Ladies and Gentlemen:
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Since the earth is finite in size both economic and population growth must cease. While we can debate at what time or at what times the growth must cease, we cannot debate that both will cease. While energy from the sun and other sources can delay the cessation, it cannot be delayed infinitely into the future. While substitution of one resource for another resource, recycling, technological advances and other actions taken by humanity can delay the cessation, it cannot delay it infinitely. In simple terms nothing will permit this planet to support  one trillion people or support an economy one trillion times as large as the current economy for even an instant in time no matter the standard of living or no matter what action humanity takes. For reasons I will not describe, importing resources from or sending people to extra-terrestrial bodies will not permit continuous economic or population growth. We must plan the future of humanity based on the resources the earth can provide.  

There are three and only three ways that population growth will cease or be made negative----1) War (with or without weapons of mass destruction), disease, social conflict, starvation and other horrors, if population growth continues no matter the per capita usage of resources---at some point in time the combination of population level and per capita usage of resources will cause the collapse of the social order which in turn will cause a reduction in population by violent means; 2) By the voluntary action of humanity---this includes the education and raising the standard of living women, the demographic transition (it that really exists) and all other actions which can be taken voluntarily by humanity; and 3) Coercion--this includes coercion no matter how defined including criminal penalties, social penalties, and extra taxes for each additional child. If anyone receiving this e-mail as an addressee or receiving a blind copy knows of another way to control population, please contact me. The rest of this e-mail will be based on the assumption that only the three ways set forth above can reduce population growth to zero and/or reduce the total number of human beings on the planet.

The United Nations periodically makes various predictions/estimates/ projections (use whatever word you want to describe what the UN does) and the last time I checked the most used/quoted projection is that the human population will reach 9.3 or 9.4 billion by the year 2050 and over 10 billion by the year 2100. For reasons I will set forth below I believe that the UN projections have no basis in fact and are extremely low. A number of experts (whatever the word "expert: means) have made defensible cases that the earth can support no more than one or two billion of our species. See the works of William Catton,  Richard Heinberg, James Lovelock, Chris Clugston, and many others. In simple terms, those experts have made defensible cases that population will be reduced by violent means to one or two billion in the near future  (undefined as to the meaning of "near future" ) no matter the per capita usage of resources. If one of more of those experts are correct, humanity could suffer about 9 billion violent deaths in the near future. While you may violently disagree with all of those experts, no one receiving this e-mail can state with absolute certainty that humanity will not suffer the violent deaths of billions of our species before the year 2100 if we do not reduce population growth to zero or reduce the absolute number of human beings inhabiting the planet. To put the situation in different words---  combination of number of deaths, time of occurrence and percentage chance does exist---there is a 5% chance that 3 billion people will violently die before the year 2075 or there is a 10% chance that 2 billion people will die violently before the year 2100 or some similar combination. I challenge anyone receiving this e-mail to make a supportable case that there is an absolutely zero chance of more than one billion people dying  violently before the year 2100 if we do not reduce population growth to zero or make it negative. In simple terms, humanity is facing a major problem that cannot be put off. This e-mail is not about how many angels can dance on the head of a pin or about some other intellectual exercise. Rather, it is about the possible, no it is about the probable, horrible deaths of billions of your brothers, sisters, children and grandchildren in the foreseeable future. Just as important it is about the collapse of the social order. More importantly, a strong argument can be made that if the social order collapses civilization will never rise again due to the simple fact that the resources needed for even a relatively primitive civilization will no longer be available.

Everyone is urged to read an essay by Martha Campbell and Professor Malcolm Potts which was published on the Population Press website on November 12, 2012. A quote from that essay "The demographic transition theory postulating a predictable self-regulating world, where all countries will have a two child family by 2100 is a mirage created by writers who see a world of pepole who are able to make easy decisions about whether and when to have a child" Their conclusion was "As more and more exceptions to the demographic theory have been documented, some demographers and economists have been left looking like pre-Copernican astronomers inventing increasingly improbable explanations of a flawed geocentric system rather than accepting the fact that the earth goes around the sun". If the demographic transition theory is dead, a basic premise of voluntary population control is also dead.

A few comments about the collapse of the social order and the inability of even a primitive civilization to rise again that you may or may not agree with. I envision a society without hot water to take a shower, no diapers, no toilet paper, no power of any type for the production and transport of food except horses, only wood chopped down in the forest to provide heat, and no metallurgic products due to the inability to obtain and process ore. I could go on writing many more examples. To summarize,  a few million people would survive the collapse of the social order and their level of civilization would be that of the stone age. Can anyone receiving this e-mail guarantee that my analysis is incorrect?

