-disposal-in-this-decade-to-invest-in-economic-growth/32499#:~:text=Commission%20President%20von%20der%20Leyen,the%20size%20of%20its%20economy.%22
https://mingor.gov.hr/UserDocsImages/UPRAVA%20ZA%20ENERGETIKU/Strategije,%20planovi%20i%20programi/hr%20necp/Integrated%20Nacional%20Energy%20and%20Climate%20Plan%20for%20the%20Republic%20of_Croatia.pdf
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/croatia#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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Croatia DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 1991.  Since then Croatia lost 898,387 people (or 18.8% of its 

population) due to low births and high emigration.  Paradoxically, 532,315 people (or 13.72% of its population) is 

foreign-born though the vast majority are from the other five republics that made up the former Socialist Republic 

of Yugoslavia.   

The current population of 3.9 million is 0.73% higher than it was in 1950.  Nevertheless, Croatia must still lose 

more than 850,000 people (or 22% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.   

Verdict: Croatia needs to depopulate by 22%. 

Depopulation Score: 78 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Croatia has an old-age-dependency ratio of 34.39% that unless addressed will swell to 59.2% by 

2050.  Croatia needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 14.39% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Croatia needs to rejuvenate by 14.39%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 86 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 2004.   Has since decreased its total energy consumption by 10.8% 

and its per capita energy consumption by 2.11%, but during the same 18-year period (from 1988 to 2021) its 

population has also decreased by 9.9%.   

Croatiaôs per capita consumption is 27% below the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is also 

27% below the EU average.  Due to its Mediterranean climate, Croatia should be allowed a total per capita energy 

consumption of 2.5 to 3 toe and since it currently consumes only 2.1 toe it can increase its consumption by 19% to 

reach its minimum allotted energy use of 2.5 toe and by nearly 43% to reach its maximum allotted energy use of 3 

toe.   

Verdict: Croatia can increase its per capita energy consumption by 43%.   

Deconsumption Score: 143 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 2007.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

28.8% and its per capita emissions by 22.7%, while its population also decreased by 10% during the same 15-year 

period. 

Croatia is 70.90% fossil fuels dependent and fortunately has no nuclear component in its energy mix.  To achieve 

a truly green economy it still has to switch 70.90% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Croatia has decarbonized only 29.10% of its energy so far and has 70.90% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 29 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Croatia is 45.7% energy independent. 

Verdict: Croatia is 54.3% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 54 points out of 100. 

 

Croatia Final Sustainability Score: 78% (390 points out of 500) 
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Cyprus  

 

 

Population: 904,700 (0.2̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 9,251 km2 (0.22̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $44.762 billion ( 0.19̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ětotal), GDP per capita: $49,504 (9% below EU average) 
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5. Republic of Cyprus 

Population data: 

Total births: +3.2% in 2020 and +6.3% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(9,548 in 2019, 9,860 in 2020, 10,150 in 2021)  

Total deaths: +2.44% in 2020 and +14% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(6,239 in 2019, 6,381 in 2020, 7,110 in 2021)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): +5.1% in 2020 and -8.1% in 2021 

compared to 2019. 

(3,309 in 2019, 3,479 in 2020, 3,040 in 2021) 

Cyprus gained 6,519 people or 0.72% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

negative natural change.   

Net overseas migration: Cyprusô net migration rate has remained stable from 2019 to 2021.   

(8,797 in 2019, 8,736 in 2020, and 8,677 in 2021) (Source) 

Cyprus gained 17,413 people or 1.75% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

positive net migration.   

Total Population: +1.75% in 2020 and +2.74% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(880,600 in 2019, 896,000 in 2020, and 904,700 in 2021) 

Cyprus gained 24,100 people or 2.4% of the population during the two years of the plandemic. 

 

https://www.pragueprocess.eu/en/countries/571-cyprus
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Population analysis: 

Vital statistics show us that the Cypriot government broke two population records in 2021: the 

most deaths since 1920 (7,110), and the lowest natural change rate since 1916 (3.3 per 1,000).  

The births and deaths graph of Cyprus shows us that the country nearly reached parity between 

births and deaths in 1975 by suppressing fertility and promoting mortality in equal measure 

although both were in large part the result of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus and therefore not 

necessarily intended or planned.   

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began in 1948 and has been most intense from 1951 

to 1952 (7.6% drop), from 1972 to 1975 (25.7% drop in births in 3 years, at an average annual 

loss of 8.57%), from 1992 to 2002 (27.46% drop in 10 years, at an average annual loss of 2.75%), 

from 2012 to 2013 (4.9% drop), and from 2016 to 2021 (6.1% drop in 5 years, at an average 

annual loss of 1.22%).   

The Cypriot government weakened the national sterilization program only from 1952 to 1961, 

from 1975 to 1983, and from 2002 to 2009 to give the peopleôs reproductive systems a chance 

to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.   

The total fertility rate fell below replacement level in 1995 and has been steadily decreasing ever 

since, including during the past three years.  As of 2021 it is at 1.31 children per woman.  The 

government of Cyprus has been subverting their peopleôs reproductive systems since 1948 when 

the countryôs crude birth rate began falling.  By 1970 the crude birth rate had fallen by 42% 

(from 33.1 children per 1,000 in 1947 to 19.2 in 1970).  By 2013 it fell by another 44% to just 

10.8 and has remained around 11 per 1,000 ever since.  Like the rest of Europe, it accomplished 

this mostly by chronically poisoning its people with endocrine disruptors discreetly inserted in 

food, water and beverages.   

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1961 until their low point in 1975, births decreased by 28.58% (from 

15,586 to 11,131) while the population increased by 6% during the same 14-year period (from 

575,000 to 610,000).  The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has been nearly 5.8 times faster 

than the rate of change in total population.  Such a divergence is only possible if the 

government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the basic 

elements of life.  Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions, which have been illegal in 

Cyprus until 2018, can account for this large divergence.   

The government of Cyprus repeated its feat from 1992 to 2002 when births decreased by 

27.46% (from 15,845 to 11,494) while the population increased by 16.1% (from 610,600 to 

709,100) during the same 10-year period.  The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has been 

2.7 times faster than the rate of change in total population.   

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Cyprus
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~CYP
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By contrast, the government of Cyprus has not subverted their peopleôs lifespan until 2021 when 

the crude deathrate shot up from 7.1 to 7.9, thus by 11.3%.   

The spikes in mortality in 1963 and 1974 were caused by the Turkish invasions of Cyprus and 

subsequent armed conflict.   

 

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1965 until their peak in 2021, deaths increased by 64.1% (from 

5,497 to 9,021) while the population increased by 53.1% (from 591,000 to 904,700) during 

the same 66-year period. (Source)  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has been only  

11% faster than the rate of increase in total population.  It is not unreasonable to attribute this 

increase to an older population since the median age was 23.4 years in 1965 and 37.2 years in 

2021, a difference of 13.8 years.  Similarly, the old-age dependency burden was 11.71% in 

1965 and 20.82% in 2021, a difference of 9.11%.  More elderly people result in more deaths.  

The increase in mortality is very small compared to the rest of Europe and there is little to no 

evidence to suggest that the government deliberately increased deaths.   

 

The other component in Cyprusô program of population control is immigration.  Cyprus has 

pursued a policy of positive net migration since 1976. (Source)  

As a result of positive net migration and a positive natural growth rate, the government of Cyprus 

has managed to replace nearly a third (29.95%) of its citizens with foreigners and also to keep 

the countryôs median age the lowest in the EU at 37.3 years (Source) despite having the fourth 

lowest total fertility rate in the EU, sub-replacement level fertility since 1995, a large old-age 

dependency ratio of 24.3% (Source) (or 45.3% of its working age population), and a long life 

expectancy of 81.36 years (Source).   

Cyprus, however, has yet to stabilize its population or reverse its growing old-age burden and 

will not succeed without a Population Stabilization Law.  We can therefore expect an increase 

in the deathrate in 2022 especially since the Covid vaccination rate has grown from 62% in 2021 

to 72% in 2022. (Source) 

 

https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~CYP
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SM.POP.NETM?locations=CY
https://cyprus-mail.com/2022/03/01/cyprus-has-lowest-median-age-in-eu/
https://tradingeconomics.com/cyprus/old-age-dependency-ratio-eurostat-data.html
https://www.macrotrends.net/countries/CYP/cyprus/life-expectancy#:~:text=The%20current%20life%20expectancy%20for,a%200.19%25%20increase%20from%202020.
https://ycharts.com/indicators/cyprus_coronavirus_full_vaccination_rate
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Cyprusôs total fertility rate and been reduced to circa 1.5 children per woman since 2001 and to 

circa1.3 children per woman since 2013 (Source), while its life expectancy has been limited at 

circa 81 years since 2015 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: -6.25% (32 TWh in 2019 and 30 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2008 at 36 

TWh) 

Energy use per person:  -9.42% (26,442 kWh in 2019 and 23,950 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2005 

at 33,742 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita energy consumption: 1.9 toe (38% below EU average), 4,000 kWh (29% below EU 

average) (Source) 

Energy independence: 7.05%. (Source) 

 

 

Consumption analysis:  

 

Cyprus reduced its total energy use from 2019 to 2021 by more than 6% and its per capita energy 

consumption by more than 9%.  This is praiseworthy considering that its per capita energy use 

is 38% below the EU average and its per capita electricity use is 29% below the EU average.  

The mild Mediterranean climate of Cyprus allows it to make do with less energy, especially 

since the island does not have any heavy industry to speak of and can import everything it needs 

from the other EU member states.  

Being energy dependent to the tune of 93%, it is in Cyprusô best interest to wean itself off fossil 

fuels as fast as it can, especially since oil covers 90% of the countryôs energy needs. (Source)  

 If the EU has a policy of harmonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern, central 

and northern European countries, then Cyprusô per capita energy consumption of 1.9 toe is still 

far below the 2.5 to 3 toe per capita that southern European countries should be allowed to 

consume.  

https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~CYP
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~CYP
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/cyprus
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/cyprus/
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/cyprus/
https://www.globalpetrolprices.com/energy_mix.php?countryId=187
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Cyprus decreased its total energy consumption by 16.7% since its peak in 2008 (from 36 TWh 

in 2008 to 30 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumption by 29% (from 33,742 kWh in 2005 

to 23,950 kWh in 2021), despite its population increasing by 15.1%.   

 

Emissions data:  

Total CO2 emissions: +3.5% (from 7.34 million t to 7.60 million t) (Peaked 2008 at 8.72 million 

tons) 

Per capita CO2 emissions: +2.17% (from 5.98 t in 2019 to 6.11 t in 2021) (Peaked 2008 at 7.98 

tons) (Source)   

Share of renewables in electricity production: +2.3%  (10% in 2019, and 12.3% in 2020). 

 

 

Emissions analysis: 

Despite its lower use of energy, Cyprus did not green its economy.  Its total CO2 emissions grew 

by 3.5% and its per capita emissions grew by more than 2%.  Cyprus did manage to increase its 

share of renewables in electricity production by 2.3% albeit from a rather low ratio of 10% in 

2019  to 12.3% in 2020.  There is no data yet for 2021, but it appears that by June 2022 Cyprus 

accomplished 16% of its electricity from renewables. (Source) 

Cyprus aims to reduce its GHG emissions by 24% by 2030 compared to 2005.  In 2019, its GHG 

emissions were 4% below 2005 levels.  Given the small size of its population and the large 

amount of ú1.2 billion it will receive from the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility funds, of 

which 41% are designated for the green transition (Source), Cyprus should have no difficulties 

in reaching its decarbonization goals.   

ñThe plan will contribute ú100 million to the EuroAsia Interconnector project [will connect 

Crete, Cyprus and Israel], which will connect Cyprus to the EU electricity network and boost 

renewable energy production. Furthermore, the green investments of the plan include various 

support schemes worth ú89 million, promoting energy efficiency and renewables and 

combating energy poverty. The plan contains as well ú87 million of investments promoting 

https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/cyprus
https://www.pv-magazine.com/2022/07/02/the-weekend-read-solar-reforms-loom-cyprus-begins-to-move/
https://www.trade.gov/country-commercial-guides/cyprus-renewable-energy-sources-res
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sustainable and green mobility and encouraging a shift from private cars to public transport, 

as well as promoting the use of electric vehicles. In addition, several reforms are included which 

will introduce green taxation, reform the electricity market and facilitate the use of electric 

vehicles.ò (Source) 

There is no reason why Cyprus could not become 100% powered by renewables given its solar 

potential.  ñBasking in more than 3300 hours of sunlight per year, Cyprus has the highest solar 

power potential in the European Union but currently imports most if its energy.ò (Source)  

As it is, Cyprusô current energy mix is 93.32% fossil fuel dependent and has the following 

components: 90.78% oil, 4.16% solar, 2.16% wind, 1.61% coal, and 0.45% other renewables.  

(Source)  As such, it has a very long way to climb to decarbonize. 

To date, Cyprus has reduced its total greenhouse gas emissions by 12.84% (from 8.72 million 

tons in 2008 to 7.60 million tons in 2021) and its per capita emissions by 23.43% (from 7.98 

tons in 2008 to 6.11 tons in 2021) since their peak in 2008, despite its population growing by 

15.15% during the same 14-year time.   

 

 

 

 

 

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/cyprus-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en#:~:text=Cyprus'%20recovery%20and%20resilience%20plan%20provides%20a%20tangible%20contribution%20of,between%20Crete%2C%20Cyprus%20and%20Israel.
https://ec.europa.eu/research-and-innovation/en/projects/success-stories/all/making-sun-blessed-cyprus-solar-energy-leader
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/cyprus
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Cyprus DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: Not yet in depopulation mode primarily due to heavy immigration.  As such, 200,936 people (or 

29.95% of its population) is foreign-born.   

The current population of 905,000 is 83.14% higher than it was in 1950.  Cyprus can only support 8% (or 79,576 

people) of its current population, therefore it must lose 832,324 people (or 92% of its population) to achieve a 

sustainable population.   

Verdict: Cyprus needs to depopulate by 92%. 

Depopulation Score: 8 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Cyprus has an old-age-dependency ratio of 24.3% that unless addressed will swell to 45.8% by 

2050.  Cyprus needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 4.3% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Cyprus needs to rejuvenate by 4.3%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 96 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 2008.   Has since decreased its total energy consumption by 16.7% 

and its per capita energy consumption by 29%, despite its population increasing by 15.1% during the same 14-year 

period (from 2008 to 2021).   

Cyprusô per capita consumption is 38% below the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is 29% 

below the EU average.  Due to its Mediterranean climate, Cyprus should be allowed a total per capita energy 

consumption of 2.5 to 3 toe and since it currently consumes only 1.9 toe it can increase its consumption by 32% to 

reach its minimum allotted energy use of 2.5 toe and by nearly 58% to reach its maximum allotted energy use of 3 

toe.   

Verdict: Cyprus can increase its per capita energy consumption by a maximum of 58%.   

Deconsumption Score: 158 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 2008.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

12.84% and its per capita emissions by 24.3%, despite its population increasing by 15.1% during the same 14-year 

period. 

