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One of the most serious challenges to human destiny in the last
third of this century will be the growth of the population. Whether
man’s response to that challenge will be a cause for pride or for
despair in the year 2000 will depend very much on what we do
today. If we now begin our work in an appropriate manner, and

if we continue to devote a considerable amount of attention and
energy to this problem, then mankind will be able to surmount
this challenge as it has surmounted so many during the long

march of civilization.

Richard Nixon
July 18, 1969




Commission on Population Growth
and the American Future
726 Jackson Place, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20506

March 27,1972
To the President and Congress of the United States:

I have the honor to transmit for your consideration the Final Report,
containing the findings and recommendations, of the Commissioh on
Population Growth and the American Future, pursuant to Sec. 8,

PL 91-213.

After two years of concentrated effort, we have concluded that, in
the long run, no substantial benefits will result from further growth
of the Nation’s population, rather that the gradual stabilization of
our population through voluntary means would contribute signifi-
cantly to the Nation’s ability to solve its problems. We have looked
for, and have not found, any convincing economic argument for con-
tinued population growth. The health of our country does not
depend on it, nor does the vitality of business nor the welfare of the
average person.

The recommendations offered by this Commission are directed
towards increasing public knowledge of the causes and consequences
of population change, facilitating and guiding the processes of popu-
lation movement, maximizing information about human reproduc-
tion and its consequences for the family, and enabling individuals to
avoid unwanted fertility.

To these ends we offer this report in the hope that our findings and
recommendations will stimulate serious consideration of an issue that
is of great consequence to present and future generations.
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Preface

For the first time in the history of our country, the President and
the Congress have established a Commission to examine the growth
of our population and the impact it will have upon the American
future. In proposing this Commission in July 1969, President
Nixon said: ‘“‘One of the most serious challenges to human destiny
in the last third of this century will be the growth of the popula-
tion. Whether man’s response to that challenge will be a cause for
pride or for despair in the year 2000 will depend very much on
what we do today.”” The Commission was asked to examine the
probable extent of population growth and internal migration in the
United States between now and the end of this century, to assess
the impact that population change will have upon government
services, our economy, and our resources and environment, and to
make recommendations on how the nation can best cope with

that impact.

In our Interim Report a year ago, the Commission defined the
scope of our mandate: . . . to formulate policy for the future”—
policy designed to deal with “the pervasive impact of population
growth on every facet of American life.”” We said that population
growth of the magnitude we have experienced since World War II
has multiplied and intensified many of our domestic problems and
made their solution more difficult. We called upon the American
people to begin considering the meaning and consequences of
population growth and internal migration and the desirability of
formulating a national policy on the question.

Since then, the Commission and staff have conducted an extensive
inquiry. We have enlisted many of the nation’s leading scientists
in more than 100 research projects. We have heard from more
than 100 witnesses in public hearings across the country and have
met with experts in many days of executive meetings. And we are
aware that population has become an active subject of considera-
tion in a number of states in our country concerned about their
future. We have come to recognize that the racial and ethnic
diversity of this Commission gives us confidence that our recom-
mendations—the consensus of our members—do indeed point the
way in which this nation should move in solving its problems.
Because of the importance of this matter, the Commission recom-
mends that future federal commissions include a substantial
representation of minorities, youth, poor citizens, and women
among their members, including congressional representatives, and
the commission staffs and consultants include significant numbers
of minorities, youth, and women.

We offer this report in the hope that our viewpoints and recom-
mendations will stimulate serious consideration and response by
the citizens of this nation and of nations throughout the world to
an issue of great consequence to present and future generations.
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Chapter 1:

In the brief history of this nation, we have always
assumed that progress and “the good life’’ are connected
with population growth. In fact, population growth has
frequently been regarded as a measure of our progress.
If that were ever the case, it is not now. There is hardly
any social problem confronting this nation whose
solution would be easier if our population were larger.
Even now, the dreams of too many Americans are not
being realized; others are being fulfilled at too high a
cost. Accordingly, this Commission has concluded that
our country can no longer afford the uncritical accept-
ance of the population growth ethic that ‘“more is
better.” And beyond that, after two years of concen-
trated effort, we have concluded that no substantial
benefits would result from continued growth of the
nation’s population.

The “population problem” is long run and requires
long-run responses. It is not a simple problem. It cannot
be encompassed by the slogans of either of the prevalent
extremes: the ‘“more” or the “bigger the better”
attitude on the one hand, or the emergency-crisis
response on the other. Neither extreme is accurate nor
even helpful.

It is a problem which can be interpreted in many
ways. It is the pressure of population reaching out to
occupy open spaces and bringing with it a deterioration
of the environment. It can be viewed as the effect on
natural resources of increased numbers of people in
search of a higher standard of living. It is the impact of
population fluctuations in both growth and distribution
upon the orderly provision of public services. It can be
seen as the concentration of people in metropolitan
areas and depopulation elsewhere, with all that implies
for the quality of life in both places. It is the instability
over time of proportions of the young, the elderly, and
the productive. For the family and the individual, it is
the control over one’s life with respect to the reproduc-
tion of new life—the formal and informal pronatalist

12 Population and the American Future

Perspective on Population

pressures of an outmoded tradition, and the disad-
vantages of and to the children involved.

Unlike other great public issues in the United
States, population lacks the dramatic event—the war,
the riot, the calamity—that galvanizes attention and
action. It is easily overlooked and neglected. Yet the
number of children born now will seriously affect our
lives in future decades. This produces a powerful effect
in a double sense: Its fluctuations can be strong and not
easily changed; and its consequences are important for
the welfare of future generations.

There is scarcely a facet of American life that is
not involved with the rise and fall of our birth and death
rates: the economy, environment, education, health,
family life and sexual practices, urban and rural life,
governmental effectiveness and political freedoms,
religious norms, and secular life styles. If this country is
in a crisis of spirit—environmental deterioration, racial
antagonisms, the plight of the cities, the international
situation—then population is part of that crisis.

Although population change touches all of these
areas of our national life and intensifies our problems,
such problems will not be solved by demographic means
alone. Population policy is no substitute for social,
economic, and environmental policy. Successfully
addressing population requires that we also address our
problems of poverty, of minority and sex discrimina-
tion, of careless exploitation of resources, of environ-
mental deterioration, and of spreading suburbs, de-
caying cities, and wasted countrysides. By the same
token, because population is so tightly interwoven with
all of these concerns, whatever success we have in
resolving these problems will contribute to easing the
complex system of pressures that impel population
growth,

Consideration of the population issue raises pro-
found questions of what people want, what they
need—indeed, what they are for. What does this nation



stand for and where is it going? At some point in the
future, the finite earth will not satisfactorily accom-
modate more human beings—nor will the United States.
How is a judgment to be made about when that point
will be reached? Our answer is that now is the time to
confront the question: ‘“Why more people?’’ The answer
must be given, we believe, in qualitative not quantitative
terms.

The United States today is characterized by low
population density, considerable open space, a declining
birthrate, movement out of the central cities—but that
does not eliminate the concern about population. This
country, or any country, always has a “population
problem,” in the sense of achieving a proper balance
between size, growth, and distribution on the one hand,
and, on the other, the quality of life to which every
person in this country aspires.

Nor is this country alone in the world, demograph-
ically or in any other way. Many other nations are
beginning to recognize the importance of population
questions. We need to act prudently, understanding that
today’s decisions on population have effects for genera-
tions ahead. Similarly, we need to act responsibly
toward other people in the world: This country’s needs
and wants, given its wealth, may impinge upon the
patrimony of other, less fortunate peoples in the
decades ahead. The “population problem’ of the
developing countries may be more pressing at this time,
but in the longer perspective, it is both proper and in
our best interest to participate fully in the worldwide
search for the good life, which must include the
eventual stabilization of our numbers.

A Diversity of Views

Ultimately, then, we are concerned not with
demographic trends alone, but with the effect of these
trends on the realization of the values and goals
cherished as part of the American tradition and sought
after by minorities who also ‘““‘want in.”

One of the basic themes underlying our analysis
and policy recommendations is the substitution of
quality for quantity; that is, we should concern our-
selves with improving the quality of life for all Ameri-
cans rather than merely adding more Americans. And
unfortunately, for many of our citizens that quality of
life is still defined only as enough food, clothing, and
shelter. All human beings need a sense of their own
dignity and worth, a sense of belonging and sharing, and

the opportunity to develop their individual potentiali-
ties.

But it is far easier to achieve agreement on abstract
values than on their meaning or on the strategy to
achieve théem. Like the American people generally, this
Commission has not been able to reach full agreement
on the relative importance of different values or on the
analysis of how the “population problem” reflects other
conditions and directions of American society.

Three distinct though overlapping approaches have
been distinguished. These views differ in their analysis
of the nature of the problem and the general priorities
of tasks to be accomplished. But, despite the different
perspectives from which population is viewed, all of the
population policies we shall recommend are consistent
with all three positions.

The first perspective acknowledges the benefits to
be gained by slowing growth, but regards our population
problem today primarily as a result of large numbers of
people being unable to control an important part of
their lives—the number of children they have. The
persistence of this problem reflects an effective denial of
freedom of choice and equality of access to the means
of fertility control. In this view, the population problem
is regarded more as the sum of such individual problems
than as a societal problem transcending the interests of
individuals; the welfare of individuals and that of the
general society are seen as congruent, at least at this
point in history. The potential conflict between these
two levels is mitigated by the knowledge that freedom
from unwanted childbearing would contribute signifi-
cantly to the stabilization of population.

Reproductive decisions should be freely made in a
social context without pronatalist pressures—the heri-
tage of a past when the survival of societies with high
mortality required high fertility. The proper mission for
government in this matter is to ensure the fullest
opportunity for people to decide their own future in
this regard, based on the best available knowledge; then
the demographic outcome becomes the democratic
solution.

Beyond these goals, this approach depends on the
processes of education, research, and national debate to
illuminate the existence of any serious population
“problem” that transcends individual welfare. The aim
would be to achieve the best collective decision about
population issues based on knowledge of the tradeoffs
between demographic choices and the “quality of life,”
however defined. This position ultimately seeks to
optimize the individual and the collective decisions and

Perspective on Population 13



then accepts the aggregate outcome—with the under-
standing that the situation will be reconsidered from
time to time.

The second view does not deny the need for
education and knowledge, but stresses the crucial gaps
between what we claim as national values and the reality
experienced by certain groups in our society. Many of
the traditional American values, such as freedom and
justice, are not yet experienced by some minorities.
Racial discrimination continues to mean that equal
access to opportunities afforded those in the main-
stream of American society is denied to millions of
people. Overt and subtle discrimination against women
has meant undue pressure toward childbearing and
childrearing. Equality is denied when inadequate
income, education, or racial and sexual stereotypes
persist, and shape available options. Freedom is denied
when governmental steps are not taken to assure the
fullest possible access to methods of controlling repro-
duction or to educational, job, and residential oppor-
tunities. In addition, the freedom of future generations
may be compromised by a denial of freedom to the
present generation. Finally, extending freedom and
equality—which is nothing more than making the
American system live up to its stated values—would go
far beyond affecting the growth rate. Full equality both
for women and-for racial minorities is a value in its own
right. In this view, the ‘“population problem” is seen as
only one facet, and not even a major one, of the
restriction of full opportunity in American life.

The third position deals with the population
problem in an ecological framework, one whose primary
axiom asserts the functional interdependence of man
and his environment. It calls for a far more fundamental
shift in the operative values of modern society. The
need for more education and knowledge and the need to
eliminate poverty and racism are important, but not
enough. For the population problem, and the growth
ethic with which it is intimately connected, reflect
deeper external conditions and more fundamental politi-
cal, economic, and philosophical values. Consequently,
to improve the quality of our existence while slowing
growth, will require nothing less than a basic recasting
of American values.

The numbers of people and the material conditions
of human existence are limited by the external environ-
ment. Human life, like all forms of life on earth, is
supported by intricate ecological systems that are
limited in their ability to adapt to and tolerate changing
conditions. Human culture, particularly science and

Vs
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technology, has given man an extraordinary power to
alter and manipulate his environment. At the same time,
he has also achieved the capacity virtually to destroy life
on earth. Sadly, in the rush to produce, consume, and
discard, he has too often chosen to plunder and destroy
rather than to conserve and create. Not only have the
land, air, and water, the flora and fauna suffered, but
also the individual, the family, and the human com-
munity.

This position holds that the present pattern of
urban industrial organization, far from promoting the
realization of the individual as a uniquely valuable
experience, serves primarily to perpetuate its own
values. Mass urban industrialism is based on science and
technology, efficiency, acquisition, and domination
through rationality. The exercise of these same values
now contains the potential for the destruction of our
humanity. Man is losing that balance with nature which
is an essential condition of human existence. With that
loss has come a loss of harmony with other human
beings. The population problem is a concrete symptom
of this change, and a fundamental cause of present
human conditions.

It is comfortable to believe that changes in values
or in the political system are unnecessary, and that
measures such as population education and better
fertility control information and services will solve our
population problem. They will not, however, for such
solutions do not go to the heart of man’s relationship
with nature, himself, and society. According to this
view, nothing less than a different set of values toward
nature, the transcendence of a laissez-faire market
system, a redefinition of human identity in terms other
than consumerism, and a radical change if not abandon-
ment of the growth ethic, will suffice. A new vision is
needed—a vision that recognizes man’s unity with
nature, that transcends a simple economic definition of
man’s identity, and that seeks to promote the realiza-
tion of the highest potential of our individual humanity.

The Immediate Goal

These three views reflect different evaluations of
the nature of the population problem, different assess-
ments of the viability of the American political process,
and different perceptions of the critical values at stake.

Given the diversity of goals to be addressed and the
manifold ramifications of population change throughout
society, how are specific population policies to be
selected?



As a Commission and as a people, we need not
agree on all the priorities if we can identify acceptable
policies that speak in greater or lesser degree to all of
them. By and large, in our judgment, the policy findings
and recommendations of this Report meet that require-
ment. Whatever the primary needs of our society, the
policies recommended here all lead in right directions
for this nation, and generally at low costs.*

Our immediate goal is to modernize demographic
behavior in this country: to encourage the American
people to make population choices, both in the indivi-
dual family and society at large, on the basis of greater
rationality rather than tradition or custom, ignorance or
chance. This country has already moved some distance
down this road; it should now complete the journey.
The time has come to challenge the tradition that
population growth is desirable: What was unintended
may turn out to be unwanted, in the society as in the
family.

In any case, more rational attitudes are now forced
upon us by the revolutionary increase in average length
of life within the past century, which has placed modern
man in a completely different, historically unique,
demographic situation. The social institutions and cus-
toms that have shaped reproductive behavior in the past
are no longer appropriate in the modern world, and
need reshaping to suit the new situation. Moreover, the
instruments of population policy are now more readily
available—fuller knowledge of demographic impacts,
better information on demographic trends, improved
means by which individuals may control their own
fertility.

As a Commission, we have come to appreciate the
delicate complexities of the subject and the difficulty,
even the impossibility, of solving the problem, however
defined, in its entirety and all at once. But this is
certainly the time to begin: The 1970’s may not be
simply another decade in the demographic transition
but a critical one, involving changes in family life and
the role of women, dynamics of the metropolitan
process, the depopulation of rural areas, the movement
and the needs of disadvantaged minorities, the era of the
young adults produced by the baby boom, and the
attendant question of what their own fertility will
be—baby boom or baby bust.

Finally, we agree that population policy goals must
be sought in full consonance with the fundamental
values of American life: respect for human freedom,

*A geparate statement by Commissioner James S. Rummonds
appears on page 164.

human dignity, and individual fulfillment; and concern
for social justice and social welfare. To ‘“‘solve’” popula-
tion problems at the cost of such values would be a
Pyrrhic victory indeed. The issues are ethical in char-
acter, and their proper solution requires a deep sense of
moral responsibility on the part of both the individual
family and the national community: the former in
considering another birth, the latter in considering
appropriate policies to guide population growth into the
American future.

For our part, it is enough to make population, and
all that it means, explicit on the national agenda, to
signal its impact on our national life, to sort out the
issues, and to propose how to start toward a better state
of affairs. By its very nature, population is a continuing
concern and should receive continuing attention. Later
generations, and later commissions, will be able to see
the right path further into the future. In any case, no
generation needs to know the ultimate goal or the final
means, only the direction in which they will be found.
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Chapter 2:

The tremendous growth in the world’s population
is a recent development in the history of mankind. In
pre-industrial times, birthrates were high; but hunger,
ignorance, and disease combined to stack the odds
against an infant surviving to the age of parenthood.
Societies required high birthrates simply to keep them-
selves going.

In modern times, the reductions in mortality have
given the average person a longer, healthier life and have
inaugurated a phase of rapid population growth. The
world’s population grew from one-half billion around
1650, to about 1% billion by 1900, to 2% billion in
1950, and had already surpassed 3% billion by 1970.
The world’s total has doubled during the last 50 years.

From the beginning of the Christian era to 1650,
mankind increased by an average of 150,000 persons a
year. Today, the world total is increasing by about 78
million persons annually. If current rates of growth
continue for another 50 years, the world’s population
will number some 10 billion.

The same civilization that achieved a lengthening
of life in Europe and America also evolved an urban way
of life in which the institutional supports to high
fertility were gradually eroded, and developed a technol-
ogy that reduced the role of ignorance and error in
reproduction. The technology of mortality control was
exported to the rest of the world. There was far less
exporting of the underlying social and economic
changes which gave rise to this technology, and only
recently have efforts been made to export reproduction
control.

Because of declining birthrates, the advanced na-
tions have been narrowing the gap between birthrates
and death rates in the 20th century. These nations have
been approaching a stabilized population—one in which
births and deaths have come into balance. The historical
transition has been from a stabilized population main-
tained by high birthrates, high and erratic death rates,
and short lifetimes, toward a stabilized population
characterized by low birthrates, low death rates, and
long lifetimes. When birthrates once again equal death
rates, these nations will have completed the dem-
ographic transition.

Ultimately, this transition must be completed.
Population growth at our current rate of about one
percent per year would double the population every 70
years. Such growth leads to ‘‘standing room only” if
continued indefinitely. By one means or another, such
an impossible result will be avoided. An average of zero
growth over the long term—a stabilized population—
must and inevitably will be reestablished.! The question
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Population Growth

is when it will happen, and how. In this, we in the
United States may exercise choice.

The United States

No country has completed the demographic transi-
tion, and the United States will probably not be the first
to do so. A discussion of our prospects for completing it
requires some appreciation of the dynamics of our
population during the first 70 years of the 20th century.

Even a cursory examination of the data reveals
that, since 1900, the United States has undergone
something of a demographic revolution. In terms of
total numbers, our population has increased from about
76 million in 1900 to almost 205 million in 1970. This
represents an additional 129 million people that our
society has been called upon to accommodate over the
past 70 years. By mid-1972, our country will have about
209 million people.

The growth of population is sustained only as long
as the yearly number of new entrants (births and
immigrants) exceeds the number required to replace
those who die or emigrate. Although the United States
has always been a growing population, the rapid growth
rates characterizing our early years began to taper off in
the 19th century.

In the 20th century, we have seen substantial
changes in all three components of population growth—
fertility, mortality, and migration. First, consider the
birthrate. It is important to understand that this
measure simply indicates the average level of yearly
births in the population. Although it obscures a consid-
erable amount of variation associated with such factors
as age and socioeconomic status, it is nevertheless a
useful measure of the contribution of births to popula-
tion growth. The birthrate was about 32 births per
1,000 population in 1900, and declined fairly steadily
to about 18 per 1,000 in the depths of the Depression.
Just when the experts had become convinced—some
even concerned—that our level of fertility would soon
dip below the level required for replacement of the
population, couples began increasing their rates of
childbearing. This aberration in the history of American
fertility, of which we will have more to say shortly,
came to be called the ‘‘baby boom.” By 1947, the
birthrate stood at 27 per 1,000, and it remained at
around 25 per 1,000 for a decade before resuming its
long-term decline. By the early 1960’s, the boom had
run its course, and our birthrate today is below
pre-World War II levels.?

A second basic determinant of how fast a nation




Table2.1
Demographic Perspective of

20th Century United States
Around 1900 Around 1970

Population 76 million 205 million
Life expectancy 47 years 70vyears
Median age 23years 28 years
Births per 1000 population 32 18
Deaths per 1000 population 17 9
Immigrants per 1000

population 8 2
Annualgrowth 1% 2%
Growth rate 2.3 percent 1.1 percent

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the
United States, Colonial Times to 1957, 1961. U.S. National
Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statistics of the United States,
Volume II, Section5, Life Tables, 1968. Irene B. Taeuber,
“Growth of the Population of the United States in the Twentieth
Century” (prepared for the Commission, 1972).

grows is the degree to which it succeeds in preserving
and extending the lives of its people. We have seen
dramatic progress toward reducing the threat of early
death. The death rate has fallen from about 17 per
1,000 population at the turn of the century, to its
present level of about nine per 1,000. The average life
expectancy today is about 70 years,> or 23 years longer
than in 1900. Most of these declines in mortality were
achieved prior to 1960, and all segments of our
population have gained some, though not equal, benefits
in terms of increased longevity.

In the United States, mortality during the early
years of life is already so low that any substantial
further improvements in life expectancy will have to
come primarily among persons over the age of 50. Since
this segment of the population is generally beyond
childbearing, the extension of their life span would not
result in any significant increase in births. Consequently,
further additions to the duration of life in this country
would simply result in somewhat larger numbers of
people at the older ages, where they still can be quite
productive members of society.

The third factor associated with growth is, of
course, immigration. Only the Indians, who numbered
less than one million* when the first English colonists
settled in Massachusetts and Virginia, can rightfully
claim original status. Our population is comprised

primarily of immigrants and their descendants. Since
1900 alone, 20 million more people have moved into
this country than out of it. Approximately 40 percent
of the population growth in the first decade of this
century was attributable to immigration. During the
1930’s, the number of immigrants was slightly lower
than the number of people leaving the country. Immi-
gration once again increased following World War II, and
during the 1960’s, it accounted for about 16 percent of
our national growth.’

When all of these demographic credits and debits
are tallied, we are left with either net population growth
or net decline. The United States has had a long history
of diminishing growth rates. Our annual rate of growth
dropped from about 3.3 percent in the second decade of
the 19th century to 2.1 percent by the first decade of
this century, to an average of around 0.7 percent during
the 1930’s. It then rose to about 1.9 percent during the
fifties, before falling to its present level of 1.1 percent.
However, the size of our population is now so large that
even our low current rate of growth translates into
about 2% million people added to our society each
year—more than enough to fill a city the size of
Philadelphia.

We cannot predict how fast our population will
grow in the years ahead, but we can be sure that, barring
some unforeseen catastrophe, substantial additions to
our numbers lie ahead. Our population has a potential
for further growth greater than that of almost any other
advanced country. The reasons for this are a pattern of
early and nearly universal marriage and childbearing,
fertility levels above those required to replace the
parental generation, and a preponderance of youth in
the population. The youngsters born during the baby
boom are reaching adulthood today and beginning to do
many of the things their parents and grandparents did
before them—finishing school, seeking jobs, developing
careers, getting married, and having children of their
own.

The “Birth Dearth”

In the summer of 1971, the news media spread a
report that, because women were having fewer babies
than had been expected, we were in the midst of a
“baby bust.” That story was based on data for the first
six months of 1971, which showed a drop in birthrates
at a time when most of the experts had expected them
to rise again as the baby-boom generation reached
adulthood. These expectations seemed to be realized
when the birthrate, after reaching a new low of 17.5in
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1968, moved up to about 18.2 in 1970.° But, instead of
continuing upward in 1971, the rate dropped back to
about 17.3, and so was born the idea of the ‘“birth
dearth.”

This phenomenon is notable because birthrates are
showing declines at a time when everyone was expecting
them to increase. It had long been assumed that
birthrates would rise during the 1970’s as potential
parents who were born during the baby-boom years
came of age. If general fertility (the rate of childbearing
among women aged 15 to 44) remained constant, there
would be an unavoidable “echo boom” in the birthrate
of the total population, as larger and larger numbers of
potential parents reached childbearing age. The increase
in the number of people entering the childbearing ages
is, however, presently being offset by a decline in the
level of general fertility.

Two factors seem to account for this recent
decline. One is temporary; the other may or may not be
permanent. The first element arises from the fact that
we are now in a period of gradually rising age at
childbearing. This means that, in any given year, some
fraction of the births is, in effect, postponed to a later
year. The effect is temporary because the age at
childbearing will not rise indefinitely; when it stabilizes,
the postponement will stop and the birthrate will rise
again.

The other and more important element is that_

today’s young people expect to have far fewer children
than people a few years their senior. On the average,
women now in their late thirties already have more than
three children. According to a 1971 Census Bureau
survey, married women 18 to 24 say that they expect to
have an average of 2.4 children before they complete
their families.” Not everyone will marry, so the total for
this generation could ultimately be lower. On the other
hand, experience with similar surveys in the past
indicates that women wusually end up having more
children than they estimated when they were young.
The baby-bust phenomenon is significant and somewhat
surprising, but it would be premature to say that we are
on the verge of a fertility level that would ultimately
stabilize the population.

The baby-bust psychology may give rise to un-
warranted complacency born of the notion that all of
the problems associated with population growth are
somehow behind us. Our population growth has de-
veloped its own momentum which makes it very
difficult to stop, no matter how hard the brakes are
applied. Even if immigration from abroad ceased and
couples had only two children on the average—just

enough to replace themselves—our population would
continue to grow for about 70 years. Our past rapid
growth has given us so many young couples that, to
bring population growth to an immediate halt, the
birthrate would have to drop by almost 50 percent, and
today’s young generation of parents would have to limit
themselves to an average of about one child.® That is

just not going to happen.

