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There is no such thing as an absolute human right. Absolute human rights do not exist today, never existed in the past and will not exist in the future. Every human right is limited by how it effects other human beings and other human rights. A few examples;

1. A human being does not have the absolute right to life. His life may be taken away if he committed murder.

2. A human being does not have the absolute right to shout fire when he/she is in a crowded motion picture theater and no fire exists.

3. A human being does not have the absolute right even to breathe when his breathing will cause disease in a second human being-- a waiter who is in the contagious stage of tuberculosis does not have the right to breathe near my food.

4. A human being does not have the right determine how many children he/she will produce when producing more than one or two children will cause the deaths of billions of human beings. This can easily be seen by the conduct of Mr. Justice Scalia, of the United States Supreme Court, who had nine children. The table below sets forth the number of Scalias that will exist if each of those nine children had nine children themselves and that continued for a few generations.


Generation Number
Number of Descendants




1


9




2


81




3


729




4


6561




5


59049 



6


531,441




7


4,782,969




8


43,046,721




9


387,420,489




10


3,486,784,401




11


31,381,059,609

In just 11 generations Mr. Justice Scalia would have in excess of 31 billion descendants. Since a woman could produce nine children by the time she was 35 years of age, this number could be achieved in less than 400 years (11 x 35 =385 years). If Mr. Justice Scalia and his progeny exercised their right to determine how many children each of them had and each had nine, then in accordance with the table above every other human being on the face of the Earth would have to die because the earth could not support in excess of 31 billion humans. No other person could live except those who were descended from Justice Scalia. Neither he nor his progeny have the right to have nine children. Anyone who believes that each human being has the right to determine how many children he or she shall have has a belief that will lead to the destruction of humanity in the very near term. Mr. Justice Scalia by having nine children is acting in the manner similar to a cancer which kills an individual, except in his case he is killing all of humanity. The fact that his progeny each may or may not have nine children is unimportant. What is important is that by having nine children he gave those children a chance to have as many children as each of them desired.
Since population growth must cease and since no one knows or could know the level of population which will lead to the short term destruction of humanity, anyone having more than two children is committing a criminal act which could lead to the short term destruction of humanity.

Let me put what is written above in simple terms-- the individual acting by himself or herself does not have the right to determine how many children he/she shall have if that act harms or destroys other human beings. The act of having a child is the most public act that a person can perform, since each child competes with every other child for the resources of the planet which are finite. The fact that a child in the industrialized world uses many times the resources of a child in the Third World does not change the concept that they are competing with each other. An argument may be made that an individual in the industrialized world should have less children than individual the Third World because the industrialized world child uses more resources. That fact does not change the concept that both of them cannot have more than a certain number of children which society has a right to determine.

If humanity is to survive on this planet for even a very short period of time every human being must understand that society has the right to determine how many children he or she has and that right does not exist on an individual level. Since all of humanity is competing for the same finite resources the Earth can supply our species, any group which uses the penis and the womb to increase its number in relation to any other group is committing an act of war and must be destroyed. Humanity cannot survive a breeding war with each group attempting to produce more children than every other group. A breeding war will lead to the short term collapse of civilization as we know it and to the horrific deaths of billions of human beings. Humanity must understand that the old concept of group power based upon the number of individuals in the group is obsolete and must be eliminated from human society.
Since the human population is presently increasing at between 70 and 80 million of us per year, it should be understood that we presently are in a breeding war. Since not all groups have exactly the same rate of growth (and in fact, some have negative growth) one or more groups are increasing their number faster than one or more other groups. Eventually that birth rate differential will lead to war over the ever decreasing resources that our planet can provide to humanity.
My dictionary defines the word "eugenics" as "the movement devoted to improving the human species by controlling heredity". Unfortunately, in the past the eugenics movement was used to discriminate against one or more groups, generally the groups of color and generally the poorer portion of the population. That type of discrimination goes against the morality and the concepts of justice and fairness of our democracy and our generation. Based upon our sense of morality everyone is afraid to touch or consider the topic of who can or cannot reproduce. If we want our species to survive and if we want to avoid the horrific deaths of billions of human beings, we must be prepared to set aside our prejudices and discuss the question who can or cannot reproduce.