Cyprus is 93.32% fossil fuels dependent and fortunately has no nuclear component in its energy mix.  To achieve 

a truly green economy it still has to switch 93.32% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Cyprus has decarbonized only 6.68% of its energy so far and has 93.32% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 7 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Cyprus is 7.05% energy independent. 

Verdict: Cyprus is 92.95% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 7 points out of 100. 

 

Cyprus Final Sustainability Score: 55.2% (276 points out of 500) 
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Czechia  
 

 

 

Population: 10,524,167 (2.36̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 78,871 km2 (1.86̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $509.953 billion ( 2.12̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶47,527 (13.54% below EU average) 
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6. Czech Republic 

 

Population data: 

Total births: -1.8% in 2020 and -0.4% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(112,231 in 2019, 110,200 in 2020, 111,793 in 2021)  

Total deaths: +15% in 2020 and +23.6% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(112,362 in 2019, 129,289 in 2020, 138,891 in 2021)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): +14,471.75% in 2020 and 

+28,1348.86% in 2021 compared to 2019. 

(-131 in 2019, -19,089 in 2020, -28,098 in 2021) 

The Czech Republic lost 47,187 people or 0.45% of its total population in two years (2020 and 

2021) through negative natural change.   

Deaths have outnumbered births in the Czech Republic since 1994, with 11 positive years in-

between, but the rate of population decrease was never higher than in 2020 and 2021.   

Net overseas migration: -39.2% in 2020 and +12.9% in 2021 compared to 2019. 

(44,270 in 2019, 26,927 in 2020, and 49,969 in 2021) 

The Czech Republic gained 76,896 people or 0.7% of its total population in two years (2020 and 

2021) through positive net migration. 

Total Population: +1.75% in 2020 and +2.74% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(10,693,939 in 2019, 10,700,155 in 2020, and 10,524,167 in 2021) 

The Czech Republic lost 169,772 people or 1.6% of the population during the two years of the 

plandemic. 
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Population analysis: 

 

Vital statistics show us that the Czech government broke four population records in 2021: the 

highest number of deaths since 1945 (139,891), the biggest negative natural change since 1918 

(-28,098), the highest crude death rate since 1946 (13.3 per 1,000), and the lowest negative 

natural change rate since 1918 (-2.7 per 1,000 people).  In other words, the Czech government 

made no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation efforts.   

Czechiaôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country has been in depopulation mode 

since 1986 as that is the first year when its deaths exceeded its births.  It achieved this by 

suppressing births and increasing deaths in equal measure.  The gap between births and deaths 

at the end of 2021 is larger than ever before, deaths exceeding births nearly 1.3 times (134,058 

deaths versus 103,948 births).   

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed by the 

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the way to 

2100 with projected statistics.   

A look at Czechiaôs vital statistics back to 1900, however, reveals that the government began 

subverting its peopleôs reproductive systems around 1900.  In 1900, the total fertility rate (TFR) 

was at nearly 5 children per woman.  By 1910, it dropped to 4, by 1920 to just 3, and by 1931 it 

dropped to below 2 children per woman and as such below replacement level.  From 1940 to 

1965, the TFR recovered to above replacement level even reaching 3 children per woman in 

1947.  From 1966 to 1972 it fell once again below replacement level only to rise above it once 

again from 1973 to 1979.  Since 1980, it has remained below replacement level reaching its 

lowest level ever in 1999 of just 1.132 children per woman.   

It also shows us that the attack on fertility has been most intense from 1950 to 1960 (32.3% drop 

in 10 years, at an average annual loss of 3.23%), from 1964 to 1967 (9.4% drop in births in 3 

years, at an average annual loss of 3.1%), from 1974 to 1996 (49.15% drop in 22 years, at an 

average annual loss of 2.23%), from 2010 to 2011 (6.37% drop), and from 2018 to 2021 (7.18% 

drop in 3 years, at an average annual loss of 2.39%). 

The Czech government weakened the national sterilization program only from 1960 to 1964, 

from 1968 to 1974, and from 1999 to 2008 to give the peopleôs reproductive systems a chance 

to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.   

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1974 until their lowest low in 1999, births decreased by 54.47% (from 

195,555 to 89,044) while the population increased by 2.95% during the same 25-year period 

(from 9,988,000 to 10,283,000).  Such a divergence is only possible if the government actively 

subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the basic elements of life.  

Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this massive divergence.   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_the_Czech_Republic
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~CZE
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While abortions have played a role in limiting population growth in the Czech Republic since 

1953, when abortion was legalized and Czechia was still part of Czechoslovakia, they have 

never matched let alone exceeded live births.   The heaviest abortion years were from 1987 to 

1991 when on average one baby was aborted for every 1.2 babies born. Since 1990, abortions 

have steadily decreased in real and proportional terms.  In 2020, for every 6.5 children born one 

was aborted. (Source) 

The attack on longevity began in 1956 and continued unabated until 1983.  The Czechoslovakian 

government increased the deathrate most actively from 1961 to 1962 (9.8% rise), from 1963 to 

1970 (23.2% rise in 7 years, at an annual average rise of 3.3%), from 1979 to 1980 (5.9% rise), 

and most recently the Czech government increased the deathrate from 2019 to 2021 (20% rise 

in two years, at an annual average rise of 10%). 

From 1950 to 1955 and from 1983 to 2007, the Czechoslovakian and subsequently the Czech 

government stopped deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly deaths 

declined.   

 

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1955 until their peak in 1980, deaths increased by 45.2% (from 

93,280 to 135,471) while the population decreased by 10.9% during the same 25-year period 

(from 9,270,000 to 10,283,000). (Source)  This divergence cannot occur in a normal 

population and can only be the result of intentional governmental action to increase the 

deathrate.   

Not to be outdone by the communist government of Czechoslovakia, the capitalist 

government of the Czech Republic repeated the feat from 2014 to 2021 when deaths increased 

27% while the population decreased by 0.13% during the same 7-year period.  The rate of 

increase in deaths, therefore, has been more than 208 times faster than the rate of increase in 

total population.  This demonstrates that population control has been practiced by all 

governments indifferent of their political ideology.   

 

The Czech Republic has been losing people through negative population growth since 1994 but 

never as many as in 2021.  It managed to reverse its population decline from 2006 to 2012 as 

well as from 2016 to 2018, which shows that the government has made efforts to maintain its 

population. These efforts are also visible in its total fertility rate which has grown steadily and 

significantly since it bottomed out in 1999 at 1.13 children per woman and now stands at 1.83 

children per woman.  Despite this, slightly fewer children were born in 2020 and 2021 than in 

2019.   

While the government has been rightly trying to bring up its total fertility rate to replacement 

level, it has also brought up its death rate by 15% in 2020 and by nearly 24% in 2021.  As a 

result, its total population declined in 2021 for the first time since 1991, but while in 1991 the 

https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-czechrep.html
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~CZE
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decline was the result of emigration, in 2021 it was the result of negative natural growth.  

Between 2019 and 2021 the country lost 169,772 people or 1.6% of the population.   

The government managed to kill an excess of 17,000 people or 0.16% of its total population (or 

0.78% of its 2,183,502 elderly people) in 2020 through denial of medical care and direct 

involuntary euthanasia and an additional 27,000 people or 0.26% of its total population (or 

1.24% of its elderly population) in 2021 with mRNA vaccines.  In just two years, the Czech 

government managed to wipe out 2% of its elderly people but did not succeed in getting ahead 

of the old-age curve and reversing its ascending trend.  As a result, the elderly now make up 

21% of the total population or 32% of the working age population (15 to 64 years of age). 

(Source)  But since no teenager pays taxes, the true age dependency ratio is closer to 38%.   

The Czech Republic is in serious demographic trouble.  Its old-age burden (as a percentage of 

its total population) is projected to increase from the current 21% to 30% by 2059 while the 

working age population will decline from the current 65% to just 55% by 2059. (Source) It has 

an old-age-dependency ratio of 33.3% that unless addressed will swell to 55.9% by 2050. 

(Source) 

There are currently 3.64 million pensions being paid in the Czech Republic versus 4.35 million 

contributors to the pension scheme. (Source) Therefore, 1.2 employees pay one pension.  By 

2030 there will be more pensioners than working people contributing to the pension scheme and 

the country will collapse fiscally unless at least a million pensioners are killed by then or at least 

a million young Ukrainians are absorbed into the countryôs workforce.  So far, 439,000 

Ukrainian refugees have come to the Czech Republic. (Source)  Unless another half a million 

are forced to flee the Ukraine to the Czech Republic by the fake war and more recently the fake 

energy crisis in Ukraine, the Czech government will have to make do with half a million young 

Ukrainians and kill half a million of its pensioners by 2030.   

In any case, it should be self-evident by now why the Russians and the West have triggered a 

false war in Ukraine and why now there is an effort ongoing to push a few more million 

Ukrainians into the EU by shutting down their electricity and letting them freeze.  Those 

Ukrainians who could not be forced to flee to the EU by Russian bombs will be forced to flee 

by the cold.   

The EU is cannibalizing the Ukraine of its people to save the continent from demographic and 

economic collapse and the Czech Republic is one of the main beneficiaries of this cruel and self-

serving plan.  And all because Europeôs leaders are incapable of legislating mandatory 

euthanasia at age 75 until the continentôs population stabilizes, which would be the civilized 

thing to do.  Instead, Europe is once again exporting its population problems onto others, as it 

has done throughout its history.   

In addition to its demographic wows, the Czech Republic is also grossly overpopulated.  

According to the Overshoot Index, Czechia can only sustain half of its current population. 

(Source) 

https://www.ceicdata.com/en/czech-republic/population-and-urbanization-statistics
https://www.czso.cz/documents/10180/91917736/13005319q4_287.pdf/5457c9d1-a0c9-4472-b5fa-996727e5b32b?version=1.1
https://data.oecd.org/pop/old-age-dependency-ratio.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/7158500/12335606/CZ_T2900_factsheet.pdf/bb5f356b-0894-1e24-42cd-db408cf310f2?t=1612348297319
https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2022/09/29/while-ukrainian-refugees-accepted-new-fears-in-central-europe-over-middle-eastern-migrants#:~:text=Ukrainian%20refugees%20welcomed%20in%20Central%20Europe&text=More%20than%20439%2C000%20Ukrainian%20refugees,taken%20in%20just%20under%20100%2C000.
https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
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Czechiaôs total fertility rate first reached 1.5 children per woman in 1994 and has been lifted to 

circa 1.7 children per woman since 2017 (Source), while its life expectancy has been declining 

since 2019 and has been limited at circa 78 years as of 2021 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: -2.5% (478 TWh in 2019 and 466 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1998 at 

656 TWh) 

Energy use per person:  -2.24% (45,352 kWh in 2019 and 44,337 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1988 

at 63,675 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita consumption: 3.9 toe (32% above EU average), 5,700 kWh (3.4% above EU average) 

(Source) 

 

 

Consumption analysis: 

The Czech Republic reduced its total energy use from 2019 to 2021 by 2.5% and its per capita 

energy consumption by more than 2%.  It has done this because its per capita consumption of 

total energy is 32% above the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is still 3.4% 

above the EU average.    

https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~CZE
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~CZE
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/croatia?country=~CZE
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/czechia/
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Despite the rhetoric and propaganda, the Czech Republic, which is dependent on Russia for its 

oil supply, bought 6.8 Mt or 11% more crude oil in 2021 than in 2020, of which 50% came from 

Russia through the Druzhba pipeline (ñFriendshipò pipeline), 18% from Kazakhstan, and 16% 

from Azerbaijan.  ñSince 1996, oil is also supplied from Germany through another oil pipeline 

(IKL) connected to the transalpine pipe (TAL) in Ingolstadt.ò (Source) 

So while our governments feed us false news day and night about supposedly unprecedented 

sanctions they imposed on Russia, in reality trade in fossil fuels is uninterrupted and whatever 

reductions have occurred have done so by common accord and in line with the decoupling 

strategy.   

If the EU has a policy of harmonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern, central 

and northern European countries, then Czechiaôs per capita energy consumption of 3.9 toe is far 

above the 3 to 3.5 toe per capita that central European countries should be allowed to consume.  

Czechia decreased its total energy consumption by 29% since its peak in 2008 (from 656 TWh 

in 1988 to 466 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumption by 30.37% (from 63,675 kWh in 

1988 to 44,337 kWh in 2021), despite its population increasing by 1%.    

 

Emissions data:  

Total CO2 emissions: -3.83% (from 101.01 million t to 97.14 million t) (Peaked 1978 at 187.46 

million tons) 

Per capita CO2 emissions: -3.65% (from 9.59 t in 2019 to 9.24 t in 2021) (Peaked 1978 at 18.39 

tons) (Source) 

Share of renewables in electricity production: +1.02%  (12.89% in 2019, and 13.91% in 2021) 

Energy independence: 56.5%. (Source) 

 

 

Emissions analysis:  

The Czech Republic has made some progress in greening its economy.  Both its total CO2 

emissions and its per capita emissions decreased by nearly 4% partly due to a 1.6% reduction in 

https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/czechia/
https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/czech-republic
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/czechia/
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its total population and partly due to better energy efficiency.  The Czech Republic also managed 

to modestly increase its share of renewables in electricity production by 1.02% compared to 

2019 levels, albeit from a rather low ratio of 12.89% to 13.61%.     

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), the Czechia aims to reduce GHG 

emissions by 30% by 2030 (compared to 2005) and by 80% by 2050 (compared to 1990).  

(Source) 

Unfortunately, the Czech Republic, like the rest of the EU, has reclassified nuclear energy as 

green because it has six nuclear reactors that produce 36.7% of its electricity. (Source)  Worse, 

its intention is to increase its nuclear power production by adding two new 1,200 MW nuclear 

reactors at its Dukovany nuclear power plant, two new reactors (between 1,000 and 1,700 MW) 

at its Temelin nuclear power plant, and by building an entirely new nuclear power plant at 

Dukovany for ú6 billion  capable of generating 1.2 GW by 2036. (Source)   

Therefore, instead of making its economy more environmentally friendly, the Czech Republic,  

like France, will use the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility funds that have been designated 

for it, namely ú7.03 billion in grants and  ú15.5 billion in loans, of which 42% has supposedly 

been designated to support climate objectives (Source), to jeopardize the future of Europe with 

a nuclear accident that will inevitably happen and will destroy half the continent due to the 

countryôs location in the center of Europe.   

ñAround 20% of the plan is allocated to investments in energy efficiency: ú1.4 billion will 

finance large-scale renovation programmes to increase the energy efficiency of residential and 

public buildings, including childcare and long-term care facilities. Furthermore, ú480 

million will be invested in installation of renewable energy sources for both businesses and 

households. The plan supports green transition also through investments of ú1.1 billion in 

sustainable mobility, notably in low-emission vehicles for the public and business sector, 

improving railway infrastructure, and promoting electric charging stations and cycling 

pathways. Further ú141 million will be invested in circular economy, including recycling 

infrastructure and support for circular economy solutions and water savings in businesses. 

