“Too Many Bodies? Return and Disavowal of the Population Question in Developed Countries.”
 
Towards the end of 2011 world population will reach seven billion; more than nine is projected within four decades. While almost all future increase will occur in developing countries, there are manifold signs that population growth is re-emerging as a public concern in developed regions. Such concerns encompass both the global implications of significantly more people - for climate change; environmental degradation; biodiversity; energy, food and water security; geopolitical stability - and domestic judgements that projected demographic growth in countries like Britain, Australia or the United States threatens the quality of life for existing and future generations, with unwelcome effects of increased population density – such as congestion, pollution, loss of natural amenities and infrastructure overload –already apparent in everyday life.   

It is not the aim of this article to test the validity of these concerns. Rather, it begins with a belief that there are sufficient prima facie reasons for viewing further population growth as a significant contributory factor to a range of social and environmental ills for the issue to warrant a political debate open to the possibility of a population policy. This prima facie case is sketched in the opening section. While stabilizing population does remain important for governments in many developing countries even here population talk has become muted, while in the developed regions that chiefly concern me the issue is almost entirely absent from political agendas. Political science similarly ignores the subject. Why does this issue, despite renewed public salience, remain anathema not just for political and policy elites but also for many of those who regard themselves as politically radical? 
An obvious answer is that the field is simply too risky because of the conflicting passions it arouses. In a second section I show why the Population Question is indeed an inherently controversial field susceptible to profound ideological or cosmological disagreement. But my principal objective is to investigate why consideration of population growth, which was after all prominent in the 1960s and 70s, has subsequently not merely been neglected but is frequently disavowed even as a problem, by political actors and experts alike. To this end the main part of the article undertakes a critical examination of population arguments over recent decades in order to explain why, in developed countries, it has become so treacherous to ask: are we too many? 

In the analysis below I identify four categories of population discourse. The first contains arguments I classify as population-worrying. This includes the scattered but proliferating expressions of anxiety that signal a return of the Population Question and make the prima facie case for concern. Protagonists – population-worriers - typically demand an informed public discussion of the issue while groping for a politically and ethically acceptable way to frame their concerns and the policy recommendations that might follow. But my predominant concern is those discourses that are foreclosing considerations of increasing population numbers. I identify three distinctive categories here, which I call population-fatalism, population-scepticism and population-shaming. These contain the arguments that population-worriers will need to address if they are to advance their cause. It is not my contention that their claims can simply be dismissed as specious. But an interrogation of their underlying assumptions, narratives, ideological commitments and contexts does suggest they are sufficiently contingent and contestable to warrant reopening and re-presenting the topic in ways appropriate to twenty-first century conditions.  
Population worrying: the prima facie case
By 1960 world population had reached three billion, with a further billion added within a mere fifteen years. Widespread public alarm about a population explosion ensued. In the developed world, stabilizing population numbers became integral to an environmental sensibility expressed by new social movements whose members spoke of limits to growth. By 1969 even President Nixon was telling Congress that population growth, already identified as a problem for developing countries, was also a pressing issue for advanced industrial nations. Here, the `capacity to educate youth, to provide privacy and living space, to maintain the process of open, democratic government – may be grievously strained’, Nixon warned, while natural resources and the quality of the environment were also judged vulnerable to population pressure. A commitment to fund family planning programmes abroad was complemented by an urgent question for domestic policymakers: `how can we better assist American families so that they will have no more children than they wish to have?’
 
Since then, world population has doubled. Yet developed regions such as the European Union and much of South East Asia now advocate pronatalist policies and Nixon’s lament two years after the American population exceeded two hundred million is in stark contrast with the celebratory mood in 2006 when the next one hundred million threshold was crossed. It is not only therefore a general neglect of population size that population-worriers have to address but also, the direction of responses – anti- or pro-natalist - when they do occur.
For population-worriers it is inferentially clear that more bodies inevitably consume more resources and produce more waste. Even should it prove possible to sustain additional billions, they question its desirability and the quality of life that would result. So this is a normative as well as an empirical question.
Table 1 about here. 

This United Nations population table tells a powerful demographic story. The figures for 1950-2008 show the massive growth of world population over the last sixty years. After 2008 the figures are projected. Projections are calculated by extrapolating from existing trends and making assumptions about their probable trajectory. Because of the uncertainties involved a number of variants is produced. All show the rate of future population growth slowing but accumulated momentum renders further growth inevitable. According to the commonly used medium variant, population will still be increasing (to nine billion plus) in 2050. Built into this variant, however, is the optimistic assumption that fertility worldwide will converge at around 1.85 children per woman (i.e. well below the replacement level of 2.1). The other variants differ principally because of different assumptions about future fertility. Between the high (well over ten billion by 2050) and the low (slightly under eight) variants the difference is equivalent to the total world population of 1950. It is also notable that the right-hand column, which assumes a constant fertility rate (set at the 2005-10 level), has world population exceeding all variants to reach over eleven billion by 2050. In short, population numbers over the next four decades could vary considerably, with fertility being the crucial yet most unpredictable variable, not least because of its responsiveness to political decisions such as whether to fund and support family planning programmes. As such, there remains scope for efficacious intervention.
Global population projections on their own do not however say anything explicitly about the environmental impact of our species’ increase. Ecological footprinting, an aggregate measure of the demands that resource consumption places on the planet’s eco-systems, supplements the mere assumption that increasing numbers must matter. By 2005, the earth’s bio-capacity is estimated to have been exceeded by some thirty per cent. Population growth times increased per capita consumption has resulted in human demands on eco-systems doubling in less than half a century with an increasing number of countries, including all of Europe, becoming eco-debtors. As the Living Planet Report 2008 concludes: `with the world already in ecological overshoot, continued growth in population and per person footprint is clearly not a sustainable path.’
 

Even this equation is not straightforward, because the size of ecological footprints varies greatly between more and less developed countries (MDCs and LDCs). The really dramatic demographic story is reserved for LDCs, where population is burgeoning absolutely and as a proportion of global numbers, yet per capita footprints are relatively small. Does this then mean that population growth only remains a significant issue in less developed countries or that it is not world population growth per se that poses an environmental hazard but rather, the consumption habits of developed societies?  
Population-worriers mainly respond that it is simplistic to distinguish definitively between two kinds of population - one poor but large and growing, the other affluent but smaller and stabilizing – or environmental perils. They recognize that rapid population growth is hampering many poor nations while also having broader global consequences. Thus the All Party Parliamentary Group on Population, Development and Reproductive Health (UK) endorsed the view that `world population growth poses serious threats to human health, socioeconomic development and the environment’.
 For it is development plus population growth that is a toxic, perhaps fatal, mix for the planet and both continue apace. All humans have ecological footprints and even the poorest, when their numbers are multiplied, have considerable effects on the environment and its resources. They will also be the main victims of climate change. At the same time, almost all nations aspire to develop economically and are doing so to a greater or lesser extent. In particular some of the world’s most populous countries, such as China, India and Brazil, are developing fast; their use of minerals, food, energy, water and so on is increasingly concomitantly. This is why a recent study concludes that family planning is among the cheaper ways of mitigating climate change.
 The United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) acknowledges that most environmental problems `tend to be aggravated by population growth and greater population size’ such that `smaller population sizes’ would help, with `slower population growth in both developed and developing countries’ being beneficial because the `influence of additional population on increased emissions is logically greatest where average per capita energy and material consumption levels are highest – that is, in the developed countries.’
 The salient questions for consideration are, then, whether the planet can accommodate additional billions of people while also lifting them out of poverty and whether developed regions would not be more sustainable – and more existentially pleasant - with smaller numbers. 