Let us look at what must happen after the human population and/or the world's economy reach a maximum level. And remember both must at some point or points in time reach a maximum level. I ask anyone receiving this e-mail to make a logical and factual case that the human population can reach a trillion or that the size of the planet's economy, no matter how defined, can reach a level one trillion times as large as the current economy--ridiculous numbers, but used to make a point. Once the maximum level is reached the human population can only do one of two things---remain at the maximum level or decline (no need to consider oscillations as that does not change the analysis). Since our civilization and the ability of our planet to support the current seven billion of our species who presently inhabit the planet depends upon non-renewable resources to a very large extent, it is almost certain that once the maximum level of population is reached population will thereafter decline. The previous sentence is incorrect. Once the peak level of population is reached the decline will commence. Every form of life that ever existed went through that cycle--reach a peak of population and then decline and the supposed intelligence of humanity will not prevent humanity from suffering the same cycle. The only questions are---when will population reach the maximum level, how long will population remain at the maximum level, how steep will the decline be, and will population decline to zero or will it level off at a much lower level. If humankind does not plan for the decline referred to above, the decline will nevertheless occur and it will be achieved by nature violently beyond the imagination of anyone. Those that refuse to consider any alternative to voluntary population control must answer those questions and must show that voluntary action will not only reduce population growth to zero, but also will decrease it at a faster rate than the lack of resources will decrease it after the peak level of population is reached. In the alternative, they must show that the entire concept of reaching a peak and then declining is false.

At this point it is appropriate to state the purpose of this e-mail. While I believe that humanity must immediately undertake coercive population control on a world-wide basis, my belief is unimportant and it is not the purpose of this e-mail to force on humanity coercive population control. Rather the purpose of this e-mail is to show that an intelligent discussion and evaluation of every option, including coercion, relating to population control must be undertaken immediately and the failure to consider every option is an act of criminality so horrendous that all the words in the English language cannot describe it. Hopefully you will read the rest of this e-mail as there is a lot more to be said.

Bill Ryerson, President of the Population Media Center and the Population Institute, (most of you know Bill or know of him) has recently written an essay entitled "Coercion is Not the Answer". He makes many valid points in that essay. At this point I am going to set forth a number of sentences from  that essay and then discuss the points raised in those sentneces.


1. "Generally, those calling for coercion provide no evidence that it would work or how it would be put into effect." Absolutely true. However, the same can be said for voluntary action--no proof that voluntary action will prevent the horrific deaths of billions. That is why the purpose of this essay is to cause one or more meetings of the best minds on the planet to discuss, evaluate and consider the entire situation and all options for humanity.


2. "If voluntary means are not working fast enough, there is nothing in the record that leads me [Bill Ryerson] to believe that coercion will work any better". His statement could be true. However, if one or more meetings discussing the entire situation were held there is a possibility that a course of action could be proposed which would show that coercion or some other means of population control  would be better for all of humanity.


3. "Further, coercion advocates often skip over the question of how such a policy would be enforced and whether it would be equitably enforced". If meetings of the best minds were held to discuss the entire situation of humanity's future, appropriate proposals would be set forth and considered. Unless Bill and the others receiving this e-mail are prepared to attend one or more of such meetings appropriate proposals cannot be presented--to whom would the necessary proposals be presented if those receiving this e-mail state categorically that coercion will never be considered and anyone who wants to discuss any alternative to voluntary action are evil monsters or fools or both fools and monsters. As to equitability the questions become-- a) Is it equitable for a group of religious fanatics to believe in the commandment to go forth and multiply and rule the earth and spread over the earth like a cancer destroying all other human beings? b) Is it equitable for Mr Justice Scalia of the US Supreme to have nine children or the Duggars to have 19 or 20? A lot more can be said about equitability. Other important questions---Is it intelligent for humanity to gamble its survival on the necessity that 19 or 20 couples limit their number of children to just one to offset the 19 or 20 had by the Duggars so that the average is 2.0, close to the replacement level? Does humanity understand that any group which promotes having an excess of children (no matter how excess is defined) is committing an act of war against the rest of humanity? And I do mean an act of war.