Reform of forestry management aims at increasing sustainability of Czech forests.ò (Source) 

Czechiaôs energy mix can only be classified as dirty, being 76.04% based on fossil fuels, and 

dangerous, as it has a large nuclear component, it has a long way to go until it can achieve a 

truly green economy.  Its energy mix consists of: 32.40% lignite coal, 24.18% oil, 19.46% gas, 

16.56% nuclear, 3.60% other renewables, 1.35% hydro, 1.21 solar, and 0.34 wind. (Source)   

To date, Czechia has reduced its total greenhouse gas emissions by 48.18% (from 187.46 million 

tons in 1978 to 7.60 million tons in 2021) and its per capita emissions by 49.76% (from 18.39 

tons in 1978 to 9.24 tons in 2021) since their peak in 1978, despite its population growing by 

2.75% during the same 44-year time.   

https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-03/cs_final_necp_main_en_0.pdf
https://cnpp.iaea.org/countryprofiles/CzechRepublic/CzechRepublic.htm#:~:text=Currently%2C%20the%20Czech%20Republic%20has,net%20electricity%20production%20in%202021.
https://www.enerdata.net/publications/daily-energy-news/cez-receives-3-bids-12-gw-dukovany-5-nuclear-project-czechia.html
https://www.housingeurope.eu/resource-1715/resilience-and-recovery-in-czechia-and-cyprus#:~:text=the%20Czech%20Republic%20is%20set,the%20Recovery%20and%20Resilience%20Facility.
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/czechias-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/cyprus?country=~CZE#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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Czechia DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 1986 but partially masked by immigration.  As such, 570,139 people 

(or 5.42% of its population) is foreign-born.   

The current population of 10.5 million is 15.15% lower than it was in 1950.  Czechia can only support 5 million of 

its current population, therefore it must lose 5.5 million people (or 48% of its population) to achieve a sustainable 

population.   

Verdict: Czechia needs to depopulate by 48%. 

Depopulation Score: 52 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Czechia has an old-age-dependency ratio of 33.3% that unless addressed will swell to 55.9% by 

2050.  Czechia needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 13.3% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Czechia needs to rejuvenate by 13.3%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 87 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 2008.   Has since decreased its total energy consumption by 29% 

and its per capita energy consumption by 30.37%, despite its population increasing by 1% during the same 14-year 

period (from 2008 to 2021).   

Czechiaôs per capita consumption is 32% above the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is 3.4% 

above the EU average.  Due to its continental climate, Czechia should be allowed a total per capita energy 

consumption of 3 to 3.5 toe and since it currently consumes 3.9 toe it must decrease its consumption by at least 

10.25% to reach its maximum allotted energy use of 3.5 toe.   

Verdict: Czechia must decrease its per capita energy consumption by at least 10%.   

Deconsumption Score: 90 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 1978.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

48.18% and its per capita emissions by 49.76%, despite its population increasing by 2.75% during the same 44-

year period. 

Czechia is 76.04% fossil fuels dependent and has in addition a 16.56% nuclear component in its energy mix.  To 

achieve a truly green economy it still has to switch 92.6% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Czechia has decarbonized only 7.4% of its energy so far and has 92.6% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 8 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Czechia is 56.5% energy independent. 

Verdict: Czechia is 43.5% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 57 points out of 100. 

 

Czechia Final Sustainability Score: 58.8% (294 points out of 500) 
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Denmark  
 

 

 

Population: 5,873,420 (1.31̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 42,943 km2 (1̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $411 billion ( 1.7̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶69,273 (28.37% above EU average) 
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7. Denmark 

Population data: 

Total births: -0.38% in 2020 and +3.8% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(61,167 in 2019, 60,937 in 2020, 63,473 in 2021)  

Total deaths: +1.3% in 2020 and +5.92% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(53,958 in 2019, 54,645 in 2020, 57,152 in 2021)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): -12.7% in 2020 and -12,32% in 2021 

compared to 2019. 

(7,209 in 2019, 6,292 in 2020, 6,321 in 2021) 

Denmark gained 12,613 people or 0.21% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) 

through positive natural change.   

Deaths have outnumbered births in Denmark since 1981 but the rate of natural change was brought 

back into positive territory from 1989 through heavy immigration. 

Net overseas migration: +17.2% in 2020 and +184% in 2021 compared to 2019. 

(9,321 in 2019, 10,920 in 2020, and 26,475 in 2021) (Source) 

Denmark gained 76,896 people or 0.7% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) 

through positive net migration. 

Total Population: +0.3% in 2020 and +0.9% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(5,823,000 in 2019, 5,840,045 in 2020, and 5,873,420 in 2021) 

Denmark gained 50,420 people or 0.86% of the population during the two years of the plandemic. 

 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/575189/migration-flow-in-denmark/


72 
 

Population analysis: 

 

Vital statistics show us that the Danish government broke no population records in 2020 and 

2021.   

Denmarkôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country has been in depopulation mode 

from 1981 to 1988 and since then has kept births and deaths tied by an invisible string with 

births outnumbering deaths by 5% to 15% to keep natural growth positive between 1 and 2 per 

1,000 as that provides the best economic outcomes.  It achieved this near perfect parallelism by 

preventing births and hastening death in equal measure.  

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed by the 

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the way to 

2100 with projected statistics.   

A look at Denmarkôs vital statistics back to 1900, however, reveals that the government began 

subverting its peopleôs reproductive systems at the turn of the 20th century.  In 1900, the total 

fertility rate (TFR) was slightly above 4 children per woman.  By 1922, it dropped below 3, and 

by 1969 to just 2 and as such below replacement level.  It has remained below replacement level 

ever since, reaching its lowest level in 1983 when it recorded just 1.37 children per woman.  

Since 1990, the government of Denmark has kept the TFR between 1.6 and 1.9 children per 

woman. 

Denmarkôs births and deaths graph shows us that the attack on fertility has been most intense 

from 1966 to 1969 (32.3% drop in 10 years, at an average annual loss of 3.23%), from 1972 to 

1973 (9.4% drop in births in 3 years, at an average annual loss of 3.1%), from 1975 to 1983 

(49.15% drop in 22 years, at an average annual loss of 2.23%), and from 2010 to 2013 (6.37% 

drop). 

The Danish government weakened the national sterilization program only from 1958 to 1966, 

from 1970 to 1972, and from 1983 to 1994, and from 2013 to 2021 to give the peopleôs 

reproductive systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.   

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1966 until their lowest low in 1983, births decreased by 42.16%% (from 

88,097 to 50,958) while the population increased by 6.65% during the same 17-year period 

(from 4,795,000 to 5,114,000).  Had the peopleôs reproductive systems not been interfered 

with, the number of births should have increased in direct proportion to the population.  

Instead births decreased by a massive 42%.  Such a divergence is only possible if the 

government actively subverted fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the 

basic elements of life.  Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this 

massive divergence.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Denmark
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~DNK
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The Danish government repeated its feat from 1995 to 2013 when births decreased by 20.15% 

(from 69,611 to 55,587) while the population increased by 7.38% during the same 18-year 

period.   

 

While abortions have played a role in limiting population growth in Denmark since 1939, when 

abortion was first legalized if the pregnancy was harmful or fatal to the mother, high risk for 

birth defects (Source), or borne out of rape, and an even more important role since 1973, when 

elective abortions were made legal, they have never matched let alone exceeded the number of 

live births.  The heaviest abortion years were from 1974 to 1984 when on average one baby was 

aborted for every 2.5 to 2.9 babies born. Since 1990, abortions have steadily declined in real and 

proportional terms.  In 2020, for every 4.3 children born one was aborted. (Source) 

The attack on longevity began in 1951 and continued unabated until 1995.  The Danish 

government increased the deathrate most actively from 1955 to 1957 (7.6% rise in two years, at 

an annual average rise of 3.8%), from 1961 to 1966 (14% rise in 5 years, at an annual average 

rise of 2.8%), from 1975 to 1976 (6.28% rise),  from 1977 to 1980 (10.76% in 3 years, at an 

annual average rise of 3.59%), and most recently from 2020 to 2021 (6.7% rise).   

From 1966 to 1968, from 1974 to 1975, and from 1995 to 2014, the Danish government stopped 

deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly deaths declined.  Not surprisingly, 

life expectancy grew only during the periods when the government stopped deliberately 

increasing mortality.  From 1966 to 1968 life expectancy grew from 72 to 73 years, from 1974 

to 1975 it grew from 74 to 75, and from 1995 to 2014 it grew from 75 to 81 years.  By contrast, 

during the periods when the government deliberately increased mortality life expectancy grew 

very little, stagnated or decreased.  From 1955 to 1957 life expectancy grew by less than half a 

year (from 71.06 to 71.4 years), from 1961 to 1966 it remained unchanged at 72 years, from 

1977 to 1980 it decreased by one year (from 75 to 74 years) (Source), and from 2020 to 2021 it 

also decreased by 0.2 years (from 81.6 to 81.4 years). (Source) 

 

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1951 until their peak in 1995, deaths increased by 66.3% (from 

37,995 to 63,115) while the population increased by 21.47% during the same 44-year period 

(from 4,304,000 to 5,228,000). (Source)  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has been 

more than three times (3.09) faster than the rate of increase in total population.  This cannot 

occur in a normal population unless there was a major war, which is not the case, and can 

only be the result of intentional governmental action to increase the deathrate.  It cannot be 

blamed on an older population either, since the median age was 31.3 years in 1951 and 42.3 

years in 1995 (Source)  A population ten years older cannot explain a three-fold increase in 

deaths.   

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abortion_in_Denmark
https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-denmark.html
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LE00.IN?locations=DK
https://countryeconomy.com/demography/life-expectancy/denmark
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~DNK
https://www.statista.com/statistics/317232/average-age-of-the-population-in-denmark/
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Denmarkôs population has been decreasing since 1981 due to low fertility induced by chronic 

poisoning with endocrine disruptors.   

To prevent a population collapse the Danish government has relied on immigration since 1985.  

As a result, 10.9% of the population or 641,822 is foreign-born (of whom 275,911 or 4.7% are 

immigrants from western countries and 365,822 or 6.2% are immigrants from non-western 

countries).  Furthermore, 206,119 people or 3.5% of Denmarkôs total population are descendants 

of immigrants (of whom 36,399 or 0.6% are descendants of immigrants from western countries 

and 169,720 or 2.9% are descendants of immigrants from non-western countries).  All in all, 

847,941 people or 14.4% of the total population are of not of Danish origin. (Source)  Moreover, 

in 2021, 79% of all births were to mothers of Danish origin, 17% from immigrants, and 4% from 

descendants of immigrants. (Source) 

Absent immigration, Denmarkôs population would have decreased by 4,628 people in 2020 and 

by 20,154 people in 2021.  Absent immigration, Denmarkôs total population would have lost 

about a million people or 17% of its current population since 1980.  And last but not least, absent 

immigration the median age of the Danish population would have been circa 50 years rather 

than the current 42.3 years.   

The Danish government has not involuntarily euthanized any of its elderly or chronically ill 

citizens in 2020 and has only killed about 2,000 people with mRNA vaccines, the vast majority 

of them aged 75 and up.  Moreover, it was the first country to halt its Covid vaccination program  

in April 2022.  In 2021, 76.7% received Covid vaccines and in 2022 the vaccination rate reached 

81%. (Source)  Judging by the small number of people killed by mRNA vaccines, the vast 

majority of Covid vaccines administered in Denmark were placebos containing harmless serum. 

Its old age dependency ratio stands at 20.34% (as a percentage of the total population) and at 

35.1% (as  a percentage of the working population) in 2021 (Source), its median age at  42.3 

years, and its life expectancy at 81.26 years.  As such, it is in much better demographic shape 

than most EU nations.  Denmark has used immigration to its full advantage, so much so that its 

median age increased by only 1,6 years during the past ten years whereas most other EU nations 

have added 2 to 4 years to their median age.   

Judging by the statistics from January to September 2022, Denmarkôs births are down by nearly 

7% and its deaths are up by nearly 6% compared to 2021.  This means that the Danish 

government got cold feet in 2021, but mustered the courage to accomplish its population 

stabilization objective in 2022.  It hopes to hide its low births and high deaths with a large 

number of incoming Ukrainian immigrants in 2022.  So far, about 30,000 Ukrainians have 

arrived in Denmark but the government expects around 100,000 by the end of 2022. (Source) 

Perhaps the biggest problem Denmark faces is its overpopulation.  By pursuing a population 

policy of slow but steady growth, Denmark has become overpopulated.  According to the 

Overshoot Index, Denmark can sustain only 5 million people and as such it is nearly 900,000 

https://www.dst.dk/en/Statistik/emner/borgere/befolkning
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Denmark
https://www.cnbc.com/2022/04/28/denmark-the-first-country-to-halt-its-covid-vaccination-program.html
https://data.oecd.org/pop/old-age-dependency-ratio.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/migrant-integration/news/denmark-measures-reception-and-integration-those-fleeing-ukraine_en
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people in overshoot. (Source) Henceforth, it will have to manage its economy while decreasing 

its population.   

 

 

Denmarkôs total fertility rate was first reduced to 1.5 children per woman in 1980 and has since 

been lifted and limited at circa 1.7 children per woman since 1991 (Source), while its life 

expectancy been limited at circa 81 years since 2016 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: -4.6% (196 TWh in 2019 and 187 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1996 at 

290 TWh) 

Energy use per person:  -5.6% (33,747 kWh in 2019 and 31,865 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1996 at 

55,154 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita consumption: 2.9 toe (5.3% above EU average), 5,500 kWh (EU average) 

 

Consumption analysis:   

Denmark reduced its total energy consumption by 4.6% and its per capita energy consumption 

by 5.6%.  It needs to repeat this performance in 2022 to lower its per capita consumption to 2.75 

toe in order to match the EU average.  I have no doubt it will, especially since the European 

Commission just approved a ú16.8 billion Danish guarantee scheme under the EUôs Temporary 

https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~DNK
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~DNK
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/denmark
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Crisis Framework to provide liquidity support to energy companies (electricity producers and 

gas shippers) in the context of the current energy crisis and an additional ú1.34 billion also under 

the Temporary Crisis Framework to support energy intensive companies. (Source) The 

engineered energy crisis and hyperinflation will provide the impetus necessary to force 

household and corporate consumers to save as much energy as possible.   

If the EU has a policy of harmonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern, central 

and northern European countries, then Denmarkôs per capita energy consumption of 2.9 toe is 

below the 3 to 3.5 toe per capita that central European countries should be allowed to consume.  

The fact that Denmark is still reducing its energy consumption shows that it is doing more than 

it is obligated to do and is as such a responsible country.   

Denmark decreased its total energy consumption by 35.5% since its peak in 1996 (from 290 

TWh in 1996 to 187 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumption by 42.2% (from 55,154 kWh 

in 1996 to 31,865 kWh in 2021), despite its population increasing by 11.6%.  