As stated at the outset, my main interest in this article is the resurfacing of the Population Question in developed countries, where their own populations are again at issue. This context is significant because a focus on over-population here would represent a genuine change of political orientation. Most liberal democracies overtly eschew population policies while also trying to engineer domestic increases – through immigration and pronatalist tweaks to the tax and benefit systems - in response to demographic ageing and diffuse anxieties about longer-term prospects of possible population decline.
 Yet these broader demographic ambitions are hardly subject to democratic debate and their policy solutions rarely take into account the environmental hazards of increasing affluent populations, much less consider the virtues of fewer people. 
It is, moreover, mistaken to assume that population is stable and destined to decline throughout the developed world. During the first decade of the twenty-first century the birth rate in countries such as Ireland, the UK, France and Scandinavian nations increased significantly, with virtually all EU countries showing an upward fertility trend.
 Coupled with high levels of immigration, such trends mean that population is projected to increase quite significantly in some developed countries. In the United States, for example, fertility is consistently above replacement levels and the population is expected to reach four hundred million by mid-century.  Australia appointed its first population minister in 2010 in response to bitter disagreements over the desirability of a `Big Australia’ in light of the country’s fragile ecology.
 In Britain, the Office for National Statistics’ projection of a population exceeding seventy million by 2033 has generated widespread unease. Here, a modest baby boom has been underway for the past decade as the total fertility rate [TFR] rises to 1.96, the highest since 1973, with natural growth currently exceeding immigration as the main cause of population growth. 
 While such upward trends help to account for renewed demographic concerns, however, they are also responsible for engendering the kinds of report that fall into my category of population-fatalism as well as for mobilizing pre-emptive invocations of population-scepticism and population-shaming that disavow or reject the Population Question. 
What is the Population Question?
In this section I define the Population Question and show why it is inherently controversial. In 2011 many countries, such as the US, UK and India, undertook their decennial census. To encourage responses, they explained the importance of demographic data for policymaking and future planning. But there is at least a threefold sense in which the Population Question is far broader that this.   

First, the Question is at its core an issue of numbers. It concerns population size, density and rate of growth.The anxiety that motivates asking the Population Question is: are we too many? Is the world over-populated in the sense that the mass of human flesh is unsustainable? Are thickening population densities degrading our quality of life? Without this sort of overarching perspective it is difficult to sustain commitments to policies for population stabilization or to pose broader normative questions.
Yet it is precisely as a `numbers game’ that the Population Question is widely disavowed today. It may be contended that focusing on overall numbers is too methodologically and demographically simplistic:  that more precise measurements now allow a more nuanced story to be told about complex population dynamics, such as ageing or urbanization, than the alarming narrative of relentless increase. Or population trends may be interpreted to mean that numerical increase is an obsolete concern; even, that in some regions we are actually too few. 
 But concern about population numbers has also become identified with a nefarious legacy. UNFPA observes that since the mid-1990s there has been `a shift in population policy and programmes away from a focus on human numbers’ to a focus on `human lives’.
 It rejects policies based on Malthusian perceptions of a `race between numbers and resources’, 
 eschewing what it calls the `numbers game’
: a discourse condemned as antithetical to individual rights. 

Certainly, the Population Question cannot be solely about numbers: its second aspect is that it unavoidably evokes contentious ethical issues. Merely raising the matter of too many bodies poses significant challenges. What is too many? Who is to judge? This is sometimes addressed as an empirical question: since the 1920s there have been sporadic attempts at estimating what a globally optimum population might be. 
  Yet this is a crude abstraction unless incalculable normative and ontological considerations about the quality or purpose of life are included. 
Like other great Questions of modernity – the Woman Question, for example, or the Jewish Question as Marx described it – the Population Question emerged historically in a context of world-historical ideas, inviting reconsideration of some fundamental beliefs about what it means to be human; what is entailed in according value to a life, or even to life itself, and how to engender the well-being of differently located bodies within shared social and ecological spaces. It is to indicate its place in the pantheon of such grand inquiries that the Population Question is capitalized. Ethical judgements are invariably interwoven with narrative in these big Questions. It is not irrelevant that they first emerged as an integral part of European narratives of modernization, in the context of instabilities brought about by rapid social, economic and demographic development and within a framework where the `progressive state’ was distinguished from its stationary nemesis. 
In the case of population, by the late eighteenth century some classical political economists, most notably T.R. Malthus in An Essay on the Principle of Population (1798), were challenging the economic wisdom common to Mercantilists, Physiocrats and political economists like Adam Smith that population growth is necessarily beneficial for and symptomatic of national prosperity. They also thereby challenged deep-seated traditional beliefs: in particular, the pronatalism that had until then been the historical default. In raising the spectre of excessive human numbers, the Population Question crossed vitalist and religious taboos regarding the sanctity of life and the privileging of human life. It touched on some of humanity’s most fundamental ideas about the sacred, life and death, as well as on some of its most enduring identities and rituals regarding the family, marriage and birth. These ramifications have not disappeared. They still invest population matters with profound controversy.

 As the democratic constitution of `The People’ advanced during the eighteenth century, the emergent science of demography was contemporaneously amalgamating the multitude into another novel, all-inclusive category: population. It pulled phenomena that had formerly been left fatalistically to nature or God into the realm of biopolitical intervention and state regulation, thereby rendering population a political issue. This pertains to a third, practical dimension of the Population Question:  if we are too many, what if anything is to be done? The legitimacy of political intervention through population policies remains deeply contested.
 Proposals for government action pose in an especially acute way some of liberalism’s most vexed questions about where to draw the line between self- and other-regarding acts. While it is routinely argued that decisions to reproduce are supremely private and intimate, hence self-evidently off limits to any democratic state, it is also plausible to maintain that since the collective outcome of individual acts resulting in population growth is among the most consequential of other-regarding acts for present and future generations, state intervention is not merely justifiable but is crucial for social justice.
 