Since the Earth is finite in size, population growth cannot and will not continue forever into the future. In view of all the problems presently facing humanity it is highly likely that human population growth will cease before the year 2100. In fact, a very strong argument can be made that not only will population growth cease, but population will start or  to decline before the year 2100 due to the fact that the resources the Earth can provide humanity will start to decline. Once the resources the Earth can provide humanity starts to decline, population also must start to decline. It is impossible to have a growing population when resources are declining, since resources are needed for population growth to continue.
While we can have a debate between nature and nurture or between genetic differences and environmental differences, there isn't any dispute whatsoever nor can there be any dispute whatsoever that genetic differences play a part in the ability of any individual to function in his environment. We can argue what part genetics plays in the ability of an individual to function in his or her environment, but we cannot deny that generics plays a part. Since genetics plays a part in an individual's ability to function in the society or niche in which the individual exists, there will be differences in the ability of individuals to function in their society or niche. When population decreases there will be a struggle between individuals to determine which of them will obtain the resources necessary to survive and reproduce. The very concept of such a struggle is abhorrent to the vast majority of humanity and goes against every concept we presently have of democracy, charity, and justice. However, that abhorrence does not change the fact that there will be such a struggle. There have been struggles between groups and individuals about access to resources ever since humanity evolved from the ape and the struggles occurred while the economy of the world was growing. No rational person should believe that while the economy of the planet is decreasing there would not be struggles between groups and individuals.
The economy of the world can only do three things--1) forever increase; 2)  reach a point of stability (including oscillating around that point of stability); 3) reach a maximum and then start to decrease. Since the Earth is finite and since a very substantial portion of the resources used by humanity are non-renewable and since humanity already has used the most accessible and cheapest to obtain resources, the economy of the world cannot forever increase. To put it more simply, the future economy of the world cannot be 1000 times as large as the present economy of the world. No power in heaven or on the Earth will permit an infinitely large economy. Therefore, in reality, choice number one above is not a choice. Similarly, choice number two, a stable worldwide economy, is not, in reality, a choice. The only possible course that the worldwide economy can take is to reach a maximum and then start reducing. And in my opinion, we have already reached that maximum point and in the future the economy of the world will start to decrease. 
For those of you are interested go to www.wakeupamerika.com (it is spelled with a "k" and not a "c") and read the detailed analysis made by Chris Clugston of the 89 non- renewable resources which are necessary for our civilization to function. No person should in any way discuss the future of humanity or the future of our civilization without reading Clugston's work.
These struggles will be resolved either by war or by the intelligence of humanity. In the past struggles by war were, in reality, not important to the overall progress of the human species. The highest estimate I have seen of the number of deaths caused by the World War II was 90 million and since the war took six years from September 1939 to August 1945 the average deaths per year were 15 million. Now with weapons of mass destruction war could/would effect the progress of the entire human species and could possibly cause the deaths of billions of our species in the first few moments of the war. The intelligence of humanity could possibly reduce the chances of war by reducing the number of individuals on the planet and, thereby, reducing the struggle for the ever decreasing resources that the planet can provide. Such a reduction can only intelligently be made by taking into account the genetic ability of the individual to function in society.
To put it differently, there will be a decrease in population and nothing humanity can or will do will prevent that decrease. The only question is how that decrease will happen, by war or by the intelligence of humanity.

You don't like what I have written above and I don't like what I have written above. However, our dislikes, our concepts of morality and our abhorrence to the concept of dividing humanity into two groups – those that reproduce and those that do not reproduce-- is unimportant and irrelevant to nature. Since life began on this planet between 3.6 and 4 billion years ago, every species in every niche at every instant of time was divided into the two groups mentioned above when the species reached the maximum number of individuals that the niche could support. While humanity may have some degree of intelligence, that isn't any basis to believe that humanity will not be divided into those two groups when our species has reached the carrying capacity of the planet and, more importantly, when the number of individuals is being reduced due to the decreasing resources being provided by the planet. Whether we like it or not when population it stabilized and more importantly when population is decreasing everyone will have to be able to function in the society as it exists then and those that are least

 able to function will be eliminated. The only choice is how they will be eliminated. The choice is between war and the collective intelligence of our species.
I will admit that if a war were to occur the most able could very well be eliminated. However, there will be a struggle among the remnant surviving and in that struggle the most able, as determined by the needs of society at that time, will eventually rise to the top and eliminate the least able in the struggle for the resources that survive the war. Unfortunately, no one can define who will be least able or will the most able to function at any point in time. That is a major problem with everything written in this essay. However, nonetheless, humanity must attempt to make that determination with its intelligence. The failure to even try to make that determination will lead to the horrific deaths of billions in the very near future.

We presently have an abhorrence to dividing people into those that can reproduce and those that cannot reproduce. However, if we want our species to survive we have to overcome that abhorrence and have a debate as to how to determine who can and who cannot reproduce. This will be the most difficult debate which humanity ever had because it will be extremely difficult to separate genetic and environmental qualities and to determine which qualities we want humanity to have in the future. But again that debate must begin immediately or our species will suffer the consequences..

Using a balancing of the evils test it is far better for the individual and for society to prevent a person from having one or more offspring than to kill those offspring after it is born in a struggle for resources. If we want humanity to survive we must use our collective intelligence to determine not only the number of children a person can produce, but also if a person can have any children – no children at all. Our failure to understand that simple fact will cause billions of people to die very near future.
Set forth below are four different propositions and I challenge anyone to present a logically and factually supported case that any of the propositions are wrong:
1) the resources provided by the Earth to humanity will continually reduce in the future.

2) the per capita resources available to humanity will continually decline in the future.

3) all, or almost all, of the major problems presently facing humanity cannot and will not be solved if the human population continues to grow.

4) all, or almost all, all of the major problems facing humanity will be solved or ameliorated if the human population were substantially reduced.
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