 

Emissions data: 

Total CO2 emissions: -4.46% (from 30.96 million t to 29.58 million t) (Peaked 1996 at 74.87 

million tons) 

Per capita CO2 emissions: -5.43% (from 5.34 t in 2019 to 5.05 t in 2021) (Peaked 1996 at 14.24 

tons) (Source) 

Share of renewables in electricity production: +3.52%  (78.17% in 2019, and 81.62% in 2020) 

Energy independence: 75.7%. (Source)   

 

 

Emissions analysis: 

Denmark has made progress in greening its economy.  Its total CO2 emissions decreased by 

nearly 4.5% and its per capita emissions decreased by nearly 5.5% from 2019 to 2021.  Denmark 

also managed to increase its share of renewables in electricity production by 3.5% compared to 

2019 levels, and to do this from an already enviably high ratio of 78.17% to 81.62%.  Denmark 

https://www.enerdata.net/publications/daily-energy-news/eu-commission-approves-eu17bn-danish-scheme-support-energy-companies.html
https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/denmark
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/denmark/


77 
 

sources 47% of its power from wind alone and produces the most wind power per capita since 

2014. (Source) 

40% of the countryôs total energy already comes from renewables and it has already reduced its 

emissions by 38% since 1990 (Source), but its goals are even more ambitious.  άIn 2019, 

Denmarkôs government adopted a legally binding national Climate Act with an objective of 

reducing GHG emissions by 70% by 2030 (compared to 1990 levels) and moving towards net-

zero emissions by 2050.έ  (Source)   Denmark is on track to meet its 2030 target.   

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), Denmark aims to reduce GHG 

emissions by 70% by 2030 (relative to 1990 levels) and to reach net zero emissions by 2050. It 

has also committed to achieving 55% renewable energy in its gross final consumption by 2030 

and to eliminating coal from its energy mix. (Source)  Needless to say, these are extraordinarily 

ambitious goals that place Denmark in a class of its own.   

Denmarkôs decarbonization plan consists of 33 investments and 6 reforms that will be supported 

by ú1.5 billion in grants from the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility, of which 59% of the 

money will support climate objectives.       

ñThe green measures amount to ú923 million (59%) of the total Danish RRP. The two largest 

single green investments or reforms are the investment window (ú163million) of the green tax 

reform component and reprioritization of the registration tax of vehicles and low electricity tax 

on charging vehicles (ú141million), in the sustainable transport component. Together with the 

research program in green solutions (ú94 million) and measure related to carbon rich 

soils (ú89 million), these four investments and reforms will boost the green transition and make 

up more than half of all the green investments in the RRP. Lastly, energy efficiency 

measures will account for ú 235 million. The Danish plan will provide support to private 

buildings and public buildings, but also to energy efficiency of SMEs.ò (Source) 

Denmark already possesses the greenest energy mix in the EU: 39.77% oil, 22.49% wind, 14.9% 

other renewables, 12.41% gas, 6.88% coal, 1.79% solar, and 0.02% hydro. (Source)  Since 

59.07% of Denmarkôs primary energy comes from fossil fuels, it is still a fair distance away 

from a carbon free economy, but closer to it than anyone else in the EU.   

To date, Denmark has reduced its total greenhouse gas emissions by 60.49% (from 74.87 million 

tons in 1996 to 29.58 million tons in 2021) and its per capita emissions by 64.54% (from 14.24 

tons in 1994 to 5.05 tons in 2021) since their peak in 1996, despite its population growing by 

11.62% during the same 25-year period.   

 

https://stateofgreen.com/en/news/denmark-the-most-wind-energy-producing-country-per-capita/
https://klimaraadet.dk/en/rapporter/known-paths-and-new-tracks-70-cent-reduction#:~:text=Achieving%20the%2070%20per%20cent,by%20approximately%2038%20per%20cent.
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/denmark/
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-01/dk_final_necp_main_en_0.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/denmarks-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/denmark#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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Denmark DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 1980 but masked by heavy immigration.  As such, 721,135 people (or 

12.28% of its population) is foreign-born.   

The current population of 5.87 million is 37.52% higher than it was in 1950.  Denmark can only support 5 million 

of its current population, therefore it must lose 873,000 people (or 14.86% of its population) to achieve a sustainable 

population.   

Verdict: Denmark needs to depopulate by 14.86%. 

Depopulation Score: 85 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Denmark has an old-age-dependency ratio of 35.1% that unless addressed will swell to 44.6% by 

2050.  Denmark needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 15.1% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Denmark needs to rejuvenate by 15.1%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 85 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 1996.   Has since decreased its total energy consumption by 35.5% 

and its per capita energy consumption by 42.2%, despite its population increasing by 11.6% during the same 25-

year period (from 1996 to 2021).   

Denmarkôs per capita consumption is 5.3% above the EU average and its per capita electricity consumption is at 

the EU average.  Due to its temperate climate, Denmark should be allowed a total per capita energy consumption 

of 3 to 3.5 toe and since it currently consumes only 2.9 toe it can increase its consumption by at least 3.45% to 

reach its minimum allotted energy use of 3 toe or by 20.69% to reach its maximum allotted energy use of 3.5 toe. 

Verdict: Denmark can its per capita energy consumption by 20%.   

Deconsumption Score: 120 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 1996.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

60.49% and its per capita emissions by 64.54%, despite its population increasing by 11.62% during the same 25-

year period. 

Denmark is 59.07% fossil fuels dependent but entirely free of nuclear energy.  To achieve a truly green economy 

it still has to switch 59.07% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Denmark has decarbonized only 40.93% of its energy so far and has 59.07% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 41 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Denmark is 75.7% energy independent. 

Verdict: Denmark is 24.3% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 76 points out of 100. 

 

Denmark Final Sustainability Score: 81.4% (407 points out of 500) 
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Estonia  

 

 

Population: 1,331,000 (0.3% of 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 45,339 km2 (1.07̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $61.389 billion ( 0.26̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶46,126 (17% below EU average) 
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8. Estonia 

Population data: 

Total births: -6.3% in 2020 and -5.9% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(14,099 in 2019, 13,209 in 2020, 13,272 in 2021)  

Total deaths: +2.66% in 2020 and +20.69% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(15,401 in 2019, 15,811 in 2020, 18,587 in 2021)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): -99.84% in 2020 and -308.22% in 2021 

compared to 2019. 

(-1,302 in 2019, -2,602 in 2020, -5,315 in 2021) 

Estonia lost 7,917 people or 0.6% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

negative natural change.  Deaths have outnumbered births in Estonia since 1991.   

Net overseas migration: -24.8% in 2020 and +40% in 2021 compared to 2019. 

(5,030 in 2019, 3,782 in 2020, and 7,043 in 2021) (Source) 

Estonia gained 10,825 people or 0.81% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through 

positive net migration.  

Total Population: +0.15% in 2020 and +0.3% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(1,327,000 in 2019, 1,329,000 in 2020, and 1,331,000 in 2021) 

Estonia gained 4,000 people or 0.3% of the population during the two years of the plandemic. 

 

 
 

https://bnn-news.com/estonian-population-growth-continues-in-2019-due-to-immigration-209512
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Population analysis: 

Vital statistics show us that the Estonian government broke one population record in 2022: the 

fewest births since 1900 (11,588).   

Estoniaôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country has been in depopulation mode since 

1991, for that is when deaths first outnumbered births, a feat it achieved by suppressing fertility 

and increasing mortality in equal measure.  Estonia has remained in depopulation mode ever 

since and as of 2022 deaths outnumber births by nearly 1.4 times (18,826 deaths versus 13,639 

births). 

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed by the 

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the way to 

2100 with projected statistics.  A look at Estoniaôs vital statistics back to 1900, however, reveals 

that the government began subverting its peopleôs reproductive systems at the turn of the 20th 

century.   

Long before they were annexed by the Soviet Union in 1940, the Estonian crude birth rate had 

fallen from its peak of 29.2 per 1,000 people in 1900, when the Governorate of Estonia (which 

comprised the northern part of present-day Estonia) was part of the Russian Empire, to just 16.8 

per 1,000 in 1940, a 42.47% drop.  During its brief period of independence from Russia, from 

1918 to 1940, its crude birth rate decreased from 19.9 to 16.8, a 15.6% drop.  A crude birth rate 

of 15.5 is needed for replacement level fertility.  In other words, the Russians cannot be blamed 

for Estoniaôs pathetic reproductive record.  Which begs the question, how in the world did the 

Estonians keep their families so small and always teetering on the edge of extinction?  It must 

be through abortion or infanticide.   

Unfortunately, there is no record on the number of abortions until 1954.  But we do know that 

from 1919 until 1981 the Estonians had around 20,000 to 22,000 live births a year and the total 

population was stuck at about 1.1 million people.  From 1954 until today we have a record of 

the  number of abortions performed every year and Estonia was a bloodbath for babies.  From 

1960 until 1979 there were about twice as many babies aborted than born, about 40,000 

abortions and 20,000 births per year.  From 1970 to 1990 the annual number of abortions 

continued to exceed the number of births by at least a third.  1990 is the last year the Estonians 

gave birth to more than 20,000 children.  By 1992, thus just a few years after becoming part of 

the Western food system miscarriages jumped from 0 to about 2000 a year and this remains the 

case until today though the number of miscarriages has decreased to about 1,600 a year.  Since 

the year 2000, births outnumber abortions (13,067 births versus 12,746 abortions).  Since 2000 

the number of births has remained steady at 13,000 to 14,000 but the number of abortions has 

decreased from nearly 13,000 in the year 2000 to about 3.500 in 2021. (Source)  

This shows that the primary population control method since Estonia joined the ñfree worldò 

has been sterilization by endocrine disruptors and not abortion as was the case during Russian 

and subsequently Soviet occupation.   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Estonia
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~EST
http://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-estonia.html
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The Estonian population began growing in 1952, but not because of Estonian children being 

born into the world, since most of them were aborted, but due to Russian migration or relocation 

of Russians into Estonia by the Soviet Union.  As a result, ethnic Russians now make up 24% of 

Estonia's population and number about 322,000. (Source)  It is only thanks to the Soviet 

relocation of Russians into Estonia that the population began to grow from 1.1. million, where 

it had been stuck from 1914 to 1958, to 1,569,000 in 1990, which is the year when Estoniaôs 

population peaked.  From 1990 until 2021 the Estonian population decreased by 238,000 or 

17.9%.  This decrease is partly the result of the Estonian dislike of children and penchant for 

abortions, partly the result of negative net migration, and partly the result of low fertility due to 

chronic poisoning with sterilizing endocrine disruptors.   

Estoniaôs births and deaths graph shows us that the attack on fertility has been most intense from 

1955 to 1956 (5.4% drop), from 1961 to 1966 (9.25% drop in births in 5 years, at an average 

annual loss of 1.85%), from 1971 to 1973 (3.5% drop in 2 years, at an average annual loss of 

1.75%), from 1988 to 1998 (50.5% drop in 10 years, at an average annual drop of 5.05%), from 

2010 to 2013 (14% drop in 3 years, at an average annual drop 0f 4.66%), and most recently from 

2019 to 2021 (3.7% drop). 

The Estonian government weakened the national sterilization program from 1957 to 1961, from 

1967 to 1971, from 1973 to 1987, from 1998 to 2008, and from 2013 to 2018 to give the peopleôs 

reproductive systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility. 

   

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1988 until their lowest low in 1998, births decreased by 50.5% (from 

24,925 to 12,340) while the population decreased by only 11.27% during the same 10-year 

period (from 1,562,000 to 1,386,000).  Births, therefore, decreased 4.5 times faster than the 

population.   

The Estonian government repeated this performance from 2010 to 2013 when births decreased 

by 14% (from 15,804 to 13,593) while the population decreased by only 7.38% (from 

1,332,000 to 1,318,000) during the same 3-year period.  Births, therefore, decreased 13.3 

times faster than the population. 

This large a difference is only possible if the government actively subverted fertility through 

a program of mass poisoning through the basic elements of life.  Neither the use of 

contraceptives nor abortions can account for this massive divergence, although abortions have 

played a significant role.  Interestingly, the most dramatic falls in fertility have occurred after 

the fall of communism.   

 

As in most formerly communist countries abortion was the primary population control method.  

Being part of the Soviet Union, abortion was legal in Estonia since 1955 and continued to be 

legal once Estonia regained its independence in 1991.  From 1955 until 1975 circa 60,000 babies 

https://www.euractiv.com/section/politics/short_news/russian-minority-in-estonia-turns-its-back-on-putin/
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were conceived every year of whom circa 20,000 were allowed to live and 40,000 were aborted, 

thus two babies were aborted for every baby born.  The ratio changed gradually in favor of life 

and by 1990 only 30,000 babies were aborted and 22,000 were born.  By the year 2000 live 

births and abortions reached parity, 13,067 live births versus 12,746 abortions, thus 25,000 

conceptions altogether.  From 2000 until today, live births have exceeded abortions.  In 2021, 

only 3,355 babies were aborted while 13,108 babies were allowed to be born, thus nearly four 

babies were born for every aborted baby. (Source) Conceptions (i.e. births and abortions 

together), however, had dropped to just over 16,000, nearly four times fewer than during the 

sixties, seventies, and eighties.   

This massive drop in conceptions coincides with Estonia becoming part of the western food 

system and is also reflected in the total fertility rate.  As soon as Estonia entered the western 

food system after the fall of communism in 1990, its total fertility rate fell below replacement 

level (from 2.22 children per woman in 1989 to 2.05 in 1990), its natural change entered negative 

territory (in other words deaths outnumbered births), and its total population started decreasing.   

That is how the West ñrewardedò Estonia upon regaining its independence from the Soviet 

Union, with food, water and beverages laced with sterilizing endocrine disruptors.  As a result, 

Estoniaôs population has been in freefall ever since.  To make matters worse, Estoniaôs 

population did not have a long distance to fall since the Estonian people have always sucked at 

procreation.  It is as though the cold renders them sexually deficient.   

During the plandemic years, Estoniaôs births decreased by 6.3% in 2020 and by 5.9% in 2021, 

which is unusual given that the total population has not decreased but grown slightly, by 0.3%, 

and births should have at least remained stable and certainly not decreased.  Conversely, its 

number of deaths increased by 2.66% in 2020, which is not unusual given its aged population, 

and by 20.69% in 2021, which is highly unusual and the result of intentional mass killing.  This 

was accomplished with mRNA vaccines with which the government killed about 3,000 people 

in 2021.   

As a result of this double assault, from the births and the deaths sides, Estonia experienced in 

2021 the largest negative growth rate since 1945, namely -4 per one thousand.  Due to positive 

net migration, however, the total population did not decrease but increased slightly, namely by 

4,000 people or 0.3% (from 1,327,000 in 2019 to 1,331,000 in 2021).   

The attack on longevity began in 1960, was abandoned in 1962 and restarted in 1964.  Save for 

a break in 1985 to 1986, the government of Estonia continued to increase mortality unabated 

until 1994. From 1994 until 2015, the government allowed people to die of natural causes, but 

restarted its campaign to increase mortality in 2020, under the front of the plandemic, and has 

continued to do so until the end of 2022.   