This particular debate pertains to reproduction, but demography actually deals with three principal variables - fertility, mortality and migration - that together determine population numbers and their distribution. In addition to more general liberal misgivings about a population policy it is clear that each of these variables is an ethical and political minefield for the interventionist. This is exacerbated by the profound significance each has, too, for gender relations, race and ethno-religious diversity. 


In summary, while the Population Question is and must be concerned with population numbers, this seems to be ineluctably entwined with a plethora of contentious ethical and political issues. As my analysis will show, these inherently controversial issues are also refracted through competing discursive and ideological frameworks. Previous rehearsals of the Question have left a divisive legacy that still saturates contemporary thinking and suppresses debate. 
Silencing discourses

Population worries are inseparable from the wider history of the twentieth century. Engendered by new environmental and development sensibilities in the 1960s, they spawned population control policies whose politics unfolded against a background of fierce ideological conflict during the 1970s and 80s. In a context of cold war politics and postcolonial resentment, policy disagreements were rehearsed in the polarized terminology of South against North, Marxism versus Liberalism, Left contra Right. Behind them lay a charged history of eugenics and its deployment by the Nazis; ahead, population would additionally become a vehicle for neoliberal and neoconservative interests as well as a battleground for socialists, feminists and religious orthodoxies. The analysis that follows shows the continuing resonance of these histories and power struggles by demonstrating their continued capacity to deflect or confound reasoned deliberation. 

My approach has been to examine a number of texts that I take to be indicative of the main arguments that are collectively bringing the Population Question into the public domain, only to silence it. The nature of these texts varies, from official reports through popular journals to influential academic work. The first analysis considers some recent British reports as exemplars of population-fatalism. The second takes a short article in the Economist called `The Malthus Blues’ (June 2008) as a summary of typical sceptical views. The third examines the brief discussion of population by Hardt and Negri in their book Multitude (2004), which I read as a strategically effective example of population-shaming. A critical reconstruction of alternative sources would, I submit, reveal equivalent positions to those elicited here since together they cover the broad range of arguments that are excluding population talk from contemporary politics. All three are vehemently anti-Malthusian, which renders them especially challenging for environmentalists who are again fretting about the population/resource equation.  
i. Population-fatalism

I use the term population-fatalism to categorize some contemporary inquiries into the challenges posed by population growth. Because they are testimony to renewed concern about numbers and the challenges growth entails, and because they are undertaken in a spirit of scientific inquiry, they are relatively congenial for population-worriers. I include them among silencing discourses, however, precisely because their overall tone is not fatalistic: they are mainly confident that through a mix of political will and new technologies the challenges of nine billion (or seventy million in the UK case) can be met. Yet they are fatalist in treating population growth as a given: as an aggravating or critical factor they are powerless to change and reluctant to address. Instead, they focus on its impacts and calculate their abatement costs. This distinguishes their arguments from population-scepticism, a position mainly advanced by economists and demographers who deny that population growth is a problem or even positively welcome it. The tone of population-fatalism is also different from population-shaming, which is perhaps the most effective silencing category since it renders it shameful even to raise the Population Question. One might nonetheless suspect its influence in fatalists’ reluctance to countenance any population component to the policies they commend.
The Stern Review: The Economics of Climate Change (2006) is a good example of population-fatalism. Although population growth is included as a significant contributor to global warming, there is no suggestion that a demographic element might be incorporated into climate change policy.
 This formula of neglectful concern has been the hallmark of other recent studies, which prefer technological solutions to controversial political interventions. The British Government’s Foresight Programme has produced two recent reports that fit this genre.  Land Futures – Making the Most of Land in the C21st (2010) links population growth in the UK to pressures on the land, biodiversity, carbon sinks, urban green spaces and water that may badly erode wellbeing. 
 The Future of Food and Farming: Challenges and Choices for Global Sustainability (2011) similarly cites population growth as an urgent challenge in light of the need `to ensure that a global population rising to nine billion or more can be fed sustainably and equitably.’ 
 But in neither case is there any suggestion that further population growth might be tackled. The Economist’s recent The 9 billion-people question. A special report on feeding the world (2011)
 and the Institution of Mechanical Engineers’ Population: One Planet, Too Many People? (2011) follow a similar logic, with (bio-)technological solutions being proffered for a demographic fait accompli.
 
The Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution’s The Environmental Impacts of Demographic Change in the UK (2011)  
 provides a further example, indeed a rather good one in that it goes out of its way to exclude population growth as an area for policy despite acknowledging its significance. Accepting that the `total population is likely to continue to grow, at a historically relatively high rate’ and that some regions will suffer `obvious pressure on infrastructure, services and environment’, 
 the report offers a clear choice: `Should the Government seek to influence demographic changes in the UK, or is it generally more appropriate to seek to mitigate the potential environmental impacts of those changes?’
 Its response is unambiguous: the latter is declared not to be `a good basis for policy’. By way of explanation the Commission opines, without further amplification, that `the objections on social and ethical grounds would outweigh the environmental gains.’
 Some submissions to the inquiry had described `“environmental limits” as posing a real block to “more” people’, but in response it is the language of limits that is rejected: as a reprise of 1970s limits-to-growth perspectives whose proponents are alluded to as doom-mongering Malthusians and whose concerns about quality of life are dismissed as merely subjective judgements.
 As a consequence, population growth is both excluded as a dimension of the open debate the Commission summons and negated as a possible policy theme. This combination of demographic concern and policy exclusion is, in sum, typical of the equivocal, fatalistic way population size is returning as an issue for the developed world.   
ii. Population-scepticism

My analysis reveals the seemingly innocuous `Malthus Blues’
 as a précis of neoliberal arguments, whose exponents are sceptical of claims that population growth is problematic and for whom its limits-to-growth premises are again mistaken. For them, economic and population growth are benignly entwined. Acknowledging that a green article in the Economist invariably attracts responses about the responsibility of population growth, the piece begins by insisting that these are severely mistaken.
 Even `among modern environmentalists’, it is claimed, `the subject of overpopulation is something of a taboo’.  What is most telling are the three explanations offered for this reticence, which is clearly judged to be well-founded. 

The first is `simple embarrassment at having got it badly wrong in the past’.  Environmentalists’ dystopian predictions of the dire consequences of population growth during the 1960s did not materialize, it is explained, because they failed to anticipate the Green Revolution in agriculture. This lack of foresight is routinely cited in the population-sceptical literature, which chastizes disingenuous neo-Malthusians as myopic regarding technological advances that promise a second revolution in food production and ignorant, more generally, of the elasticity of resources that yet-to-be-invented technologies may extend indefinitely. The link between population growth and environmental degradation is simply occluded here. 