The Boom Generation

The postwar baby boom is over, but those born
during the boom period are still very much with us. Our
society has not had an easy time thus far in its attempts
to accommodate the baby-boom generation, and their
impact is not likely to diminish in the near future. Over
the past couple of decades, most of the problems have
been associated with providing for their schooling.
Shortages of classrooms and teachers began to plague
our elementary schools in the mid-1950’s.

Similar difficulties have become commonplace in
our secondary schools and colleges as the bulk of the
boom generation advances to higher levels of education.
At the same time, primary schools are now having to
cope with smaller enrollments. The number of children
entering first grade has stopped escalating, and is now
declining. Furthermore, in contrast to the serious
teacher shortage of the 1950°’s, we are now faced with
more teachers than the system can readily absorb. The
National Education Association recently observed that,
during the remainder of this decade, there will be at
least two qualified graduates seeking a teaching position
for every available job.? Thus, the baby boom has left
us with a legacy of problems attendant on both rapid
increases and decreases in the flow of people passing
through our educational system.

This new wave of humanity has made itself felt in
areas outside the educational arena as well. Many
current problems that we do not normally associate
with population growth can be understood, in part, as
an effect of the growing-up of the baby-boom gen-
eration. For instance, it is generally recognized that
young drivers have higher accident rates than the rest of
the population. Hence, recent increases in traffic acci-
dents are partially attributable to the fact that many of
those born in the baby boom became drivers during the
1960’s.

An awareness of the same sort of population
dynamics can also help us to understand the increasing
volume of crime during the past decade. Since the crime
rate is higher among persons under 25 than among older
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people, much of the increase in crime during recent
years is traceable to an expansion in the relative number
of persons in the youthful age groups. About 28 percent
of the reported increase between 1960 and 1970 in the
number of arrests for serious crimes can be attributed to
an increase in the percentage of the population under
25. Another 22 percent of the increase can be explained
by the growing size of the population and other
demographic factors. Thus, population change alone
accounted for about half of the reported increase in the
number of arrests for serious crimes over the past
decade.!?

Now, as the youth culture of the sixties evolves
into the young adult society of the seventies, the impact
is being felt in the housing and job markets. In the two
decades before 1965, about 48 million Americans
reached the age of 20. Between 1965 and 1985, over 78
million will cross this important threshold.

As those born during the baby boom move off the
campus or leave their parents’ homes, we can expect a
33-percent jump in annual household formation by the
end of this decade. Between 1950 and 1966, the
number of households grew at a relatively steady rate of
around 900,000 per year. After that, the rate began to
climb, and last year we added well over one million
households. Our research shows that the rate will
Jincrease to almost 1.5 million households added each
year by the end of the seventies, and: will remain at that
level until about 1985. These figures understate future
demand for the construction of new housing, since
additional new housing units will be required to replace
part of the older housing stock.

Along with increased housing demands will come
greater demand for employment opportunities. The
highest rates of joblessness are found among the young.
Consequently, one factor to be considered, irrespective
of the state of the economy itself, is the sheer increase
in the numbers of young people seeking work. The
Bureau of Labor Statistics tells us that we can expect
about 3% million persons to make their initial entry into
the labor force each year during the 1970’s. This level of
prospective job seekers exceeds the annual average for
the 1960’s by about 700,000 persons a year. Here again,
we can attribute the large numbers to a heavy influx of
new job-seekers who were born during the baby boom. !

The boom generation will continue to exert a
heavy impact on our society as they move up the age
ladder. Eventually, they will reach retirement age; at
that point, we can expect added pressure on retirement
systems as the proportion of beneficiaries in the
population increases. Today, we have an estimated 20
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million senior citizens. About 50 years from now we
will have an estimated 40 million, twice the present
number.

In sum, it should be evident that, even if the recent
unexpected drop in the birthrate should develop into a
sustained trend, there is little cause for complacency.
Whether we see it or not—whether we like it or not—we
are in for a long period of growth, and we had best
prepare for it.

Implications of Growth

It is clear that we are confronted with a continuing
legacy of population growth in this country. Much of it
is unavoidable, but its full extent will depend upon
choices made by American couples in the years immedi-
ately ahead.

If families in the United States have only two
children on the average and immigration continues at
current levels, our population would grow to 271
million by the end of the century. If, however, families
should have an average of three children, the population
would reach 322 million by the year 2000. One hundred
years from now, the 2-child family would result in a
population of about 350 million persons, whereas, the
3-child family would produce a total of nearly a billion.
Thus, a difference of only one extra child per family
would result in an additional 51 million people over the
next three decades, and if extended over a century, an
additional two-thirds of a billion people.

When we speak of 2- or 3-child families, we are
talking about averages which can be made up by many
possible combinations of family sizes, ranging from
childless couples to those with many children.

The total size of our future population is not our
sole concern. Perhaps just as important are the changes
which lie ahead in the size of various age categories that
play an important role in the demands placed on our
society.

If families average three children, we can expect to
find about 46 percent more young people of elementary
and secondary school age (5 to 17 years), and 36
percent more persons of college age (18 to 21 years) in
the year 2000, than would be the case if families average
only two children. Thus, a difference of only one child
per family will have important consequences for the
magnitude of the load on our educational system.

The burden placed on those in the economically
active segment of the population, traditionally con-
sidered to be those aged 18 to 64, will also be
influenced by future family size. The dependency
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United States Population, 1970 and 2000

(Numbers in Millions)
1970 2000
2-child average 3-child average
All Ages 205 271 322
Under5 17 20 34
5to17 53 55 80
18to0 21 15 17 24
under 18 70 75 114
18to 64 1156 167 179
65 and over 20 29 29
Dependency Ratio? 78 62 80

2 Number of persons 65 and over plus persons under 18, per 100 persons aged 18 to 64

These data are based on the Census Bureau’s Current
Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 470, ‘Projections of the
Population of the United States by Age and Sex: 1970 to 2000.”
These projections served as the basis for much of the research
reported in this volume. We examined how the population would
grow between now and the year 2000 under the 2-child family
projection (Census Series E) and under the 3-child projection
(Census Series B).

Series B assumes that in the future, women will be giving birth
at an “ultimate” rate averaging out to 3.1 children per woman
over her lifetime. The transition from the 1969 rate of 2.4 to the
‘“‘ultimate” future rate is not instantaneous in the projections, but
most of the change is assumed to occur by 1980. The 3.1 figure is
an average for all women, regardless of marital status. In the
United States today, almost all women (95 percent) marry at
some time in their lives, so the Series B rate of childbearing
represents a reasonable approximation to an average family size
of 3 children.

Series E assumes an ultimate rate of childbearing that works
out to an average of 2.1 children per woman over a lifetime. This
is the rate at which the parental generation would exactly replace
itself. The extra 0.1 allows for mortality between birth and the
average age of mothers at childbearing, and for the fact that boy
babies slightly outnumber girl babies.

Different generations born in the 20th century have
reproduced at widely varying average levels, some exceeding three
children (as did the women born from 1930 to 1935) and some
approaching two (as did women who were born from 1905 to
1910). The fact that major groups in our modern history have
reproduced at each of these levels lends credibility to projections
based on either of these averages.

It is assumed in both projections that future reductions in
mortality will be slight. The net flow of immigrants into the
United States is assumed, in the projections, to continue at the
present level of about 400,000 persons annually.

burden is determined chiefly by the proportion of the
population in the childhood and adolescent years.
Projections indicate that the number of persons in the
dependent ages under 18 in the year 2000 would be 52
percent greater if families average three children than if
the 2-child average prevails. The size of the population
65 and over in the year 2000 would be unaffected by
changes in the average number of children, since
everyone who will be over the age of 30 at the end of
this century is already born. Consequently, the numbers
in the dependent ages, relative to persons of working
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age, would be about one-third larger under the 3-child
than under the 2-child projection.

To understand the importance of these prospects,
we need first to see how the social and economic
transformation of the United States has altered the
geographic distribution of population and to assess the
likely effect of alternative population futures on our
economy, resources, environment, government, and
social conditions. We turn to these in the following
chapters.
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Chapter 3:

Americans are a metropolitan people. Most families
live in metropolitan areas; most births, deaths, and
migration take place in them. But the traditions and
nostalgia are farm and small town.

Our transition from rural to metropolitan has been
rapid. At the beginning of this century, 60 percent of
the people lived on farms or in villages. When people
now 50 years old were born, half the population was
rural. In fact, it is only those below age 25 whose life
experience is more attuned to a society that is two-
thirds metropolitan and becoming more so. Perhaps we
have been slow to cope with life in the metropolis
because it is so new on the American scene. We struggle
to solve the new problems of a metropolitan nation
using old institutions suited to a simpler past. As one
expert said to the Commission: ‘“Small wonder we have
an urban crisis; we are still trying to learn to live in this
new demographic and technological world.”?

This country has experienced a demographic revo-
lution in population distribution as well as in national
population growth. Today, 69 percent of the American
people live in metropolitan areas—cities of 50,000 or
more, and the surrounding county or counties that are
economically integrated with the city. Between 1960
and 1970, the population of the United States grew 13
percent, while the metropolitan population grew 23
percent.? Nearly all metropolitan growth took place
through the growth of suburbs and territorial expansion
into previously rural areas. The United States has
become mainly a nation of cities and their environs.

The surroundings in which metropolitan people
live vary considerably, ranging from inner city to open
country. And the metropolitan influence, through the
highway and communications systems, affects people
far beyond the central cities and adjacent counties.
Distinctions between rural and urban people are dimin-
ishing. Some “urban” people reside in the countryside,
and “rural” people can be found in the poverty areas of
our cities.

Metropolitan population growth is a basic feature
of the social and economic transformation of the United
States—the transition from an agrarian, to an industrial,
and now to a service-oriented economy. Metropolitan
growth is the geographical dimension of these changes.
Reflected in this process are increases in the productiv-
ity of agriculture, and the new dominance of commer-
cial, professional, and industrial activities that thrive
where people, equipment, money, and know-how are
concentrated in space. It is a universal experience. As
one of our consultants observed:

Population Distribution

The concentration of national population
within limited areas of national territory
appears to be characteristic of practically all
developed countries. It has little to do with
overall population size or density ... but
rather is a reflection of the massive reorienta-
tion of population growth and life styles
associated with the industrial and technologi-
cal revolutions of the last two centuries.
Enormous changes in modes of population
settlement, land use, and resource exploita-
tion accompany these revolutions.?

Metropolitan growth is the form that national and
regional population growth have taken. The national
population grew by 24 million in the 1960’s. The
metropolitan population grew by more than 26 million,
while the nonmetropolitan population declined as
migration continued, rural areas became suburban, and
many smaller cities grew to metropolitan size. The states
with rapid population growth—for example, California,
Florida, and Arizona—have been states with rapid
growth of metropolitan population. The regional shifts
in population, from north to west and south, from the
midcontinent to the coasts, have been focused in rapidly
growing metropolitan areas.

The process has brought efficiency and confusion,
affluence and degradation, individual advancement and
alienation. The buildup of transport and communica-
tions has made possible increased contact and exchange,
increased concentration and dispersal, and increased
segregation of activities and people. While the metro-
politan economy has reached new heights of productiv-
ity, the people who staff it, their families, and the
businesses and roads that serve them, have settled miles
and miles of formerly rural territory, creating a new
enlarged community—a real city with common problems
but no common government to manage it. Minority
migrants have found better jobs and education, but in so
doing have traded the isolation imposed by rural racism
for the isolation of the inner city and the institutional
racism of metropolitan America. And, the growth and
dispersion of the metropolitan population has brought
wholly new problems of environmental management as
well as social organization.

Population growth is metropolitan growth in the
contemporary United States, and it means different
things to different people.

To the man in Los Angeles, it means rapid growth
throughout Southern California. The outcome is often
unplanned and haphazard development that falls far
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short of realizing the full aesthetic potential of the
climate and natural surroundings. Tract housing devel-
opments are marked off by smoggy and noisy express-
ways. It is the ‘“good life” colliding with a fragile
environment under palm trees.

To a housewife in Nebraska, it means the loss of
population in her small farming town—it reached its
peak population in 1920. Family, friends, and neigh-
bors, particularly the young and better trained, have
moved away. Tax revenues are shrinking and essential
public services are becoming more limited. She and her
husband can remain where they are, but only at the cost
of a difficult and uncertain livelihood.

To a black person in Harlem, the process of
metropolitan growth means discrimination that keeps
him in a ghetto area with crumbling old apartments and
abandoned houses. And, it means that it is harder than
ever to reach the jobs opening up in the suburbs as
companies shift their operations outward.

Each of these problems relates to a different part
of the country and a different set of circumstances. All
are related to the evolution of a metropolitan America.

Metropolitan Growth?*

In its geographical dimension, population growth
has been a dual process of concentration on a national
scale and dispersion and expansion at the local level.
More and more of our people live in metropolitan areas.
At the same time, the largest central cities have been
losing population, and the territory of metropolitan
settlement has expanded even faster than population.
Consequently, average metropolitan densities have de-
clined somewhat.

The older industrial areas of the north were the
first to develop a high degree of metropolitan concentra-
tion. Two-thirds of the northeast was urban in 1900; by
1970, this proportion was four-fifths, and more than
one of every two Americans residing in a metropolitan
area lived in the north. Recently, however, the north has
lost much of its magnetism. Instead, the most rapid
growth has been in the south and west where migration,
supplementing growth from natural increase, has pro-
duced high metropolitan and regional growth rates.

In 1900, more than four-fifths of the south was
rural. By 1970, over half was metropolitan. The Atlanta
area grew 37 percent during the 1960’s. In Texas, the
metropolitan population grew 24 percent from 1960 to
1970 and accounted for virtually all of the state’s
growth. At the end of the decade, three-fourths of the
state population was metropolitan. In the west, the
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Arizona metropolitan population grew 42 percent from
1960 to 1970. Migration contributed as much to
Arizona’s growth as did natural increase—the balance of
births over deaths. Over 80 percent of the growth was
concentrated in the state’s two metropolitan areas—
Phoenix and Tucson—so that in 1970 three-fourths of
the population was metropolitan. Migration accounted
for half of California’s growth in the 1960’s; but, by the
end of the decade, there were signs that the annual net
migration from other states was very low if not zero.
Still, because past migrants included so many young
adults at the beginning of their childbearing years, state
growth remained high. The degree of metropolitan
concentration in California was also high. In 1970, it
was the highest in the nation at 93 percent.

The most rapid growth in the past decade occurred
in metropolitan areas with populations of one to two
million. As a class, these areas grew an average of 27
percent, twice the rate for the total population of the
United States. Thirteen of the 21 areas in this size class
are in the south and west, and all areas of this size that
grew more than 27 percent are in the south and west.

The 12 areas having more thanr two million people
grew at an average rate of 12 percent, slightly under the

Table 3.1
Metropolitan Population by Size Class, 1970
Population Increase,
1960t0 1970

Metropolitan Numberof Population (in 1970 boundaries)
Area Population, Areas in1970 Number Percent
1970 1970 (millions)  (millions)  Increase
All Areas 243 139 20 14
2,000,000 or more 12 52 6 12
1,000,000t0 2,000,000 21 28 6 27
500,000 to 1,000,000 32 22 3 18.
250,000 to 500,000 60 20 3 16
Under 250,000 118 17 2 14

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing:
1970, General Demographic Trends for Metropolitan Areas, 1960
to 1970, Final Report PHC (2), 1971. The figures shown in this
table differ somewhat from those cited elsewhere in the text due
to differences in area definitions. If one compares the population
of metropolitan areas as defined in 1960 to the corresponding
population within areas as defined in 1970, there is an increase of
26 million people. But, if we look at growth occurring within
fixed metropolitan boundaries as defined in 1970, as in this table,
there is an increase of 20 million. The latter figure does not
reflect increases due to territorial extension of 1960 areas or the
growth of additional areas to metropolitan status between 1960
and 1970.
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rate for the total population of the United States. Asa
class, they grew just enough to retain their natural
increase. Because they are so large, their slow growth
rate nonetheless resulted in the addition of six million
people. These large areas are mainly the old urban
centers of the north. Of the 12 areas in this class, only
Los Angeles and San Francisco are in the west, and only
Baltimore and Washington are in the south.

Sources of Metropolitan Growths

The total metropolitan population grew by 26
million in the 1960’s. About one-third of this growth
was from territorial expansion of existing centers and
the emergence of other communities into metropolitan
status; two-thirds was the result of population growth
within constant boundaries.

Within metropolitan boundaries as defined in
1960, 74 percent of growth was natural increase—the
excess of births over deaths—and 26 percent was net
migration, consisting of immigrants as well as migrants
from nonmetropolitan areas of the United States. As the
nonmetropolitan population becomes a smaller fraction
of the nation’s total, its relative importance as a source
of migration declines. If current trends continue, other
parts of the United States will contribute four million
migrants to the metropolitan population between now
and the year 2000, while immigrants will add about 10
million.$

The dominance of natural increase and the smaller
role of migration show how far metropolitan growth has
advanced. When two-thirds of the people are metropoli-
tan, their fertility has a greater effect on the growth of
metropolitan population than does migration from
nonmetropolitan areas. Natural increase is the dominant
source of metropolitan growth because we have had so
much migration to metropolitan areas in the past.

Migration

We are a geographically mobile society. Expansion
and movement have been central themes in a history in
which metropolitan growth is but a recent chapter.

Migration is basically a process of adjustment. For
the individual, it represents a personal adjustment to
changing life circumstances and opportunities. For most
of us, moving has led to better things. Whether across
town or across the country, movement provides access
to areas of greater opportunity. Immobility of people
often reflects their isolation from opportunities avail-
able in the mainstream of society—social, economic, and

political.

For the nation as a whole, migration helps achieve
a balance between social and economic activities on the
one hand and population numbers on the other. As we
move about the country, our actions create broad social,
economic, and political realignments, as well as
adjustments in our personal lives. Balance is achieved
through three broad types of movement: (1) the shift
from economically depressed regions, often rural, to
areas of expanding employment and higher wages,
usually metropolitan; (2) the movement of the popula-
tion within metropolitan areas—the flight from the
central city to the suburbs—historically an adjustment
to changing housing needs and a desire for more space;
and (3) the system of migration flows among metropoli-
tan areas by which migrants participate in a nationwide
job market, moving to areas offering economic advance-
ment and often personal environmental preferences.

Nearly 40 million Americans, or one in five, change
homes each year. Roughly one in 15—a total of 13
million people—migrates across a county line.” These
rates have remained virtually unchanged over the
quarter century for which data are available. In part
because of the relative decline in rural population, the
majority of people moving to metropolitan areas,
especially those moving long distances, are now coming
from other urban areas.

Whether it is a short or a long haul, those who
move are typically the better educated, more skilled
young adults, seeking a better life. Nearly a third of all
migrants are in their twenties, and they bring with them
young children: A tenth of all migrants are between the
ages of one and four.

Migration, then, represents more than the numbers
suggest. Where five million young adults take their
young children and reproductive potential each year
affects where future population growth will take place,
and where heavy demands for housing and health and
educational services will be felt. It also determines
where some of our most capable young people, with
most of their productive lives ahead, will contribute to
the nation’s future.

Especially since World War II, metropolitan migra-
tions have included large numbers of blacks. Their
transition from rural to metropolitan life has been
faster, more recent, and more extensive than that of
whites; 74 percent of the black population of the
United States is now metropolitan, compared with 68
percent of whites. Blacks, more than whites, tend to live
in the larger metropolitan areas, and four-fifths of them
live in the central cities.?
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Recent streams of migration among regions also
have varied substantially by race. In the 1960’s, there
was a net movement of whites out of the north, to the
west and south. Blacks moved from the south to the
north and west. The net effect was an exchange of
population between the north and south, with the west
experiencing net in-migration of both whites and blacks.
In the south, it was the nonmetropolitan areas that
experienced the heaviest outmigration of blacks. The
main areas receiving white in-migrants were Florida, the
Washington-Baltimore area, and large metropolitan areas
in Texas.®

Local Variations

Differences in migration produce large differences
in the rates at which individual metropolitan areas grow.
The Washington, D.C. area, for example, grew 39
percent in the 1960°’s, but Pittsburgh’s population
declined. Although the total metropolitan population of
Texas grew 24 percent, three-fifths of its metropolitan
areas grew slowly or not at all.!®

Most migrants to an individual area come from
other metropolitan areas. What is happening is that a
small number of areas are attracting a disproportionate
number of people moving from one metropolitan area
to another. Between 1960 and 1965, some 60 metropol-
itan areas, accounting for 25 percent of all the metro-
politan population, drew migrants at a rate at least twice
that for the total system of metropolitan centers, and
absorbed nearly half of all metropolitan growth. In this
same period, 82 other metropolitan areas had more
people leaving than arriving. The population size of the
fastest growing areas ranged from small to very large,
but the lion’s share of metropolitan growth was taken
by the larger of these fast-growing areas.!!

With the drying up of nonmetropolitan sources of
migration and a general decline in the rate of natural
increase, migration among metropolitan centers might
result in some 60 to 80 metropolitan areas actually
losing population by 1980. Many others would simply
not grow. We indicate later in this report why we believe
that the usual apprehensions over this prospect are
ill-founded. But we also believe that far more research is
needed to understand the potential consequences of
such trends.

Rural Areas and Small Towns

Over the decades, there has been an immense
transfer of population and reproductive potential
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through migration from town and countryside to urban
areas. The total rural population in 1900 was 46 million,
or 60 percent of the population of the United States.
Seventy years later, rural population had risen by only
eight million to a total of 54 million, while the total
national population had nearly tripled. By 1970, the
rural population was only 26 percent of the total.!?

High fertility rates in rural areas would have
produced pressures for outmigration in any event. But
the mechanization of agriculture made a small number
of workers very productive, reduced the job market, and
added to migration pressures. Since 1940, the farm
population has dropped from 32 million to less than 10
million. Today, farmers, farm workers, and their fam-
ilies are only five percent of the nation’s population.!3

Early in the century, those who moved were
mainly white—the children of rural immigrants of the
late 19th century, and people from Appalachia, the
Ozarks, and other depressed rural areas. More recently,
there was the great movement of rural blacks from the
south to the largest cities of the north and west.

Most migrants, regardless of race, bettered them-
selves economically, and in terms of their standard of
living. In a recent government survey, most said their
move was a success: They were better off financially,
and were happier as a result of the move.

Here is Mrs. Mariah Gilmore, aged 60, who lived in
the tiny hamlet of DeValls Bluff, 30 miles from Little
Rock until her husband died in 1967:

I was without an income. After his death, I
looked for work, but was unable to find
anything other than ironing, which didn’t pay
enough money to maintain a house and buy
groceries, too.

There were months that I might pick or chop
cotton, but due to this being seasonal work, I
couldn’t make a living... I had to come to
Little Rock to see about finding a job because
I didn’t have nothing to live on.!4

Mrs. Gilmore found a job as a maid in a hotel for
$35 a week. She also found her way into a federally
funded work-training program operated by Pulaski
County. She was eventually able to take a better
position at the University of Arkansas Medical Center in
Little Rock. Although she improved her economic
status, Mrs. Gilmore confesses she would really prefer to
live in DeValls Bluff, if she could have the same job.
DeValls Bluff is still home to her.

The migration from rural areas has been such that



in the past decade nearly half of all counties lost
population. These losses occurred in a belt from Canada
to the Rio Grande between the Mississippi River and the
Rockies, in the deep south, and in the Appalachian
Mountains. For example, four-fifths of the counties in
West Virginia declined in population in the 1960’s, with
virtually all counties losing population through net
outmigration. West Virginia lost one-third of its people
in their twenties by migration during the decade.

The territory involved in this rural exodus is
immense; but, relative to the national population, the
number of people leaving is small. The growth of the
nation has been so great that even if all rural counties
were repopulated to their historical maximum, they
would absorb a population equivalent to no more than
five years of national growth.!’

Nationally, decline in the farm population has been
offset by growth in the nonfarm rural population, made
possible by growth in nonfarm employment. These
people now outnumber the farm population by five to
one. If this employment trend should spread, rural
population may begin to stabilize in some areas where
depopulation has been the rule. Such signs are already
apparent, as in the recent reversal of the trend in
Arkansas.

Paralleling the decline in the rural percentage of
population has been a decline in the proportion of the
population located in towns and cities of less than
50,000. Population growth has pushed many of these
places into the metropolitan category, but others have
lost population. Such is the history of many small towns
in Iowa and the Dakotas. In such towns, population
decline reflects a national system that increasingly
requires critical minimum concentrations of economic
activities in one location. Lacking adequate roads,
power lines, sewers, proximity to large urban centers,
and other advantages that would attract new kinds of
economic activity and revive growth, they suffer from
chronic high-level unemployment and a shrinking eco-
nomic base. This triggers outmigration, mainly of the
young and better educated, and leaves behind an older
population that is disadvantaged in terms of education
and training and less likely to depart, even in the face of
economic hardship. In this case, migration removes
surplus population, but it also tends to weaken further
the town’s competitive position. The future of these
places and, more important, the future of the people
who live in them, present problems that need continued
government attention.

Yet this decline is far from universal. More than
_ half of all nonmetropolitan municipalities grew during

each of the last three decades. Between 1940 and 1970,
the number of nonmetropolitan places increased from
12,800 to 13,800 and their total population grew from
23 to 33 million. An increasing percentage of this
population is in places over 10,000. The places closest
to metropolitan areas were more likely to grow than
those situated in remote locations.!®

Nor is it clear that population growth is good for
all small towns or cities any more than for all
metropolitan areas. For some types of activities, recrea-
tion for example, many rural areas may already have
more people than desirable, even though density and
population size are well below urban levels. The typical
small college town, which has experienced rapid growth
in the last decade, might well benefit from stabilization
of its population as college enrollment levels off.