The Estonian government increased the deathrate most actively from 1960 to 1962 (6% rise in 

two years, at an annual average rise of 3%), from 1967 to 1969 (10.6% rise in 2 years, at an 

annual average rise of 5.3%), from 1974 to 1976 (12.68% rise in two years, at an annual average 

https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-estonia.html
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rise of 6.34%),  from 1982 to 1984 (6.8% rise in 2 years, at an annual average rise of 3.4%), 

from 1989 to 1994 (19.2% rise in 5 years, at an annual average rise of 3.84%), from 1997 to 

1998 (4.9% rise), and most recently and most violently from 2019 to 2021 (21.66% rise in 2 

years, at an annual average rise of 10.83%).   

From 1985 to 1986, from 1994 to 1997, and from 1999 to 2011, the Estonian government 

stopped deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly deaths declined.  Not 

surprisingly, life expectancy grew only during the periods when the government stopped 

deliberately increasing mortality.   

From 1985 to 1987 life expectancy grew from 69 to 71 years, from 1994 to 1997 it grew from 

67 to 70, and from 1999 to 2011 it grew from 70 to 76 years.  By contrast, during the periods 

when the government deliberately increased mortality life expectancy grew very little, stagnated 

or decreased.  From 1960 to 1985 life expectancy stagnated at 69 years, from 1989 to 1994 it 

dropped 3 years (from 70 to 67), from 1997 to 1998 it decreased by one year (from 70 to 69 

years) (Source), and from 2019 to 2021 it also decreased by 1.8 years (from 79 to 77.2 years). 

(Source)   

By shortening lifespans the government of Estonia saved a fortune on pensions.   

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1964 until their peak in 1994, deaths increased by 73.45% (from 

12,721 to 22,064) while the population increased by only 14.65% during the same 30-year 

period (from 1,276,000 to 1,463,000). (Source)  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has 

been more than five times faster than the rate of increase in total population.   

This cannot occur in a normal population unless there was a major war, which was not the 

case, and can only be the result of intentional governmental action to increase the deathrate.  

It cannot be blamed on an older population either, since the median age was 32 years in 1964 

and 35 years in 1994 (Source)  A population three years older can y no means explain a five-

fold increase in deaths.   

 

The Estonian people and government are pursuing a path of self-extermination or at very least 

of depopulation without an environmental or existential reason for it since their country can 

support a population of 2 million, according to the Overshoot Index (Source), and they are 

merely 1.3 million.  A quarter of them are already of Russian ethnicity and now the government 

is relying on immigrants to keep its population stable while the natives dwindle in numbers from 

year to year and from generation to generation because the Estonians are incapable or unwilling 

of at least replacement level fertility.   

In the meantime, Estoniaôs demographic situation is getting worse not better.  Its old-age 

dependency ratio (65+ per 15-64) grew from 18.1 in 1971 to 31.6 in 2021 and to 32.2 in 2022. 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LE00.IN?locations=EE
https://www.stat.ee/en/node/258670#:~:text=According%20to%20Statistics%20Estonia%2C%20in,for%20both%20men%20and%20women.
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~EST
https://www.statista.com/statistics/377036/average-age-of-the-population-in-estonia/
https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
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(Source)  Its median age is 42.4 (Source), which is better than the EU average of 44.1, and its 

life expectancy is 78.35 years, lower than the EU average of 80.4 years. (Source).   

Luckily, its 72% labour participation of older people (ages 55 to 64) is high in comparison with 

other EU states.  And the employment rate of people aged 64 to 74 is the highest in the EU at 

26% (EU average 9.5%), but that is because the pensions are too small to live on.  The average 

old-age pension 519 euros per month, while the average monthly gross wage was 1448 euros.  

ñIn recent years, the poverty risk of the elderly has increased and has been one of the highest in 

Europe. 40.6% of elderly (65 year or over) and 71.8% elderly living alone lived in relative 

poverty in 2020.ò (Source) 

Estoniaôs solution to the old-age problem is to let the old starve and freeze to death or to work 

until they keel over.  The government is not tackling the old-age burden but is also not providing 

the social protections necessary to ensure a dignified life for the elderly.   

ñEstonian social protection system is characterized by a low share of social protection 

expenditure, expenditure of old-age pensions and expenditure on long-term care in GDP 

compared to other EU countries. According to Eurostat, the social protection expenditure in 

Estonia was 16.4% of the GDP in 2018 (in EU-27 27.9% of the GDP). Estonian expenditure of 

old-age pensions is also one of the lowest in Europe ï in Estonia 6.5% of the GDP and EU-27 

average was 10.7% of GDP. Public spending on long-term-care (LTC) - 0,9% of GDP - is lower 

than in many other EU and OECD Member States, leaving a big share of LTC to be financed by 

out-of-pocket payments of service users. Estonia spends approximately 0.9% of GDP on LTC, 

while for example Austria contributed 1.9%, Denmark and Finland 2.5% and the Netherlands 

3.5% of GDP.ò (Source) 

What the Estonian people need is sufficient quantities of aphrodisiacs inserted in their food, 

water and beverages so their total fertility rate jumps from the current 1.6 children per woman 

to replacement level fertility or 2.1 children per woman.  That way, the Estonian people will 

finally  become capable of producing enough children to at least keep their population stable.   

Ultimately, if the Estonian people are to survive they must learn to love children.  Until then, 

they are and will remain an endangered species.   

 

https://tradingeconomics.com/estonia/old-age-dependency-ratio-eurostat-data.html
https://www.worldometers.info/world-population/estonia-population/
https://datacommons.org/place/country/EST?utm_medium=explore&mprop=lifeExpectancy&popt=Person&hl=en
https://unece.org/sites/default/files/2022-01/mipaa20-report-estonia.pdf
https://unece.org/sites/default/files/2022-01/mipaa20-report-estonia.pdf


87 
 

Estoniaôs total fertility rate was first reduced to 1.5 children per woman in 1993 and has since been 

lifted and limited at almost 1.7 children per woman since 2018 (Source), while its life expectancy 

been declining since 2019 and has been limited at circa 77 years as of 2021 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: +4.76% (63 TWh in 2019 and 66 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1990 at 

128 TWh) 

Energy use per person:  +5.17% (47,141 kWh in 2019 and 49,581 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1990 

at 81,220 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita consumption: 3.3 toe (13% above EU average), 5,700 kWh (3% above EU average) 

(Source) 

 

 

Consumption analysis: 

Estonia increased its total energy consumption by nearly 5% and its per capita energy 

consumption by more than 5%.  Its per capita consumption of 3.3 toe is 13% above the EU 

average, but Estonia is a Nordic country with a very cold climate.   

If the EU has secretly instituted a three-tiered system of minimum and maximum energy 

consumption levels for southern, central and northern European countries, as I suspect it has, 

then Estonia, as a Nordic country, would be allowed to use 3.5 to 4 toe per capita per year.  As 

such, its energy consumption still has room to grow.   

Estonia has decreased its total energy consumption by 48.4% since its peak in 1990 (from 128 

TWh in 1990 to 66 TWh in 2021) and its per capita energy consumption by 38.95% (from 81,220 

kWh in 1990 to 49,581 kWh in 2021), but its population has also decreased by 15.2%.   

 

Emissions data: 

Total CO2 emissions: -15.6% (from 12.38 million t in 2019 to 10.45 million t in 2021) (Peaked in 

1989 at 38.93 million tons)  

https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~EST
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~EST
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/estonia
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/estonia/
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Per capita CO2 emissions: -15.76% (from 9.33 t in 2019 to 7.86 t in 2021) (Peaked 1985 at 25.45) 

(Source) 

Share of renewables in electricity production: +19.69%  (28.13% in 2019, and 47.82% in 2020) 

Energy independence: 99.5%. (Source) 

 

 

Emissions analysis: 

According to the official data, Estonia made substantial progress in greening its economy.  Its 

total CO2 emissions decreased by 15.6% and its per capita CO2 emissions by 15.76%.  

Likewise, its share of renewables in electricity production increased by nearly 20 percentage 

points, from a decent 28.13% in 2019 to a respectable 47.82% in 2021. 

How it managed this, however, is beyond me since its coal consumption increased from 15,943 

kt in 2019 to 20,213 kt in 2021, a 26.8% increase, and coal emissions make up 6.22 million tons 

(or 68%) out of a total of 10.45 million tons of CO2 emitted from all sources in 2021.  Moreover, 

coal generates 51.8% of Estoniaôs total energy.  Furthermore, Estoniaôs wind power was down 

by 11% and its hydro power down by 2% in 2021 compared to 2020. Its solar generation, on the 

other hand, increased from 122.5 GWh in 2020 to 305 GWh in 2021, but solar makes up only 

1% of Estoniaôs energy mix. (Source)   

I can therefore only conclude that Estonia fudged its numbers since its emissions could not have 

decreased by nearly 16% from 2019 to 2021 and its share of renewables in electricity production 

could not have increased by nearly 20%.   

Be that as it may, Estonia is set to receive at least ú757.9 million from the EU Recovery and 

Resilience Facility, but has received only ú126 million in 2022. (Source)  41.5% of the EU grant 

money is spoken for climate objectives. 

Estoniaôs plan ñsupports the green transition through investments into green hydrogen 

technologies (ú50 million), strengthening the electricity grid and piloting energy storage to 

increase renewable energy production capacity (ú45 million), construction of the Rail Baltic 

multimodal terminal in Tallinn (ú31 million), and setting up the Green Fund to support 

innovative green technologies (ú100 million). Key reforms include incentivising the production 

https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/estonia
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/estonia/
https://ceenergynews.com/renewables/elering-estonias-renewable-energy-production-increased-in-2021/#:~:text=Its%20generation%20doubled%20and%20went,to%20305%20GWh%20in%202021.
https://news.err.ee/1608384758/eu-council-approves-estonia-s-recovery-fund-plan
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of renewable energy by removing administrative barriers and setting targets and actions 

to phase out oil shale in electricity production, strengthening advisory services and digital 

tools to promote energy efficient renovations, and adopting a new strategic approach to 

mobility and implementing a common transport system for the Tallinn capital region.ò (Source) 

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), Estonia aims to reduce GHG 

emissions by 70% by 2030 (relative to 1990 levels) and by 80% by 2050, achieve a 13% 

reduction of GHG emissions by 2030 (compared to 2005), reduce primary energy consumption 

by 14%, and have a 42% share of renewable energy in total final consumption by 2030 while 

the final energy consumption must remain at 32 to 33 TWh in 2030. (Source) 

This is a tall order for a country whose energy mix is environmentally toxic as it is based 

primarily on fossil fuels: 51.8% coal, 25.86% oil, 10.25% other renewables, 7.37% gas, 2.95% 

wind, 1% solar, and 0.12% hydro. (Source) Since 85.03% of Estoniaôs primary energy comes 

from fossil fuels, it has a long way to climb to decarbonize.  Luckily, Estonia has a very small 

population and with help from the EU it may just achieve its very ambitious decarbonization 

goals.   

To date, Estonia has reduced its total greenhouse gas emissions by 73.16% (from 38.93 million 

tons in 1989 to 10.45 million tons in 2021) since 1989 and its per capita emissions by 69.12% 

(from 25.45 tons in 1994 to 7.86 tons in 2021) since their peak in 1985, but its population also 

decreased by 15.11% during the same 32-year period (1989 to 2021).    

 

 

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/estonias-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-08/ee_final_necp_main_en.pdf
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/estonia#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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Estonia DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 1991 due to low births and high emigration.  Since then, Estonia lost 

224,000 people (or 14.28% of its population).  At the same time, 198,243 people (or 14.74% of its population) is 

foreign-born, which is a tad below the safe limit of 15% that ensures the nationôs cultural integrity and identity.  

The current population of 1.34 million is 22.16% higher than it was in 1950.  Nevertheless, Estoniaôs population is 

sustainable and the country can support another 1 million people or 75% more than it has.   

Verdict: Estonia can support an additional 75% of its current population.   

Depopulation Score: 175 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Estonia has an old-age-dependency ratio of 33.6% that unless addressed will swell to 54.9% by 

2050.  Estonia needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 13.6% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Estonia needs to rejuvenate by 13.6%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 86 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: Not in deconsumption mode yet, although its per capita energy consumption is 13% above the 

EU average and its electricity consumption is 3% above the EU average. 

Due to its cold climate, however, Estonia should be allowed a total per capita energy consumption of 3.5 to 4 toe 

and since it currently consumes only 3.3 toe it can increase its consumption by at least 6%% to reach its minimum 

allotted energy use of 3.5 toe or by 21.2% to reach its maximum allotted energy use of 4 toe. 

Verdict: Estonia can its per capita energy consumption by 21%.   

Deconsumption Score: 121 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 1989.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

73.16% and its per capita emissions by 69.12% since 1985, but its population also decreased by 15.11% during the 

same 32-year period (from 1989 to 2021). 

Estonia is 85.03% fossil fuels dependent but entirely free of nuclear energy.  To achieve a truly green economy it 

still has to switch 85.03% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Estonia has decarbonized only 15%% of its energy so far and has 85% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 15 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Estonia is 99.5% energy independent. 

Verdict: Estonia is 0.5% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 100 points out of 100. 

 

Estonia Final Sustainability Score: 99.4% (497 points out of 500) 
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Finland  
 

 

Population: 5,565,519 (1.25̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 338,455 km2 (8̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $321.2 billion ( 1.34̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶58,010 (7.5% above EU average) 
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9. Finland 

Population data: 

Total births: +1.86% in 2020, +8.73% in 2021, and -1.49% in 2022 compared to 2019. 

(45,613 in 2019, 46,463 in 2020, 49,594 in 2021, and 44,933 in 2022)  

Total deaths: +2.85% in 2020, +6.88% in 2021, and +16.57% in 2022 compared to 2019. 

(53,949 in 2019, 55,488 in 2020, 57,659 in 2021, and 62,886 in 2022)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): +50.78% in 2020, +56% in 2021, and 

+2.09% in 2022 compared to 2019. 

(-18,336 in 2019, -9,025 in 2020, -8,065 in 2021, and -17,953 in 2022) 

Finland lost 35,043 people or 0.6% of its total population in three years (2020 to 2022) through 

negative natural change.   

Deaths would have outnumbered births in Finland since 1981 but the rate of natural change was 

kept in positive territory through heavy immigration. 

Net overseas migration: +15% in 2020 and +47.8% in 2021 compared to 2019. 

(15,495 in 2019, 17,814 in 2020, and 22,905 in 2021) (Source) 

Finland gained 40,719 people or 0.73% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021).   

Total Population: +0.2% in 2020, +0.45% in 2021, and +0.73% in 2022 compared to 2019. 

(5,525,292 in 2019, 5,536,146 in 2020, 5,549,599 in 2021, and 5,565,519 in 2022) 

Finland gained 40,227 people or 0.72% of the population during the three years of the plandemic. 