4. "The first hurdle one faces is persuading the governments of the world to go along with the idea. Over 170 countries are on record opposing coercion with regard to family planning". Hopefully everyone receiving the e-mail understands that if population growth continues eventually humanity will suffer a massive violent die off. Any attempt to reach 20,30,40 or more billion must result in the die off set forth in the previous sentence.  Therefore, the words "family planning" are a horrendous joke. All of humanity must understand having more than two children (and most likely having more than one child) is an anti-social act. No that is not correct. Humanity must understand that having more than two children (and most likely have more than one child) is an act of potential mass murder for which there should be punishment. Having more than two children is the only anti-social act of which I am aware that is not in some manner prevented or controlled by society. The words "family planning" implies that it is OK to have as many children as you desire so long as you plan for them. And that concept will cause the deaths of billions of our species. Bill Ryerson is correct in his position that it will be extremely difficult to convince many nations of the world that birth control is necessary to save humanity from destruction and even harder to convince them that coercion is the method by which birth control can be achieved. The problem raised by Bill in the two sentences quoted at the beginning of this paragraph also apply to voluntary control. What action can/should humanity take if one or more groups/nations/religions state absolutely that they are against voluntary birth control and they continue to grow like a cancer killing off all other forms of humanity? This can/will happen. Just look at the position of the Catholic Church in the Philippines. Just look at the US Congress attempting to outlaw abortion. According to the Rockefeller Commission appointed by President Nixon no nation in the past controlled its population growth without abortion.  And the rhythm method demanded by the Catholic Church is not birth control. It is a very bad, disgusting, horrible joke imposed on all of humanity. The problem of groups/nations/religions which will not accept either voluntary or coercive population control is one of the major reasons why all aspects of the problem of population growth must be discussed by the best minds (what the words "best minds" mean can be debated) in the world. The ultimate and final answer is that no group/nation/religion can be permitted to continue to grow like a cancer destroying the rest of humanity. And if that means that the group/nation/religion must be eliminated by violent means, so be it. Almost everyone receiving this e-mail will be disgusted and horrified by the previous sentence, just as I am when I write it. However, one or more cancers must not be permitted to kill billions of living breathing humans. 

5. What if just 20 countries refused to use coercion, leading to endless population growth and resource wars?" See the comments set forth in paragraph 4 above.

The above is not intended to be a complete rebuttal of all the arguments made by Bill or which could be made by anyone else. Rather it was intended to show that the problem is exceedingly complex and no one has the right to say I know enough to rule out a discussion of coercion or any other method of population control. No one receiving this e-mail can guarantee that voluntary action will control or reduce population in time to prevent the collapse of the social order and the deaths of billions and that fact alone (and it is a fact that cannot be debated) requires a discussion of any and all means of population control, including coercion.     

At this point in this e-mail I am going to state the obvious---a) Every person receiving the e-mail is a mere mortal and not God in human form; and b) We are not discussing or debating which method of population control--voluntary or coercion--is best for humanity. The sole purpose of this e-mail is to cause the recipients to consider all methods or possibilities of population control in an intelligent manner after hearing all possible opinions, evidence and experts.  However, those of you that refuse to consider any alternative method other than voluntary action have taken the position that you are God on earth and no one dare question your authority. Each of you has taken the position that as God on earth you know enough about humanity and its future that you are prepared to gamble the lives of 9 billion or more people and that there isn't any need to hear experts, differing opinions or any evidence to the contrary. Or  you have taken the position that anyone who wants to discuss coercive control or any other alternative than voluntary control is such a fool that it is beneath your dignity to respond to such person. 