The continued growth of some small towns and
cities, and the vitality of others whose populations are
not growing, challenge the popular notion that small
town life is disappearing. On the other hand, the
association between growth and proximity to a metro-
politan center indicates that many of the small towns
are growing because they are part of an extensive
metropolitan area whose influence goes beyond the
census-defined boundaries. Although rural in physical
setting, the life style is urban. Many of these areas have
become part of the process of metropolitan growth and
dispersal.

Metropoiitan Dispersal

The territory of metropolitan America has ex-
panded even faster than its population. Roads and
communications extend the reach of today’s metro-
politan areas deep into their hinterland. Villages and
towns become part of the city-system, grow, and the
metropolis expands. At the same time, internal changes
sharpen differences within areas. Major variations in
ethnic diversity, environmental hazard, socioeconomic
status, and income, as well as in fertility and mortality
exist within rather than between metropolitan areas.
Moreover, the most extensive depopulation in the
contemporary United States is occurring in the central
cities of metropolitan areas.

Fifteen of the 21 central cities with a 1960
population of one-half million or more had lost popula-
tion by 1970.!7 In fact, declining central cities lost more
people in the 1960’s than were lost by declining rural
counties. Over half the 1970 metropolitan population
lived outside the central city, and suburban areas
captured almost all the metropolitan growth during the
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decade. Continuing dispersal and expansion means that
the density of the central cities and of the great
metropolitan areas as a whole is falling slightly as the
border gets pushed further and further outward.

The territorial expansion of metropolitan areas has
resulted from the movement of business and the more
affluent and white population out of the central city,
and from a shift in the locus of new growth—residential,
industrial, commercial—to the expanding periphery.
These changes have been so pervasive that many
suburban areas now provide all the basic services and
facilities generally found in the city—shopping, jobs, and
entertainment, as well as residences. The suburban
resident has a decreasing need to come into the city.
Many work at industries along the beltways circling
many cities. Others, particularly white-collar workers,
commute daily to the city, but otherwise live essentially
a suburban life.

Simultaneous with this dispersal has been the
concentration of the black population in the central
city, entrenching the already established pattern of
racial separation. Even among relatively affluent blacks,
the proportion living in the suburbs is low compared to
their white counterparts. In the 1960’s, the black
population increased by a third. By 1970, 41 percent of
metropolitan whites and 78 percent of metropolitan
blacks lived in central cities. Suburbs continued to be
almost totally white. Six central cities were over 50
percent black, and this number is expected to increase
over the next decade.'®

Outside the central city there is an extensive
sorting-out process. Suburban communities typically are
internally homogeneous, but differ from one another
along social and economic lines, with the rich in some,
the less affluent in others. Variations among suburbs are
becoming as important as those between the central city
and suburbs as a whole.

These processes—expansion and differentiation—
pose critical problems for the contemporary United
States. They do so in part because of the multiplicity of
governmental jurisdictions encompassed and created by
the expanding metropolis, and because of the ease with
which the city line becomes the border between ‘“‘them”
and “us.”

The first problem is racial and economic sep-
aration—blacks and the poor in the inner city, whites
and the better off in the suburbs. While job opportun-
ities have been moving to suburban areas, the disad-
vantaged remain locked in declining areas of the central
city. These areas have many of the same characteristics
as the depopulating rural areas: a population with low
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skills and inadequate education, deteriorating and
abandoned housing, poor public facilities. Conditions
are aggravated by selective outmigration. Those who
can, leave. Those unable to cope with the problems of
social and economic isolation remain.

The demography of racial separation is grim.
Blacks and other nonwhites, now 22 percent of central-
city populations, are projected to comprise about 40
percent by the year 2000.!° Long before this average is
reached by all cities, it will have been surpassed by
many. At least in a geographical sense, the ‘“two
societies” envisioned by the Kerner Commission are
emerging.

A second problem is the relationship of the “real
city”’—the functionally integrated metropolitan area—to
the legal entities that are supposed to govem it. Since
the turn of the century, the legal boundaries of the
central city have remained relatively fixed, while the
functional city has expanded to include many suburban
jurisdictions as well. The Secretary of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development recently refetred to
this problem, pointing to the need to deal with
problems of transportation, housing, and location of
jobs in relation to other daily activities at the metro-
politan level.2? Instead, we are trying to cope with the
problems arising from a new form of collective living—
metropolitan—with a fragmented political structure
suited to the needs of an earlier era. Disparities exist
between the resources and responsibilities of different
units of local government. Core cities with limited and
sometimes shrinking tax bases are still responsible for
needy elements of the population—the elderly, poor,
unemployed, and nonwhite—left behind by the sub-
urban exodus.

A third problem lies in the expanding periphery of
metropolitan areas. During the rapid expansion of
suburban areas since World War II, we failed to plan for
anticipated growth; instead, we allowed it to spread at
will. Whether or not we are past a population explosion,
it is clear that the land-use explosion of ‘“spread city’ is
currently in full bloom. In the 1970’s and 1980’s, the
baby-boom generation will marry, have children, and set
up house in the suburbs, creating a tremendous demand
for the conversion of rural land to urban use. Without
proper efforts to plan where and how future urban
growth should occur, and without strong governmental
leadership to implement the plans, the problems of
sprawl, congestion, inadequate open space, and environ-
mental deterioration will grow on an ever-increasing
scale.



Digitized by GOOSIQ



Public Attitudes

Partly because of the problems of urban living,
partly as an expression of nostalgia for what is perceived
as the “good old days,” and perhaps partly in anguish
over the condition of modern life—for whatever rea-
sons—Americans express dissatisfaction with the city
and think something should be done. When asked where
they would prefer to live, they show pronounced
preferences for small towns and rural areas. Here are
some of the results from our survey of public informa-
tion and attitudes:

Table 3.2
Residential Location and Preferences, 1971

Wheredoyou Where would you
live now? preferto live?
(Percent) {Percent)
Open Country 12 34
SmallTown or City 33 30
Medium-Sized City or Suburb 28 22
Larger City or Suburb 27 14
Total 100 100

Source: National Opinion Survey conducted for the Commission
by the Opinion Research Corporation, 1971.

Thus, 34 percent of people surveyed said they would
prefer to live in open country, but only 12 percent of
them were classified as actually living there now.2! These
results correspond to the results of many similar
national surveys. What do they mean?

A recent survey of Wisconsin residents asked the
same questions, but added a question on preferred
proximity to a large city. The results show a preference
to live in smaller places within commuting distance of a
metropolitan central city. In fact, if we take them at
their word, 70 percent of the Wisconsin survey respond-
ents would prefer to live near a metropolitan area,
whereas only 54 percent now do.??

We do not know if the results of the Wisconsin
survey reflect national attitudes. If they do, it means
people want the best of both worlds—the serene and
clean environment of rural areas and the opportunity
and excitement of the metropolis. Perhaps it is not
accidental that much metropolitan growth in fact occurs
in peripheral areas with a semi-rural environment.
Ironically, people moving to such areas typically find
that they soon lose their more desirable aspects—
semi-rural areas rapidly become suburban.

Even if current trends should prove to reflect
majority preferences, about one-fourth of the popula-
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tion in medium- and large-sized metropolitan areas think
that the place where they live is too big. Over half of the
population feel that the federal government should
“discourage further growth of large metropolitan areas”
or should ‘“try to encourage people and industry to
move to smaller cities and towns.” One-third disagree,
and the rest express no opinion. Americans are urban
and becoming more so, but many people evidently
dislike the trend.23

Where Do The Trends Lead Us?24

In 1970, about 71 percent of our population was
metropolitan; it is expected to be 85 percent by the
year 2000. (The census figure for 1970 was 69 percent.
Our projections were based on a modified definition of
metropolitan areas; hence the difference.)

Natural increase is the primary factor affecting the
growth of metropolitan population as a whole. To
measure its effect, we asked the Census Bureau to project
growth within fixed (1970) metropolitan boundaries,
supposing there were no additions to metropolitan
population through territorial additions or migration
from within the United States or from abroad. Even
assuming growth at the 2-child rate, we found that the
metropolitan population would grow by nearly 40
million people between 1970 and the year 2000,
through natural increase alone.?® If to this we add
migration, territorial expansion of existing areas, and
the growth of other centers to metropolitan size, it is
clear that a metropolitan future is assured.

If the national population should grow at the
2-child rate, projections based on recent trends indicate
that there will be 225 million people living in metro-
politan areas by the end of the century. This would
represent the addition of 81 million people to the 144
million persons who comprised our metropolitan popu-
lation in 1970. An average of three children per family
would cause our metropolitan population to swell to a
total of 273 million by the year 2000, an increase of
129 million over the 1970 figure. Thus, our metropol-
itan population at the end of the century will be nearly
50 million greater if American families average three
rather than two children.

Where will these people live? In 1970, more than
four out of every 10 Americans were living in a
metropolitan area comprised of one million or more
people. By the year 2000, the projections indicate that
more than six of every 10 persons are likely to be living
in these large areas. Not all of the additional people will
be added to the 29 metropolitan areas of one million or
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more that existed in 1970. In the year 2000, there will
be a total of 44 to 50 such places, depending on how
fast the total population grows. If present trends
continue, the locus of continued increases in our total
population will be large metropolitan areas. This is to be
expected so long as the total number of people in
metropolitan areas keeps on growing.

We tried to learn how much the growth of the large
metropolitan areas might be reduced if the growth of
smaller, less congested places were stimulated. Commis-
sion researchers picked 121 places ranging in size from
10,000 to 350,000 whose growth in the past decade
indicated that they might be induced to grow more
rapidly in the future. They listed all places of this size
that had grown faster than the national average during
the 1960’s and were located more than 75 miles from
any existing or projected metropolitan area of two
million people or more.

Such places had a total population of 14 million in
1970. If they were to grow by 30 percent each decade,
their population in the year 2000 would be about 31
million. If this were to happen, our calculations suggest
that these places might absorb about 10 million of the
growth which is otherwise expected to occur in areas of
one million or more, assuming the 2-child national
projection. However, these large areas would still in-
crease by 70 million under the 2-child projection, and
by 115 million under the 3-child projection. If the
smaller areas were to grow faster than 30 percent, they
would, of course, divert more growth from the large
areas. But to obtain substantial effects, these smaller
places would have to grow 50 percent per decade.?® At
that point, one must ask if the cure is any better than
the disease.

Moreover, most of the smaller areas which are
capable of attracting many people are in urban regions,
or would be by the year 2000. Thus, stimulating their
growth would have the useful effect of decongesting
settlement in urban regions, but would do little to
retard urban region growth.

Urban Regions?’

The evolution of urban communities has proceeded
from farm, to small town, to city, to large metropolitan
area. It is now proceeding to the urban region—areas of
one million people or more comprised of a continuous
zone of metropolitan areas and intervening counties
within which one is never far from a city. The reach of
the urban economy has so increased that the most
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logical scale at which to grasp the trend is at the urban
region level.

There have been tremendous changes in the geo-
graphic scale at which we live. Transportation technol-
ogy, particularly our extensive highway system, permits
us to move great distances within a short period. Some
people commute daily between New York and Boston
or Washington. Urban people in search of open space
and recreation travel considerable distances to enjoy a
weekend camping trip. A century ago, Central Park was
the city park for New York. Now the “city” is the
urban region along the Atlantic seaboard and its park is
the Shenandoah National Park on Skyline Drive. It is
perhaps a weekend park, not one visited daily; but, on a
three-day weekend, the license plates on visiting cars
will be from Pennsylvania, New York, D.C., and
Virginia. The scale at which we live is expanding well
beyond formal metropolitan boundaries. In the future,
our daily experience may well reach out into the far
corners of urban regions and beyond.

An urban region is not a single “supercity”’; it is a
regional constellation of urban centers and their hinter-
land. Although substantial portions are comprised of
more or less continuous geographic settlement, the
urban region offers—and continues to provide—a variety
of residential settings within the functional sphere of a
metropolitan economy. This mosaic of environments
ranges from rural (southern New Hampshire or Indio,
California) to cosmopolitan (Chicago or Los Angeles).
Such environments coexist within a common functional
framework without intruding spatially on each other.
Even in the largest urban region, running along the
Atlantic coast from Maine to Virginia, and westward
past Chicago, it is estimated that only one-fifth of the
area is currently in urban use.

These regions grow not only through the increase
of population but by geographic expansion. In effect,
they are a product of the automobile era and new
communication technology which encouraged the out-
ward movement of industries and residences from the
city proper. Density within these regions has remained
relatively constant and low, even though population size
has increased.

Urban regions appear to be a prominent feature of
the demographic future of this country. In 1920, there
were 10 urban regions with over one-third of the total
population. By 1970, about three-fourths of the popula-
tion of the United States lived in the urban regions
which already exist or are expected to develop by 2000.

The total land area encompassed by urban regions
is estimated to double in the period 1960 to 1980, while



the number of such areas is expected to increase from
16 to at least 23. By 2000, urban regions will occupy
one-sixth of the continental United States land area, and
contain five-sixths of our nation’s people.

If our national population distributes itself accord-
ing to these projections, 54 percent of all Americans will
be living in the two largest urban regions. The metropol-
itan belt stretching along the Atlantic seaboard and
westward past Chicago would contain 41 percent of our
total population. Another 13 percent would be in the
California region lying between San Francisco and San
Diego.

Even if the broad trends have been projected
accurately, the experiences of individual metropolitan
areas may differ considerably from the estimates pre-
pared for us. Within the general system of metropolitan
centers, some will probably stabilize or decline; others,
having a disproportionate number of young people, or
attracting much migration, will continue to grow
rapidly, even if national population stabilizes. Finally,
there may well be new frontiers of growth that have not
yet been established or discovered by social scientists.
Our projections, then, should be taken as a description
of a possible future—one that is essentially the outcome
of trends now observable—but not as a prediction of
what will happen or a prescription of what is desirable.

Population Stabilization, Migration, and
Distribution

How would stabilization of the national population
affect migration and local growth? First, shifts in
population composition—chiefly age and family struc-
ture—would alter the tempo of migration. Second,
changes in the balance between natural increase and
migration would influence local growth. Because of the
momentum of past growth and the time it will take to
achieve a stabilized population in the United States, the
full effects will be long range.

An older population with smaller families would be
slightly less mobile. Long-distance moves would be
relatively less numerous because of the decline in the
proportion of the population aged 20 to 24, which is
most apt to move. Smaller families would reduce the
need of repeated residential moves, since such moves are
often an adjustment to changing housing needs.

Perhaps the most significant effect of population
stabilization on the distribution of population is the
most obvious: Zero growth for the nation will mean an
average of zero growth for local areas. It may be that
the most effective long-term strategy for stabilizing local

growth is through national stabilization, not redistri-
bution.

Stabilization would slow the growth of the largest
metropolitan centers, which are already growing only at
the same rate as the nation, and it would shift somewhat
more of the available growth to small- and intermedi-
ate-size centers. Replacement-level fertility would mean
that migration in and out of a metropolitan area would
be an extremely important component of local growth;
and continued selective growth through migration
would tend to accentuate uneven growth among differ-
ent metropolitan areas. Natural increase would no
longer balance out net outmigration, so a significant
number of metropolitan areas could be expected to lose
population.

However, even if the population of our country
were to stop growing today, we would still have
problems associated with rural depopulation and metro-
politan growth. Our large metropolitan areas would still
have problems of congestion, pollution, and severe racial
separation.

According to the Commission’s survey, 54 percent
of Americans think that the distribution of population
is a ‘“serious problem”; half believe that, over the next
30 years, it will be at least as great a problem as
population growth.?® This is in accordance with our
belief that to reduce problems of population growth in
no way absolves us of the responsibility to address the
problems posed by the distribution of population.
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Chapter 4:

Does a healthy economy require a growing popula-
tion? Would slower population growth hurt business or
threaten workers’ jobs? Would it help? How would the
average person fare in economic terms if the rate of
population growth approached zero?*

We have conducted research to determine what
effects different rates of population growth are likely to
have on the economic well-being of the nation. We
compared the effects of the 2-child population projec-
tion with the effects of the 3-child projection. Our
overall conclusions from this research are:

1. Major economic changes are on the horizon
regardless of future changes in population growth rates.

2. The nation has nothing to fear from a gradual
approach to population stabilization.

3. From an economic point of view, a reduction in
the rate of population growth would bring important
benefits, especially if the United States develops policies
to take advantage of the opportunities for social and
economic improvement that slower population growth
would provide.

Income

Between now and the year 2000, increases in the
productivity of workers are likely to result in such a
large rise in average income that styles of life in the year
2000 will be qualitatively different from what they are
today. It is expected that by the year 2000 average
family income, now about $12,000, will exceed
$21,000, in terms of today’s dollars.! This is the
projection, even if the work week were reduced to 30
hours, and even if the population grew at the 3-child
rate.

The average individual’s consumption is expected
to be more than twice what it is today, whether the
population grows at the 2-child or the 3-child rate. As
income increases, people show an increased preference
for services, such as education and health services, as
compared with manufactured goods. So, the population
of the year 2000 will boost its consumption of services
faster than its consumption of manufactured goods.

The rate of population growth will have a signifi-
cant effect on per capita income. Our research indicates
that in the year 2000, per capita income may be as
much as 15 percent higher under the 2-child than under
the 3-child population growth rate. The main reason for
the higher per capita income under the 2-child pro-

*Separate statements by Commissioners Otis Dudley Duncan,
with Paul B. Cornely, M.D. concurring (p. 153), John R. Meyer
(p. 159) and James S. Rummonds (p. 167) appear on the
indicated pages.
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The Economy

jection is the shift in the age composition resulting from
slower population growth; as we saw earlier, people of
working age will constitute a larger fraction of the total
population under conditions of slower population
growth. A secondary reason is that with lower birthrates
the percentage of women in the labor force is expected
to rise somewhat faster than it would otherwise. Taken
together, these trends mean relatively more workers and
earners, and relatively fewer mouths to feed.

The age effect arises from the fact that population
replaces itself from the bottom up; and, if it is growing,
it is adding more and more at the base of the age
pyramid. However, growth in the population of working
age is drawn from the smaller numbers of births that
occurred 15 to 20 years earlier. When growth slows, it
slows first at the base, and before long we see a
narrowing of the difference between the number of
births and the numbers annually entering the working
ages. The ratio of workers to youthful dependents rises,
the income they produce is spread among fewer people,
and the average income available per person in the
population consequently increases.

Of course, the same process eventually causes a rise
in the percentage of old people in the population—those
who have passed working age. But because of higher
death rates at these ages, the increase in aged depend-
ency offsets only part of the decline in youth depend-
ency, and the overall result is still a major drop in total
dependency and an increase in income available per
person in the population.

Economic Growth and the Quality of Life

The use of income or output per capita as an
indicator of the quality of life has been criticized on a
number of grounds. One such criticism is made by
people who are concerned about environmental deteri-
oration. They maintain that higher output levels for the
economy as a whole will cause a greater drain on natural
resources and more pollution.

Accordingly, we examined the effects that the 2-
and 3-child growth rates would have on GNP—the gross
national product—which measures the total volume of
goods and services produced. GNP is expected to more
than double by the year 2000, whether the population
grows rapidly or slowly.? This is the prospect implied by
the projected increases in per capita income and the
further growth of population resulting from the baby
boom.

However, if families average three children in the
future, GNP will grow far more than if they average two



children. In the year 2000, the difference in GNP
resulting from different population assumptions
amounts to as much as one-fourth of the total GNP
today. Rapid population growth will cause more rapid
growth in the size of the economy, and correspondingly
greater demands on resources and the environment.
People will not be better off economically with more
rapid population growth—we have already seen that
income per person is higher under the slower population
growth assumption. Rather, increases in the number of
people simply multiply the volume of goods and services
produced and consumed. In the next chapter, we
examine the meaning of these trends for resource
consumption and deterioration of the environment.

Poverty

Income or output per capita is an average, and it
conceals some gross disparities. We need to be con-
cerned with these, especially at the lower end of the
income scale—the people in poverty.

We have estimated the effects that slower popula-
tion growth would have on poverty in the United States
in the year 2000. We have found that the general
improvement in average income associated with slower
population growth would assist in reducing poverty, but
would not eliminate it. This is not good enough.

There are today, by official estimate, 26 million
Americans living in poverty conditions.> This is 13
percent of our population. Improvements in the average
income of the population do something for these
groups, but not enough. Their problem is that too many
of them are not part of the system that generates and
distributes income.

Over six million poor people are working adults
who simply do not make enough money to meet even
the minimal official income standard. Over three million
of the poor are persons aged 14 to 64 who are sick or
disabled, in school, or unable to find work. Nearly five
million are over age 65, and over eight million are
children. Finally, more than two million are female
heads of family whose responsibilities at home keep
them from taking jobs.

What this adds up to is that more than nine out of
10 poor people are excluded—because of age, incapac-
ity, poor training, family responsibilities, fiscal disincen-
tives, or discrimination in the labor market—from the
system that produces and distributes income and the
things income buys. Real improvements in their lot will
be reflected in a changing distribution of income. But,
while average income has risen dramatically and the

number of poor has declined as a result, the relative
distribution of income has changed little in the 25 years
the Census Bureau has been measuring it.

In a country as wealthy and resourceful as ours,
there is no excuse for permitting deprivation. For the
working poor and those who cannot find work, the
solution is to eliminate racial and sex discrimination in
employment, and to improve education and training.
Beyond this, we need a serious reexamination of the
status of the aged. Old people are healthier and better
educated than ever before. They are often forced to
stop working far before the end of their productive
lives, because of outright discrimination and outdated
restrictions against older workers, and because of fiscal
disincentives against work built into our social security
laws and other pension arrangements.

Nevertheless, the country still has a number of
people who cannot be helped by better access to the
labor market. For these, the answer should be an
increased public responsibility for maintaining a decent
standard of living.

Measures to achieve an improved distribution of
income should be beneficial demographically as well as
socially. Evidence indicates that levels of childbearing—
both wanted and unwanted—decline as income rises.

Labor Force Growth

Thirty-five million new workers will be seeking
their first job in the decade of the 1970’s.* That is seven
million more than in the 1960’s. This is one of the
legacies of the baby boom. As that generation comes of
age, swelling numbers of job applicants put an extra
burden on full employment policy.

The pressure should be off in the 1980’s. The
number of new entrants to the labor force will probably
be close to the figure for the 1970’s, due to declining
birthrates in the past decade. Once all the new entrants
and women resuming work after their children are
grown are balanced out against withdrawals through
retirement and death, the labor force in 1990 should
number some 114 million, or 28 million more than the
1970 figure.

What happens thereafter depends mainly on the
number of births in the 1970’s. If fertility should follow
the 2-child projection, the number of people looking for
their first job in the 1990’s should be about the same as
in the 1980’s. However, if fertility follows the 3-child
projection, the number of job seekers in the 1990’s will
jump 10 million, to a total of around 44 million; and by
the year 2000, the total labor force will number some
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136 million. Beyond 2000, the difference in labor force
growth between the two projections becomes immense.

It seems clear that labor-force trends under the
3-child projection can be expected to generate greater
pressure for increased production, employment, and
consumption, and correspondingly greater problems
associated with the social and environmental con-
sequences of such increases. The 2-child projection does
not imply that these problems can be avoided, only that
they will be less pressing. It implies not only smaller
numbers to be accommodated, but also a context in
which the urgency of competing priorities will be
muted. ,

We have seen that slower population growth causes
a gradual increase in the percentage of old people and a
decline in the percentage of youth—hence, a rising
average age of the population. The same process also
causes the labor force to age.

Concerns have been expressed that an older labor
force will lack the energy, flexibility, and imagination of
a younger one. Despite the absence of evidence for these
concerns, their existence is further reason to support
programs desirable on other grounds, such as the
provision of continuing education to our labor force.
Indeed, in light of the rapid changes occurring in all
aspects of life, the idea that education should be
completed by the age of 18, 22, or even 30, is clearly
out of date.

Business

Will a slower rate of population growth hurt
specific industries, particularly those which cater to
young people? Does it threaten jobs?

While it is certainly true that there would be a
faster increase in the sales of certain products, for
example baby foods and milk, under conditions of
higher population growth, it is also true that other
products and services, for example convenience foods
and airline travel, would be relatively favored by the
faster rise in per capita income associated with slower
population growth rates. More important, it does not
appear, for several reasons, that a lower population
growth rate will cause serious problems for any industry
or its employees.’

First, regardless of the rate of population growth,
total income, and hence demand, will rise.

Second, slower population growth will actually
cause total as well as per capita income to be higher over
the next 10 to 15 years than would a more rapid
population growth rate. In other words, during the next
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10 to 15 years total GNP in the 2-child projection
would probably: be slightly larger than in the 3-child

case.
Third, it is important to note that under the

2-child family projection, there is no year in which there
would be fewer births than there were in 1971. In other
words, a gradual approach to population stabilization
would not reduce demand from cwrrent levels for any
industry we studied. (We studied the effect of the
2-child and 3-child population projections on demand
for housing starts, mobile homes, domestic cars, im-
ported cars, men’s suits, frozen foods, power boats,
credit, furniture and household equipment, food and
beverages, beer, clothing and shoes, steel, dishwashers,
railroad travel, and airline travel.)

Beyond the next 10 to 15 years, the adjustments
businesses must make to changes in consumer tastes and
technological developments should far exceed the prob-
lems of adjusting to a lower population growth rate. The
loom tender in the diaper factory is hurt more by the
competition from synthetic disposables than by the
recent decline in births. Large fluctuations in birthrates
will require larger adjustments by business than will
small ones; still, we can have fluctuations around a
3-child as well as a 2-child growth rate. In declining
communities, small businesses will not do as well
economically as they would if there were more people
around—some adjustments will be required. But other
changes that are unpredictable today will require far
more important adjustments by individuals, as well as
by entire industries.