 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/530465/net-migration-in-finland/
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Population analysis: 

 

Vital statistics show us that the Finnish government broke seven population records during the 

past four years: the fewest births since the 18th century (45,613 in 2019), the lowest total fertility 

rate in its history (1.35 children per woman in 2019), the highest negative natural change since 

1918 (-9,025 in 2020, -8,065 in 2021), highest negative natural change in its history (-17,953 in 

2022), the fewest births in its history (44,933 in 2022), the most deaths since 1944 (62,886 in 

2022), and the lowest negative natural change rate since 1918 (-3.2 people per 1,000).  In other 

words, the government of Finland is making no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation plans.   

Finlandôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country has been in depopulation mode since 

2016, for that is when deaths first outnumbered births, a feat it achieved by suppressing fertility 

and increasing mortality in equal measure.  Finland has remained in depopulation mode ever 

since and as of 2022 deaths outnumber births by nearly 1.4 times (62,886 deaths versus 44,933 

births). 

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed by the 

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the way to 

2100 with projected statistics.  A look at Finlandôs vital statistics back to 1900, however, reveals 

that the government began subverting its peopleôs reproductive systems at the turn of the 20th 

century.   

In 1900, its total fertility rate was at nearly 5 children per woman, by 1915 it declined to less 

than 4, by 1919 to less than 3, and by 1969 to less than 2 and therefore below replacement level, 

where it has remained to this day. Such a rapid decline in the absence of near universal use of 

contraceptives and extremely high abortion rates would have been impossible.  But since 

abortion never constituted more than a third of all conceptions, and that only from 1971 to 1976 

(Source), and Finlandôs contraceptive prevalence rate was never higher than 40% (Source), the 

catastrophic 270% drop in fertility (from 5 children per woman in 1900 to 1.35 in 2019) can 

only be attributed to covert mass poisoning with sterilizing chemicals inserted by the 

government of Finland intentionally in their peopleôs food and drinks.   

Finlandôs births and deaths graph shows us that the attack on fertility has been most intense from 

1950 to 1958 (17.16% drop in 8 years, at an average annual loss of 2.14%), from 1963 to 1965 

(4.97% drop in births in 2 years, at an average annual loss of 2.48%), from 1967 to 1973 (26.13% 

drop in 6 years, at an average annual loss of 4.35%), from 1983 to 1986 (9% drop in 4 years, at 

an average annual drop of 2.25%), from 1994 to 1998 (11.56% drop in 4 years, at an average 

annual drop of 2.89%), and most recently from 2012 to 2019 (22.87% drop in 7 years, at an 

average annual drop of 3.27%).  The newly released statistics for 2022 show that Finlandôs births 

reached a new low of 44,933.   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Finland
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~FIN
https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-finland.html
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27861709/
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The Finnish government weakened the national sterilization program from 1973 to 1976, from 

1980 to 1983, from 1987 to 1992, and from 2002 to 2009 to give the peopleôs reproductive 

systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility. 

   

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1950 until their lowest low in 2019, births decreased by 53.5% (from 

98,503 to 45,790) while the population increased by 37.7% during the same 69-year period 

(from 4,009,000 to 5,521,000).   

Had the peopleôs reproductive systems not been interfered with, the number of births should 

have increased in direct proportion to the population.  Instead births decreased by a massive 

53.5% while the population increased by 37.7%.  Such a divergence is only possible if the 

government actively subverted fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the 

basic elements of life.  Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this 

massive divergence. 

 

The attack on longevity began in 1954 and continues unabated to this day.  The Finnish 

government increased the deathrate most actively from 1959 to 1962 (10.5% rise in 3 years, at 

an annual average rise of 3.5%), from 1982 to 1985 (10.97% rise in 3 years, at an annual average 

rise of 3.66%), and most recently and violently from 2019 to 2022 (16.46% rise in 3 years, at an 

annual average rise of 5.49%).   

From 1971 to 1982 and from 1995 to 2006, the government of Finland stopped deliberately 

increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly deaths declined.  Not surprisingly, life 

expectancy grew only during the periods when the government stopped deliberately increasing 

mortality.   

From 1971 to 1984 life expectancy grew from 70 to 74 years, and from 1995 to 2006 it grew 

from 76 to 79.  By contrast, during the periods when the government deliberately increased 

mortality life expectancy grew very little, stagnated or decreased.  From 1959 to 1962 life 

expectancy stagnated at 69 years, from 1982 to 1985 it stagnated at 74 years, (Source), and from 

2019 to 2022 it decreased by 0.04 years (from 81.84 to 81.8 years). (Source)   

By shortening lifespans the government of Finland saved a fortune on pensions.   

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1954 until their peak in 2022, deaths increased by 65.75% (from 

37,941 to 62,886) while the population increased by 32.9% during the same 68-year period 

(from 4,187,000 to 5,565,519). (Source 1, Source 2)  The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, 

has been twice faster than the rate of increase in total population.   

This cannot occur in a normal population unless there was a major war, which was not the 

case, and can only be the result of intentional governmental action to increase the deathrate.  

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LE00.IN?locations=FI
https://www.statista.com/statistics/523124/life-expectancy-in-finland-by-gender/
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~FIN
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Finland
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It cannot be blamed on an older population either, since the median age was 27 years in 1954 

and 42 years in 2022 (Source)  A population fifteen years older cannot explain a doubling of 

the deaths.    

 

Absent immigration, Finlandôs population would have been decreasing since the late 1990s, as 

its total fertility rate has been at sub replacement level since 1969, when the government began 

to poison the food system with sterilizing endocrine disruptors, and bottomed out at 1.35 

children per woman in 2019.  Not surprisingly, 2019 is also the year with the fewest births in 

Finlandôs history, just 45,613.  But births have been decreasing in Finland since 1947 when they 

peaked at 108,168, thus more than twice as many as today, even though the population was just 

3.8 million compared to 5.5 million today.  Therefore, 45% fewer people produced 58% more 

children in 1947 compared with today.  As a result, there are currently 469,633 foreigners, or 

8.5% of the population, residing in Finland; not enough to change the countryôs culture, but 

enough to keep the total population increasing by ten to thirty thousand people from year to 

year. (Source)   

The plandemic was used as an opportunity to start increasing the number of deaths and, as a 

result, nearly 3% more people died in 2020, nearly 7% more in 2021, and nearly 17% more in 

2022 compared to 2019.  The nearly 3% more deaths registered in 2020 may be the result of a 

natural increase but the nearly 7% more deaths in 2021, which translate to about 4,000 victims, 

and the nearly 17% more deaths in 2022, which translate to a about 9,000 victims, are most 

certainly the result of mRNA vaccines, which were administered to 73% of the population in 

2021. (Source) 

The Finish government is trying to address the countryôs old-age dependency ratio (65+ per 15-

64), which has reached a record high of 36.8% in December 2021 according to EUROSTAT. 

(Source)  It is also trying to rejuvenate the population since Finlandôs median age increased from 

27.75 years in 1950 to 43.13 years in 2020, growing at an average annual rate of 3.21%. (Source)  

Last but not least, it is trying to keep the working age population from falling below 60%; it is 

currently at 61.4% but it was at 65.78% ten years ago.   

The Finish government is trying to lower the old-age dependency ratio by killing 4,000 (or 0.3%) 

of its 1.28 million elderly in 2021 and an excess of 9,000 (or 0.7%) in 2022.  And it is trying to 

rejuvenate the workforce by taking in young immigrants.  Its stats show that the vast majority 

of Finlandôs nearly half a million-strong foreign population is between 20 and 45 years of age. 

(Source) 

The Finish government is using  a careful and measured strategy for stabilizing and rejuvenating 

its population, but it should have stopped subverting its peopleôs reproductive systems through 

chronic poisoning by endocrine disruptors at least ten years ago, especially since Finland, 

according to the Overshoot Index (Source) can sustainably support a population of 12 million 

and has only 5.5 million.  As such, the Finish government has made a catastrophic mistake and 

I very much doubt it will restore its peopleôs reproductive systems to reach replacement level 

https://database.earth/population/finland/median-age
https://www.stat.fi/tup/maahanmuutto/maahanmuuttajat-vaestossa/ulkomaalaistaustaiset_en.html
https://ycharts.com/indicators/finland_coronavirus_full_vaccination_rate
https://tradingeconomics.com/finland/old-age-dependency-ratio-eurostat-data.html
https://knoema.com/atlas/Finland/topics/Demographics/Age/Median-age-of-population
https://www.stat.fi/tup/maahanmuutto/maahanmuuttajat-vaestossa/ulkomaalaistaustaiset_en.html
https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
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fertility before 2040, by which time at least a quarter of its population will be foreign if it is to 

keep its economy strong enough to generate the taxes necessary to support a rapidly ageing 

population.  Alternatively, it will have to kill an excess of at least 20,000 elderly a year for the 

next twenty years and sooner rather than later even the dumbest Finns will realize that their 

government is out to kill their parents.   

Already the writing is on the wall since one would have to go back to 1944 to find a year with 

more deaths than 2021 and 2022 and last I checked Finland is not engaged in a deadly war.   

Therefore, I advise Sanna Marin, Finlandôs young and beautiful Prime Minister, to party all she 

wants so long as she reproduces more to set an example for all other Finns to follow.  So far, 

she only has one child and as such is a poor example for her people.  Finland can also start 

promoting family values and the love of children through its exemplary and enviable education 

system to make replacement level fertility a matter of national security.   

 

 

Finlandôs total fertility rate was first reduced to 1.5 children per woman in 1973 and has since been 

lifted and then dropped again and limited at 1.4 children per woman since 2018 (Source), while its 

life expectancy been growing steadily has reached 82 years as of 2021 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: -1.53% (327 TWh in 2019 and 322 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2003 at 

395 TWh) 

Energy use per person:  -1.93% (59,288 kWh in 2019 and 58,141 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2003 

at 75,814 kWh) (Source) 

Per capita consumption: 5.8 toe (twice the EU average), 14,000 kWh (2.7-fold above EU average) 

https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~FIN
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~FIN
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/estonia
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Consumption analysis: 

Finland decreased its total energy consumption by 1.53% and its per capita energy consumption 

by nearly 2%.  Its per capita consumption of 5.8 toe, however, is twice the EU average and 24% 

higher than even its neighbor Sweden which has the same bitter cold climate.  As such, its energy 

consumption must drop much further to reach the upper threshold of 4 toe for northern European 

countries, if such a threshold indeed exists.   

Finland has decreased its total energy consumption by 18.5% since its peak in 2003 (from 395 

TWh in 2003 to 322 TWh in 2021) and its per capita energy consumption by 23.3% (from 75,814 

kWh in 2003 to 58,141 kWh in 2021), despite its population increasing by 6.5%. 

 

Emissions data: 

Total CO2 emissions: -11.28% (from 42.38 million t to 37.60 million t) (Peaked 2003 at 72.65 

million tons) 

Per capita CO2 emissions: -11.59% (from 7.68 t in 2019 to 6.79 t in 2021) (Peaked 2003 at 13.94 

tons) (Source) 

Share of renewables in electricity production: +5.21%  (46.44% in 2019, and 51.65% in 2020. 

Energy independence: 58.2%. (Source) 

 

https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/finland
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/finland/
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Emissions analysis: 

 

Finland made substantial progress in greening its economy.  Its total CO2 emissions decreased 

by more than 11% and its per capita CO2 emissions by nearly 12%.  Even though its emissions 

are at par with the EU average (6.7 tCO2/cap) they are nearly 50% higher than its neighbor 

Sweden (3.42 tCO2/cap).  Finland has been decreasing its GHC emissions by 3.9% a year on 

average since 2010.  Likewise, its share of renewables in electricity production increased by 

more than five percentage points from an already high ratio of 46.44% to 51.65%.   

Finland has pledged to be carbon neutral by 2035, which is a pipe dream most likely agreed 

upon by the nationôs politicians during a 95 degrees hot sauna when all participants were close 

to passing out and the Aufguss master refused to let them out of the heat until they signed on 

the dotted line.  Not only is this the fastest target of any EU nation it is also the third fastest in 

the world next to Uruguay, which plans to be carbon neutral by 2030 but is neither highly 

industrialized nor bitter cold, and Norway, which also plans to be carbon neutral by 2030, but 

by buying carbon credits, thus by cheating, which Finland does not intend to do.  Incidentally, 

only two countries have so far achieved carbon neutrality, Bhutan and Suriname, but they are 

both without industries. (Source)   

According to its National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP), Finland aims to be carbon neutral 

by 2035 and carbon negative thereafter and thus be ñthe worldôs first fossil-free welfare societyò, 

phase out the use of coal in energy production by 2029,  and have 250,000 electric and 50,000 

gas-powered vehicles/cars on the roads by 2030, be 55% self-sufficient in energy by 2030. 

(Source)  

To get to carbon neutrality by 2035 Finland will have to address the climate impact of high 

logging rates and the use of peat for energy and there is no sign that it is doing this. ñForest 

harvest rates have risen from 68 million cubic meters in 2015 to an estimated 75-77m last year 

[i.e. 2018]. A planned mill in Kemi is expected to drive another 4.5m cubic meters of demand 

and more facilities are proposed in Kemijärvi and Kuopio.  At the same time, the country will 

need to phase out fossil fuels and peat, which account for 40% of energy consumption.ò (Source) 

Finland is set to receive ú2.1 billion in grants from the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility 

(RRF) of which it plans to devote 50% on measures supporting climate objectives.  

ñFinland's recovery and resilience plan includes an amendment to the Climate Change Act, 

which will anchor the country's ambitious 2035 target into law. A reform of the Waste Act will 

increase the targets for recycling and reuse. The phase out of coal use in energy and a reform 

of energy taxation will contribute to promoting cleaner technologies. The plan supports the 

green transition through investments of ú319 million in decarbonisation of the energy sector, 

namely in energy transmission and distribution and in new energy technologies. 

Furthermore, ú156 million will be invested in low-carbon hydrogen along the hydrogen value 

chain as well as in carbon capture, storage and recovery. In addition, the plan supports low-

https://www.visualcapitalist.com/sp/race-to-net-zero-carbon-neutral-goals-by-country/
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-01/fi_final_necp_main_en_0.pdf
https://stat.luke.fi/hakkuukertym%C3%A4-ja-puuston-poistuma-alueittain-2015_fi
https://yle.fi/uutiset/3-10789705
https://yle.fi/uutiset/3-10796695
https://www.stat.fi/til/ehk/2018/04/ehk_2018_04_2019-03-28_tie_001_en.html
https://www.climatechangenews.com/2019/06/03/finland-carbon-neutral-2035-one-fastest-targets-ever-set/
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carbon heating of buildings by providing ú70 million funding for the replacement of oil boilers 

with low-or zero-carbon heating systems. On green transportation, ú40 million will be invested 

in supporting private and public charging points for electric cars, gas charging and refueling 

infrastructure.ò (Source)   

Finlandôs current energy mix relies on environmentally damaging sources to the tune of more 

than 50%, as it is composed of: 30.23% oil, 18.60% nuclear, 13.49% other renewables, 12.77% 

hydro, 10.22% coal, 6.68% wind, 6.35% gas, and 0.25% solar. (Source)  It is therefore 

impossible for Finland to become carbon neutral by 2035, unless of course it increases its nuclear 

production three-fold, which will make it carbon neutral but also a real and present danger to 

the entire European population.  Finland looks good on paper with just 46.79% of its primary 

energy coming from fossil fuels, but this picture is skewed by its high share of nuclear energy. 