The second reason given for a taboo offers an entirely plausible explanation, although not to my mind a good justification, for its occurrence. The article warns that `official attempts to control population have a dark and disturbing history’. This, too, is standard neoliberal fare, whereby `population control’ is repeatedly glossed as an inherently coercive policy practised mainly by left-authoritarian regimes and contrasted with a human rights framework associated with liberal democracies.  In reality, there is no more a necessary connection between population control and violent compulsion than there is between birth control and compulsory sterilization, but the equation continues to exercise a powerful aversive force that extends it into population-shaming territory. 

The third explanation also invokes a standard component of the population-sceptics’ arsenal. This suggests that there is, in fact, no Population Question after all: that over-population was a temporary, twentieth-century concern. Citing the same UN projections that alarm population-worriers, it notes that fertility should peak towards the end of the current century and it credits economic development with its decline. (An inaccurate analogy between peak oil and peak population is increasingly used as convenient shorthand for dismissing population concerns.)
In brief, embarrassing Malthusianism; sinister precedents and imminent demographic stabilization are three reasons `Malthus Blues’ gives for dismissing the Population Question. Closer analysis reveals these reasons to be summaries of arguments developed during the 1980s to advance the neoliberal project. The next stage of critical analysis is therefore to elicit this more systematic discursive regime in order to understand the demographic implications of its political provenance and ideological orientation. Another short text is exemplary here inasmuch as it encapsulates neoliberal thinking about population growth. This is the `Policy Statement of the United States of America at the United Nations International Conference on Population’ (1984).
 Some contextualization will be helpful prior to its analysis. 

Crucial shifts in post-war international population discourse tended to occur in the context of major population and development conferences hosted by the UN at ten-yearly intervals. The run up to each mobilized considerable ideological posturing, national policy statements and NGO activity, while they left in their wake important reports, action plans and agendas that would frame approaches over the ensuing period. Three conferences are significant here, not least because population discourses were radically reconfigured in each. They were held in Bucharest (1974), Mexico City (1984) and Cairo (1994). 

The first International Conference on Population was organized at the behest of the United States, in 1974. Domestic anxieties about a population explosion were complemented by American concerns that the destabilizing effects of rapid population growth in the Third World might drive some countries to Communism. Population control thus became an important ingredient of US foreign policy in a context of cold war rivalries.
 In Bucharest, the West presented its concerns to a generally hostile developing world, many of whose representatives interpreted the intervention as a colonial and racially-motivated move that blamed them for their poverty. The Left, still a powerful force in the development community as well as in demographically fast-growing regions like Latin America and India, led responses that in turn blamed capitalism for underdevelopment. 

Despite North/South acrimony, there was broad agreement that rapid population growth impedes development and by the time the next world conference was convened in Mexico City much of the developing world had introduced family planning programmes, often funded by overseas agencies. So the numbers game was in full swing. But it is important to recognize how deeply it had become implicated in broader geopolitical relationships and ideological conflicts. It was in this context that the intervention of the Reagan Administration, in an official document preparatory for the 1984 Mexico City conference, was so surprising. In retrospect it is apparent just how radically it transformed and displaced the Population Question, presaging the rejections still cited by the Economist. Four salient claims or implications can be elicited from the Whitehouse Policy Statement. 

First, by ignoring the variety of existing family planning programmes a dichotomy was constructed between coercion and voluntarism. The cold war context is again significant here: the numbers game was implicated in a coercive regime of population control that was by implication aligned with communist totalitarianism (China had introduced its one-child policy in 1979) and left-leaning authoritarian regimes (during its state of emergency in the 1970s, India had notoriously condoned compulsory sterilization). Centralized targets for reducing population, it was declared, have no place in `the right of couples to determine the size of their own families.’
 The right to choose family size and fertility practices was more widely interpreted, moreover, as an absence of state intervention, implying that any state-organized population policy whose aim is to reduce fertility rates is ipso facto coercive and contrary to a human rights framework. 

Second, a core argument of population-scepticism is that population growth is not after all problematic. For demographers this generally means it is no longer a problem because growth rates are slowing, but the Whitehouse advanced the bolder claim that growth is a `neutral phenomenon’. `The relationship between population growth and economic development is not necessarily a negative one’, the Statement concludes. `More people do not necessarily mean less growth’. 
 Whether population growth is an asset or a problem depends, rather, on the state of the labour market and on exogenous social constraints, among which state regulation of the economy is primary. Should rapid population growth become a problem, free markets are a panacea. These claims by the Mexico City Policy are in fact relatively agnostic compared to the more orthodox neoliberal argument that informs them and which still flourishes in the form of demographic revisionism. The latter is crystallized in Julian Simon’s work.
 This maintains that population growth is in the longer run beneficial for economic growth because more people are a spur to and resource for hard work, ingenuity and technological innovation, as well as yielding economies of scale. Drawing on Europe’s success in overcoming resource limits during its own period of rapid population growth, this approach now furnishes the standard riposte to neo-Malthusian limits-to-growth arguments. Claims that more people mean bigger markets, more human capital and an expanded economy are, for example, routinely articulated in EU policy documents as a justification for pronatalism.  This explains why population ageing and the eventual decline it presages have been greeted in developed regions not by relief that a more sustainable demographic and a steady-state economy might emerge but by fears of declining global competitiveness.
 

Such high-level equations are especially amenable to ideological disagreement because they concern the relevance and direction of broad causal factors that are impossible accurately to verify. Instead, they draw implicitly on competing narratives about modernization and development. The Mexico City Policy maintains that `economic statism’ not only hinders development by stifling individual initiative but also disrupts `the natural mechanism’ for slowing population growth. This natural `controlling factor’ is glossed as `the adjustment, by individual families, of reproductive behaviour to economic opportunity and aspiration. Historically, as opportunities and the standard of living rise’ it is argued, `the birth rate falls.’ This is allegedly because `economic freedom’ engenders `economically rational behavior’ that includes responsible fertility choices. An older causal narrative finding population growth harmful for development was thus reversed. The invisible hand of competitive markets and a homeostatic demographic mechanism are presented as mutually reinforcing, with economic growth and population stabilization being felicitously attuned.