Past experience should lead to confidence that
such adjustments can be made. Here is the Board
Chairman of Atlantic-Richfield, testifying at our public
hearing in New York:

There is a habit of thinking in some segments
of the business community, of course, that
population increase is somehow essential to
the maintenance of vigorous demand and
economic growth, just as there is an instinc-
tive reaction against any important new cost
factors being added to the processes of
production and distribution. But our econ-
omy has already, and in many ways, shown its
tremendous adaptability to new social
demands and necessities. I have not the
slightest doubt that it can meet this new
challenge.®

The Growth Mystique
In short, we find no convincing economic argu-



ment for continued national population growth. On the
contrary, most of the plusses are on the side of slower
growth. This finding is at variance with much opinion,
especially in the business community and among many
civic leaders. We have sought to find the reason for this
seeming contradiction.

Periods of rapid population growth in this country
have generally been periods of rapid economic expan-
sion as well. It is not surprising, therefore, that we
associate population growth with economic progress.
However, the historical association of population
growth with economic expansion would be an erroneous
guide to the formulation of population policy for the
future.

This connection reflects in large part the fact that
periods of rapid economic expansion attracted immi-
grants to our shores and thus quickened population
growth as a result. Additions to population through
immigration are far more stimulating to economic
growth than are additions by natural increase. This is
because, while babies remain dependent for many years
before beginning to contribute to output, many immi-
grants are of working age and thus become immediately
productive. Immigration made a major contribution to
rapid population growth up to World War I, but its
effect since then has been much diminished. In the years
1861 to 1910, the average annual immigration rate per
1,000 Americans was 7.5; the rate for the period 1911
to 1970 dropped to 1.8. The rate for the recent period
reflects a rise from the 1930’s, when there was a net
outt;low of migrants, to the 1960’s when the rate was
2.2.

This answer may not satisfy the gas station owner,
local food retailer, or banker, to whom it seems obvious
that ‘““more people’” means more customers or more
savings accounts. Once again, however, we need to
examine the kind of growth that means more business,
and its relationship to local economic expansion. The
rapid local population growth that means more business
results chiefly from more people moving in, not more
people being born and raised. Adults moving in make
ready customers and ready employees. They have grown
up elsewhere, their education has been paid for else-
where, and being young, they impose few of the
demands of the dependent aged. Since mobile people
are, on the average, better qualified than those who do
not move, it is no surprise that they provide an extra
boost to local establishments.

We have studied the effects of lower national

population growth rates on the economic well-being of
urban and rural areas within the nation. Is there reason

to fear that the ills typical of areas of population decline
today would become more serious or widespread if
national population growth rates declined? We conclude
that there is not; such fears are based on a mistaken
belief that population decline causes economic decline.
In reality, the chain of causation in distressed areas runs
from (1) the decline of regional competitive capability
to (2) unemployment to (3)net outmigration to
(4) population loss.® Accordingly, there is little reason to
suppose that local problems of unemployment or
obsolescence of physical facilities would be more serious
in a situation of zero or negative national population
growth than they would be at any positive level of
national population growth. In the future, as in the past,
areas of relatively high unemployment will tend to be
areas of relative population loss; but the relative
population loss will be the consequence and not the
cause of local unemployment.

The diminished burden of providing for depend-
ents, and for the multiplication of facilities to keep up
with expanding population, should make more of our
national output available for many desirable purposes:
new Kkinds of capital formation, including human
resources investment; public expenditure involving qual-
itative improvement and modernization; and greater
attention to environmental and amenity objectives.
Thus, whatever the future problems of urban areas and
regions may be, we should have more ample per capita
resources to attack them in a situation with a lower rate
of population growth than we would have with a higher
rate.

Summary

We have looked for, and have not found, any
convincing economic argument for continued national
population growth. The health of our economy does not
depend on it. The vitality of business does not depend
on it. The welfare of the average person certainly does
not depend on it.

In fact, the average person will be markedly better
off in terms of traditional economic values if population
growth follows the 2-child projection rather than the
3-child one. Slower growth will give us an older
population, and this trend will require adjustments well
within the ability of the nation to provide. Beyond this,
however, we point out that the fruits of slower popula-
tion growth will be denied to those most in need of
them unless deliberate changes are made in distribution
of income to those who lack it by reason of discrimina-
tion, incapacity, or age.
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Chapter 5:

What are the likely future impacts of population
growth on the demand for resources and on the
environment in the United States? Here again, we have
examined the consequences of the population growing
according to the 2-child projection and the 3-child
projection, and compared the results. For problems such
as air pollution, where local concentrations are im-
portant, we have examined the implications of popula-
tion growth in local areas as well as in the nation as a
whole.!

For several resource and environmental topics, we
have extended the analysis beyond the year 2000 to the
year 2020; in so doing, we have identified some
important effects that do not become particularly
noticeable in the shorter period. Beyond the next 50
years, we do not know enough to make quantitative
projections. Nonetheless, it is obvious that there are
ultimate limits to growth. We live in a finite world.
While its limits are unknown because technology keeps

changing them, it is clear that the growth of population -

and the escalation of consumption must ultimately stop.
The only questions are when, how, and at what level.
The answers to these questions will largely be deter-
mined by the course of world population growth,
including that of the United States.

Several general conclusions* emerge from our
research:

1. Population growth is one of the major factors
affecting the demand for resources and the deterioration
of the environment in the United States. The further we
look into the future, the more important population
becomes.

2. From an environmental and resource point of
view, there are no advantages from further growth of
population beyond the level to which our past rapid
growth has already committed us. Indeed, we would be
considerably better off over the next 30 to 50 years if
there were a prompt reduction in our population growth
rate. This is especially true with regard to problems of
water, agricultural land, and outdoor recreation.

3. While the nation can, if it has to, find ways to
solve the problems growth creates, we will not like some
of the solutions we will have to adopt. With continued
growth, we commit ourselves to a particular set of
problems: more rapid depletion of domestic and inter-
national resources, greater pressures on the environ-
ment, greater dependence on continued rapid technolog-
ical development to solve these problems, and a more
contrived and regulated society. So long as population

*A separate statement by Commissioner Alan Cranston appears
on page 150.
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growth continues, these problems will grow and will
slowly, but irreversibly, force changes in our way of life.
And there are further risks: Increasing numbers press us
to adopt new technologies before we know what we are
doing. The more of us there are, the greater is the
temptation to introduce solutions before their side
effects are known. With slower population growth
leading to a stabilized population, we gain time to devise
solutions, resources to implement them, and greater
freedom of choice in deciding how we want to live in

the future.
4. The American future cannot be isolated from

what is happening in the rest of the world. There are
serious problems right now in the distribution of
resources, income, and wealth, among countries. World
population growth is going. to make these problems
worse before they get better. The United States needs to
undertake much greater efforts to understand these
problems and develop international policies to deal with
them.

How Population Affects Resources and
the Environment

The pressure that this nation puts on resources and
the environment during the next 30 to 50 years will
depend on the size of the national population, the size
of population in local areas, the amounts and types of
goods and services the population consumes, and the
ways in which these goods and services are produced,
used, and disposed of. All these factors are important.
Right now, because of our large population size and
high economic productivity, the United States puts
more pressure on resources and the environment than
any other nation in the world.

We have attempted to separate these factors and
estimate the impact of population on resources and the
environment using a quantitative model which shows
the demand for resources and the pollution levels
associated with different rates of economic and popula-
tion growth. The seriousness of the population-induced
effects has then been assessed by evaluating the
adequacy of resources to meet these requirements and
the environmental impacts of pollution.

In discussing the economy, we indicated that under
any set of economic projections, the total volume of
goods and services produced in the United- States
—the gross national product—will be far larger than
it is today. It is expected to be at least twice its present
size by the year 2000, and in 50 years, with rapid
population and economic growth, it could be seven
times as large as it is now. Regardless of future
population growth, the prospect is that increases in



output will cause tremendous increases in demand for
resources and impact on the environment.

What happens to population growth will neverthe-
less make a big difference in the future size of the
economy. In the year 2000, the difference in GNP
resulting from the different population assumptions
could amount to one-fourth of today’s GNP. By the
year 2020, this difference amounts to more than the
total size of today’s GNP.

In short, total GNP, which is the principal source
of the demand for resources and the production of
pollutants, will become much larger than it is now. But
if population should grow at the 3-child rate, GNP will
grow far more than it will at the 2-child rate.

Minerals

In our research, we examined the demand for 19

major nonfuel minerals: chromium, iron, nickel, potas-.

sium, cobalt, vanadium, magnesium, phosphorous, nitro-
gen, manganese, molybdenum, tungsten, aluminum,
copper, lead, zinc, tin, titanium, and sulfur.

Resource consumption will rise more slowly if
population grows more slowly. Our estimates indicate
that the amount of minerals consumed in the year 2000
would average nine percent lower under the 2-child than
under the 3-child population projection. The difference
in annual consumption would be 17 percent in the year
2020, and would grow rapidly thereafter.

Population growth exerts an important effect on
resource consumption compared with the effect of
economic growth. Our research shows that in the year
2000, if GNP per capita were one percent less than
projected, the consumption of most minerals would be
0.7 to 1.0 percent less; the consumption of four
minerals—cobalt, magnesium, titanium, and sulfur—
would be reduced relatively more. In the year 2000, if
population were one percent less than projected, miner-
als consumption would be 0.5 to 0.7 percent less. The
population effect, while substantial, is smaller because
of an important offsetting effect. As we saw earlier,
slower population growth induces higher output per
person because of the favorable ratio of labor force to
total population. This offsets somewhat the effect that
smaller numbers have on the conservation of resources.

While there are clear resource savings from slower
population growth, our research supports, with certain
qualifications, the view that the United States would
have no serious difficulty acquiring the supplies it needs
for the next 50 years, even if the population were to
grow at the 3-child rate. This is the prospect, even

assuming, as we have done, that the resource demands
of the rest of the world grow more rapidly than those of
the United States, as has been the case in recent years.
Although growing demand may pose some problems of
adjustment, adequate supplies of all the minerals we
studied can be achieved through tolerable price in-
creases. Price increases will equalize supply and demand
by stimulating exploration or imports (increased supply)
and by stimulating recycling and the use of more
plentiful substitutes (reduced demand). The earth’s
crust still contains immense quantities of lower grade
minerals which can be called into production at levels of
costs which we could afford to pay, even if the demands
of the rest of the world should rise as projected and our
population were to grow at the 3-child rate.

This expectation could be altered by several
developments. First, prices could fail to anticipate
impending shortages; that is, they might not rise long
enough in advance to stimulate the changes necessary to
avert shortages. Second, mining operations are heavy
polluters, and mineral needs could conflict with environ-
mental policy. Finally, and most serious, there are
worldwide imbalances in access to resources. While the
United States will remain among the “haves,’ relatively
speaking, disparities between world regions may affect
international power balances in ways that would involve
us.

Energy

Energy makes the difference between poverty and
affluence. The reason per capita income in the United
States is so high is that the average American worker has
at his command more energy, chiefly in the form of
electricity, than any other worker in the world. With
energy we refine aluminum, make rubber, shape steel,
form new synthetic chemical compounds, propel
automobiles, and heat our homes.

How much energy we have available depends on
the availability of the necessary fuels and on our ability
to convert the fuels to energy—the greatest advance in
this regard was the development of inexpensive methods
of electricity production. The technology of fuels
acquisition and the technology of energy conversion are
both critical. So is purchasing power—the ability to pay
for domestic development of fuels or to import them.
The original inhabitants of North America occupied a
continent rich in energy fuels. But they neither knew
how to get the fuels out of the ground nor how to
convert them to energy. Some modern countries with
advanced means of energy conversion lack their own
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fuel supplies; they buy them from other countries.

The ability of the United States to meet its future
energy needs will be determined chiefly by develop-
ments in technology—the technology of conversion and
the technology of fuels acquisition. A major question
will be whether we can find methods that are environ-
mentally safe. Virtually every stage of energy use—fuel
production, delivery, conversion, and consumption—has
a significant environmental impact. For example, one-
third of all coal is produced by strip mining, and the
consequence is a scarred landscape and severe runoff
into streams and rivers. Oil spills which contaminate the
oceans and beaches may result from offshore drilling.
Much airborne pollution comes from the use of such
relatively dirty fuels as coal and oil. Some scientists are
beginning to raise the possibility of thermal pollution
resulting from concentrated use of energy in local areas.
Nuclear power generation requires the disposal of
radioactive atomic wastes. Because of these problems,
the development of energy-production capacity could
be impaired.

The increase in our energy needs will be immense
under any projection, although not as large under the
2-child population projection as under the 3-child
projection. The relative difference in energy demands
under the different population projections is about the
same as for minerals, and it becomes very large after the
population with the lower rate of growth stabilizes.
Whether population growth will strain fuel supplies, or
cause serious environmental damage in the process of
acquiring and using the necessary fuels, depends on
future developments in technology.

With no major changes in technology, oil and gas
supplies could become a problem for the United States
by the year 2000—we would be importing more and
paying higher prices; and supplies would certainly be a
problem for some world regions. These problems could
be averted if we found inexpensive means of using such
potential sources as oil shale and tar sands, but using
these sources is likely to have environmental conse-
quences as serious as those from the strip-mining of
coal. If we unlock the secrets of atomic fusion, we could
have an environmentally clean way of generating electri-
city, with no fuel supply problem. The energy from
converting the deuterium contained in 30 cubic kilom-
eters of seawater would equal that of the earth’s original
supply of coal and petroleum.

Our review of the energy situation indicates that
high priority ought to be given to research and
development in clean sources of energy production. The
faster population grows, the more urgent such break-
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throughs become. We turn now to several areas where
population growth dominates other considerations—
where we cannot be hopeful about the ability of
purchasing power and technical development to avert
population problems.

Water

Water requirements already exceed available flow
in the southwestern United States. Our research shows
that growing population and economic activity will
cause the area of water shortage to spread eastward and
northward across the country in the decades ahead.
Such deficits will spread faster if population growth
follows the 3-child projection than if it follows the
2-child projection. This will occur despite large expendi-
tures on water treatment, dams, and reservoirs during
the next 50 years. Population growth will be more
important than economic growth in causing these
growing problems.

Our national abundance of water does not change
this picture significantly. If water could be shipped
across the country like oil, coal, or manufactured goods,
there would be no problems of water shortage. But
distances are so long and the amounts of water used so
huge, that it would be prohibitively expensive to solve
these regional problems by transfers of water from
surplus to deficit areas. Nor is there scope for suffi-
ciently large relocation of water users—people and
industries—to regions where water is plentiful. An
inexpensive method of taking the salt out of seawater
could solve the problem, but such technology is not
now available. Similarly, artificial control of rain is not
advanced enough to be used to any significant extent.
While little is known about the extent of groundwater
reserves, most experts do not consider the mining of
such reserves an adequate alternative.

On the other hand, there is wide scope for reducing
use through rationing and the adoption of water-
conserving technology. Even today, most water is used
virtually free of cost or is distributed on a fee basis that
provides no incentives for conservation; and free use of
water bodies as waste dumping grounds is more the rule
than the exception. If the cost of utilizing water for
these purposes were raised to more appropriate levels,
factories and power plants would install techniques of
production that save water instead of wasting it; farmers
would modify their irrigation practices or otherwise
adjust by changing location or shifting to crops using
less water; and households would eventually adjust by
reducing lawns and shrubbery.
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Sooner or later we will have to deal with water as a
scarce resource. The sooner this is done, the fewer water
crises will emerge in the years ahead. However, doing
this will not be easy technically or politically—most
water supplies are run by local governments. And few
will like the austerity created by the need to conserve
on something as fundamental as water. The rate of
national population growth will largely determine how
rapidly we must accomplish these changes.

Outdoor Recreation

On a recent holiday weekend, Yosemite National
Park had a population of 50,000 people, according to a
Park source. Since then, the number of campsites has
been reduced and traffic has been restricted in order to
reduce noise and pollution. Still, visitors are put on
notice that the water in the river is undrinkable.
Yellowstone, too, has far more applications than can be
accommodated in the available campsites. Even so,
population densities in the non-wilderness areas of the
Park sometimes exceed densities in the suburbs of
Dallas.

More and more Americans have the time, the
money, and the inclination to enjoy the outdoors.
Production of truck campers and camping trailers shot
up from 62 thousand in 1961 to over one-half million in
1971. With better roads and easier travel, national parks
have in effect become city parks for the residents of
nearby metropolitan areas. In the past 10 years, visitors
to all national park facilities more than doubled, while
the area of the parks increased by only one-fifth. There
are many areas to enjoy and more to be developed, but
the enjoyment will depend largely on how fast the
population grows.

By the year 2000, incomes will nearly double and
hours of leisure will rise. More and more people will be
inclined to get away and will be able to do so. However,
our research on some 24 outdoor recreation activities
and the facilities for these activities indicates that
population growing at the 3-child rate will exert great
pressure on outdoor recreation resources—so great that,
rather than “getting away’’ to the outdoors, people will
be applying for admission to it. ,

In the face of rising congestion, many people will
substitute organized sports, sightseeing, foreign travel,
and artistic and cultural activities, if they so desire.
Rising incomes and the increase in man-made facilities
will make these alternatives possible. For many, these
will be adequate alternatives, but for others they will
not.

The prospects for recreation with the 2-child
projection are much different for two reasons. First, the
population will not be as large as that resulting from the
3-child rate. More important, the percentage of people
in the young ages that make especially heavy use of
outdoor recreation facilities will be smaller. As a
consequence, we estimate that, in the year 2000, the
demand for recreational facilities could be as much as
30 percent less under the 2-child than under the 3-child
rate of growth.

Either way, recreation will differ from what it is
now. The style of life may change with the lower rate of
growth as well, shifting from more active to more
sedentary pursuits. But in this case it would be
voluntary, determined by the individual needs and
preferences of an older population, not imposed by the
desire to avoid overcrowding.

Agricultural Land and Food Prices

At a time when the federal government pays
farmers to hold land out of production, it seems absurd
to be looking forward to a scarcity of good agricultural
land and rising food prices. Yet these are the prospects
indicated by our analysis of what rapid United States
population growth implies.

This picture emerges when we combine the require-
ments for feeding a rapidly growing population with a
sound environmental policy which restricts the use of
pesticides and chemical fertilizers. There are a number
of reasons for believing that the nation will wish to limit
application of these chemicals. But to do so will retard
improvements in per acre productivity. This means that,
to produce a given quantity of food, more acres must be
brought into production. It is likely that, with such
restrictions, all the high quality land will have been
returned to production by the year 2000. Consequently,
the task of feeding the more rapidly growing population
would force us to bring an additional 50 million acres of
relatively low-quality land into production.

This is an expensive undertaking requiring heavy
investment in equipment, fertilizer, and manpower, for
which farmers must be compensated. The result is that
50 years from now the population resulting from the
3-child average could find itself having to pay farm food
prices some 40 to 50 percent higher than they would be
otherwise. The needs of the population at the lower
growth rate could be met with practically no price
increase.

The larger population could avoid the price rise by
shifting away from consumption of animal livestock
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towards vegetables and synthetic meats. Perhaps it
would shift to a closed system of agriculture—food from
factories. One way or another, a solution can be found.
The problem for a growing population is to survey the
possible solutions and select the ones it dislikes least.

Pollution

As the gross national product goes up, so does the
production of pollutants. An irony of economic
measurement is that the value of goods and services
represented by GNP includes the cost of producing the
pollutants as well as expenditures for cleaning up
afterward. We may fill our tank with gasoline, but due
to engine inefficiency, some portion of that ends up in
the atmosphere as air pollution. Such pollutants are not
free—we had to pay good money to put them in the air.
Yet the cost of putting them there is included in our
principal measure of national economic well-being.

If we clean up the pollutants, the cost of the
cleanup effort is also added to GNP. But many of the
costs, such as poorer health and deteriorated surround-
ings, are never counted at all. It is an indictment of our
ignorance and indifference toward what we do to the
environment, that in our national economic accounts we
count so few of the “bads,” and that even when we do
count them, we count them as ‘“‘goods.”

To understand the contribution of population to
pollution, we have to distinguish two broad classes of
pollutants. The first class includes the major products of
combustion—carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, oxides
of nitrogen, oxides of sulfur, hydrocarbons, and par-
ticulates—and several measures of water pollution, in-
cluding biochemical demand for oxygen and suspended
and dissolved solids. The pollutants in this group, once
produced, endure in the environment for a relatively
short time—short enough so that long-term accumula-
tions are not a problem. This group contains the more
massive and commonly discussed pollutants, and enough
information exists about them so that we can link them
to economic activity and population.

The second class of pollutants includes those which
endure longer—radiation and pesticides, plus a wide
variety of ever-changing chemicals emitfed by our high
technology industries. Most such chemicals are emitted
in small, often highly poisonous amounts. For many of
these pollutants, future developments depend more
heavily on changes in technology than on changes in
population and economic growth. In any case, they are
very difficult to link to population and economic
growth in a simple and quantitative fashion. For this
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reason, the results we present here are for the first class
of pollutants, although this does not minimize the
environmental damage done by the others.

In the next 30 years, most of these pollutants can
be eliminated by enforcing treatment standards for
pollution emissions. Slower population and economic
growth would help; but over this period, by far the
biggest reduction in pollution can be achieved by a
head-on attack. This is illustrated in Figure 5.3 for
hydrocarbons—a major component of auto exhaust and
other combustion. In this example, the treatment
standard is the Environmental Protection Agency’s 1975
standard for emissions into the air. Even if this standard
were not met on schedule, it certainly will be met by
the year 2000; indeed, by that time, we are likely to
have much tighter standards.

" The relationships shown in Figure 5.3 hold generally
for the other pollutants we examined. The reason for
the spectacular results from enforcing standards is that
we have imposed so little control in the past. The results
do not assume any big new technological breakthroughs.
It is just that we have only now begun to fight. Many of
the required changes could be implemented today. Soap
could be used instead of detergent; natural-colored
paper could replace heavily bleached paper in many
uses; returnable bottles could be used; the horsepower
of auto engines could be reduced. It is not difficult to
find answers when one begins to look.

Whatever we assume ' about future treatment
policy, pollution emissions in the year 2000 would be
less with the 2:child than with the 3-child rate of
population growth—from five to 12 percent less, de-
pending on the pollutant. If population were one
percent less than projected in the year 2000, pollution
emissions would be 0.3 to 0.6 percent less. If GNP per
capita were one percent less than projected, emissions
would be 0.2 to 0.9 percent less.

Once we achieve control over the emissions from
each source, pollution will once again rise in response to
economic and population growth. We can already see
this process at work in rapidly growing parts of the
country. At our Los Angeles public hearing, meteorol-
ogist James D. Edinger described the successful efforts
in Los Angeles to control air pollution from stationary
sources—power plants, heavy industry, home heating—
and the beginnings of the program to control pollution
from motor vehicles. But, he said, in recent years:

...a close race has been run between increas-
ing numbers of sources and decreasing emis-
sions per source. But as emission levels per






source are trimmed lower and lower the effort
required to achieve each new increment of
improvement gets more and more difficult.
The increase in the number of sources, on the
other hand, is projected to rise steadily. If the
race for acceptable air quality is to be won,
the heroic emission control programs, present
and anticipated in Los Angeles, must soon be
joined by a leveling off, if not a reduction, in
the number of sources.?

Our own research on air pollution indicates that
such worries are well founded. The standard for
concentrations of nitrogen oxides used by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency is 100 micrograms per cubic
meter. In 1970, the air in 36 urban areas had concentra-
tions above this level. An active abatement policy would
eliminate the problem in most areas. But if our
projections of economic and population growth come
anywhere close to the truth, Los Angeles and San Diego
in the year 2000 will still have a problem. In Los
Angeles, we estimate that even with an active abatement
policy, concentrations of nitrogen oxides will still be at
least 50 percent above standard, and probably well
above that. In this region of the country, clearly
something must give: the rate of population growth,
the use of the internal combustion engine—especially for
personal transport—or the standard itself.

As the case of air quality in Los Angeles illustrates,
problems of environmental quality are often worse in
metropolitan areas that are larger and in regions that are
more densely populated. This is clearly true for air
pollution (and associated respiratory disease), noise,
traffic congestion, and time spent getting to work.
Other factors are less clear. Our research shows that
sewage and water treatment costs per person decline as
city size increases to about 100,000; above that,
engineering data suggest that costs should be the same
for conventional facilities, but the actual observed costs
appear to rise. If large cities have to change their sewage
facilities, costs per person will be much higher. Simi-
larly, solid waste disposal costs either follow a U-shaped
curve or increase with city size and density. There is also
evidence that large cities change local climate—wind,
cloudiness, temperature, and precipitation; we really do
not know whether or not such changes are bad. The
inner city has all these environmental problems but to a
heightened degree.

Yet the underlying cause of poor environmental
quality in the larger urban centers may often not be
size. Most of our largest centers are the old cities of the
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north; their problems may arise more from urban forms
and transportation systems appropriate to an earlier era,
old and uncoordinated facilities, multiple governmental
jurisdictions, and the injustices that lead to inadequate
financing and high proportions of minority groups and
poor in central cities. In new cities as well as old,
environmental quality suffers from inadequate pricing
of public facilities and common property resources like
space and waste disposal media, such as rivers and air.
The historical evidence relating environmental quality to
metropolitan size may not be applicable to the building
of new cities and the refitting of older cities; indeed,
many such problems would remain wherever people live.

The total volume of pollutants in the United States
responds, as we have seen, to the size of the national
economy, which in turn depends heavily on the size of
the national population. People consume resources
wherever they live. Whether in New York City or a small
town in the midwest, people still drive an automobile
made of steel using coal mined in West Virginia. In the
process, the air in cities is fouled by smoke and the
scenery and the streams of West Virginia are spoiled by
strip mining. Wherever Americans live, they make huge
demands on the nation’s and the world’s resources and
environment.

Risks and Choices

As a nation, we have always faced choices and
always will. What matters is the range of choice we have
and the urgency with which the need to choose is thrust
upon us. The evidence indicates that continued popula-
tion growth narrows our choices and forces us to choose
in haste.