Follow up to something written above about the UN's predictions/projections/estimates about the future of the human population. Those projections are based on---"Total Fertility in all countries is ASSUMED (emphasis added) to converge eventually toward a level of 1.85 children per women".  The previous sentence is a direct quote from the publications of the UN. According to Webster's New World College Dictionary, the word "assumed" is defined  "as pretended, put on, fictitious" and "taken for granted". Another dictionary defines the word "assumption" "as assuming that something is true" and " a statement of fact taken for granted". In searching the public documents of the UN I could not find any analysis of the factors which were used by the UN in projecting the future status of the TFR. If anyone receiving this e-mail can find any information as to the factors considered and evaluated by the UN in arriving at the belief that TFR will converge to 1,85 children per women in the public documents of the UN I would be most interested in receiving them. To repeat, all I can find is the one sentence set forth above which states that the future TFR is nothing more than assumption without any supporting evidence. In essence, the UN cannot support the proposition that the TFR for all humanity will be reduced to 1.85 children per woman. At present the TFR is about 2.55 children per woman on a worldwide basis. If the UN cannot support the very basic assumption upon which its medium population projection is made, then for all practical purposes, the projection cannot be defended and is totally useless. In simple terms, the UN"s medium projection is nothing more that a number pulled out of thin air without anything to back it up. One may ask why did the UN base its medium projection on an assumption which cannot be supported on a factual basis and why did he choose a TFR of 1.85 when the replacement TFR is 2.06-2.10. If the UN were to assume, as it well could, that the TFR would remain above replacement level, the UN and the entire world would be forced to face a situation of an ever-growing human population which could not be supported on the finite Earth. And ever-growing human population which could not be supported on the finite Earth would call into question the viability of society and every facet of it. In effect, the UN would be forced to call a conference to consider alternatives to voluntary population control, including coercive control. Or to put it differently, if the UN after reviewing all the facts and consulting with all the experts determined there was even a 20% chance of continued population growth, (a 20% chance that the TFR would remain above the replacement level for a period of time which would result in a growth in population which could not be supported by the resources the Earth could provide humanity)  it would be forced to call a conference to determine and consider every method of population control.    

I have read numerous times that even after achieving replacement level TFR population would continue to grow for about 70 years and cease growth only after the population increased by a factor of 1.5 times the level when  replacement TFR  level was achieved. If what I have read is correct, then if we assume that voluntary action reduced the TFR on a world wide basis in 2050 to 9.4 billion the population would grow to 2120 (2050 plus 70) and not cease growth until it reached 14.1 billion (9.4 times 1.5=14.1). Those who will not consider any method of population of population control except voluntary action have a moral, ethical and intellectual duty to present a factual and logically case as to how long that level of population will exist at the then level of per capita and total usage of resources. The UN's best estimate is that the current TFR is about 2.55 and that it will not decrease to replacement level until 2050. 

A small digression--- I urge everyone receiving this e-mail to read the brilliant work of Lester Brown and to get on the mailing list of Bill Ryerson and Joe Bish. Joe and Bill issue, almost daily, essays and articles written by various people discussing various aspects of the problems facing society. Bill and Joe are to be thanked for the work they are doing in this area. I do not know if they have an archive, but if they do I urge those of you who were not on the mailing list go into that archive and start reading the documents that have been issued by Joe and Bill. I also urge everyone to read the book "Scarcity" written by Chris Clugston and available through him and I believe also through Amazon. Please note I'm not a shill or publicist any of them. However, every person who is interested in the future of humanity should read the items set forth above.

Now let us throw China into the mix. According to the best estimates, China's population would have been 400 million greater than it is today, if China's "One Child Per Family" (OCPF) had not been in place. I know that some people claim that the OCPF was not the factor or the sole factor which reduced population growth in China. At this point it will not be beneficial to debate if the OCPF policy solely caused or partially caused the reduction in the rate of population growth. I doubt anyone can present a factually and intellectually supported position that the OCPF policy did not contribute to the reduction in population growth----to put it another way, we must assume that the OCPF policy at least contributed to the reduction in the rate of population growth. Then the following questions must be asked and answered---a) Considering all the factors was that reduction in population growth harmful or beneficial to China as of today? b) Was that reduction in population growth beneficial or harmful to all of humanity as of today? c) Will that reduction in population growth be beneficial or harmful to China if it were to continue until the year 2050? and d) Will that reduction in population growth be harmful or beneficial to all of humanity if it were to continue until the year 2050? Another very important question must be at least consider in regard to alternatives to voluntary population control--- Why did China use coercion as opposed to education and propaganda when the government controlled all media outlets, schools and other means of communication?  To put the question differently----- Why do those who insist that the sole method to reduce population growth is voluntary, when they do not have control of religious speakers, education in the schools, control over all media outlets and other means of communication? I can only assume that those that insist that voluntary population control will serve humanity's best interests believe that the Chinese leadership did not know what the were doing when it used coercion---in effect, used an atomic bomb when a peashooter would do.