A third, telling, aspect of the Mexico City Statement is its overt ideological positioning along a conventional Left/Right faultline. The policy response commended by the Reagan Administration is advertised as `measured, modulated’, as opposed to `an overreaction by some’. Such overreaction was identified in 1984 as an unfortunate result of rapid population growth having coincided with two regrettable factors that `hindered families and nations’. If the first was foreign socialism, the second involved a lightly-coded attack on exponents of the limits-to-growth thesis, accused here of an `anti-intellectualism’ associated with an anti-scientific romanticism of the counter-cultural Left, whose own appearance is attributed to anxieties caused by the West’s rapid modernization. Cultural pessimism, rather than material concerns about sustainability, are thus identified as the source of domestic population anxiety. This interpretation left the way clear for the `rapid and responsible development of natural resources’:  sustained economic growth through technologically-enhanced sustainable development. From the perspective of the radical Right, the problem of population growth simply evaporated since in the West it had been merely a delusion of leftwing infantilism and in poorer countries, the solution lies in liberalized markets and their congenial effects on fertility choices. 

A fourth implication of the 1984 statement was less obvious at the time but it anticipated a shift in the way population has been addressed subsequently. Economic methods and logics, plus privatization and economic growth, have since become a hegemonic and largely uncontested framework for policymaking. This has had numerous ramifications among which I refer to three here. In the first instance, neoliberalism’s preferred way to eradicate `coercive’ state family planning programmes was to privatize services. Locally, this resulted in cost-cutting while globally, the demise of the epic narrative surrounding the numbers game made international funding less attractive for donors. Once its heroic development rationale disappeared, family planning became a mundane welfare issue that competes for funds with other health programmes like HIV/AIDS prevention. As a consequence, funding has declined dramatically since the mid-1980s. 
 It is worth quoting the US Agency for International Development on this point. `No official projection considers the alarming implications if global contraceptive use declines’, it warns, `as it could without greater investment in family planning programmes.’
 

A further, if indirect, effect of the neoliberal turn has been to cast population as primarily an economic issue, with demographers themselves increasingly deploying economists’ methods of quantitative modelling and cost-benefit analysis. The new focus on individual choice was congruent in both disciplines with a turn to micro-level studies conducted at the household level.
 This indirectly makes it difficult to appreciate population as a structural issue of overall numbers, especially as phenomena that cannot be measured according to the standards of contemporary economics tend to be dismissed as poor science.
  Ironically, finally, the privileging of rational individual choice and cost-benefit analysis actually facilitates new modes of social engineering whereby economic incentives and disincentives are quietly used to manipulate fertility choices. In developing countries like India, such strategies are often used quite crudely to modify decisions
 while in Europe, more refined tax and benefit calibrations are deployed to orient fertility decisions in the opposite direction.
 

In summary, an examination of the Reaganite about-turn on population reveals the geopolitical context, the ideological conflicts, the neoliberal arguments and the economic interests and framework with which the Population Question became entangled during the 1970s and 80s. It is this background, I suggest, that still informs the core of population-scepticism, providing the discursive background, resources and rationale that explain and enrich even brief disavowals of population growth as problematic, such as `The Malthus Blues’.

Before leaving the population-sceptics’ silencing litany, three additional lines of argument must be added. These do not form part of the Economist’s attack and not all of them are explicitly sceptical. But they do effectively complement or welcome sceptical disavowals of the numbers game. These are religious, feminist and demographic discourses. The first concerns a further significant change in population policy that was announced by the Whitehouse in 1984, regarding abortion. It testifies to the close American association of neoliberalism with social conservatism. While abortion had been viewed as an integral part of family planning by much of the population establishment, the new emphasis on human lives by the Republican Administration included the unborn, whose rights coincided with its pro-life policy. Population policies must, the Whitehouse insisted, be `consistent with respect for human dignity and family values’, including religious values. Abortion was now scuttled into the category of disrespectful (`repugnant’) coercion. `Attempts to use abortion, involuntary sterilization, or other coercive measures in family planning’, it stated, `must be shunned’.
 This judgement was not merely rhetorical: it had immediate practical implications for family planning organizations and NGOs, which now lost American funding even if they only in principle supported abortion.

Asking why population growth has more recently received so little attention in the United States, Martha Campbell cites `Anti-abortion activists, religious leaders and conservative think tanks’ as a major cause. She points out that some anti-abortionists also oppose family planning and thus welcome the demise of population concerns.
 Others blame a decline of American activism on reluctance to get involved in vicious abortion politics. The alliance with social and religious conservatives thus gave succour to longstanding antipathies to modern contraception (and women’s reproductive autonomy), while introducing an additional level of value-conflict into a field where debate had formerly been largely secular. By Cairo in 1994, new faultlines had opened, most notably between feminism and religion, the Vatican in particular. As religious voices have become more strident in a context of multiculturalist respect for diversity and neoconservative support, espousing population concerns that imply anti-natalism has correspondingly become more difficult since most religions are inherently pronatalist while also inclining to patriarchal views antithetical to women’s control of their own fertility. 

The inclusion of feminist sensibilities within the population-scepticism category is a more ambiguous case, both because many feminists support family planning programmes, including abortion, and because others’ accusations of misogyny shade into population-shaming. There is nonetheless a plausible case to be made that the more woman-centred perspective prominent since Cairo has also helped silence the Population Question. Since 1984, each new Democrat or Republican administration has respectively rescinded or re-imposed the so-called gagging policy on abortion. While the underlying neoliberal arguments would remain largely unchallenged, the Clinton Administration entered the numbers game with enthusiasm. A `comprehensive and far-reaching new approach to international population issues’ was announced, which focused on building access to woman-centred `quality reproductive health care’ and `supporting the empowerment of women’.
 The discursive framework in which the Population Question re-emerged was therefore altered again: in addition to free markets, educating women and attending to their wider reproductive health needs became (and remains) the principal remedy for rapid population growth and the main recipe for development. How, then, has this contributed to disavowing the Question?

1990s feminism expressed widespread hostility to the population establishment and to the numbers game it played, charging it with treating women’s fertility in instrumental terms. While this was not an invalid observation, critics like Paul Ehrlich link the new focus to an `irresponsible wave of political correctness’ that saw the environmental repercussions of population growth succumbing to `a narrow focus on issues of reproductive rights and maternal and child health’
: concerns that are not in themselves reprehensible but which did reinforce the displacement of population numbers as a global and ecological issue. Campbell, too, cites Cairo as `the turning point in removing the population subject from policy discourse’, also noting that talking about population had become politically incorrect by the mid-1990s because it was perceived as disadvantageous to women. Ironically, as Campbell notes, the new focus contributed to a further decline in international funding for family planning, with the result that many women’s rights to reproductive self-determination were actually diminished, especially since the coercion of women into unwanted childbearing had been largely ignored in Cairo.
 