From the standpoint of resources and the environ-
ment, the United States can cope with rapid population
growth for the next 30 to 50 years. But doing so will
become an increasingly unpleasant and risky business—
unpleasant because “coping” with growth means adopt-
ing solutions we don’t like; risky because it means
adopting solutions before we understand them. Within
the United States, the risks are ecological and social.
And, there are risks which involve our relationship with
the rest of the world.

We in this country are tampering with the ecosys-
tem in many ways, the consequences of which we do
not begin to understand. The crude methods used to
estimate the effect of emissions on air quality and the
damages and costs of urban pollution illustrate our
ignorance all too well. Worse yet is our understanding of
the second class of pollutants, bypassed in our analysis



precisely because we know so little about them. Because
such pollutants endure longer, because they are highly
poisonous in small doses, because new pollutants are
continually being introduced, and because there are long
time lags between emissions and the appearance of
damages, we shall not quickly improve our knowledge in
this area.

Radioactive wastes are an example. There will be
more nuclear power plants if rapid population and
economic growth occurs, but nuclear management and
technology are changing so fast that there is no stable
benchmark from which to estimate the amount of
radioactive wastes likely to escape into the environment.
We know that, once in the environment, such wastes can
travel long distances through space and food chains, and
we know the kinds of damage they can cause. But we do
not know where they will come to rest, the extent of
the damage, or when it will occur. Clearly, we need to
know far more about how natural systems function
when forced to absorb greater quantities of pollutants.

Beyond pollution, there are profound ecological
impacts:3 the simplification and destabilization of eco-
systems associated with modern one-crop agriculture;
the reduction in the variety of gene pools in our most
important plants; the threat to the productivity of the
sea through the filling-in of salt marshes; the unknown
consequences of climate changes caused by man’s
activities; and many more.

Population growth is clearly not the sole culprit in
ecological damage. To believe that it is, is to confuse
how things are done with how many people are doing
them. Much of the damage we do results from efforts to
satisfy fairly trivial preferences—for unblemished fruit,
detergents, rapidly accelerating cars, and bright colored
paper products. We can and should cut back on
frivolous and extravagant consumption that pollutes.
The way things are done can, to a significant degree, be
changed regardless of how many people are doing them.
But the overall effect is a product of numbers times
styles of life taken together. One multiplies the other to
produce the total impact.

The real risk lies in the fact that increasing
numbers press us to adopt new technologies before we
know what we are doing. The more of us there are the
greater is the temptation to introduce solutions before
their side effects are known. It might be far better
environmentally to postpone the introduction of
nuclear power plants until the inherently cleaner fusion
reactors are developed. When one pesticide or food
additive is found to be dangerous to man, it is replaced
with another about which we know less. We undertake

the expenditure of billions on water treatment, without
knowing whether the benefits outweigh the costs of
other opportunities foregone. Slower population growth
will not eliminate this situation, but it will reduce the
urgency, the ‘“crash program’ character of much that
we do. It will buy time for the development of sensible
solutions.

We can cope with population growth for another
half century if we have to; the question is whether we
want to. We can cope with resource shortages—if we
cannot mine a resource, we can import, design around
it, find a substitute, or reduce consumption. Where
water deficits threaten, we can choose between charging
more for its use, transferring people and industry to
other parts of the country, and constructing longer and
larger canals. If pollution emissions cannot be tolerated,
we can change production processes, improve treatment,
separate polluters from their victims, treat the symp-
toms, or simply produce less of the commodity causing
the pollution. Congestion during commuter hours can
be handled by restricting the use of private cars,
developing mass transit, and staggering work hours.
Congestion at recreation sites can be handled by
building additional facilities, improving management,
encouraging substitutes such as foreign travel, and if
necessary, by staggering vacations. Even land shortages
for agriculture can be handled, given sufficient lead
time, through farming the sea, changing our diet,
developing synthetic foods, and so forth.

Such changes pose physical, technical, and
managerial challenges that we can probably meet if we
must. But in so doing, we shall pay a cost reckoned not
in dollars but in our way of life.

Population growth forces upon us slow but irrever-
sible changes in life style. Imbedded in our traditions as
to what constitutes the American way of life is freedom
from public regulation—virtually free use of water;
access to uncongested, unregulated roadways; freedom
to do as we please with what we own; freedom from
permits, licenses, fees, red tape, and bureaucrats; and
freedom to fish, swim, and camp where and when we
will. Clearly, we do not live this way now. Maybe we
never did. But everything is relative. The population of
2020 may look back with envy on what, from their
vantage point, appears to be our relatively unfettered
way of life.

Conservation of water resources, restrictions on
pollution emissions, limitations on fertilizer and
pesticides, preservation of wilderness areas, and protec-
tion of animal life threatened by man—all require public
regulation. Rules must be set and enforced, complaints
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heard and adjudicated. Granted, the more we can find
means of relying on the price system, the easier will be
the bureaucratic task. Indeed, we ought to be experi-
menting right now with ways of making price incentives
induce appropriate use of the environment and re-
sources. At present, most monetary incentives work the
wrong way, inducing waste and pollution rather than
the opposite.

But even if effluent charges and user fees became
universal, they will have to be set administratively;
emissions and use will have to be metered, and fees
collected. It appears inevitable that a larger portion of
our lives will be devoted to filling out forms, arguing
with the computer or its representatives, appealing
decisions, waiting for our case to be handled, finding
ways to evade or to move ahead in line. In many small
ways, everyday life will become more contrived.

Many such changes will have to occur no matter
which population projection occurs. But the difference,
small at first, would grow with time until, a half century
from now, the two societies may appear qualitatively
different.

Another price we pay for having to cope with
continued population growth is the pressure to keep on
postponing the solution of social problems. While
growth continues, top priority will be given to finding
the necessary resources, controlling pollutants, correct-
ing the damages they have done, and building ever larger
water canals, highways, and mass transit systems. A
large and perhaps growing fraction of our physical and
intellectual capital is directly or indirectly devoted to
these tasks—to finding ways to cope with the problems
that continued growth generates. From past experience,
we can predict with a fair degree of confidence that
such priorities will continue to subordinate efforts
devoted to resolving fundamental social problems. When
something must give because the system is becoming
overloaded, it is unlikely to be the building of another
dam.

The point is that continued population growth
limits our options. In the case of the larger population,
with less land per person and more people to accommo-
date, there are fewer alternatives, less room for diver-
sity, less room for error. To cope with continued
growth, technology must advance; lifestyles must
change. Slower population growth offers us the
difference between choice and necessity, between
prudence and living dangerously.

The United States and the World
The research done for the Commission showed that
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the United States will greatly enlarge its demands on
world resources, especially minerals and petroleum, over
the decades ahead. We will be requiring substantially
larger imports of many minerals, such as chromium,
vanadium, cobalt, and nickel, for which domestic
supplies are not available or are available only at
substantially higher costs.

The demand of other countries for minerals,
petroleum, and other resources will certainly also rise
sharply over the coming decades. This will result from
rapid increases in output per person in other industri-
alized countries and from the rapid modernization of
agriculture and industry in developing countries. The
rates of increase in production in other parts of the
world are likely to be higher than those of the United
States. Their rates of increase in demand for mineral
supplies are likely to rise even more sharply, because
they are at an earlier stage of the industrialization
process and because the composition of their GNP
includes proportionately more goods and fewer services
than does that of the United States.

Taking into account the huge increases in popula-
tion which are in prospect, it seems clear that demands
for natural resources in other parts of the world will rise
more rapidly than demands in the United States; thus,
the share of the United States in the use of world
resources will steadily decline. For example, projections
made for the Commission indicate that over the next 50
years the share of the United States in the world’s use of
aluminum may decline from 37 percent in 1968 to as
low as nine percent by the year 2020. In the same time
period, the share of the United States of total world
copper requirements may drop from 22 percent to five
percent.

While all such figures necessarily reflect uncertain
assumptions about production, income, and technology,
nevertheless they indicate the extremely important
extent to which the United States is inextricably
involved in the development and use of resources on a
worldwide scale.

Our research also demonstrates that environmental
issues will have to be faced increasingly on an interna-
tional basis over the years ahead. There are already
conspicuous cases of environmental damage and risk
which cannot be solved on a national basis. The
continuing problem of petroleum pollution in the
oceans is such a case. Neither the oceans nor the
atmosphere can be successfully dealt with if one looks
only at the territory within a nation’s boundary. And
many additional issues of international ecological
significance will be increasingly important—such as the



effects of enormous increases in world use of pesticides
and chemical fertilizers, the environmental impact of
multi-national corporations, and many more.

The Commission has been deeply impressed by the
unprecedented size and significance of the looming
problems of resources and environment on a world
scale. We see the need for much greater efforts than are
underway now to analyze and understand these
problems, and to develop international policies and
programs to deal with them. We foresee potentially
grave issues of clashing interests among nations and
world regions, which could have very serious effects on
the United States. '

Therefore, we believe strongly that, in its own
interest, the United States should work positively and
constructively with other countries and international
organizations in analyzing and solving problems related
to natural resources and the environment in the world.
We have made no special study of the detailed policies
and programs which the United States should pursue for
these purposes. We do now emphatically urge, however,
that the nation join vigorously and cooperatively in
solving problems of international trade, assistance to
less-developed countries, and other pressing issues which
will affect so sharply not only the future well-being of
others in the world but the direct prospects for a
sensible and respectable future for ourselves. We should
not approach such problems in a spirit of charity or
largesse. Our own future depends heavily on the
evolution of a sensible international economic order,
capable of dealing with natural resources and environ-
mental conditions on a world scale.

Long-Term Strategic Planning

Our consideration of the problems and prospects
involved in this country’s long-term future convinces us
that an important dimension of policy formation is
being overlooked. This dimension involves the identifi-
cation, study, and initiation of actions with respect to
future problems that may require lead times of decades
rather than years to resolve. There is a need for
continuous monitoring and evaluation of the long-term
implications of demographic changes, of future resource
demands and supplies, of possible pollution overload
situations, and of the underlying trends in technology
and patterns of social behavior that influence these
factors.

Once future problems are identified, there is a need
to undertake the necessary research and development
and to formulate the policies to resolve them. We need

to study our social, political, and economic institutions
with a view towards recommending modifications that
will reduce the discrepancy between the private and the
public interest. Practical procedures for utilizing the
effluent charge approach to environmental quality
management and for initiating a rational system of
land-use planning are important cases in point. We need
to develop technologies that conserve particularly scarce
physical and environmental resources. While appropriate
effluent charges will encourage private business to move
in this direction, government sponsorship of ‘“yardstick”
research on industrial technologies is necessary, particu-
larly when our concern is with the problems farther in
the future than private business can afford to look.

While parts of these tasks are being performed by
isolated agencies, coordination and analytical assessment
on a broad level are lacking. Private business firms and
most government agencies are of necessity too present-
oriented or mission-oriented to serve these functions
adequately; nor can they be left to ad hoc commissions
such as this one. On the other hand, we do feel that
some group should be assigned central responsibility for
such functions. Such a body would serve as a “lobby for
the future” to identify potential population, resource,
and environmental problems well in advance of their
occurrence; to establish priorities and sponsor technical
and social research directed towards their resolution;
and where necessary to formulate and recommend
policies to that end.
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Chapter 6:

Can government adapt to the new realities and
fragility of our existence as the pace of our lives
accelerates, the world grows more crowded, technology
multiplies life’s complexities, and the environment is
increasingly threatened?* Whether the economy thrives
and environmental crises are avoided depend very much
on government playing an active role—preparing for
population change in advance of crises, and establishing
and implementing appropriate policies. In fact, most of
the recommendations we shall present imply govern-
ment action.

We have examined the effect of different rates of
population growth on the demand for key governmental
services in the years ahead. The results of this research
are presented below.

Beyond the question of costs, any concern with
the effects of population on government requires us to
raise broad questions of the relations between govern-
ment and the size, characteristics, and distribution of
the population it serves. These questions range from the
essential characteristics of democratic government—
citizen participation and representation, justice, and
national security—to the adequacy and efficiency of
ordinary, taken-for-granted service functions of govern-
ment at all levels.

Government represents not only a universally and
vitally important segment of our national life that is
affected by population change; it also constitutes the
channel through which a national concern with popula-
tion must act to affect the causes and cope with the
consequences of population growth and change. Can
local, state, and federal governments cope adequately
with the problems associated with population change
through their traditional structure, means of financing,
and allocation of responsibilities and jurisdictions? The
fundamental questions we have raised transcend politi-
cal party distinctions; they are concerned directly with
people, how they live, and how they are governed.

Our examination of these questions gives us no
cause for complacency or satisfaction. We are troubled
by our assessment of the readiness and capability of
government to deal with problems associated with
population growth and change, as well as by the impacts
of growth and change on our basic governmental
institutions. The choices that face us are not easy ones,
nor do we view population stabilization as any final
solution to the problems raised.

*A separate statement by Commissioner James S. Rummonds
appears on page 168.
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Government

Public Service Costs

Regardless of how our population grows in the
coming decades, we are going to spend more on public
services, simply because of rising demands for new types
of services and improved quality of existing services.
Even if population were to remain at its current level,
we would have to spend more just to satisfy present
demands for better housing, education, transportation,
health services, environmental improvements, and the
elimination of hunger and poverty. Conversely, even if
no new services or improvements in quality were
demanded, costs would rise because, even at the slow
growth rate, we will have a larger population requiring
public services.

Different population growth rates will lead to
different levels of demand for government services. The
Commission has examined in detail three sectors in
which government activities play a significant role—
education, health, and welfare. Our studies were based
on a comparison of the differences in expenditures
required by different levels of demand resulting from
population growth under the 2- and 3-child averages
between now and the year 2000.!

Our projections of government expenditures for
education in the year 2000 assume that a larger
percentage of people will be enrolled, and allow for
improvements in the quality of education. These quality
improvements include more variety in teaching methods
and greater use of paraprofessionals, technical equip-
ment, and materials. In 1970, about 7.5 percent of
GNP—some $74 billion—was spent on education. Our
projections suggest that, in the year 2000, the faster-
growing population would spend 13 percent of its GNP,
or $400 billion, on education, compared to an expendi-
ture level of 9.7 percent of GNP, or $276 billion, with
slower population growth.

Another way of expressing the impact of the 2-
versus the 3-child projections is in terms of the tradeoffs
between the quality of education and the number of
people to be educated. Assume that we will spend 10
percent of our GNP on education in the year 2000.
What type of education would this buy under the two
population projections? With the larger population, this
expenditure would provide seven percent of the stu-
dents with our assumed higher quality education, and
93 percent would receive education comparable to
quality today. With the same proportion of the GNP
spent on education under the 2-child projection, all
students could receive a higher quality education.

While the effect of population on educational



services is large, this is not the case for expenditures in
the health and welfare fields. In the health field, we
looked at the demand for physician visits, dental visits,
and hospital beds. We found that, for a given quality of
health care, the more rapidly growing population would
spend $20 billion more over the next three decades than
would the slower growing population. This averages out
to a difference in annual expenditure of less than $1
billion.

We examined the demand for welfare services using
both today’s definition of poverty and a definition that
would increase at the same rate as per capita income.
The evidence suggests that annual welfare expenditures,
using either definition of poverty, would probably be
slightly smaller under the 2-child population projection
than under the 3-child projection; the difference would
be no more than $2 billion and probably less. Relative
to GNP in the year 2000, this amount would be
insignificant.

Despite higher average incomes, a slower rate of
population growth will not eliminate poverty. As we
have pointed out, if poverty is to be eliminated by the
year 2000, economic growth must be accompanied by
policies that redistribute income.

There are additional sectors of the economy, such
as housing, transportation, and energy production, in
which government is involved heavily. While the Com-
mission studied in detail only the government involve-
ment in education, health, and welfare, a general
conclusion that can be drawn is that the country will
have to spend more in absolute terms to provide public
services for a population growing at the 3-child rate than
at the 2-child rate. Also, slower growth would produce a
higher income per capita. Under our present tax
systems, this would mean that per capita government
revenues would be greater.

However, these benefits of slower growth will not
automatically guarantee a higher quality of life. This
will be achieved only if we deliberately choose to take
advantage of the opportunities that slower growth
presents. The wise use of these opportunities depends
on public and private decisions yet to be made.

State and Local Resources and Requirements

As we have seen, with slower national population
growth, the provision of public services would be less of
a burden on the nation. What would that mean for the
state and local levels of government? The day-to-day
services of state and local governments—in such fields as
education, welfare, health services, police and fire

protection, highways, transportation facilities, sanita-
tion, and waste disposal—are intimately tied to the
number of persons they serve and to the demographic
characteristics of that population. Changes in popula-
tion can have a substantial impact on requirements for
public services as well as on the availability of resources
to meet them.

Even if national population stabilized, there would
still be changes in population size and composition in
states and localities as a result of variations in natural
increase and migration within the United States and
from abroad.

Because the more affluent states attract migrants,
characteristically in the economically productive age
groups, the strains on state government from growth
through migration can be accommodated relatively
easily. Natural increase, however, creates demands for
services without providing the necessary economic
resources for meeting them. In addition, some of the
highest rates of natural increase are found in the poorest
states. Thus, differences in the way in which state
populations grow—whether primarily by migration or
primarily by natural increase—may be as important as
growth itself in affecting a state’s ability to meet
increased demands for public services. Federal policies
which would have the effect of lowering the birthrate
and national programs which would assume a larger
share of financial support for public welfare, education,
and health could help reduce some of the inequities
among states.?

Among local jurisdictions, population change
shows even wider variety than among states. Some rural
communities, exhibiting a high rate of natural increase
and a net population loss because of high outmigration,
have heavy public burdens due to relatively large
numbers of children and the elderly to serve. While
metropolitan suburbs draw generally more affluent
residents, the central cities attract poor rural migrants
and recent foreign arrivals.’> The unequal effect on
demand for local government services is illustrated in
Louisville, Kentucky, where the central city encom-
passes less than half the population of the metropolitan
area, but has more than 90 percent of the area’s public
assistance recipients.

While local governments adjust their expenditure
and employment levels to population changes, it is not
easy. They struggle to eliminate the time lags between
population change and the recognition of that change
by appropriate agencies, the perception of its meaning
for service demands, and the provision of services. We
have also found that public demand for improvement
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in the scope, intensity, and quality of government
services has caused sharp nationwide expansions in the
level of activity of local government, at a rate far
exceeding the growth in national population.*

These matters are cause for concern, and we are by
no means satisfied that the attempts of local govern-
ment to adjust service levels to population changes and
respond to public demand are adequate to meet the
needs of the future. The findings of the Commission’s
national public opinion survey add to this concern. Only
10 percent of the general public rated the performance
of local government “‘excellent,” 43 percent thought its
performance “good,” 31 percent “fair,” and 12 percent
“poor.” Nor are we satisfied that present services and
the taxes supporting them are sufficient and equitably
distributed.’ '

There are sharp disparities among communities’
resources and revenue-raising efforts. These stem largely
from the combination of an excessive reliance on the
property tax and a fragmented structure of governments
in metropolitan areas. The restriction of local govern-
ment jurisdictions to political boundaries that cut across
settlement patterns leaves many local units with more
than their fair share of service demands and others with
a free ticket to avoid some of local governments’ most
difficult tasks.®

The imbalance between resources and demands for
services is especially acute in the contrast between
suburban communities and the central cities of our large
metropolitan areas. Because of the lower incomes of
central city residents, their lower tax capacity, and
greater demand for higher cost services, a greater tax
effort is required of central city residents who, at the
same time, often receive a poorer quality of service than
their more affluent suburban neighbors. Older, built-up
suburbs close to the central city and receiving its
overflow of high cost residents are also at a disadvantage
with a very limited tax capacity.

We are not satisfied that levels of basic public
services should be dependent on the resources yielded
by the local property tax—high in rich communities, low
in needy communities—and feel that greater flexibility
and imagination are needed to find other revenue
sources.

In addition to the mismatch between resources and
need, the ability of local governments to continue to
cope is clearly threatened. Taxpayer revolts, the drive
for federal revenue sharing, the fiscal anguish of
cities—all testify to the precariousness of the process of
providing public services at a satisfactory level of
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quantity and quality.

It is not enough to consider only whether local
governments can adjust service levels to future popula-
tion changes. Ways must be found for local governments
to narrow the gap between their needs and their
resources and for the tax burden to rest more heavily on
those best able to pay. A geographical broadening of the
local tax base, at least within metropolitan areas, could
both encompass the effects of population change and
help narrow the fiscal disparities, if revenues were raised
on the basis of fiscal capacity and distributed on the
basis of expenditure needs. The responsibility of state
and federal governments to help bear part of the burden
needs to be expanded.

Democratic Representation and Participation

Our political institutions were designed originally
to govern a much smaller society, organized and
oriented differently from what we have today. These
institutions have changed as the society has changed.
They have demonstrated remarkable flexibility and
adaptability, but they also have shown some serious
inadequacies. Are they capable of accommodating still
more population growth in the future?

The answer to this question depends in part on
maintaining and improving citizen participation and
representation.” Political activity and interest among
urban people is as high as, if not higher than, that of
rural people, according to the Commission’s public
opinion survey and other evidence. Still, the develop-
ment of metropolitan political forms to deal with
population change must include efforts to increase
citizen representation and participation and the re-
sponsiveness of a larger bureaucracy.

Representation at the national level is diluted by
population growth. The constituency of an individual
congressman has grown enormously since the size of the
House of Representatives was fixed at 435 members in
1910. Then, each congressman represented 211,000
citizens, on the average. In 1970, a congressional
constituency averaged 470,000 citizens. By the year
2000, each congressman in a 435-seat House will
represent 623,000 persons under the 2-child growth
rate, or 741,000 persons in the 3-child case.

The size of the constituency is clearly not the sole
factor determining excellence in government. Perhaps it
may not even be very important, compared with the
quality of the representatives, the size and profession-
alism of their staffs, the size of the governing body
itself, and other factors. But, it cannot be denied that
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the individual constituent’s voice will be diminished
under such circumstances. And, no increase of Con-
gress’s ability to communicate with constituents by
mass media can disguise or make up for that diminution.

Population growth at the national level is just one
demographic element to be considered in the adaptation
of our political system to the needs of the 21st century.
Population redistribution, as well as population growth,
will affect the congressional profile. Representation will
follow the people to metropolitan areas, away from the
rural areas—to growing states like California and other
coastal regions, away from the midcontinent. For
example, if California continues to grow as it has in the
past, its share of the seats in the House of Representa-
tives would increase from 10 percent of the total to 14
percent by the year 2000. Thus, California would have
over one-fifth of the 270 electoral votes required to
elect the President.

While the strains on the political system related to
large constituencies may be alleviated somewhat by
population stabilization, increased metropolitan concen-
tration and interregional migration will continue to alter
the makeup of the Congress and shift its orientation.
The Commission is concerned about the uncertainties
implied by these findings and believes they deserve
further attention.

Administration of Justice

The administration of justice stands as a funda-
mental role of government in our society. The fact that
this system today is under pressure is too obvious to
require demonstration. Congested court dockets, long
waiting periods before trial in criminal and civil cases,
the torment of the correctional system—all bear evi-
dence to the troubles. No matter what the circum-
stances may be in the year 2000, the gravity of the
current situation requires an immediate and aggressive
effort to improve the present system of justice.

The Supreme Court of the United States is the
final arbiter at the apex of the judicial system. In the
nature of things, we can have only one of these. In
1824, when our population was 11 million, Daniel
Webster could argue an important case before the
Supreme Court for several days. Today, oral arguments
are usually limited to one hour or less, and the Court
hears only a very small percentage of the several
thousand cases that arise through the expanded lower
court system and the increasingly popular appeals
procedures. The same type of pressure extends to the
single supreme court in many states.
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Population growth is one of many contributing
factors to the pressures on our system of justice. The
evolution of metropolitan communities and the accom-
panying modern life styles are also related.® In urban
areas, there is an increase in litigation and other legal
actions, perhaps due to increasing numbers of im-
personal contacts and frustrations. However, court
congestion and legal delays reflect not only population
change, but also, and perhaps more importantly,
broadened concepts of the kinds of injustices amenable
to adjudication and extension of the concepts of due
process. 4

Improvement of our present system for administer-
ing justice must have a high priority on the nation’s
agenda. Population stabilization cannot accomplish that
improvement. It can, as an alternative to continued
population growth, reduce one of the pressures on the
performance of this critical government function.

National Security

In considering the impact of population growth on
the capacity of the United States to provide for its
national security, the Commission consulted numerous
experts within the military establishment and the
academic community. They all believed that population
stabilization would pose no threat to the country’s
security.

When the nation was young and her independence
not very secure, her defense depended upon the number
of people bearing arms. Then, experience clearly showed
the wisdom of a larger population. More people meant
greater military strength and greater national security.
Today, our national security is increasingly dependent
upon the skillful and intelligent practice of international
relations, and our military strength is less dependent
upon men and rifles. Recent technology, including
nuclear weaponry, has reduced the significance of
massive armies. Minor military conflicts in the future are
likely to be small, localized, and dependent on conven-
tional weapons and limited manpower. If there are any
major wars in the future, the probability is that they
would involve nuclear weapons long before troop
activity on the scale of World War II was reached.

Because of the expected nature of future military
conflicts, experts suggest that a peacetime active duty
force of two to three million would be sufficient to
ensure national security.” The three million people
required by the military would be less than six percent
of the male population 18 to 45 years old, even if the
country’s population growth followed the 2-child pro-



jection between now and the year 2000. An even
smaller percentage of the population would be required
if we had a volunteer army, because there would
presumably be less turnover, greater skills, and more
efficiency. For comparison, we should note that, since
1955, the Armed Services’ demand for the nation’s
manpower resources has averaged nine to 10 percent of
the male population 18 to 45 years old. Clearly, the
future population would be more than adequate to
supply the military with manpower. Thus, we can
discern no threat to the nation’s security from lesser
future growth of total population.