To date, Finland has reduced its total greenhouse gas emissions by 48.24% (from 72.65 million 

tons in 2003 to 37.60 million tons in 2021) and its per capita emissions by 51.29% (from 13.94 

tons in 2003 to 6.79 tons in 2021) since their peak in 2003, despite its population increasing by 

6.46% during the same 18-year period.   

 

 

 

https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/finlands-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/finland#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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Finland DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 2016 due to low births, but masked by high immigration.  Absent 

immigration, Finland would have been in depop mode since 2005.  As a result, 469,633 people (or 8.5% of its 

population) are foreign-born, which is safely below the 15% cap needed to safeguard the nationôs cultural integrity 

and identity.  

The current population of 5.55 million is 38.43% higher than it was in 1950.  Nevertheless, Finlandôs population is 

not only sustainable, but it can also support 12 million people (or 116%), which is more than twice the number it 

has.   

Verdict: Finland can support an additional 116% of its current population.   

Depopulation Score: 216 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: Finland has an old-age-dependency ratio of 41.4% that unless addressed will swell to 51.4% by 

2050.  Finland needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 21.4% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: Finland needs to rejuvenate its population by 21.4%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 79 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 2003.  Since then, its total energy consumption decreased by 18.5% 

and its per capita energy consumption by 23.3%, despite its population growing by 6.5% during the same 18-year 

time frame.   

Due to its cold climate, Finland should be allowed a total per capita energy consumption of 3.5 to 4 toe, but since 

it currently consumes 5.8 toe it must decrease its consumption by at least 21.2% or by at most 31.2% to be within 

its range of 3.5 to 4 toe. 

Verdict: Finland can increase its per capita energy consumption by 31%.   

Deconsumption Score: 131 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 2003.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

48.24% and its per capita emissions by 51.29%, despite its population increasing by 6.46% during the same 18-

year period.   

Finland is 46.79% fossil fuels dependent but also 18.60% nuclear energy dependent.  To achieve a truly green 

economy it still has to switch 65.39% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: Finland has decarbonized 34.64% of its energy so far and has 65.39% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 35 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: Finland is 58.2% energy independent. 

Verdict: Finland is 41.8% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 58 points out of 100. 

 

Finland Final Sustainability Score: 103.8% (519 points out of 500) 
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France  

 

 

Population: 65,627,000 (14.7̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 643,801 km2 (15.2̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $3.667 tr illion ( 15.25̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶56,036 (3.85% above EU average) 
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10. France 

Population data: 

Total births: -2% in 2020, -1.7% in 2021, -3.8% in 2022 compared to 2019. 

(714,029 in 2019, 699,664, 2020, 701,819 in 2021, and 686,600 in 2022)  

Total deaths: +9.2% in 2020, +7.5% in 2021, and +9.6% in 2022 compared to 2019. 

(599,408 in 2019, 654,599 in 2020, 644,201 in 2021, and 657,100 in 2022)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): -63.3% in 2020, -49.73% in 2021 

compared to 2019. 

(114,621 in 2019, 42,065, 2020, 57,618 in 2021, and 29,500 in 2022) 

France gained 129,183 people or 0.19% of its total population in three years (2020, 2021 and 2022) 

through positive natural change.   

Deaths would have outnumbered births in France since WW1 but the rate of natural change was 

kept in positive territory through heavy immigration.  ñBetween 1850 and 1914 about 4.3 million 

foreigners entered France, and between World Wars I and II nearly 3 million, or 6 percent of the 

population, came as immigrants.ò (Source) 

Net overseas migration: 0% in 2020 and 0% in 2021 compared to 2019. 

(140,000 in 2019, 140,000 in 2020, 140,000 in 2021, and 153,944 in 2022) (Source) 

France gained 433,944 people or 0.66% of its total population in three years (2020, 2021 and 

2022).   

Total Population: +0.2% in 2020 and +0.45% in 2021 compared to 2019 

(65,191,000 in 2019, 65,366,000 in 2020, 65,627,000 in 2021, and 65,834,837 in 2022) 

France gained 643,837 people or 0.98% of the population during the three years of the plandemic. 

 

 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/686137/net-migration-france/
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Population analysis: 

Vital statistics show us that the French government broke four population records in 2022: the 

fewest births since 1944 (686,600), the most deaths since 1944 (657,100), the lowest natural 

change since 1945 (29,500), and the lowest natural change rate since 1945 (0.5 per 1,000).  The 

years 2020 and 2021 were themselves record-breaking.  In other words, the government of 

France made no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation program.   

Franceôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country came very close to parity between 

births and deaths in 2020, a gap of only 26,243 people according to the UN data (and of 42,065 

according to the French national statistics data), and that it has narrowed that gap even more in 

2022.  If it holds the line, France will reach depop mode in 2023.  The French government 

accomplished this by suppressing births and hastening deaths in equal measure.   

It also shows us that the attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed by the 

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the way to 

2100 with projected statistics.   

A look at Franceôs vital statistics shows that the French government has been subverting its 

peopleôs reproductive systems longer than any other government in the world, since the second 

half of the 19th century, in order to bring the total fertility rate below replacement level, which 

it succeeded for the first time in 1915 by poisoning its people with absinthe throughout the late 

19th- and early 20th-century, a method of sterilization invented at the end of the 18th century by 

Pierre Ordinaire, a French doctor living in Couvet, Switzerland.  By 1900, the French were 

consuming 36 million litres of absinthe per year. (Source)  By comparison, the French consumed 

24.7 million litres of wine in 2020 (Source) even though there are 15 million more French today 

than there were in 1900.  In other words, the French drank 61% more absinth per capita in 1900 

than they drink wine today.  No wonder the entire nation became almost sterile! 

In 1915, when the total fertility rate collapsed from 2.3 children woman the year before to just 

1.5, the government prohibited the drink but it was not until 1920 when it also properly enforced 

the prohibition.  In 1916, Franceôs TFR reached its lowest level in its history, just 1.2 children 

per woman and stayed below 1.5 until 1920 when it suddenly jumped to 2.7 because the people 

were no longer being sterilized with absinthe.  Incidentally, France is the first country in the 

world to chemically sterilize its population and therefore also the first in the world to reach sub-

replacement level fertility.  

Back to the present, the French government prevented the birth of circa 18,000 babies in 2020, 

12,000 in 2021, and 27,000 in 2022  compared with 2019, for a three-year total of 57,000 babies 

or 2.7% of all babies born during this three-year period.  But if we use 2010 as the base year, 

since that is the last time the French government eased up on poisoning the populace with 

sterilizing endocrine disruptors to allow its people to almost reach replacement level fertility, 

then the French government prevented the birth of 105,000 babies in 2020, 100,000 in 2021, 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_France
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~FRA
https://www.cs.mcgill.ca/~rwest/wikispeedia/wpcd/wp/a/Absinthe.htm#:~:text=According%20to%20popular%20legend%2C%20however,exact%20date%20varies%20by%20account).
https://www.statista.com/statistics/434723/wine-consumption-in-france/
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and 115,000 in 2022, a three-year total of 320,000 babies or nearly 40% of all babies born during 

this three-year period (namely 2,085,083 babies).   

The French people themselves have contributed another 600,000 aborted babies during this same 

three-year period, by aborting one baby for every 3.3 babies that were allowed to be born. 

(Source) 

Franceôs births and deaths graph shows us that the attack on fertility has been most intense from 

1950 to 1953 (6.4% drop in 3 years, at an average annual loss of 2.13%), from 1972 to 1976 

(18% drop in births in 4 years, at an average annual loss of 4.5%), from 1982 to 1983 (5.7% 

drop), from 1991 to 1993 (6.2% drop in 2 years, at an average annual drop of 3.1%), and most 

recently from 2014 to 2022 (11.27% drop in 8 years, at an average annual drop of 1.4%). 

The French government weakened the national sterilization program from 1953 to 1962, from 

1967 to 1971, from 1976 to 1981, and from 1994 to 2010 to give the peopleôs reproductive 

systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility. 

 

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their peak in 1971 until their lowest low in 2022, births decreased by 22.47% (from 

885,665 to 686,600) while the population increased by 28.46% during the same 69-year 

period (from 4,009,000 to 5,521,000).   

Had the peopleôs reproductive systems not been interfered with, the number of births should 

have increased in direct proportion to the population.  Instead births decreased while the 

population increased.  Such a divergence is only possible if the government actively subverted 

fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the basic elements of life.  Neither the 

use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this massive divergence. 

 

Abortions in France have never taken more than a third of all conceptions and have been constant 

since the early 1980s.  Furthermore, abortion was illegal in France until 1975, by which time 

the total fertility rate had already collapsed to below replacement level.   

The attack on longevity began in 1961 and continued until 1969.  It was interrupted from 1970 

to 2004, but was resumed in 2006 and continues unabated until today. 

The French government increased deaths most actively from 1961 to 1969 (14.4% rise in 8 

years, at an annual average rise of 1.8%), and most recently and violently from 2006 to 2022 

(27.55% rise in 16 years, at an annual average rise of 1.7%).  Compared to other countries, the 

government of France has been rather tame in its attempt to shorten lifespans.   

Not surprisingly, life expectancy grew only during the periods when the government stopped 

deliberately increasing mortality.  From 1970 to 2004, life expectancy grew from 72 to 80 years.  

By contrast, during the periods when the government deliberately increased mortality life 

expectancy grew very little or stagnated, and absent heavy immigration it would have decreased.  

https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-france.html
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From 1961 to 1969 life expectancy grew by only one year (from 70 to 71), from 2006 to 2022 

it grew by only 1.25 years (from 81 to 82.25), but from 2011 to 2020 it stagnated at 82 years. 

(Source 1, Source 2)  By shortening lifespans, the government of France saved a fortune on 

pensions.   

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions: 

From their lowest number in 1958 until their peak in 1969, deaths increased by 14.26% (from 

500,507 to 571,883) while the population increased by 12.34% during the same 11-year 

period (from 44,789,000 to 50,318,000). (Source)  The rate of increase in deaths is only 

slightly higher than the rate of increase in total population, a difference that could be attributed 

to an increase in the median age or simply a few bad flu seasons.  The median age during that 

time, however, decreased from 31.99 years in 1958 to 31.74 years in 1969.  As such, it cannot 

explain the rise in deaths but the opposite since a slightly younger population should have 

resulted in slightly fewer deaths.  The 2% rise in deaths during this period, however, could 

easily be explained by natural fluctuations in deaths from year to year.  All in all, there is no 

conclusive evidence to assert that the government of France deliberately increased deaths 

during this period.  Unless, that is, one considers the massive influx of fresh blood through 

positive net migration.  From 1958 to 1969, France welcomed mora than two million 

immigrants.  Once they are figured into our calculation, the population of France rose by only 

7.88%, which means that deaths rose 1.8 times faster than the population, which cannot 

happen in a normal population.  The government of France, therefore, used heavy immigration 

to hide its attack on longevity.   

What about the second period of rising deaths, from 2004 to 2022?  During this 18-year period 

deaths rose by 29.27% while the population rose by only 8.39%.  As such, deaths rose nearly 

three and a half faster (3.48) than the population.   

This cannot occur in a normal population even if there is a major war, which was not the case 

anyhow, and therefore can only be the result of intentional governmental action to increase 

the deathrate.  It cannot be blamed on an older population either, since the median age was 

37.76 years in 2004 and 41.8 years in 2022 (Source)  A population just four years older cannot 

explain a nearly quadrupling of the deaths.   We can therefore conclude without a doubt that 

the French government deliberately increased deaths from 2004 to 2022.   

 

Positive net migration has played an incredibly important role in Franceôs population control 

program.  Absent immigration, Franceôs population would have been decreasing since the late 

1970s because its total fertility rate (TFR) has been below replacement level since 1975. 

Due to Franceôs reliance on immigration to keep its population from decreasing, the country 

now has 8.7 million foreign-born citizens, or 12.8% of the total population (Source), and 31.4% 

of newborns in France had at least one foreign-born parent in 2021 and 27.5% had at least one 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LE00.IN?locations=FR
https://www.lemonde.fr/en/france/article/2023/01/21/births-at-their-lowest-and-life-expectancy-stagnating-french-population-hit-by-covid-19_6012435_7.html
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~FRA
https://www.statista.com/statistics/275391/median-age-of-the-population-in-france/
https://www.pragueprocess.eu/en/countries/547-france
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parent born outside of the EU.  (Source)  Absent immigration Franceôs total population would 

have had at least 9 million (or 14%) fewer people today.   

The number of deaths in France has been remarkably stable since 1946, hovering between 

500,000 to 550,000 a year until 2015 when it suddenly shut upward in a conspicuous manner.  

This is the year when the French government accelerated its war against longevity to prevent 

the old-age burden from getting out of control.  In 2015, it killed an excess of 35,000 people, in 

2016 some 33,000 people, in 2017, when President Macron assumed power, it managed to kill 

48,000 people, in 2018 it did even better and killed an excess of 50,000 people, in 2019 better 

yet at 55,000 people.  Once the plandemic was kickstarted, however, the French government 

became even bolder and killed an excess of 108,000 people in 2020, 93,000 in 2021, and a record 

139,000 in 2022.  The eight-year total, therefore, is 561,000 victims or 0.85% of the total 

population (or 4% of its 14,035,808 elderly population) if we use the year 2014 as the base year.   

Despite this, the French government has not killed enough elderly to get ahead of the old-age 

dependency curve.  Franceôs old-age dependency ratio grew from 33.55% in 2019 to 34.78% in 

2021.  (Source) There is no publicly available data for 2022 yet.   

By lowering births and increasing deaths, however, the French government reduced the gap 

between births and deaths, from 114,621 (more births than deaths) in 2019 to just 42,065 in 

2020, to 57,618 in 2021, and to 29,500 in 2022.  While it did not succeed in reaching zero 

population growth it nearly quartered the gap.   

Moreover, the French government has taken in nearly 120,000 Ukrainians so far in 2022 

(Source) and even if it reaches zero population growth its total population will still increase in 

2023 due to immigration.   

Even though Franceôs sustainable population is just 39 million and therefore has 26 million too 

many people for its resources, according to the Overshoot Index (Source), it does not appear 

that the French government intends to reduce its population.  Instead it appears that it intends to 

pursue a policy of slower population growth to keep its economy growing.  This may well be 

due to its very generous social entitlements which cannot be maintained unless the population 

and especially the workforce keep growing.   

ñSocial spending represents one of Franceôs largest expenditure items.  In 2019, it totalled 31% 

of GDP, well above the OECD average (20% of GDP) and the highest among OECD countries. 

Spending for all social components are above the OECD average, in particular spending on 

pensions, unemployment, and health.  

Large deficits of the social security accounts have led to a significant increase in Franceôs social 

debt, which represents EUR 300.1 billio n or 10.6% of total public debt. 

At 13.9% of GDP in 2020, French public pension expenditures are among the highest in the 

OECD. This reflects both the generosity of the system but also relatively low retirement ages. 