Demography, finally, comprises a more straightforward and challenging component of the population-sceptic literature. Its contribution to disavowals of the Population Question lies in demographers’ near consensus, alluded to in `The Malthus Blues’, that fertility will continue to decline and that world population will thus stabilize or even shrink towards the end of the current century. Since a good deal rides on this, population-worriers will need to find ways to engage with the way demographic data regarding future population numbers is presented and interpreted. This is beyond the scope of the current paper but I do want to indicate two areas of inquiry that seem ripe for critical investigation: projections and demographic transition theory (DTT). Contingencies, uncertainties and assumptions are grist to the mill of criticism here.
Regarding projections, the important point to emphasize is that projections are not predictions: they `must not be confused with current reality’.
 As shown earlier, uncertainty is expressed by the production of different variants. These do more than express a range of probabilities: ideally, they would include contingencies like the effects of changes in family-planning funding or public policy but in practice, it is almost impossible to anticipate these political factors. While future fertility is the crucial variable regarding global numbers, moreover, reproductive behaviour is especially difficult to predict and various theories (cultural, social, economic) compete to explain it.
 The assumption anchoring current world population projections, as well as the population-sceptic literature, is that fertility will continue to decline globally to below replacement levels. This is not merely fanciful: it is based on a currently downward trend. But will this necessarily continue? Demographers acknowledge that `assumption drag’ can mean assumptions lagging behind trend shifts, as reflected in the inaccuracy of earlier projections. Furthermore, as Hervé Le Bras remarks, `projection assumptions reflect the spirit of the era in which they are framed. To them are transmitted its hopes and fears.’
 The current optimism built into world projections is itself partly a consequence of the concerns that instigated population control policies, but it is also informed by the sceptical conclusions of revisionist and transition theories, both of which reject such concerns and the policies predicated on them. As Simon Szreter shows, too, DTT has itself not only provided the guiding framework for studies of post-war fertility but has also been `deeply involved’ in policy-making institutions and their political aspirations. These caveats and feedback loops surely, then, counsel against complacency regarding universal and continuing fertility decline. Political and economic contingencies as well as lifestyle choices contributed to former demographic trends and projections can only make plausible assumptions about their future orientation. 

Admittedly, it is today a rare demographer who does not believe that worldwide fertility decline will continue and I do not therefore think it would be helpful for population-worriers to set themselves the task of demonstrating that current projections are simply wrong. Yet there are countervailing signs that might at least provoke hesitation and encourage continued interventions to nudge fertility decline onward. These include documented effects of declining family planning funding in stalling fertility decline in some developing countries; the relative success of developed-world pronatalism in raising its birth rate; the policy repercussions of revisionist and neo-realist arguments that large populations benefit nations in  global economic and military competition; evidence that China is relaxing its population policy in light of the population ageing and shrinking labour force that are symptomatic of the last stage of transition; evidence of stubbornly high levels of accidental conceptions in developed countries despite decades of sex education and cheap contraception; the faltering of the Western modernization project and its secular, rationalist culture, with a concomitant reinvigoration of pronatalist religions and perhaps a complementary diffusion of larger-family norms. In short, future fertility patterns remain sufficiently contingent, and their causes sufficiently elusive, for the projections that inform population scepticism to be a target for interrogation and intervention, not complacency or fatalism.  

This optimistic complacency is encouraged by Demographic Transition Theory. Despite its overtly quantitative orientation, post-war demography is underpinned by a narrative as grand as any other modernization story. It is this narrative, in conjunction with the projections it informs, that convinces most demographers that the Population Question is an anachronism. The status of DTT is ambiguous as to whether it is a theory or an analytical framework; a historical or predictive model; a paradigm, hypothesis, heuristic or ideal.
 Demographers maintain that it reasonably accurately describes the demographic progress of all countries as they develop and most are relatively confident about its predictive capacity. DTT advances population-scepticism by suggesting that population growth is only apparently and temporarily a problem: once it is recognized as problematic, transition to a resolution is already underway. 
In its bare bones the theory maintains that as countries modernize, they go through four demographic stages. Relatively stable populations with high fertility and mortality are disrupted by modernization, with biopolitical health regimes resulting in declining (especially child) mortality. This causes rapid population growth because typically, there is a lag before fertility levels fall correspondingly. In a third phase low mortality is matched by low fertility: the transition proper. Growth nevertheless continues because of the momentum of large, youthful populations. Only in a final stage is transition completed as the population ages and growth slows, stops or even reverses, thus restoring equilibrium albeit at a higher level. This apparently stifles the Population Question by contextualizing it: its problematic is caused by the second stage but it is actually asked most anxiously in the third, when accumulated momentum results in continued growth. By this stage, however, fertility is already falling. By the 1980s, exponents of DTT maintain, many developed countries were completing their transition and most developing countries were well advanced into the third stage. Expectations that (almost) all countries will complete the transition undergird judgements that over-population is an obsolete concern. 