If there is a change in population that would be
important to national security, it would relate to the
health, education, and productivity of people, not to
the size of the population. The increasingly complex
technology of war, and the growing reliance of the
military on machines rather than on men, mean that
military manpower must be better educated and skilled
than in the past. Beyond this, we must consider what
proportion of people are active in the social, political,
and economic life of the nation. At present, this portion
of the population in the United States does not include
all adults—in particular, those who are poor, discrimi-
nated against, unemployed, unproductive, and counter-
productive. The conversion of this fraction into a part
of the fully active population would be significant for
national security.'®

The Effects of Government Programs on Population
Distribution

~ Policies and programs designed to influence the
migration and distribution of the population are not
- unknown in this country.!! The Ordinance of 1785,
which opened up the Ohio territories, and the Home-
stead Law of 1862 were part of a national policy to
settle the western frontier. The Resettlement Admini-
stration during the Depression was an attempt to slow
migration trends from farm areas.

At present, the United States has no explicit
overall population distribution policy, nor does it have
any programs whose primary intent is to influence
major migration trends. However, many public pro-
grams, such as economic development of rural and
depressed areas, urban renewal of central cities, and
open space acquisition, have the modification of settle-
ment trends as a secondary intent. Such programs have
had relatively greater impact within metropolitan areas
than between regions. Their indifferent success in
affecting broad geographic distribution has been attrib-

uted to the fact that they were neither designed,
administered, nor funded to counteract effectively the
strong economic forces of the private sector which
induce population distribution trends.

There is a virtually endless list of programs which
have unintended consequences for the territorial
arrangement of the population. The federal highway
program, national parks system, minimum wage laws,
import quota system, housing programs, and many
others, all have distributional effects which are diverse
and often conflicting.

Programs that have a particularly clear impact,
stimulating the growth of many areas by attracting
migration, are the Defense Department’s procurement
and research and development programs, which account
for about 10 percent of total federal expenditures. The
rapid growth of Texas and southern California reveals
the significance of such programs. Other programs give
rise to outmigration. For example, recent agricultural
policies providing incentives to restrict acreage and
increase productivity, may have been partly responsible
for heavy migration off the farm.

Perhaps unintended demographic consequences are
unavoidable if policy goals other than population
distribution have priority. Nevertheless, unintended
consequences should at least be anticipated. Although
the territorial impact of some government programs is
known, there is much to be learned. If the demographic
side effects of policies were better understood, then the
desirability of their consequences could be evaluated in
the policy-making process and plans made to alleviate
undesirable aspects.

This society has yet to adopt policies to plan for
and influence the distribution of a significant propor-
tion of the population according to any scheme that
departs substantially from current trends. Although a
majority of the public thinks the government should do
something about national distribution patterns, there is
little active public interest in or support for the
formation of a national distribution policy. And, it may
be difficult to persuade elected officials in districts or
states that would lose population relative to other areas,
that the national interest demands a planned reduction
in the population of their constituency—and a con-
sequent reduction in the number of representatives,
political influence, and federal funds tied to population
size criteria.

Fragmentation of Metropolitan Government

One of the major difficulties in guiding and
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accommodating population growth is the fragmentation
of government in metropolitan areas. Population move-
ments are often unaffected by political boundaries and
population-related problems extend across jurisdictions.

Local general-purpose governments—counties and
municipalities—were created originally to serve all the
people living in their territory. Special governments,
such as sanitation districts, conservation districts, and
port and transit authorities, were developed to perform
limited specific services for special constituencies. As
metropolitan growth fills in the countryside adjoining
larger cities, not only do these local governments find
themselves elbow to elbow, but they also become
overlaid with a patchwork quilt of special governments
with independent policy-making and revenue-raising
powers. Missing is the effective force seeking compre-
hensive solutions to comprehensive problems from a
metropolitan-wide perspective. This territorial and func-
tional fragmentation of governmental responsibility
could become an even more serious problem in the year
2000.

In 1967, there were about 16,000 nonschool local
governments in metropolitan areas. If recent trends
continue, by the year 2000 there are likely to be over
32,000 such governmental units in metropolitan areas.!?
The proliferation of specialized districts will account for
half the increase. As metropolitan problems such as air
pollution, inadequate housing, crime, and insufficient
sewage treatment facilities spread across more and more
political boundaries, it becomes increasingly urgent that
cooperative metropolitan efforts replace jurisdictional
jealousies and narrowly defined self-interests. Although
this need for cooperation is gradually becoming recog-
nized, the federal government should increase its efforts
to help bring about public understanding of the issue
and assist local governments in making the necessary
adjustments.

Government Planning

The success of government in guiding and accom-
modating future population change hinges on its ability
to plan effectively and comprehensively.!3 This means
planning for land use, environmental quality, and the
necessary public services. For example, a plan for a
sewer line which will encourage residential construction
should also be accompanied by plans for adequate
sewage treatment, financing a new school, recreational
and other community facilities. These plans should be
coordinated with development in the neighboring com-
munities.
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The federal government has encouraged the devel-
opment of a technical planning capacity at the local
level, but the structure of local government often
militates against its effective use. The fragmentation of
metropolitan areas into many municipalities, each with
power to zone its own land, and each relying on its
property tax base for general revenues, effectively
prevents the organization or coordination of local
zoning changes to implement a strategy for population
distribution or development on a metropolitan-wide
basis.

Lawrence Christmas, Assistant Director of the
Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission, told us that,

The primary forces now shaping the [metro-
politan] population distribution pattern are
comprised of individual decisions by hundreds
of suburban governmental units, individual
decisions by private developers, and individual
decisions by a few large, single-purpose
regional and state agencies in Washington.!4

Tom Bradley, a councilman in Los Angeles, testified
that, ¢. . .cities have failed miserably to plan for orderly
growth . . . the cities failed because into the planning
vacuum which they left by their inaction, stepped the
land developer, FHA, and the highway engineer.””!%

Although the analytical techniques and creative
capacities for planning are available in many metro-
politan areas today, the absence of adequate mech-
anisms for coordinating the planning efforts of in-
dividual political units means that the resources are
rarely used. When they are used, it is to deal with
short-term problems imposed by current pressures of
population growth.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have argued that slowing down
the rate of population growth would ease the problems
facing government in the years ahead: Potential
demands for many governmental services would be
smaller with lower population growth rates; and poten-
tial resources to finance governmental activities would
be larger as a corollary of higher per capita income.

However, it would be a serious error to read these
conclusions as comforting and reassuring. Under the
most optimistic assumptions, at least 50 million more
people will be added to our population before the end
of the century. This growth will add to the demands on
governmental services and to the complexity of achiev-



ing a participatory political process responsive to con-
temporary conditions.

More important, these added demands and com-
plexities will fall on governmental structures and proc-
esses already heavily burdened—many of us would say
overburdened—by the problems facing the nation. In a
time of headlong technological change, economic
growth, and continuously rising population, the ability
of Americans to deal with environmental pollution,
public safety, economic opportunity, racial and ethnic
discrimination, and many other urgent issues, is far from
assured. Different members of this Commission would
assess the present inadequacies of federal, state, and
local government in the United States with varying
degrees of alarm, but we all agree that fundamental
improvements are urgently needed in the effectiveness,
speed, and equity with which our various governments
deal with vital issues. These issues must be addressed
directly, regardless of population change.

Rather than finding reassurance, therefore, in the
prospects that lower population growth will ease future
governmental problems, we emphasize our concern
because even more burdens are going to be added to
governments now functioning inadequately.

Two aspects of the matter are of special concern.
The first is that the great bulk of the people who will be
added to our population over the next few decades will
live in metropolitan areas. Coupled with continuing
migration from rural to urban areas, this means that the
weight of population growth will fall unevenly on
governmental units. This will require the greatest
response from federal, state, and local governments in
dealing with metropolitan problems.

But it is precisely in this field—establishing effec-
tive and democratic governmental systems in metro-
politan areas—that our existing governments have been
most deficient. Archaic governmental boundaries, incon-
gruity between the location of many problems and the
location of the financial resources to deal with them,
and inequities in the distribution of public services, tax
burdens, and the judicial system have been cited as
problems. Also the need to accommodate both civil
service protection and responsiveness to neighborhood
and community demands and an ability to make and
execute plans on a metropolitan scale—all these and
many other difficulties of metropolitan government are
with us now and will be exacerbated by the population
growth to come.

The second aspect of government problems of
special concern to this Commission is the substantial
number of persons in our country who feel that

government is not responsive to what they see as the
real needs of modern society. Time and again in our
public hearings, we were told that groups which feel
deprived and discriminated against by current govern-
ment policies will be skeptical and resistant to new
governmental programs such as those needed in the
population field. These groups, which feel they are not
allowed to participate fairly in governmental processes,
will be hard to persuade that the government speaks for
them in proposing policies concerning population
matters.

These views—which are felt strongly by ethnic and
racial minorities but are by no means limited to those
groups—were pressed forcefully and persuasively before
the Commission not only in public hearings but also by
other witnesses, members of the staff, and
Commissioners. The Commission believes the conclusion
is inescapable: The effectiveness of government in
meeting urgent national needs, and in bringing a broader
range of our citizens into political participation, will
have much to do with the success of the policies and
programs we recommend in connection with popula-
tion.

Population problems cannot be dealt with in
isolation. Their solution depends upon understanding
and voluntary actions by many of our people, and
neither will be forthcoming in adequate degree from
those who believe that government does not speak for
them and does not respond to their needs.
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Chapter 7

In this chapter, we review the relationships be-
tween population change and several key aspects of our
society. A distinctive feature of a population that is not
growing is its relative abundance of old people and its
relative scarcity of youth. We explore what further
shifts in this direction may imply for the society at
large, and the kinds of issues that seem likely to arise
with regard to the status of the aged.

Population changes take place through the family
and in turn react upon it. As our basic institution, the
family’s durability may reflect its flexibility in response
to transformations in the society around it. We examine
recent changes in the family, looking at the connections
between family behavior and population change, and
what social changes may imply for the responsibilities of
family members.

Many expressions of concern over the effects of
population growth include references to a sense that life
is becoming more crowded and congested. We therefore
examine the concept of population density, and how
density relates to other factors that influence the
character of modern life.

Finally, we show how the status of the socially and
economically excluded racial and ethnic minorities in
our society is reflected in their fertility and their
mortality; and how achieving the goals of social justice
and total inclusion into the mainstream for these groups
will enhance the American future and will serve the ends
of positive population policy as well.

Age Structure

Because of a history of relatively high birthrates in
the United States, our population has characteristically
been ‘“‘young” compared with that of many European
countries. Over time, however, our population has been
growing ‘“older” because of the long-term downward
trend of the birthrate. Although this trend was inter-
rupted by the postwar baby boom, the decline in the
birthrate since then has caused the proportion of the
population in the childhood ages to become smaller
again. As we have indicated, the effects of the baby
boom will be apparent in our age structure throughout
this century, as that generation moves into adulthood
and the working ages, and in the next century when
they join the ranks of the older citizens.

The future age structure of our population—the
proportion of persons at each age—will be affected by
future rates of fertility. The age structure that would
result from the 2-child and 3-child levels of fertility can
be seen in Table 7.1.
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Social Aspects

Table7.1
Age Distributions, 1970 and 2000

Percent atDifferent Ages

Median
Age Under 65&
(Years) Total 18 18-64 Over
1970 28 100 34 56 10
2000
2-child family 33 100 27 62 1
2000
3-child family 27 100 35 56 9
Stabilized
Population 37 100 24 60 16

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Series P-25, No. 470, ‘Projections of the Population of the
United States by Age and Sex: 1970 to 2000.”

With the 2-child rate of growth throughout the rest
of this century, the age structure would show a
consistent pattern of becoming older; with the 3-child
rate, the age structure would become slightly younger.
The age structure that would result frum indefinite
persistence of a 2-child average—a stabilized popula-
tion—would have a median age of 37. In such a
population, the number and percentage of persons in
each group would be roughly the same from birth to age
50 or 60; there would be nearly as many 50-year-olds as
five-year-olds. Above age 60, the numbers would taper
off rapidly because of the high death rates at the older
ages.

What are the implications of an older population?
Will changes in our social organization be required? Will
the rate of social and technological change diminish?
What are the advantages and disadvantages of a popula-
tion whose age composition is dispersed evenly through
the different age levels?

How we define “old” and ‘“‘young” is always an
arbitrary matter determined in large part by custom.
Only at the lower and upper age ranges are the functions
which people are able to perform clearly related to
biological age. For example, it could be argued that a
more appropriate delineation of the working age popu-
lation would be 21 to 70, rather than 18 to 64 years.
This would permit a longer period of schooling and
training appropriate to the economy’s needs. Also, in a
population with high longevity, health and vitality can
be retained until older ages. Sweden, with an older age
distribution than ours, places retirement at 70 rather
than 65; India, with a much younger age structure,
places it at 55.






One concern often expressed about an older age
structure is that there will be a larger proportion of the
population who are less adaptable to political and social
change, thus suggesting the possibility of ‘social stagna-
tion.” Others have suggested that Sweden and England,
both of which have older age structures than ours, are
not especially slow to change; but, it is difficult to
generalize from particular cases. In any event, other
factors, such as accumulated wealth and level of
education, obscure the relationship between chronologi-
cal age and resistance to change.! For example, older
generations typically grew up in an era of less education;
this gap will narrow in the future.

Each new generation is a potential vehicle for
introducing new patterns into the society.? Younger
people seem to feel fewer pressures towards conformity
with adult patterns of thought and behavior. However,
the extent of change or the direction it will take cannot
be predicted. Not all new generations have been equally
restive and desirous of major social and political change;
and, where youth have been active agents of change, the
direction of change advocated has sometimes been
oppressive.

Some also speculate that an older population will
diminish rapid job advancement because a larger propor-
tion of the labor force will be in the older ages and will
retain higher positions longer. In a stabilized population
with low mortality, there would be 90 percent as many
males and 94 percent as many females at age 50 as at
age 20,3 in contrast to current figures of 63 and 69
percent.*

However, a projection of a stabilized age distribu-
tion assumes that zero population growth would be
maintained with little fluctuation in the birthrate.
Although such a population would be older on the
average, in reality there could be considerable variation
in birthrates around a long-term average yielding popula-
tion replacement. This would result in age groups of
different size and more variation in the age structure
than is usually assumed under zero population growth.
Indeed, with increasing individual control over fertility,
the swings in the annual number of births might well be
considerable.

Whether opportunities for individual advancement
will in fact diminish will depend obviously on many
factors besides age structure.’ And, in any event, whether
a lower rate of occupational mobility is viewed with
satisfaction or alarm is largely a matter of values.

Another concern with the changing age composi-
tion associated with lower birthrates is the rising
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proportion of those 65 and over who, many fear, will
add to the burden on public funds to care for them. The
next section of this report treats this subject more
extensively.

In summary, we are led to the conclusion that the
age structure of a population is unlikely to be decisive in
the forms of social organization which emerge. And, as
we have seen, there are many advantages of population
stabilization which seem clearly to outweigh any fears
of an older population.

The Aged

In 1970, there were 20 million persons 65 years
old and over in the United States. With minor improve-
ments in mortality, and with immigration at current
levels, the number expected by the year 2000 is 29
million—a 43-percent increase in the number of these
persons. For the remainder of this century and into the
third decade of the next, the actual numbers in the
older ages will be unaffected by future birthrates, for
the people now in this group and those who will enter it
during this interval are already alive. However, their
proportion of the population will depend on future
birthrates.

In 1900, about four percent of our population was
65 years of age and older.® This proportion has con-
tinued to grow steadily during the century, reaching 9.8
percent by 1970. Lower birthrates in the future would
further raise the proportion of people in this age group.
If the population should grow at the 2-child rate, the
proportion 65 and over would reach 10.6 percent by the
end of this century. If the 2-child average prevailed until
the population ultimately stabilized, the proportion in
this age group would level off at approximately 16
percent—a rather considerable increase in this segment
of the population. However, if the population grew at
the 3-child rate, in the year 2000 the proportion would
be 8.9 percent—less than it is now.

Public concern for the aged has focused largely on
problems of money and health. Attention was first
drawn to the problems of older people during the
1920’s and the early 1930’s when it became apparent .
that families and private sources of charity no longer
provided sufficient support for the growing numbers of
dependent aged, and when the hardships of the eco-
nomic depression of the 1930Q’s fell disproportionately
upon older workers. Similarly, concern with the health
of older people gained momentum during this period, as
increasing numbers of people reached the ages at which
long-term illness is common, presenting new problems






for medical and public health workers.’

One consequence was the establishment of our
social security system with subsequent extension of
coverage and benefits to most aged people and the
recent addition of medical care. Numerous public
monetary benefits have also gradually been extended to
the aged, including special income tax deductions. Also,
greater public resources have been devoted to research
in the chronic diseases, which primarily afflict people in
the older ages, and to extension of services for the
chronically ill. Pension plans have become more
common, and benefits for those reaching retirement age
have been critical bargaining issues for labor unions.

There are compelling reasons for the continued
preoccupation of society with the income, employment,
and health problems of the aged. Poverty is more
prevalent among the elderly—especially among the aged
in minority groups—than any other age group.® Not all of
those now in the older population were covered by the
federal Old Age Survivors, Disability, and Health Insur-
ance program (OASDHI) when they were in the work
force. Furthermore, the levels of payment under retire-
ment programs have, in many cases, been low and not
sufficient to raise recipients above the poverty level.

In the future, the income position of the aged will
most likely be improved, because more will be receiving
benefits from private retirement funds, will have larger
accumulated personal resources, and will be covered by
government insurance plans. Much depends, of course,
on our ability to control inflation. Some might argue
that improving the income position of the disadvantaged
before they reach old age would reduce their income
deficits in later years. Thus, it may be decided that
national priorities should be focused on the disad-
vantaged; for them, income deficits among the elderly,
as among all age groups, are greatest, and improvements
have been slowest in coming.

Health needs will continue to figure high on the list
of needs of the older population: Not only will
standards of health care increase; there will also be a
change in the age composition of the older population.
While the entire population 65 years old and over will
rise 43 percent between 1970 and the year 2000,
persons 75 to 84 will increase by 65 percent, and those
85 years and over by 52 percent. It is among these old
people that chronic conditions (including impairments
and disease) increase, limitations of activity become
more prevalent, and institutionalized care is more often
required. Females predominate, for their expectation of
life exceeds that of males. As with income, the risks of
poor health, limitation of activity, and institution-
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alization are greater among the disadvantaged segment
of the elderly.

The aged are, however, a varied group, and not all
have, or perceive themselves as having, severe income or
health problems.® Although their incomes and total
wealth are smaller on the average, the variation in
income among the aged is considerable. The elderly
probably require less income and most probably expect,
and accommodate to, some decline in vigor and health
without much difficulty. Even so, the combination of
old age with very low income and poor health is
devastating.

Two sets of issues are likely to arise with increasing
frequency as the number of very elderly grows. First,
there are the issues of ethics, personal preference, and
allocation of public expenditures connected with the
prolongation of life. This set of issues, which is just
beginning to receive public attention, has not been
addressed by this Commission.

The second issue, more widely discussed, is far
from resolution. It involves the type of institutional care
necessary for the elderly who can no longer be cared for
at home. Only a small proportion of the population 65
years and over—five percent in 1970—are institution-
alized,!® but the percentage among those 85 years and
over is much larger. This institutionalized population is
relatively disadvantaged in terms of health, social ties,
and economic resources. To date, the prevailing image
of institutional life is largely negative, and older people
generally express greater aversion to it than either their
relatives or the public at large.

A continuing problem of the aged in our society is
finding socially valued roles.!! What is desirable behavior
is less clearly defined for older people than at any other
stage in the life cycle. For men, the situation first
becomes critical at retirement. Previously, their life
courses were more clearly charted. After school came
entrance into the labor force; their status in society
depended largely on occupational position. After retire-
ment, however, their status, and thus the means for
earning social esteem, becomes indeterminate at best.

For women, the loss of status has traditionally
appeared earlier in the life cycle, when children left
home and family functions diminished. However, a
woman’s status in society has depended largely on that
of her husband, even though she may also have been in
the work force for all or part of the time since marriage.
Regardless of employment, she typically maintained
household and family roles which forestalled her feeling
of ‘“‘uselessness.”

Opportunities for the employment of men after



age 65 are more favorable for those with higher
educational levels, and for those in a few selected
occupations. It remains to be seen whether patterns of
compulsory retirement would be noticeably altered with
slower population growth and smaller numbers of new
entrants into the labor market. If the opportunities for
advancement diminish in a population with a stabilized
age distribution, the bargaining position of the aged
would not appear to be strong. Also, increased participa-
tion of women in the work force may present additional
competition for older workers. Finally, society feels
little obligation to provide employment for older people
because of income and health supports now established
in private retirement programs and in the national social
security system.

It is possible, however, that noticeably higher levels
of educational attainment, retraining at different stages
of life, and a shortened work week (perhaps combined
with educational programs) might alter the opportun-
ities for employment—in the aggregate and for older
workers as well.

Policies on age at retirement could certainly be
made more flexible. Perhaps, however, retirement will
be looked upon with more favor once the economic and
social supports for the retirement years are more secure.
Much depends on the extent to which society legiti-
mates leisure-time activity in comparison with work. If a
‘“leisure ethic’’ gains greater social acceptance, especially
within the younger portion of the work force, people
may come to look forward to retirement and the leisure
it brings. A man of 65 has an average of 13 years of life
remaining, and a woman 16 years,'? and life expectancy
may rise further with advances in medical science. With
the increase in the number of older persons and the
greater amount of their time available in the future,
more consideration should be given to the effective use
of volunteers in community agencies. This could con-
tribute materially to both the individuals involved and
the welfare of the community.

There are many other questions about the aged to
consider—for example, where they will live, their posi-
tion in the changing family structure, their influence on
our political institutions, and so on. We can only
speculate about such changes. All we know for certain is
that, if the birthrate declines further, the proportion of
older people will rise. However, as we have seen, total
dependency—the proportion of aged and children
together—will decline, because declines in the propor-
tion of children will more than offset the rising
proportion of aged. This change will take place gradu-
ally, permitting ample time for planning. We are not

doing very well now in meeting the problems of the
aged—we can certainly do better.

The Family

We recognize that in opening a discussion of the
family we tread on sacred ground, for the family is our
most revered institution. As the recognized unit of
reproduction and child-rearing, as perhaps the most
important socializing agent of oncoming generations,
and for its importance in defining the social roles of
both men and women in our society, it is central to
most of our concerns.

The record attests to the enormous durability of
the family as a valued institution, modified in response
to changing conditions and to the choices available to
different generations. In the United States, most people
marry and they marry at an early age. Our population is
unusual among industrialized nations in that the propor-
tion ever marrying has always been high for both sexes.!3

Our average age at first marriage is the lowest of
any advanced country in the world. The great divide in
the orientation to marriage seems to have come in the
1890’s, when age at marriage started a long downward
movement that lasted, with only minor fluctuations,
until the 1960’s. In 1959, the median age at first
marriage was 22.5 for men and 20.2 for women; by
1970, these averages had reached 23.2 and 20.8 re-
spectively.'* Thus, in our society, marriage has been
almost universal and the age at entry into marriage has
been low.

While marriage has been almost universal, divorce
has become more frequent. The divorce rate in 1935
was more than twice that in 1900, and the rate in 1970
was more than twice that in 1935.'5 It appears that
perhaps as many as one-third of marriages now end in
divorce. The increased divorce rate has often been
interpreted as an indication that the institution of
marriage is disintegrating. However, what appears to be
happening is that unsatisfactory marriages are less often
tolerated. Part of the increase in divorce is due to the
fact that more couples now seek divorce when their
marriages fail, instead of remaining separated. Marital
dissolution does not mean rejection of the married state.
The evidence for this is that, increasingly, the divorced
marry again.'®

Nearly universal marriage and early marriage in our
society would possibly not be so prevalent had not
circumstances made marriage less of an economic and
social commitment and less of an irreversible step. Some
evidence supports such a view.!” Formerly it was
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required that the man be able to provide adequate
support for the family before marriage. Many men,
therefore, had to delay marriage and some had to forego
it altogether. Today, however, the proportion of women
in the work force has increased markedly; and the
willingness of women to work after marriage, with or
without children, has encouraged many young people to
decide that they could “afford” to marry. Another
factor is that, while marriage once led automatically to
children, it no longer needs to do so. The increased ease
and respectability of divorce and remarriage has likewise
reduced the obligation to remain in an unsatisfactory
marriage. Finally, still other factors have encouraged
earlier and more universal marriage—educational and
housing benefits for veterans, federal subsidization of
home ownership, college provision of housing services
for married students, unemployment compensation, and
last, but not least, parental willingness to continue
supporting offspring after they are married.

It would appear that the result of these factors has
been generally to provide a greater range of choice to
men than to women. In quest of a stable relationship,
the young woman often does more than perform her
normal duties as wife. She often interrupts her own
education and takes a dead-end job in order to support
the young man while he pursues his education. Increas-
ingly she works after marriage to improve the economic
position of the family. It is the woman’s responsibilities,
and not the man’s, which increase if the woman works,
for she must carry family as well as job obligations. If
divorce occurs, it is easier for the man to remarry, and
the woman ordinarily is assigned responsibility for the
continuous task of child-rearing, although she may
receive financial assistance from the man. With contra-
ception, the wife may have fewer children than before,
and be fully occupied with their upbringing for a shorter
time after marriage. Thereafter, however, she has the
problem of coping with her time and ‘“‘justifying” her
relative inactivity if she does not work. Men, in general,
do not face such major role conflicts until retirement.