The legal retirement age is currently set at 62, while the effective age of labour market 

https://www.insee.fr/fr/accueil
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/age-dependency-ratio-old?tab=chart&country=~FRA
https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine
https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
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participants stands at about 60.5 years, with both figures being among the lowest in OECD 

countries. The public pension system has generated continuous deficits since 2008, jumping to 

EUR 18bn in 2020 (0.8% of GDP) from near balance in 2019, in part due to the adverse revenue 

effects of the Covid-19 crisis.ò (Source)  

How long the French government can continue to grow its population and economy in  a world 

of finite resources and in a country that is already 25 million people in overshoot remains to be 

seen.  What is certain is that it will be forced by its own fiscal limitations to at least extend the 

retirement age to 65 this year and to 67 before 2030, involuntarily euthanize an excess of 50,000 

elderly a year until 2040, and bring its total fertility rate up to 2.1 children per woman from the 

current 1.8.  Otherwise France will have to explain to the international community why its 

population keeps growing while everyone elseôs is shrinking and how it intends to reach 

sustainability with a growing population that is already grossly in excess of the countryôs natural 

resources.  More importantly, it will have to explain to all Europeans if France intends to grow 

its population, in Napoleonic fashion,  into the space created by the population reduction of all 

other EU nations.  

 

 

 

Franceôs total fertility rate first dropped below 2 children per woman in 1975 and has been limited 

at 1.8 children per woman since 2018, save for the years 2004 to 2014 when it was allowed to go 

up to 2 again (Source), while its life expectancy been limited to 82 years since 2013 (Source).   

 

Consumption data: 

Total energy consumption: -4.35% (2,732 TWh in 2019 and 2,613 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2004 

at 3,171 TWh) 

Energy use per person:  -4.56% (42,425 kWh in 2019 and 40,489 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2001 

at 53,299 kWh) (Source) 

https://www.scopegroup.com/dam/jcr:bf8a7b1f-dd1d-49e6-bab4-103a454102f8/Scope%20Ratings_France's%20public%20finances.pdf
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/children-per-woman-un?tab=chart&country=~FRA
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~FRA
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/france
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Per capita consumption: 3.5 toe (25% above EU average), 6,500 kWh (21% above EU average) 

(Source) 

 

Consumption analysis:  

France decreased its total energy consumption by more than 4% and its per capita energy 

consumption by nearly 5%.  Its per capita consumption of 3.5 toe, however, is 25% above the 

EU average and its electricity consumption is 21% above the EU average.   

If the EU has indeed adopted a three-tiered system of energy consumption for countries with 

different climates, as it should have, then France is within the 3 to 3.5 toe for European countries 

situated along the center of Europe and benefitting of a temperate climate.   

How it will keep reducing its per capita energy consumption and not increase its total energy 

consumption while its population keeps increasing, however, is an entirely different ball game.  

My guess is that the French governmentôs answer to this uncomfortable question is through 

ñgreenò nuclear energy, since it is primarily the French government that persuaded the EU to 

declare nuclear energy sustainable, which is of course complete rubbish.   

France has decreased its total energy consumption by 17.6% since its peak in 2004 (from 3,171 

TWh in 2004 to 2,613 TWh in 2021) and its per capita energy consumption by 24% (from 53,299 

kWh in 2001 to 40,489 kWh in 2021) since its peak in 2001, despite its population increasing 

by 8% since 2004. 

 

Emissions data: 

Total CO2 emissions: -3.3% (from 316.39 million t to 305.96 million t) (Peaked 1973 at 538.69 

million tons) 

Per capita CO2 emissions: -3.46% (from 4.91 t in 2019 to 4.74 t in 2021) (Peaked 1973 at 10.40 

tons) (Source) 

Share of renewables in electricity production: +1.97%  (20.64% in 2019, and 22.61% in 2021) 

Energy independence: 54.5%. (Source) 

https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/france/
https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/france
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/france/
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Emissions analysis: 

France made progress in greening its economy.  Its total CO2 emissions decreased by more than 

3% and its per capita CO2 emissions by nearly 3.5%.  Its emissions are already nearly 42% 

lower than the EU average (4.75 tCO2/cap versus 6.7 tCO2/cap) but only because it gets 70% 

of its energy from nuclear power, which no one should call environmentally friendly and even 

less so sustainable.   

Likewise, its share of renewables in electricity production increased by nearly 2% from an albeit 

rather low ratio of 20.64% to 22.61%, but missed the target set in the European Directive on 

renewables for a 23% share of renewables in final consumption in 2020.  ñThe new target set in 

the NECP for 2030 is a share of 33% of renewables in the final consumption. According to the 

PPE (2020), this share should reach 35-38% in 2028 (49-53% of which in 2028 for electricity).ò 

(Source) 

France has pledged a 40% reduction in the consumption of fossil fuels by 2030 and carbon 

neutral by 2050, ñwith residual gross emissions to be absorbed by carbon sinks - which include 

forests, grasslands, and later, carbon capture and storage technology.ò (Source)  However, 

carbon neutrality achieved through nuclear energy, which is Franceôs plan, is not sustainability 

but a travesty.  This travesty will one day become painfully clear to all French people when a 

nuclear disaster turns half the country into an uninhabitable wasteland for the next 3,000 years. 

Franceôs Recovery and Resilience Plan consists of 20 reforms and 71 investments that will be 

supported by ú39.4 billion in grants, of which 46% will go towards climate objectives and 21% 

will foster the digital transition. (Source)  

ñFrance's National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP) is a subpart of 'France Relance', a 

larger recovery strategy adopted by France at national level, worth ú100 billion in total (4.1 % 

of France's gross domestic product (GDP) in 2019). The implementation of France's NRRP will 

be supported by ú39.4 billion in grants [from the EU] Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF). 

France has decided to use its entire national allocation for grants and not to request loans. The 

resources allocated to France represent 5.4 % of the entire RRF resources for the EU, and 1.6 

% of the country's GDP in 2019 (the RRF representing 5.2 % of EU-27 GDP in 2019). Measures 

https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/france/
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/english-articles/value-climate-action#:~:text=France's%20ambition%20is%20to%20eliminate,carbon%20capture%20and%20storage%20technology.
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/frances-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
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under the plan are to be completed by 2026. Following the Council's approval of its RRP in July 

2021, France received ú5.1 billion in pre-financing in August 2021 (13 % of France's financial 

allocation). The next payments, in five yearly instalments, will depend on progress in 

implementing the plan.ò  (Source)   

ñFranceôs plan puts a strong focus on the green transition, as ú18billion will be dedicated to 

green investments, including in building renovation (ú5.8 billion), sustainable transport (ú4.4 

billion in the modernisation of railway network) and the decarbonisation of industrial 

processes (ú0.3 billion). It also features significant investments in R&D and innovation in the 

field of green technologies such as hydrogen (ú1.9 billion to low carbon hydrogen). In addition, 

the ñClimate and Resilience Lawò is an overarching reform that will tackle the ways of 

consuming, producing & working, moving, living and therefore contribute to the current 40% 

national target in terms of reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.ò (Source) 

If France is to have a truly green and sustainable energy grid it should partner with Morocco, 

Algeria and Tunisia and build large solar power plants in the desert and phase out all its nuclear 

power plants by 2040.   

Franceôs current energy mix is based mostly on fossil fuels and nuclear energy: 36.46% nuclear, 

30.92% oil, 16.47 gas, 5.81% hydro, 3.70% wind, 2.47% coal, 1.46% solar, and 1.37% other 

renewables. (Source)  This being the case, France will have a hard time reaching carbon 

neutrality by 2050 and has much better chances of reaching nuclear mayhem.  On paper, 

Franceôs dependence on fossil fuels looks good at 49.87%, but this picture is skewed by its 

heavy reliance on nuclear energy. 

To date, France has reduced its total greenhouse gas emissions by 43.2% (from 538.69 million 

tons in 1973 to 305.96 million tons in 2021) and its per capita emissions by 54.42% (from 10.40 

tons in 1973 to 4.74 tons in 2021) since their peak in 1973, despite its population increasing by 

25.92% during the same 48-year period.   

 

 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2022)698929#:~:text=Measures%20under%20the%20plan%20are,progress%20in%20implementing%20the%20plan.
https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/frances-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/france?country=~FRA#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from
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France DRDD Summary: 

Depopulation: Not yet in depop mode due to high immigration.  As a result, 8.7 people (or 12.8% of its population) 

are foreign-born, which is 2.2% below the 15% cap needed to safeguard the nationôs cultural integrity and identity.  

The current population of 65.8 million is 57.39% higher than it was in 1950.  France can only sustain 39 million 

people and, as such, it must lose 26.8 million people (or 40.7% of its population) to reach a sustainable population. 

Verdict: France needs to depopulate by 41%.    

Depopulation Score: 59 points out of 100 

 

Rejuvenation: France has an old-age-dependency ratio of 37.1% that unless addressed will swell to 54.5% by 

2050.  France needs to reduce its old-age dependency burden by 17.1% to rejuvenate its population.   

Verdict: France needs to rejuvenate its population by 17.1%. 

Rejuvenation Score: 83 points out of 100 

 

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode since 2004.  Since then, its total energy consumption decreased by 17.6% 

and its per capita energy consumption by 24%, despite its population growing by 8% during the same 17-year time 

frame.   

Due to its temperate climate, France should be allowed a total per capita energy consumption of 3 to 3.5 toe, and 

since it currently consumes 3.5 toe it has reached its maximum consumption quota.   

Verdict: France must stabilize its per capita consumption at the current level.   

Deconsumption Score: 100 out of 100. 

 

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 1973.  Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissions by 

43.2% and its per capita emissions by 54.42%, despite its population increasing by 25.92% during the same 48-

year period.   

France is 49.87% fossil fuels dependent but also 36.46% nuclear energy dependent.  To achieve a truly green 

economy it still has to switch 86.33% of its energy to renewables. 

Verdict: France has decarbonized only 13.67% of its energy so far and has 86.33% left to decarbonize. 

Decarbonization Score: 14 points out of 100. 

 

Independence: France is 54.5% energy independent. 

Verdict: France is 45.5% energy dependent.   

Independence Score: 55 points out of 100. 

 

France Final Sustainability Score: 62.2% (311 points out of 500) 
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Germany  
 

 

 

 

Population: 83,222,242 (18.63̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ēĆēĥúÀġíĆĀ˝ 
Area: 357,592 km2 (8.45̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ěarea) 

Total GDP: $5.317 tr illion ( 21.3̧ Ćæ 8¦˫Ě ġĆġÀú˝ˋ G2s ēÙĖ ÎÀēíġÀˊ ˶63,835 (18.3% above EU average) 
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11. Germany 

Population data: 

Total births: -0.64% in 2020, +2.24% in 2021, and -5.5% compared to 2019. 

(778,090 in 2019, 773,144 in 2020, 795,492 in 2021, and 735,000 in 2022)  

Total deaths: +4.9% in 2020, +8.96% in 2021, and +12.71% compared to 2019. 

(939,520 in 2019, 985,572 in 2020, 1,023,687 in 2021, and 1,059,000 in 2022)  

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths): -31.6% in 2020, -41.36% in 2021 

compared to 2019. 

(-161,430 in 2019, -212,428 in 2020, -228,195 in 2021, and -324,000 in 2022) 

Germany lost 764,623 people or 0.9% of its total population in three years (2020 to 2022). 

Net overseas migration: -32.72% in 2020 and +0.66% in 2021 compared to 2019. 

(327,000 in 2019, 220,000 in 2020, and 329,163 in 2021) (Source) (Source) 

Germany gained 549,163 people or 0.66% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021).   

Total Population: +0.17% in 2020, +0.26% in 2021, and  compared to 2019.  

(83,010,213 in 2019, 83,155,031 in 2020, 83,222,242 in 2021, and 84,300,000 in 2022) 

Germany gained 1,289,787 people or 1.53% of the population during the past three years. 

 

 

 

https://www.destatis.de/EN/Themes/Society-Environment/Population/Migration/migrations-patterns-covid.html
https://www.destatis.de/EN/Themes/Society-Environment/Population/Migration/_node.html
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Population analysis: 

Vital statistics show us that the German government broke three population records during the 

plandemic years: the most deaths since 1945 in both 2021 and 2022 (1,023,000 in 2021 and 

1,059,000 in 2022), the lowest negative natural change since 1945 in both 2021 and 2022 (-

228,195 in 2021 and -324,000 in 2022), and the lowest negative natural change rate since 1945 

in both 2021 and 2022 (-2.7 per 1,000 in 2021 and -3.9 per 1,000 in 2022).  In other words, the 

government of France is making no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation program.   

Germanyôs births and deaths graph shows us that the country went into depop mode in 1972 and 

has remained there ever since.  The German government accomplished this by suppressing births 

and hastening deaths in equal measure.  Ever since 1972, the German government, undoubtedly 

under pressure from the Allied Powers who occupied the country at the end of WW2, has 

pursued a policy of replacing the native population with immigrants to dilute the German blood 

so that Germany never again resurfaces as a martial nation.  For this reason, Germany alone has 

a births and deaths graph characterized by consistently more deaths than births for the past fifty 

years.   

Germanyôs vital statistics show us that the country has suppressed fertility since the beginning 

of the 20-th century and thus a quarter of a century before it joined the League of Nations in 

1926.  In 1900, Germany still had a solid total fertility rate of nearly 5 children per woman.  By 

1909 it declined to just 4, by 1920 to just 3, by 1927 to just 2 and as such below replacement 

level.  This happened long before there were any modern methods of contraception which goes 

to show that contraceptives have never played anything other than an insignificant role in 

population control.  Hitler brought the total fertility rate up above replacement level but by the 

end of WW2 the heavy losses of life depressed the TFR to below replacement level once again.   

Germany has been in demographic dire straits since 1972 when its population started decreasing 

as deaths began exceeding births.   Depopulation came fast and furious in Germany, just two 

years after its total fertility rate sank below replacement level in 1970.  But its total fertility rate 

has been unnaturally low since WW1 when it fell below replacement level from 1916 to 1918 

due to the war and the heavy loss of men, and then again from 1930 to 1934 due to the Great 

Depression.  It fell again below replacement level during WW2, from 1942 to 1948, once again 

due to the heavy loss of males in war.  From 1949 until 1969, the TFR hovered between 2.1 and 

2.5 due to chronic poisoning with fluoridated water and, since 1955, also with fluoridated salt.   

The Allied Powers, who won the war  imposed involuntary chemical sterilization methods first 

on the vanquished Axis Powers.  In 1970, it fell below replacement level once again and has 

stayed there ever since, reaching the lowest value in 1994 of just 1.24 children per woman.  The 

TFR remained below 1.5 until 2015 when it managed to climb up to 1.6 due to heavy 

immigration.  Germany took in more than a million Syrian refugees in 2015-2016 and that 

brought the TFR up to 1.64 in 2016, but within a couple of years the chronic poisoning with 

endocrine disruptors (in food, beverages, water, dental care products, and fluoride dental 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Germany
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~DEU