This is a powerful way of dismissing population growth concerns because it suggests that the population problem is resolving itself. There are nevertheless four responses that recalcitrant population-worriers might usefully explore. First, they might identify the particular policy objectives and state interests invested in the theory that help explain its `official’ status and prevalence.
 Second, critical theorists will recognise DTT as a typically modern, teleological narrative: one whose structure is reminiscent of and interwoven with those developmental stages defined by classical political economists from Smith to Marx. Here, too, European experience provides a template and ideal that exponents are sometimes tempted to generalize into deterministic mechanisms. Szreter identifies DTT as `an unabashedly evolutionary and recapitualist general theory’.
 Critics might accordingly challenge it as they have other Eurocentric grand narratives by eliciting its assumptions about linear progress; its reliance on related modernizing stories about capitalist development, rationalization and secularization; its bias towards equilibrium (where it echoes Smith, Malthus and the Reaganite Whitehouse in presuming a homeostatic mechanism whose origins lie in natural law theory). Third, critics might concede DTT’s general applicability to developing/transitional nations but note that differences between regions still cast doubt on assumptions that transition will automatically be completed everywhere. Again, they might notice an inclination to believe in an inherent transitional logic that guarantees eventual stabilization regardless of the political will that advanced earlier transitions. 
Finally, there is the crucial issue of the late or post-transitional stage typical of developed regions. Demographers point out that the model tells us nothing about the post-transition stage: it is a story of two equilibria punctuated by the hiatus that modernization entails. Few countenance transition being a temporary or reversible phenomenon, although the past has been the graveyard of end-of-history arguments. Recent modelling suggests that because of the uneven age profile found during the later stages, a period of volatile population fluctuations could ensue.
 There are also theories of a second transition, predicated on late modern self-expressive norms that are linked to permanently very low fertility.
 Far from being regarded as encouraging signs of population reduction to a more sustainable level, however, such speculation more generally fuels anxieties about population decline. But let us for a moment concede the sceptics’ contextualization of concerns about population growth in the third transitional phase. Might one not also, then, situate anxieties about ageing and decline as typical of the final stage of transition, while locating environmental sustainability and wellbeing as appropriate responses to `peak population’ preparatory for a welcome shift to the lower demographic levels experienced before transition, with fertility and mortality again balanced at a sustainable level? From this perspective it runs against the grain of transition theory to try to halt or reverse population stabilization or decline as transition nears completion.
 iii. Population-shaming
Population-shamers tend to share the sceptics’ view that there is no objective demographic problem. In their case, however, population-worriers are charged less with misplaced anxiety than with using their ostensible concerns as a subterfuge for pursuing ulterior motives of a heinous nature.
 Those who persist risk public humiliation for playing a numbers game that is regarded also as a blame game: one in which the world’s problems are refracted through population growth and blame is laid on the incontinent fecundity of the less privileged, whether they be the poor, women or inhabitants of the global South. The most serious charges here are racism (with its retinue of colonialism, imperialism, eugenics and genocide), misanthropy and misogyny. 
The short discussion of population by Hardt and Negri in Multitude exemplifies key elements of the population-shaming approach, in particular regarding its most serious charge of racism.
 It occurs in chapter 2.2, `De Corpore’, where it concludes a sub-section called `Global Apartheid’. `Finally’, Hardt and Negri declare, `we should add, as in a sinister cookbook, one final ingredient’ that completes the global topography of power and exploitation. They attribute despicable motives to population agencies, which they condemn for hypocritically disguising their real aims through charitable and humanitarian rhetoric. This allegedly hides their true agenda (racism) and practices (coercive), which are claimed `in fact’ to represent the dictates of international institutions and national governments. `Most discussions of demographic explosions and population crises’, Hardt and Negri insist, `are not really oriented toward either bettering the lives of the poor or maintaining a sustainable total global population in line with the capacities of the planet.’ 
Like `The Malthus Blues’, Multitude’s provocations rely less on a detailed critique of the protean dimensions and complicated genealogy of the Population Question than on strategic signifiers that précis a complex political past. In particular, Hardt and Negri reprise complaints espoused by representatives of developing countries who opposed population control programmes at Bucharest in 1974, thereby locating their critique in the issue’s most antagonistic and ideologically polarized phase. Despite the authors presenting themselves as champions of the poor, moreover, they ignore the bleak consequences of rapid population growth on the everyday lives of poor people in developing countries who may inhabit megaslums or traditional villages in which desires for modern contraception remain unmet. 

The claim that population-worriers are actually racists in disguise is surely, nevertheless, the most powerful equation in the shaming framework. It is also a particular troubling one for environmentalists because the numbers/resources equation lies at the heart of this racism for shaming anti-Malthusians. Are environmental contentions that world or regional population growth degrades the bio-sphere or quality of life and their corollary call for population stabilization policies unavoidably, even if consequentially rather than intentionally, racist? These are genuinely difficult questions, not least because the over-population concerns currently re-emerging in developed regions generally identify problematic fertility with continuing population growth in less developed countries, while focusing on the immigration that is inflating domestic populations. On both counts interventions reawaken memories of the racism that has historically been entangled with such population talk. This is precisely why, if this issue is to be debated now in an open and informed way, and before it can be reframed, it is necessary to elicit this discursive past and to understand and address the hostilities it still provokes. It is this preparatory work that the current article is undertaking and the rest of this section accordingly considers the linkages on which Hardt and Negri depend in order to equate population policy with racist neo-Malthusianism. Its purpose is not to reject them out of hand but to see what is at stake in these equations and to ask whether the connections they make are necessary and inherent to population worries or merely contingent and historical. 
Four key linkages are discernible in Multitude. First, population control programmes are accused of practising the sort of positive checks, through increasing mortality, that Malthus had ascribed to natural forces (starvation, disease). International agencies are charged not only with sponsoring compulsory sterilization but also with `withholding from some populations aid for food or sanitation infrastructure’ with the specific aim of culling the world’s poor. Multinationals’ `thirst for profit’ is presented here as `complementary’ to a broader racist project in which `poverty and disease become indirect tools of population control.’  Such charges are not without foundation. In India, for example, the colonial administration held ambivalent attitudes towards famine relief underpinned by Malthusianism, while American aid during the famines of the post-Independence was used as leverage to insist on a robust family planning programme.
 But such policies are incompatible with post-80s revisionism.
Second, among population-shamers charges of racism are typically melded with related accusations of eugenics, even genocide: an equation used to link population-worriers to Nazism. Because (negative) eugenics programmes were not concerned about population growth as such but rather, with the fecundity of particular peoples, it is population concern rendered as eugenics that is most congruent with Hardt and Negri’s view. Population-worriers, they maintain, are `concerned primarily with which social groups reproduce and which do not.’ This is why demography is in their view the last and most sinister support of global apartheid. Again, this connection cannot be simply airbrushed away, but its very historicity surely testifies to its contingency. Inasmuch as current concerns focus on affluent populations in developed regions with large ecological footprints, moreover,  the parameters of the debate are quite different.
In a third linkage, Hardt and Negri refer to `racial panic’: a phenomenon sometimes referred to elsewhere as `race suicide’. In light of the decline of white, European populations, they suggest, perceptions of a demographic crisis primarily concern racial composition - the increasingly `darker color’ of European, and world, population - not numbers per se. `It is difficult’, they argue, `to separate most contemporary projects of population control from a kind of racial panic’. Again, the accusation is not entirely unfounded, but in the twenty-first century the permutations are different. Because current anxieties arise from perceptions that low fertility and population ageing render developed regions uncompetitive with the more populous, youthful nations of the developing world, enticing their human capital to migrate is a prime economic ambition. It is true that there are accompanying concerns about social cohesion in light of the high inward migration necessary to bolster and rejuvenate MDC populations, 
 but this is different from Hardt and Negri’s contention that racial panic manifests anxieties about reproducing existing racial divisions and hierarchies deemed necessary for sustaining global capital. With globalization, developed economies benefit from being colour-blind provided additional bodies mean cheap or skilled labour, while they must woo emergent economies as older hierarchies are reversed. 
A fourth reason for their equating population programmes with racism is Hardt and Negri’s debt to Foucault. This explains why terminologically they introduce the Population Question under the guise of demographic science and define it as a base mode of biopower. The linkage with racism was, moreover, made explicitly by Foucault in a lecture he delivered in March 1976. 
 Here, a genealogical account of the emergence of demography in the eighteenth century explains the biopolitical implications of, and reasons for, addressing population as a `global mass’. Biopolitics as Foucault defines it `deals with the population… as a political problem… that is at once scientific and political, as a biological problem and as power’s problem.’
 Given its scale, and unlike the disciplinary power that makes over individual bodies, biopower requires the regulatory mechanisms of the state, although these do not appear necessarily to be sinister (broadly speaking they revolve around the public health interventions that lower mortality to kick-start demographic transition). At this stage in his lecture, however, Foucault changed tack and introduced racism. Yet he did so in response to recognizably poststructuralist fascination with difference. In this massified population, he asks, how can the state that fights wars distinguish between who can live and who dies? How is the biological field to be fragmented? The solution he proffers is that populations were now treated as a matrix of different races, whereby killing others became a condition of making life healthier. `In a normalizing society’, Foucault concludes, `race or racism is the precondition that makes killing acceptable and gives the state the right to kill.’ In an age of colonial ambitions, race developed as a justification for colonial genocide and, as in Multitude, it is connected to a eugenics programme for which killing the enemy was a way to purify one’s own race. 
Foucault nonetheless concedes that `I find this very difficult to talk about’ and he acknowledges the enormous, speculative claims he is making in accusing all states of racism. He qualifies them, moreover, by explaining that this is far from `ordinary racism’, by which he seems to mean everyday prejudice and racist ideology. In fact it seems to be a rather general description of any society with biopolitical concerns about the nation’s health, since he illustrates his claim that the socialist state is also racist by referring to victims in the Soviet Union who included the mentally ill, criminals and political opponents. In other words, while eugenic notions of degeneracy are genealogically linked to race, its victims are not solely racial minorities. My reason for taking this excursus through Foucault isthat while I think it explains some of the connections, especially between population, biopower and race, that Hardt and Negri insist upon, Foucault’s argument cannot be used to maintain that population policies are inherently racist in conception and execution in the sense they use it. A considerably more nuanced and detailed genealogy would be needed to support such an assertion. 
In summary, while the connections made in Multitude do have some historical validity, they are by no means exhaustive or necessary. They look anachronistic insofar as changing demographics and policy responses to them are considerably more multi-dimensional and complicated than Hardt and Negri acknowledge. While their work exemplifies a type of discourse that effectively shames those who raise the Population Question, they do not demonstrate that it is inherently a subterfuge for a racist agenda, only that it sometimes was in the past. 