While marriage is the common bond holding the
family unit together, many families are maintained by
one parent only, most often the mother. This may be
the case for the woman who bears a child out of
wedlock and does not put the child up for adoption, or
for mothers whose marriages have been dissolved. In
most such instances, however, being a single parent is a
temporary state, for the person, especially if young, will
usually marry or remarry.

Two developments are likely to have an impact on
the family. One is the questioning of existing sex mores
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by young people and open violation of them by some.
The other is the women’s liberation movement which
aims to improve the status of women and to change role
relationships within the family.

Changes in sex mores have not occurred all at once;
they have been changing for a long time. In many cases,
the sex mores were violated by the parental generation,
but not so openly. And, overt compliance was achieved
at considerable cost, especially in the case of marriages
occurring as a result of premarital pregnancy. This is less
necessary now with the greater availability of contra-
ception and abortion. Also, many adults are aware that
their own uncertainty and ambivalence has been a factor
in the open repudiation of sexual standards by youth.

Some believe that the “sexual rebellion” may be
moving in the direction taken in Sweden, where a
permissive attitude towards premarital sexual activity is
combined with a late age at marriage. However, both
these traits are traditional in Sweden; they are not
traditional in the United States. Today, many young
people live together informally and are experimenting
with a greater range of relationships. Whether or not
these relationships are enriching depends on the per-
sonal responsibility of individuals involved and the
attitudes of our society toward these individuals and
their life styles. The effects on marriage and family
patterns cannot yet be foreseen, and much depends on
how the present confusion with respect to premarital
relationships gets resolved.

A significant feature of the women’s liberation
movement is that, although its demands have been made
on the basis of equity for women, it has not usually
been anti-marriage or anti-children. It has, however,
been concermmed with changing the role relationships
within families and with extending services for children.
Its most vocal demand, however, is for equality in the
educational and occupational spheres outside the
family.!8

If the movement is successful, many of the role
patterns will be dissolved or weakened. We can expect
more conflict within marriage as to who will do what,
but such conflict has already been apparent in many
cases, and many believe that the quality of child-parent
and of husband-wife relationships would be improved
by more participation of the husband in family life. In
those cases where the woman chooses or is required to
work, the division of labor within the family will be
based less on sex, for the husband also will be expected
to assume responsibility for household chores, to share
in the responsibility of caring for children, and to
accommodate his occupational requirements to the



family roles, much as women do.

None of these changes dictates the direction which
reproduction within families will take, or whether the
responsibility for childbearing and child-rearing will be
enhanced, or what will happen to the quality of family
life. As more satisfactory alternatives to childbearing
and child-rearing become available, that in itself is likely
to enhance rational and responsible decisions about
reproduction and parenthood.

Population Density and Population Size

More and more Americans live in urbanized areas
at densities far exceeding those in rural areas, but urban
densities are not increasing. In fact, average density is
actually declining, because urban territory is expanding
faster than urban population. In 1960, about 96 million
people lived in urbanized areas at an average density of
3,800 people per square mile. By 1970, 118 million
people lived in urbanized areas, but the density of urban
areas had dropped to 3,400.!?

It is important to distinguish between density and
agglomeration. Density, defined as the number of
people per unit of area, does not specify the total
numbers of people involved. Population agglomeration
refers to large collections of people at an unspecified
density. A small town may have a high density if the
lots are small and the buildings tall. Many suburban
areas have a low density but contain a large population
distributed over extensive areas.

e need to understand the effects of urban density
itself and the effects of having such large proportions of
our people living in areas that include millions of
people. What can be said about ‘‘crowding” and its
effects? To what extent can social problems—high crime
rates, mental illness, mass violence—be attributed to
density and to the scale at which we live in metropolitan
areas? What will be the social effects of near-total
urbanization?

What is the meaning, in terms of daily life, of
urban densities which can reach as high as 67,000
people per square mile on Manhattan Island in New
York City?2° Without knowing the context in which it is
experienced, the fact of high density tells us little about
its importance or impact on human behavior.

High density does not necessarily imply crowding,
since the type of activity a person is engaged in, its
duration, and the person’s attitude all shape perception
of whether a particular situation is crowded. The high
density at a movie theatre does not cause a crowded
feeling as long as each person has a seat. The same

density at an office where people are active would
probably be unbearably crowded. And certainly where a
family of eight lives in three or four rooms the situation
is undesirably crowded. In this case, high density
coupled with poor housing conditions and poor nutri-
tion, can only aggravate an otherwise difficult situation
and seriously hinder the development of children. We
cannot, however, assume that all high density situations
are either crowded or necessarily bad. Some are, some
are not.

Other things being equal, we know that increases in
density cause increases in air pollution as the natural
recycling system is overloaded. Similarly, traffic and
other forms of congestion grow with density, as growing
numbers of people hinder each other’s movement. But,
other factors, such as population size, the layout of the
city, and its type of transportation system, are also
important.

In general, the research on the effects of popula-
tion density on human behavior is sparse and the
findings either inconclusive or negative. Despite popular
belief, the evidence is lacking to show that social
pathology is associated with density itself. The most
judicious conclusion we can reach is that little is known
and that conventional measures of density are of little
use as single indicators.?!

Some intriguing research has been conducted on
animals which indicates that certain kinds of anti-social
behavior result from excessive crowding.?? Attempts at
similar research on humans have only begun, and the
results are inconclusive. One study, which placed groups
of individuals in rooms of different sizes, showed no
effects on the performance of tasks. Men in such groups
evidently became more aggressive and competitive, but
women became more pleasant and less competitive.
With men and women together, all effects of density
disappeared.?3

Urban areas and central cities do have higher rates
of crime and mental illness than rural areas, but efforts
to implicate population density have been inconclusive.
Other factors, such as income and education appear to
be more important than density itself.?*

It is just possible that we may come to look at the
decline in urban densities as a mixed blessing. In
suburban areas, one can identify undesirable conse-
quences of haphazard development at densities which
are low relative to central cities. If continued in the
decades ahead, declining densities could produce a
serious reduction of available open space where we can
occasionally escape from the pace of urban life. While
our nation is thinly populated relative to many other
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advanced countries—compare our average of 58 persons
per square mile nationally with 590 persons per square
mile in Great Britain—it does not follow from this that
our population may keep on growing with impunity, or
that continuing declines in urban density are beneficial.
Such a conclusion fails to reckon with differences in the
habitability of the land and differences in the degree to
which dense population settlement is supported by
international rather than domestic commerce. Further-
more, such a conclusion glosses over the question of
whether we would be better off or worse off if our open
spaces were filled up with people.

Many of the concerns about the possible effects of
density—the differences in the quality of life in small
towns versus large cities, the concern about the loss of a
sense of community and individual identity, increasing
alienation, and similar questions—are more properly
matters of the scale of social organization rather than
population density. For example, concerns about the
individual’s impact on political decisions more clearly
involve population size and the nature of political
organization than population density.

As the individual becomes a smaller fraction of the
total aggregate, his identification and commitment to
the whole may diminish. But the effect of increasing
size on the individual’s identity depends on many other
factors such as the strength of family, neighborhood,
ethnic, religious, and other organizations in the col-
lection of communities comprising the metropolis.

Undoubtedly the description of big city life as
impersonal has some validity. In the course of one day,
people living in big cities have contact with many
individuals, far too many to know or even recognize.
Indeed, the opportunity for such contacts is one of the
advantages of urban living, since it facilitates communi-
cation and exchange. Under these circumstances, ano-
nymity and impersonality are necessary in order to get
through a day’s work.

In the space of a single lifetime, we have been
transformed from a predominantly rural to a predomi-
nantly urban nation. The effects of living at high
densities and in large population groups are only two
demographic dimensions of this transformation. Others
might come from the change in composition of urban
population. In the past, our urban places have grown in
part through an influx of people originating in rural
areas. The differences in childhood experiences that
rural people brought with them to the city probably
exerted significant influence on our urban society.
Today, as rural to urban migration diminishes, the
influence of people of rural origin will soon come to an

end. Future generations will be created from people
who have been city-born and city-bred.

For better or for worse, we are becoming a nation
of metropolitan dwellers. The essential point is that the
consequences of this are not well known. We ought to
be much more concerned than we seem to be about
developing some reliable knowledge of the social and
psychological consequences of urbanization, and the
associated implications of urban densities and the
increasing scale and complexity of social organization
accompanying metropolitan agglomeration.

Racial and Ethnic Minorities

Any effort to grasp the dynamics of our popula-
tion on a national scale must include a serious effort to
understand what is happening among the socially and
economically disadvantaged racial and ethnic minorities
—blacks, Indians, Spanish-speaking groups, and others—
who are struggling to break out of the backwaters of our
society. We have met with social scientists, government
officials, and spokesmen from these communities. At
best, we have been able to develop only a broad outline
of the intricate role population plays among the many
pressures under which our deprived groups live. How-
ever, this much we can say: This nation cannot hope to
successfully address the question of future population
without also addressing the complex network of unem-
ployment, poor housing, poor health services, and poor
education, all of which combine to act upon, and react
to, the pressures of population.

At the outset, we must recognize that our popula-
tion problems cannot be resolved simply by inducing
our “have-not” groups to limit the number of children
they have. Although the fertility of minority groups is
higher than that of the rest of the population, it is not
they who bear the primary responsibility for population
growth.

Despite their higher fertility rates, minorities—
precisely because of their smaller numbers—contribute
less to population growth than does the rest of the
population. Among all women 35 to 44 years old in
1969, the Spanish-speaking, Indians, and blacks together
contributed 30 percent of the childbearing in excess of
replacement needs, while the non-Spanish-speaking
white majority contributed 70 percent.?S An estimate for
1967 indicates that well over half of all childbearing in
excess of replacement needs was attributable to the
nonpoor, non-Spanish, white majority.?® Looking at it
another way, if no babies had been born to black or
Spanish-speaking parents throughout the decade of the
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sixties, our population would be only four percent
smaller than it is today. On the other hand, if there had
been no births to non-Spanish-speaking whites, our
present population would be 13 percent less.?”

The idea that our population growth is primarily
fueled by the poor and the minorities having lots of
babies is a myth. There is nonetheless a strong relation-
ship between high fertility and the economic and social
problems that afflict the 13 percent of our people who
are poor, and we must address it.

In the first place, the link between birthrates and
poverty is so tight that family size in general is a good
indicator of how far into the mainstream of American
life a group has moved. The largest families are among
our rural ethnic, low income, and cultural minorities,
regardless of race. They include southern Appalachian
whites, southern blacks, Mexican-Americans, American
Indians, and other groups.

As these groups move into the mainstream, their
family size diminishes. For example, blacks with high
school diplomas have about the same number of
children as their white counterparts; college-educated
blacks have even fewer children, on the average, than
their white counterparts.?® Mexican-American fertility
also declines in response to increased education.?’

In the second place, the sordid history of race
relations in our nation has left a widely felt legacy of
fear and suspicion that will poison any population
policy unless it is clear that such a policy is being
developed to enhance the quality of life for all
Americans, and not to restrict or curtail the gains made
by minorities. As Dr. Eugene S. Callender, president of
the New York Urban Coalition, told us:

Minority groups must share the generally
growing concern for the quality of life avail-
able to us as the population increases. How-
ever, it must also be kept in mind that
minority groups have only recently been
allowed to become participants in this system,
to receive its benefits and to share in shaping
its future. We are even more anxious about
our position within the society, since our few
gains are, even now, tenuous. 3¢

The fragility of these gains, coupled with the
record of white America in relation to nonwhite and
Spanish-speaking minorities, practically assures, Dr. Cal-
lender added, that any governmental efforts in the field
of “population” will be viewed with distrust if not
outright alarm:
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Within this country, Blacks, Indians,
Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and Orientals feel
that such [population] control is solely to the
advantage of the majority population. Minor-
ity groups at this point in history do not feel
that they can afford to trust that the “nobler
instincts” of the white majority will prohibit
the resurgence of subtle and overt forms of
racism.

This wariness is reinforced by a belief that popula-
tion is of particular interest to affluent whites, and is
irrelevant to the everyday survival problems faced by
blacks and other minority groups. A witness at our
Washington hearings told us that many blacks believe
that whites who once joined them in battles against
discrimination did so more out of the excitement of
joining a ‘“cause” than because of opposition to racial
and social injustice. As the battles grew more difficult,
whites tired of the effort and now have turned to a new
cause—ecology—which blacks consider a copout from
the real problems blacks face. As one witness at our
Washington hearings noted, ‘“what few white liberals
which were left after the ‘backlash’ have gone traipsing
off after daisies and low-phosphate detergents.” This
witness added:

If this [ecology] movement also talks about
fewer people, the question of “who gets to
survive” is raised. So, to us, it becomes ‘“‘every
man for himself” now, because we have no
reason to expect that we won’t get the worst
of this one too.3!

This feeling of powerlessness, of exclusion, has led
some spokesmen to suggest that the only way to break
into the “system’ is by growing so large in numbers that
they can no longer be ignored. As we learned from a
Spanish-speaking witness at our hearings in Los Angeles,
the apparent lack of majority responsiveness leads
Spanish-speaking people to believe that, *“. .. the only
way we will get groups like yours to be responsive to
our needs is through sheer weight of numbers.”” It may
be, he added, that ‘“what we must do is to encourage
large Mexican-American families so that we will even-
tually be so numerous that the system will either
respond or it will be overwhelmed.”3?

The Reverend Jesse Jackson reminded us in
Chicago that the basic drives among all people are for
food, clothing, shelter, recognition, and security. He
added that:



... You have to recognize that the American
group that has been subjected to as much
harassment as our community has is suspect
of any programs that would have the effect of
either reducing or levelling off our population
growth. Virtually all the security we have is in
the number of children we produce.33

The political success of blacks in Newark, New
Jersey, Gary, Indiana, and elsewhere are cited by
Jackson and others to indicate that continued growth in
their communities is required to assure not only
survival, but political leverage as well.

However, our public opinion survey revealed that
most black people believe continued growth is a
problem for this nation. Fifty-one percent said popula-
tion growth is a serious problem, another 35 percent
termed it a problem but not so serious, and 10 percent
said it was no problem at all.3*

While excess fertility among blacks and other
minorities is not the main source of the problem of
national population growth, nonetheless it is clear that
many minority families regard excess fertility as a
serious personal problem. The evidence for this is the
response of minority families to family planning services
when these are made available in an acceptable manner.
Like other groups, minority members seek to limit their
family size as a means of achieving a better quality of
life for themselves and their children.

Americans, regardless of their racial or ethnic
backgrounds, tend to have smaller families as their
education, their jobs, and their incomes improve.
However, those who have not been able to climb onto
the socioeconomic escalator have also not adopted the
pattern of smaller family size. Hence, unblocking our
minorities and enabling them to get into the mainstream
is going to have a significant effect upon future
population levels.

Historically, there has been a close link between
urbanization and upward social and economic mobility.
But this link has broken down for blacks, the Spanish-
speaking, Indians, and other “have-not” groups. For
whites, the descendants of immigrants or migrants have
done better than their parents. The first arrivals may
have taken jobs in factories or on the docks, but they
had children who finished high school and went into
skilled occupations, and grandchildren who finished
college and moved into the professional ranks—and out
of the central cities into the suburbs.

There is no question that black people who move
from farm to city are better off than those who stay on

the farm. The city is where they go for jobs and
educational opportunities that simply are not available
in rural areas. The problem is that subsequent advances
have not come to them as they have come to the
majority.35

Even though blacks are narrowing the education
gap, they are not faring as well economically. In fact,
the better educated a black becomes, the worse grows
the income gap between himself and a comparably
educated white.* For example, in 1969, the median
income for men with an eighth grade education was
$4,300 among blacks and $5,500 among whites—a
difference of $1,200. For those with high school
diplomas, black men had a median income of $6,100,
whites $8,600—a difference of $2,500. Among college
graduates, black men earned median incomes of $8,600,
which was $3,800 below the $12,400 earned by whites.
The black college graduate in 1969 was earning no more
than a white with a high school diploma. For men of
Spanish origin, the 1970 median income was $6,000
compared with $8,200 for all whites and $5,000 for
blacks. 3¢

Those minority people who have ‘“made it” into
the system have adopted the small-family pattern. The
problem is that so few of them have made it. The task is
to make the system work for them as it has for the
majority.

If the facts of life for blacks and many other
minorities are grim—the facts of death are no better.
Blacks live, on the average, seven years less than whites,
though this is not as bad as the turn of the century
when the gap in life expectancy was 15 years.3” Current
differences are due primarily to premature death among
black adults between the ages of 20 to 60, and
secondarily to higher mortality among black children.3?
The source of this higher black mortality is found in the
social and economic facts we have already noted.

A Houston case study showed that the number of
deaths in 1960 among Mexican-Americans was 12
percent higher for males, and 67 percent higher for
females than would have been the case if they had been
subject to the death rates experienced by non-Spanish
whites. The corresponding figures for excess mortality
in Houston’s black population were 43 percent for
males and 87 percent for females.3® National figures
show that total mortality among Indians exceeds white
mortality by 50 percent.%?

The existence of large differences in mortality by

* A separate statement by Commissioner D. Gale Johnson appears
on page 158.
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socioeconomic level within minority populations sug-
gests that the excess mortality of these groups can be
largely reduced with improvements in levels of living.%!

In Little Rock, Arkansas, a black man confronted
us with a more basic issue: Do we, as a society, want to
improve conditions for the poor and the excluded? He
questioned whether we do:

I suggest to you that many of us who are
advantaged have a vested interest in keeping
the disadvantaged exactly where they are. Our
economic and political strategies are clearly
designed to keep a segment of our population
poor and powerless. I suggest that many of
our social welfare programs have failed and
are failing to help the poor and oppressed
among us because they were never intended
to help them.*?

The decade 1960 to 1970 saw a doubling of the
number of young black men and women aged 15 to 24
in the metropolitan areas of every part of the nation
except the south.*3 This increase, twice that for com-
parable white youth, was the result of higher black
fertility to begin with, participation in the post-World
War II baby boom, and continued migration away from
southern rural poverty. The result has been more and
more young black people ill-equipped to cope with the
demands of urban life, more likely to wind up unem-
ployed or in dead-end, low-paying jobs, and caught in
the vicious wheel of poverty, welfare, degradation, and

crime.
The facts we have cited describe a crisis for our

society. They add up to a demographic recipe for more
turmoil in our cities, more bitterness among our
“have-nots,” and greater divisiveness among all of our
peoples. What we have said here means that unless we
address our major domestic social problems in the short
run—beginning with racism and poverty—we will not be
able to resolve fully the question of population growth.
And, unless we can resolve the question of population
growth, in the long run it not only will further aggravate
our current problems, but may eventually dwarf them.
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Chapter 8:

We have reviewed population trends in the United
States and examined their implications. Now we are
ready to talk about the meaning of these trends for
policy.

Four things stand out: First, the effects of our past
rapid growth are going to be with us for a long time.
Second, we have to make a choice about our future
growth. Third, the choice involves nothing less than the
quality of American life. And, fourth, slower population
growth provides opportunities to improve the quality of
life, but special efforts are required if the opportunities
are to be well used.

A Legacy of Growth

Regardless of what happens to the birthrate from
now on, our past growth commits us to substantial
additional growth in the future. At a minimum, we will
probably add 50 million more Americans by the end of
the century, and the figure could easily be much higher
than that.

We will be living for a long time with the
consequences of the baby boom. Not long ago, that
surge of births caused double sessions, school in trailers,
and a teacher shortage. Now it is crowding the colleges
and swelling the number of people looking for jobs. As
these young people grow older, they will enter the ranks
of producers as well as consumers, and they will
eventually reenter dependency—the dependency of the
aged.

We are going to have to plan for this. Swelling
numbers of job applicants put an extra burden on full
employment policy, if only because failure in this
respect now affects so many more people than it did
once. This will continue to be true for many years.
People think the “baby boom” ended in the 1950’s. Not
so. That was only when it reached its peak. The last year
when births exceed four million was 1964, only eight
years ago.! In fact, today’s eight-year-olds are just as
numerous as 18-year-olds. So it is not too late to try to
do better by the youngest of the baby-boom babies than
we did by the oldest.

The baby boom is not over. The babies have
merely grown older. It has become a boom in the teens
and twenties. In a few decades, it will be turning into a
retirement boom. During the second decade of the next
century, 30 million people will turn 65, compared with
15 million who had their 65th birthday in the past 10
years.2 Will the poverty of the aged be with us then?
Census Bureau reports disclose that 25 percent of
today’s aged are in poverty, compared with eight
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percent of people in the young working ages of 22 to
45.3 Thirty years from now, will we do better by the
swelling numbers of aged than we do by those we have
now? Will we develop alternatives to treating the elderly
as castoffs? Not if we don’t try. Not if we don’t plan for
it.

We may be through with the past, but the past is
not done with us. Our demographic history shapes the
future, even though it does not determine it. It sets
forth needs as well as opportunities. It challenges us to
get ready. While we cannot predict the future, much of
it is foreseeable. For this much, at least, we should be
prepared.

The Choice About Future Growth

We have to make a choice about our future growth.
As a Commission, we have formed a definite judgment
about the choice the nation should make. We have
examined the effects that future growth alternatives are
likely to have on our economy, society, government,
resources, and environment, and we have found no
convincing argument for continued national population
growth. On the contrary, the plusses seem to be on the
side of slowing growth and eventually stopping it
altogether. Indeed, there might be no reason to fear a
decline in population once we are past the period of
growth that is in store.

Neither the health of our economy nor the welfare
of individual businesses depend on continued
population growth. In fact, the average person will be
markedly better off in terms of traditional economic
values if population growth slows down than if it
resumes the pace of growth experienced in the recent
past.

With regard to both resources and the
environment, the evidence we have assembled shows
that slower growth would conserve energy and mineral
resources and would be a significant aid in averting
problems in the areas of water supply, agricultural land
supply, outdoor recreation resources, and environmental
pollution.

Slower population growth can contribute to the
nation’s ability to solve its problems in these areas by
providing an opportunity to devote resources to the
quality of life rather than its quantity, and by ‘buying
time”—that is, slowing the pace at which problems
accumulate so as to provide opportunity for the
development of orderly and democratic solutions.

For government, slower population growth offers
potential benefits in the form of reduced pressures on
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educational and other services; and, for the people, it
enhances the potential for improved levels of service in
these areas. We find no threat to national security from
slower growth. While population growth is not by any
means the sole cause of governmental problems, it
magnifies them and makes their solution more difficult.
Slower growth would lessen the increasing rate of strain
on our federal system. To that extent, it would enhance
the likelihood of achieving true justice and more ample
well-being for all citizens even as it would preserve more
individual freedom. '

Each one of the impacts of population growth—on
the economy, resources, the environment, government,
or society at large—indicates the desirability, in the
short run, for a slower rate of growth. And, when we
consider these together, contemplate the ever-increasing
problems involved in the long run, and recognize the
long lead time required to arrest growth, we must
conclude that continued population growth—beyond
that to which we are already committed by the legacy
of the baby boom—is definitely not in the interest of
promoting the quality of life in the nation.

The Quality of American Life

We are concerned with population trends only as
they impede or enhance the realization of those values
and goals cherished in, by, and for American society.

What values? Whose goals? As a Commission, we
do not set ourselves up as an arbiter of those
fundamental questions. Over the decades ahead, the
American people themselves will provide the answers,
but we have had to judge proposals for action on
population-related issues against their contribution to
some version of the good life for this society and, for
that matter, the world. What we have sought are
measures that promise to move demographic trends in
the right direction and, at the same time, have favorable
direct effects on the quality of life.

We know that problems of quality exist from the
variety of indicators that fall short of what is desirable
and possible. There are inequalities in the opportunities
for life itself evidenced by the high frequency of
premature death and the lower life expectancy of the
poor. There is a whole range of preventable illness such
as the currently high and rising rate of venereal disease.
There are a number of congenital deficiencies
attributable to inadequate prenatal care and obstetrical
services and, in some cases, to genetic origin. Not all
such handicaps are preventable, but they occur at rates
higher than if childbearing were confined to ages
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associated with low ineidenee and if genetic eounseling
were more widely available.

Innate human potential often has not been fully
developed because of the inadequate quality of various
educational, social, and environmental factors.
Particularly with regard to our ethnie minorities and the
female half of the population, there are large numbers
of people occupying social roles that do not capitalize
on their latent abilities and interest, or elicit a dedicated
effort and commitment. -There is hunger and
malnutrition, particularly damaging to infants and
young children, that should not be tolerated in the
richest nation the world has ever known. Sensitive
observers perceive in our population a certain
frustration and alienation that appears to go beyond
what is endemic in the human condition; the sources of
these feelings should be explored and better understood.

And we can also identify and measure the limiting
factors, the inequalities of opportunity, and the
environmental hazards that give rise to such limitations
in the quality of life—for example, inadequate
distribution of and access to health, education, and
welfare services; cultural and social constraints on
human performanece and development assoeciated with
race, ethnic origin, sex, and age; barriers to full
economic and cultural participation; unequal access to
environmental quality; and unequal exposure to
environmental hazard.

There are many other problems of quality in
American life. Thus, alongside the challenges of
population growth and distribution is the challenge of
population quality. The goal of all population poliey
must be to make better the life that is actually lived.

Opportunity and Choice

While slower population growth provides
opportunities, it does not guarantee that they will be
well used. It simply opens up a range of choices we
would not have otherwise. Mueh depends on how wisely
the choices are made and how well the opportunities are
used. For example, slower population growth would
enable us to provide a far better education for children
at no increase in total costs. We want the opportunity
presented by slower growth to be used this way, but we
cannot guarantee that it will be. The wise use of
opportunities such as this depends on publie and private
decisions yet to be made.

Slowing population growth can “buy time” for the
solution of many problems; but, without the
determined, long-range application of technical and



political skills, the opportunity will be lost. For
example, our economic and political systems reward the
exploitation of virgin resources and impose no costs on
polluters. The technology exists for solving many of
these problems. But proper application of this technol-
ogy will require the recognition of public interests, the
social inventiveness to discover institutional arrange-
ments for channeling private interests without undue
government regulation, and the political courage and
skill needed to institute the necessary changes.