I believe that everyone who wants to limit the discussion or analysis to voluntary population control and not consider any alternative has a moral, ethical and logical duty to do it in a four-step process----a) Set forth in what year population growth is expected to reach zero based on voluntary action, what will the level of population be at that time; b) Set forth the per capita and total usage of at least 40 of the most important resources which permit our civilization to function at the time of population stabilization; c) Then set forth for each or the 40 resources how long that resource will last after considering all possible factors--how much remains recoverable in the earth, substitutes, if any, recycling, cost of obtaining, processing and delivering to where needed, new technological innovations, etc.: and d) Set forth his position regarding the possibility of not only having to reduce population growth to zero, but having to reduce the number of human beings living on the planet and how voluntary population control will relate to that subject--after population is stabilized will it need to be reduced to prevent a massive die off, and if it will need to be reduced to prevent a massive die off how that will be achieved by voluntary action. For each step call a meeting of the best minds to hear the position and facts, comments, ideas of others in support of and against the proposed position. After such a meeting the best that can hoped for is the reaching of some sort of consensus and that consensus will not necessarily be correct. For example--assume the proposal is that population will stabilize at 8 billion by the year 2040 by voluntary action and a consensus is reached after hearing all the evidence in favor of and against the proposal that there is only a 20% chance of that occurring. Then the question becomes should humanity gamble the lives of billions of people on that proposal and/or what does that consensus mean in relation to considering other methods of population control than voluntary action? Even if everyone agrees with the proposal of 8 billion by 2040 we must proceed to the second step---the proposer must set forth what the per capita usage and total usage of 40 resources will be at the time of stabilization. Let us assume that the proposer estimates that water will be used at one gallon per day per person and that after hearing all evidence in favor and against that number there is a 90% consensus that the usage of water will be 200 gallons per day per person. Again the same question must be asked and answered---should humanity gamble the lives of billions of people on the one gallon per day estimate and/or what does that consensus mean in relation to considering other methods of population control? And this analysis and review would be done for 40 of the most important resources used by humanity. If the consensus agrees with the proposer as to all 40 resources, we then must proceed to step number three. The proposer must present evidence as to how long the earth can provide all those resources in physical quantities and at a price level which will not cause a massive die off after considering all the factors set forth above, plus any other appropriate factors not mentioned including the rate of growth or decline in per capita usage of each resource. Assume that after hearing and evaluating all the evidence for and against the position of the proposer, the consensus was that there was an 80% chance that a massive die off would occur within 20 years due to one or more of the resources not being available either due to physical and/or price problems, what action should humanity take today regarding the limitation of discussion to voluntary action. To summarize this paragraph, I believe that the analysis set forth in this paragraph will result at some point that a consensus will be reached that it would be extremely foolish not to consider alternatives to voluntary action, including coercion, or that it would be in the best interest of humankind to undertake a discussion of all alternatives to voluntary action. I believe that a risk as low as a 2% chance that one billion will die violently and horribly before the year 2100 demands s discussion of alternatives. Hopefully, everyone receiving a copy of this e-mail will send me their level of risk which would trigger a discussion and evaluation of alternatives. I am asking everyone who demands that the discussion of alternatives does not take place and humanity limit itself to voluntary action to fill in the blanks in the following and provide a copy of the with the blanks filled in to me together with the reasons you included the numbers you did and I will pass it around------- THERE IS A ?????% CHANCE THAT ?????? HUMAN BEINGS WILL DIE HORRIBLY AND VIOLENTLY BEFORE THE YEAR 2100. Of course, I am limiting the blanks to deaths caused by the problem of the 7 billion and growing of us that presently and in the future will continue to inhabit the planet earth. Can anyone receiving a copy of this e-mail after considering and reviewing all the problems facing humankind fill in a zero for either of the two blanks?

Since, I believe, that everyone receiving a copy of this e-mail is interested in the future of humankind and the problems facing humankind, any of which can lead to a massive die off, I will not list them here. Each of you knows all or most them a well as I do or even better.

First, to repeat what I have written above---it is not my intention to force coercive population control on anyone or all of humanity. The purpose of this e-mail is to set forth reasons why a rational and intelligent discuss of all alternatives, including coercion, is absolutely needed and needed today. Any discussion and evaluation must be the best that our species can do and not the abomination that was the Cairo Conference which was taken over by the Catholic Church and Islam. All comments and attacks on what is written here is not only invited but requested, so long as they are intelligent and based upon facts and logic. Please do not write me and tell me I am a fool for even discussing coercion as both of us can set forth at least 20 reasons why it will not work. Both of us can also set forth 20 reasons why voluntary action will result in the deaths of billions and not work. I am interested in comments why a real and intelligent discussion of any and alternatives should not be had today. 