Finally, there are two additional shaming discourses that warrant reference. Earlier I found 1990s feminism complicit with population-scepticism but suggested this veers into population-shaming inasmuch as it levels the stronger charge of misogyny. This is however a more nuanced link than the one with racism. Hardt and Negri themselves insist that they are `certainly in favor’ of birth control and family planning facilities and this has indeed been a basic demand of most modern feminism. A deeper antipathy to the population establishment was nevertheless apparent in the feminist relationship with birth and population control policies, especially in developing countries, during the 1970s and 80s. In India, for example, critics have consistently maintained that numerical targets and incentives for contraceptive use (mainly sterilization) are intrinsically coercive. More generally, the population establishment was accused of a misogynist attitude that blamed women’s fertility for underdevelopment and its consequences; condemned women to unsafe contraceptive procedures which ignored their broader reproductive health and subjected them to rationalized regimes of control that ignored their rights.
 Since the mid-1990s, however, a woman-centred approach has become central to population discourses. It would be disingenuous to conclude that reproductive self-determination or gender equality have thereby been achieved, but these lacunae surely invite feminists to participate in deliberations about population levels and fertility management, especially in the context of a sustainable environment for future generations. The fact that population growth relies on female reproduction need not render intervention intrinsically misogynist. 
A second vice that advocates of population stabilization are accused of is misanthropy. In its crude form this charge suggests that population-worriers are simply people-haters or are inhumane. The Catholic Church sometimes makes this connection. Misanthropy is also sometimes attributed to radical ecologists who espouse eco-centrism as a way to tackle sustainability issues and from which post-humanist perspective they may argue for reducing human numbers. This association is made by Murray Bookchin, who has asserted that deep ecology `blames “Humanity” as such for the ecological crisis – especially ordinary “consumers” and “breeders of children”.’
 Again, it seems doubtful that concerns about the effects of population growth on the wellbeing of future generations and their environmental life support systems are inherently misanthropic. But like other aspects of population-shaming discourses, such charges help to keep the Population Question off the political agenda by rendering it profoundly controversial and embarrassing its exponents. 
Conclusion

In this article I have argued that there are signs of a return of the Population Question to developed countries but that its framework, as well as the direction of concern and the advisability of policy intervention, remains highly contested. While there are demands for open debate, I have shown that there is a highly-charged legacy as well as contemporary ideological interests that make such debate especially fraught. My analysis has focused primarily on three categories of discourse that I have found foreclosing or silencing population debate. I labelled these population-fatalism, population-scepticism and population shaming. By investigating their reasons for disavowing or dismissing concerns about population growth and its relationship to environmental sustainability or the wellbeing of current and future generations, I hope to have made a contribution to the groundwork needed if a reasoned discussion of this important issue is to occur. This is a contribution I believe the political theorist is particularly equipped to make.
Table 1. 

World Population (thousands): All Variants (1950-2050)

	Year
	Medium
variant
	High
variant
	Low
variant
	Constant-
fertility
variant

	1950
	2 529 346
	2 529 346
	2 529 346
	2 529 346

	1955
	2 763 453
	2 763 453
	2 763 453
	2 763 453

	1960
	3 023 358
	3 023 358
	3 023 358
	3 023 358

	1965
	3 331 670
	3 331 670
	3 331 670
	3 331 670

	1970
	3 685 777
	3 685 777
	3 685 777
	3 685 777

	1975
	4 061 317
	4 061 317
	4 061 317
	4 061 317

	1980
	4 437 609
	4 437 609
	4 437 609
	4 437 609

	1985
	4 846 247
	4 846 247
	4 846 247
	4 846 247

	1990
	5 290 452
	5 290 452
	5 290 452
	5 290 452

	1995
	5 713 073
	5 713 073
	5 713 073
	5 713 073

	2000
	6 115 367
	6 115 367
	6 115 367
	6 115 367

	2005
	6 512 276
	6 512 276
	6 512 276
	6 512 276

	2010
	6 908 688
	6 908 689
	6 908 687
	6 908 688

	2015
	7 302 186
	7 369 003
	7 235 360
	7 342 730

	2020
	7 674 833
	7 850 649
	7 498 821
	7 798 900

	2025
	8 011 533
	8 324 226
	7 698 240
	8 264 771

	2030
	8 308 895
	8 762 174
	7 855 775
	8 741 186

	2035
	8 570 570
	9 181 935
	7 966 536
	9 241 316

	2040
	8 801 196
	9 606 206
	8 024 592
	9 782 041

	2045
	8 996 344
	10 037 286
	8 022 171
	10 374 956

	2050
	9 149 984
	10 461 086
	7 958 779
	11 030 273


Source: Population Division of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations Secretariat, World Population Prospects: The 2008 Revision, http://esa.un.org/unpp
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