Slower population growth offers time in which to
accomplish these things. But if all we do with breathing
time is breathe, the value of the enterprise is lost.

Population change does not take place in a
vacuum. Its consequences are produced through its joint
action with technology, wealth, and the institutional
structures of society. Hence, a study of the American
future, insofar as it is influenced by population change,
cannot ignore, indeed it must comment upon, the
features of the society that make population growth
troublesome or not.

Hence, while we are encouraged by the improve-
ment in average income that will be yielded by slower
‘population growth, we are concerned with the persist-
ence of vast differences in the distribution of income,
which has remained fixed now for a quarter of a
century. .

While we are encouraged by the relief that slower
population growth offers in terms of pressure on
resources and the environment, we are aware of the
inadequacy of the nation’s general approach to these
problems.

We rely largely on private market forces for
conducting the daily business of production and con-
sumption. These work well in general and over the short
run to reduce costs, husband resources, increase pro-
ductivity, and provide a higher material standard of
living for the individual. But the market mechanism has
been ineffective in allocating the social and environ-
mental costs of production and consumption, primarily
because public policies and programs have not provided
the proper signals nor required that such costs be borne
by production and consumption activities. Nor has the
market mechanism been able to provide socially accept-
able incomes for people who, by virtue of age, in-
capacity, or injustice, are poorly equipped to participate
in the market system for producing and distributing
income.

Our economy’s use of the earth’s finite resources,
and the accompanying pollution or deterioration of the
quality of water, air, and natural beauty, has neglected

some of the fundamental requirements for acceptable
survival. Often the time horizon for both public and
private decisions affecting the economy has been too

-short. It seems clear that market forces alone cannot be

relied upon to achieve our social and environmental
goals, for reasons that make exchange, though the main
organizing principle, inadequate without appropriate
institutional and legal underpinnings.*

In short, even if we achieve the stabilization of
population, our economic, environmental, govern-
mental, and social problems will still be with us unless
by will and intelligence we develop policies to deal with
the other sources of these problems. The fact that such
policies have shown little conspicuous success in the
past gives rise to the skepticism we have expressed above
in our discussion of the relations between government
and population growth.

The problem is not so much the impact of
population on government as the adequacy of govern-
ment to respond to the challenge of population and the
host of issues that surround it. Long-term planning is
necessary to deal with environmental and resource -
problems, but there are only beginning signs that
government is motivated or organized to undertake it. A
major commitment is required to bring minorities into
the mainstream of American life, but the effort so far is
inadequate. It is clear that the ‘“‘real city” that comprises
the metropolis requires a real government to manage its
affairs; but the nation is still trying to manage the affairs
of complex, interconnected, metropolitan communities
with fragmented institutional structures inherited from
the 18th century. B

Population, then, is clearly not the whole problem.
But it is clearly part of the problem, and it is the part
given us as the special responsibility of this Commission.
How policy in this area should be shaped depends on
how we define the objectives of policy in respect to
population.

Policy Goals

Ideally, we wish to develop recommendations
worthwhile in themselves, which at the same time, speak
to population issues. These recommendations are con-
sistent with American ethical values in that they aim to
enhance individual freedom while simultaneously pro-
moting the common good. It is important to reiterate
that our policy recommendations embody goals either
intrinsically desirable or worthwhile for reasons other
than demographic objectives.

Moreover, some of the policies we recommend are
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irreversible in a democratic society, in the sense that
freedoms once introduced cannot be rescinded lightly.
This irreversibility characterizes several of the important
policies recommended by this Commission. We are not
really certain of the demographic impact of some of the
changes implied by our recommendations. One or two
could conceivably increase the birthrate by indirectly
subsidizing the bearing of children. The rest may depress
the birthrate below the level of replacement. We are not
concerned with this latter contingency because, if
sometime in the future the nation wishes to increase its
population growth, there are many possible ways to try
this; a nation’s growth should not depend on the
ignorance and misfortune of its citizenry. In any event,
it is naive to expect that we can fine-tune such trends.

In the broadest sense, the goals of the population
policies we recommend aim at creating social conditions
wherein the desired values of individuals, families, and
communities can be realized; equalizing social and
economic opportunities for women and members of
disadvantaged minorities; and enhancing the potential
for improving the quality of life.

At the educational level, we wish to increase public
awareness and understanding of the implications of
population change and simultaneously further our
knowledge of the causes and consequences of popula-
tion change.

In regard to childbearing and child-rearing, the
goals of our recommendations are to: (1) maximize
information and knowledge about human reproduction
and its implications for the family; (2) improve the
quality of the setting in which children are raised;
(3) neutralize insofar as it is practicable and consistent
with other values those legal, social, and institutional
pressures that historically have been mainly pronatalist
in character; and (4)enable individuals to avoid
unwanted childbearing, thereby enhancing their ability
to realize their preferences. These particular policies are
aimed at facilitating the social, economic, and legal
conditions within our society which increase ethical
responsibility and the opportunity for unbiased choice
in human reproduction and child-rearing. At the same
time, by enhancing the individual’s opportunity to make
a real choice between having few children and having
many, between parenthood and childlessness, and
between marriage and the single state, these policies
together will undoubtedly slow our rate of population
growth and accelerate the advent of population stabili-
zation.

In connection with the geographic distribution of
population, our objectives are to ease and guide the
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process of population movement, to facilitate planning
for the accommodation of movements, and to increase
the freedom of choice in residential locations.

To these ends, therefore, we offer our recommen-
dations in the belief that the American people,collec-
tively and individually, should confront the issues of
population growth and reach deliberate informed
decisions about the family’s and society’s size as they
affect the achievement of personal and national values.



Chapter 9:

One characteristic American response to social
issues is to propose educational programs, and this
Commission is no exception. The range of educational
topics impinging on population is broad and diffuse;
somewhat arbitrarily, we have elected to organize the
subject into three categories: population education,
education for parenthood, and sex education. This is
not the only way to organize this material. It is for the
individual community, school, or agency to decide what
is appropriate and wise for them in preparing such
educational programs.

Population Education

If Americans now and in future generations are to
make rational, informed decisions about their own and
their descendants’ future, they must be provided with
far more knowledge about population change and its
implications than they now possess.* The amount and
accuracy of information currently held by Americans on
the subject of population leave much to be desired.
Approximately six out of 10 questioned in our 1971
poll either did not know or could not guess the size of
the United States population within 50 million persons
(205 million in 1970). And among young persons
between 16 and 21, many of whom are still in school,
the proportion answering correctly rises only a couple of
percentage points. The record is even worse with respect
to information about the world’s population. Only 16
percent know or can guess the size of the world’s
population within one-half billion persons (3.6 billion in
1970). If information on such elementary facts is
missing, one can imagine the state of more advanced
knowledge and understanding.'

Population education involves more than simply
learning the size of different populations. Ideally, it
includes some elementary knowledge of the arithmetic
of population growth and the growth of metropolitan
areas and suburban decentralization. A program of
population education should seek to present knowledge
about population processes, population characteristics,
the causes of population change, and the consequences
of such change for the individual and for the society. We
believe that population education should not approach
population as a “problem” to be solved or as a point of
view to be promoted. The goal of population education
is to incorporate concepts and materials related to
population into the school curriclum in order to

*A separate statement by Commissioner Alan Cranston appears
on page 150.

Education

educate future generations, enabling them to make more
intelligent decisions with regard to population matters.?

Although some students are exposed to a smatter-
ing of population content in courses such as geography
and biology, there is hardly any systematic coverage of
the topic.

There is no evidence that anything approaching an
adequate population education program now exists in
our schools. Very few teachers are trained in the subject
and textual materials are scant and inadequate.

Teachers can be trained in the content of the
population field and in the methods of population
education, through pre-service and in-service programs,
summer institutes and workshops, the development of
mobile teams of specialists, and other special programs.
Some beginnings in this direction have already been
made.

It is, of course, understandable that schools are
under enormous pressure to incorporate in their curricu-
lum many new topics ranging from driver education to
drug education. The techniques for incorporating popu-
lation materials into other courses will have to be
explored.

Congress has begun to recognize the need for
population education. Population is among the subjects
that may be included in programs funded under the
Environmental Education Act of 1970. P.L. 91-5672, the
Family Planning Services and Population Research Act,
contains an authorization of $1.25 million in fiscal year
1973 for family planning and population information
and education.

However, the Environmental Education Act is
seriously underfunded; and population education, which
is only a small element of the program, is unlikely ever
to receive adequate attention under the present legisla-
tion. The Office of Education, which administers the
environmental education program, has not been an
enthusiastic advocate of population education. This
situation might change if adequate authority and fund-
ing became available for such a program.

Although Congress authorized funding of popula-
tion education under P.L. 91-572, in the first two years
no funds have been made available under the Act for
this purpose. In fiscal year 1973, the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare has requested $170,000
for population education. In a paper prepared for the
Commission, one expert estimated that federal funds
amounting to $25 million over the next three years are
needed in this field.

Responsibility for coordinating activities in popula-
tion education has recently been assigned to the Deputy
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Assistant Secretary for Population Affairs. This repre-
sents an initial step toward establishing quality programs
in population education. The Commission suggests that,
as activity in the field of population education expands,
it may be necessary to review periodically the location
of this responsibility.

In view of the important role that education can
play in _developing an understanding of the causes and
consequences of population growth and_distribution,
the Commission recommends enactment of a Population
Education Act to assist school systems in_establishing
well-planned population education programs so that
present and future generations will be better prepared to

meet the challenges arising from population change.

To implement such a program, the Commis-
sion recommends that federal funds be appro-
priated for teacher training, for curriculum
development and materials preparation, for
research and evaluation, for the support of
model programs, and for assisting state de-
partments of education to develop com-
petence and leadership in population
education.

At the college level, a recent survey of 537
accredited four-year institutions in the United States
indicated that nearly half offer a course in demography
or population problems. Variation by type of institution
was considerable, with only one-fifth of the Catholic
schools, but two-thirds of the state or municipal sehools
offering a population course.? In reality, only a small
fraction of the college population is exposed to formal
coursework in demography. The Commission feels that
a useful way to increase this exposure would be to
include population in the large introductory social
science courses offered by all colleges and universities.
Additionally, exhibits, lectures, and programs sponsored
by campus groups would serve to increase student
awareness of population questions.

Education For Parenthood

Life in the future will depend significantly on the
characteristics of our children. The Commission’s inter-
est is not limited to the number of children in our
population, but extends to a concern for the quality of
their development. How adequately are we raising our
children, and how can we insure that parents and
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children are given the opportunity for self-fulfillment?

There is a diversity of styles of family life in
America today. It includes the conventional nuclear
family (parents and children) along with extended
families and experiments in communal living. In addi-
tion, a great many of the traditional functions of the
family are being assumed by other institutions. Al-
though its functions diminish and its size and form
change, the family as a basic social institution shows
little sign of obsolescence. The family remains the
primary environment for the physical, emotional, social,
and intellectual development of children. The home
continues to be the focus for learning about parent-
hood. Children are constantly being educated for their
future roles as parents by the examples set for them.
The infant shares in the loving environment of his home;
the young child learns discipline and the daily activities
of family life; the teenager begins to understand the
responsibilities involved in the creation of a home.

Since the overwhelming majority of Americans
marry and have children, we tend to overlook the fact
that we are not all equally suited for parenthood any
more than we are for teaching school or playing various
sports. Matters of temperament, age, health, and com-
peting interests, to mention just a few, are consider-
ations in determining whether or not to have children.
For most people, choosing to remain childless is not a
real option. Our society should enlarge its tolerance and
accept, without stigma, those individuals who choose
not to become parents.

Costs of Children®

At the same time, the Commission considers it
important for parents and prospective parents to have
some understanding of the implications of their repro-
ductive decisions for themselves and their children. The
benefits and rewards of children are well known, but
not many recognize the emotional and financial costs
involved. For many young people, becoming a parent
represents a greater change in their lives than does
marriage; and they are unprepared for the emotional
demands of parenthood or the impact of each additional
child on the family unit.

Although many eouples have only a vague idea of
the financial costs of a child, more and more parents are
enlarging their expectations for their children. This
change in expectations has meant a change in costs.
Parents today, in addition to paying for the birth and
rearing of a child, may also bear the costs of a college
education. The costs of raising a child from birth



through college, without including the costs borme by
the public sector, are estimated in Table 9.1. As substan-
tial as these are, the direct cost is only part of the total.
With the birth of a child, one parent—usually the
woman—will tend to spend more time at home, thereby
giving up the income which she otherwise would have
earned. Today, with more women better educated and
having better jobs, the earnings a woman foregoes due
to the birth of a child are often substantial. Depending
on her educational background, a woman’s loss of
earnings over a period of 14 years due to the birth of
her first child might be as high as $60,000. Although she
will forego less in the way of earnings with subsequent
children, the loss of income, combined with the costs of
raising a family, may place a heavy financial burden on
the parents. Information on the costs to the family of
raising a child is an important part of education for
parenthood. With some idea of the financial demands of
children, parents can plan ahead and be better prepared
to provide the kind of life they want for their children.
Another type of cost for many individuals and
their children are the disadvantages that result from
early childbearing. Infants of young mothers, especially
those under 19 years of age, are subject to higher risks
of prematurity, mortality, and serious physical and
intellectual impairments than are children of mothers 20
to 35. Despite a downward trend, a quarter of American
girls who recently reached their twentieth birthday had
already borne a child. Moreover, the mother, father, and
child are more likely to be disadvantaged in social and
economic terms than are couples who postpone child-
bearing at least until the mother is in her twenties.’ In
addition, a recent government report indicates that the
probability of divorce is considerably higher for couples
married when the wife is younger than 20 years old.5

Family Life Education

The decision to marry and the decision to bring a
. child into the world should not be made lightly. Both
marriage and parenthood should imply a deep personal
commitment and a continuing emotional investment. As
a nation, we have a responsibility to provide better
preparation for parenthood. At the present time, some
school systems throughout the country have included
family life courses in their curriculum. The Catholic
Church has been in the forefront in family life educa-
tion and is working to inform children and their parents
on issues involved in family living. Programs in home
economics similarly provide training for marriage and
parenthood. The subject matter of these courses is

Table 9.1
The Total Cost of aChild, 1969

Discounted Undiscounted ®

Cost of giving birth $ 1,634 $ 1,634

Cost of raising a child 17,576 32,830

Cost of a college education 1,244 5,560

Total direct cost 20,354 39,924
Opportunity costs for the

average woman’® 39,273 58,437

Total costs of a first child $59,627 $98,361

*Discounted and undiscounted costs—spending $1,000 today costs
more than spending $1,000 over a 10-year period because of the nine
years of potentialinterest on the latter. This fact is allowed for in the
discounted figures by assuming interest earned annually on money
not spent in the first year. True costs are not accurately reflected in
the undiscounted estimates, for these are simply accumulations of
total outlays without regard to the year in which they must be made.

bDepending on the educational background of the mother, the oppor-
{unity costs (earnings foregone by not working) could be higher or
ower.

Source: Ritchie H. Reed and Susan McIntosh, ‘“Costs of
Children’ (prepared for the Commission, 1972).

extremely variable, including topics on the functions of
the family in human history and in modern industrial
society, nutrition and home management, the physi-
ology of reproduction, the physical and emotional
relationships involved in dating and marriage, and the
roles of family members, including discussions of the
changing status of women and patterns of child-rearing.
Supplementary to these school programs are the efforts
of community groups, such as the Red Cross, in training
and guiding prospective parents. In regard to parent
education, the White House Conference on Children
concludes:

Where parent education does occur, it is
typically presented in vicarious forms through
reading and discussion. . . . Excellent prepara-
tion for parenthood can be given to school-
age children through direct experience under
appropriate supervision, in caring for and
working with those younger than themselves.”

The mass media are a potent educational force in
our society. American children and adults spend an
estimated average of 27 hours a week watching televi-
sion.®. They also spend large amounts of time reading
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newspapers and magazines, listening to the radio, and
going to movies. Family life, as depicted in soap operas,
situation comedies, and romantic magazines and films,
bears little resemblance to that experienced by most of
the population. In our judgment, the media should
assume more responsibility in presenting information
and education for family living to the public.

In proportion to the number of individuals who are
and will become parents, our educational effort is
insufficient. The Commission believes that community
agencies, especially the school, should become more
sensitive to the need for preparation for parenthood and
should include appropriate subject matter in their
programs. We observe that there is information and
expertise in the various aspects of family life scattered
throughout the public and private sector. The Com-
mission suggests that the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare provide financial support for programs
designed to examine and coordinate existing informa-
tion activities and resources in this field.

If one of our goals is to maximize the opportuni-
ties for parents and their children, the concept of
education for parenthood goes beyond the provision of
courses in family life. The field expands to consider-
ations of maternal and child health, the emotional and
physical conditions under which we raise our children,
and finally the genetic endowment with which the
young will develop. Discussion and recommendations on
issues of maternal and child health are found in
Chapter 11.

Nutrition®

The existence of hunger and malnutrition in the
United States is well known. Although it is difficult to
separate nutrition from the total physical, social, and
biological environment, the Director of the National
Nutrition Survey estimates that there may be more than
10 million malnourished Americans among the poor. Of
these, approximately 40 percent are children. Of all the
children surveyed, 15 percent showed evidence of
growth retardation—an anticipated result, since malnu-
trition is known to inhibit the normal growth process.!®

Experts have stated that, if malnutrition persists
during the first few years of life, the child is doomed to
foreshortened physical and mental development, in-
creased susceptibility to infection and impaired response
to his environment.!!

Malnutrition is not only a threat to growth and
development, it endangers life itself. Scientists have
shown that malnutrition directly increases the mortality
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rate of pregnant women and, indirectly, of infants;
maternal malnutrition is a major cause of immaturity
and prematurity among infants. Between one-half and
three-fourths of all children who die in the first four
weeks of life are premature. A Norwegian study has
demonstrated that improved nutrition resulted in a
50-percent decrease in still births, premature births, and
infant mortality.

We urge private and public agencies to combine in
establishing programs to prevent malnutrition and its
effects. Malnutrition can be prevented by providing the
appropriate food to expectant mothers and to children
under three years old, particularly those living in
poverty.

If any food supplement program is to be success-
ful, food fads and habits must also be changed.
Nutrition education is a vital component in any program
to prevent and correct malnutrition.

It is not only the poor who are in need of nutrition
education. All groups in our society require information
to improve their nutritional health. Currently, we are
giving a good deal of attention to consumer education,
including some nutritional education. We urge that these
efforts extend to ensuring fair and honest advertising
and labeling of the products we consume,

Environment and Heredity

We have all heard the term ‘‘deprived environ-
ment” used to -describe the handicaps of ghetto
children; yet, relatively little attention has been paid to
determining the environmental needs of children. More
consideration should be given to the physical, intellec-
tual, and emotional environments in which we raise our
children. Other groups and commissions are reviewing
many of these issues; our concern is that we recognize
the need for programs to provide parents with the
education, skills, and services to deal effectively with
these problems.

The relative importance of heredity and environ-
ment in shaping an individual’s growth and development
remains uncertain. Clearly, it is desirable to reduce the
incidence of genetically related disorders in the popula-,
tion. The frequency of such disorders is much higher
than formerly suspected. According to experts:

No less than 25 percent of hospital and other
institutional beds are estimated to be occu-
pied by patients whose physical or mental
illnesses or defects are under full or at least
partial genetic control.!?



Others estimate that one out of 15 children is born
with some form of genetic defect, some so severe as to
have tremendous implications in the life of the affected
person and his family. '3

The provision of genetic advice to parents and
prospective parents can increase the responsibility of
their reproductive decisions. With the information pro-
vided by genetic screening and counseling, a couple can
approach parenthood with some notion of the probabil-
ity of their child having a genetic disorder. We believe
that this increased knowledge and awareness can benefit
parents and children alike.

It would be unrealistic at the present time to
imagine that we can launch a full-scale program of
genetic screening and counseling. For centuries, man has
observed that some disorders are found with greater
frequency in certain families, and in some social and
ethnic groups; it has only been in the last half century
that knowledge has accumulated concerning the actual
mechanism controlling inheritance. And there remains a
great deal to learn regarding the genetic components of
many disorders and the precise mode of their inher-
itance. Furthermore, only recently have we become
concerned with the ethical and moral implications of
the expanding technology of genetics.

As a Commission, we encourage increased support
of: (1) research to identify genetically related disorders;
(2) development of new and more refined screening
techniques and research aimed at improving the delivery
of these services; (3) extension and improvement of the
care and treatment of persons suffering from genetically
related disorders; and (4) exploration of the ethical and
moral implications of genetic technology.

Although the science of genetics is still in its early
development, our knowledge and technology are suffi-
cient to begin to develop the educational, screening, and
counseling programs to identify and inform couples at
risk.

Private and public funds should be made available
to develop facilities and train personnel to implement
programs in genetic screening and counseling. A small
number of such programs are already functioning within
groups in the population known to experience a high
frequency of certain disorders. For example, bio-
chemical evaluation of the fetus is now used to detect
the presence of Tay-Sachs disease among members of
the Jewish community, and prenatal chromosome analy-
sis can detect Down’s syndrome (monogolism), which
occurs with a high frequency in older pregnant women.
A simple blood test is now available to screen for sickle
cell anemia, which affects tens of thousands of black

Americans, and to identify those individuals who are
carriers of the sickle cell trait.

The Commission believes that genetic education is
an important component in any program of education
for parenthood. Therefore, we suggest that genetic
information be part of the health education services
offered in comprehensive programs where patient
counseling is involved, such as family planning services,
premarital counseling, prenatal clinics, and maternal and
child health projects. Moreover, we suggest that material
on genetically related diseases be included in the school
curriculum. Professional education should be expanded
to alert doctors, nurses, and other health workers to
recognize genetically related problems and to refer them
to available genetic counseling services.

In the United States at present, the one role which
most people ultimately assume—parenthood—is given
little attention. The Commission urges that parents and
prospective parents have access to the information,
techniques, and services needed to raise their children to
be healthy, creative individuals who are capable of full
participation in our society.

Sex Education

In our society today, many young people appear to
be questioning traditional sexual codes and experi-
menting with new life styles and new moralities.
Although there are many manifestations of change, it
may be that the fundamental change consists of a
greater willingness to submit our sexual attitudes and
behavior to public discussion. Traditional and religious
constraints on such discussion have receded; psychiatric
writing has induced us to accept sexuality as a basic
aspect of. personality development and interpersonal
relationships.

For some, the subject of human sexuality refers to
the physiological and emotional responses to sexual
stimuli; recent research into the biology of human
sexuality reflects this perspective. For others, sexuality
consists of learning the guidelines for appropriate sexual
behavior. In its broadest sense, sexuality is no less than
the fact of being a man or a woman, and how this
identity affects personality and human relationships.

Whatever the limits of the subject, there seems to
be a lag between the recognition of the importance of
sexuality in human relationships and the development
of ways to improve this aspect of our lives. One reason
for this is the insecurity felt by most people in dealing
with human sexuality. The challenge is great and there
are few acknowledged experts to guide us. When so
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basic a system of attitudes and behavior appears to be
changing and when there is conflict between traditional
sexual mores and contemporary sexual behavior, the
task is to educate and inform in this climate of
uncertainty.'*

As a nation, we are reaching a consensus on the
need for sex education; and there is widespread support
for these programs from the general public. A number
of states have passed legislation in support of sex
education in public sehools. Some local school districts
have instituted programs in family life and sex educa-
tion. Many responsible organizations have indicated
their support for sex education programs. In 1969, the
president of the National Congress of Parents and
Teachers stated that “sound education about sexuality
is basic if children are to understand human develop-
ment, cope with stresses and pressures of adolescence in
modern America and become adults capable of success-
ful marriage and responsible adulthood.””’> The Inter-
faith Statement on Sex Education, urges ‘“all (parents,
clergy and school) to take a more active role, each in his
own area of responsibility and competence, in pro-
moting sound leadership and programs in sex
education.”!6

There is a wide range of opinion on the subject of
sex education among specialists who are themselves
divided on the definition and content of sex education
programs. To some degree, the social and cultural
backgrounds of the groups with whom the sex educator
is most familiar, and his perception of their immediate
needs, are reflected in his definition of sex education.
The sex educator working in an urban ghetto will have
views on the methodology and presentation of sex
education which might differ from those of an educator
working in a middle-class suburban community. Fur-
thermore, there is a dearth of carefully constructed
programs with clearly stated assumptions, values, aims,
and mechanisms for evaluation.

Some authorities define the subject from a rela-
tively narrow, pragmatic perspective. They are of the
opinion that young people reject the authority of the
school as representing ‘“the establishment,” thereby
making it difficult, if not impossible, for schools to be
an effective force in discussing the sensitive relationships
involved in human sexuality. These educators feel that
students should be taught what they want to know—
that is, the specific facts about reproduction, contra-
ception, abortion, and venereal disease. Moreover, stu-
dents want the opportunity to discuss in the classroom
their attitudes toward sexual behavior. This subject
matter should be presented in a straightforward manner
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in existing biology and health courses. And, these school
programs should be combined with community efforts
sponsored by youth-oriented groups, Planned Parent-
hood centers, and similar groups.

Others view sex education as a form of preventive
medicine, as an ‘“‘appreciation of maleness and female-
ness in relationship with the same and opposite sex—
part of the total personality and health entity of each
individual—character education.” From this perspective,
sex education is not reproduction education or simply
the presentation of facts; it is seen as a way of helping
people, especially the young, to understand themselves
and their sexuality in relation to the human community.

Although no single definition of sex education is
accepted by all those working in this field, we find more
agreement on the general objectives of sex education
programs.

A major goal of sex education is to improve human
relationships by helping individuals dea