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The widespread alarm at the prospect of an increasing global popu-
lation has led to the creation of a large and powerful movement to
control this, by reducing birthrates to stabilise population and even,
eventually, to reduce it.  This movement operates in the name of
freedom of choice for women, and uses the language of the
women’s movement to promise women greater opportunities and
more control over their lives.

In fact the population control movement is elitist and coercive, with
more than a hint of racism and misogyny, and seeks to use sophisti-
cated methods of social control to tell Third World parents what
they can and can’t do in bed.

In spite of the official line of the population lobbyists that benefits
would accrue to to the developing countries in terms of economic
development and women’s health if only they could cut population
growth, the real aim behind the programmes has been much more
geared towards the interests of the western nations which fund
them, often through multi-lateral organisations offering ‘aid’.  It
has, of course, been absolutely necessary to conceal this in order to
avoid charges of imperialism and interference in the affairs of other
countries.

Like all international bureaucrats, population alarmists love to hold
expensive mega-conferences at which they produce their policy
statements. In 1974 the United Nations organised its first con-
ference on population in Bucharest, with the intention of bringing
together representatives of the nations of the world to publicly
agree to do something about population growth.  As birthrates in
the developed countries were already low and falling rapidly, it was
clear that the real target of the conference’s policies would be the
developing countries.

However, the conference organisers were astonished when one
Third World delegation after another stood up and attacked popula-
tion control as a manifestation of Western imperialism.  They de-
manded to know why their people should have fewer children in
imitation of the Western model when they had not enjoyed the
economic growth which had accompanied the falling birthrates in
the West.  “Development is the best contraceptive” was their slo-
gan, meaning that when they were as prosperous as Westerners,
they would have Western-style small families.  The World Popula-
tion Plan of Action (WPPA) issued by the conference had to be
drastically altered to remove all references to population targets.
Third World sensibilities were running high.

The population controllers learned their lesson.  If they intended to
continue reducing fertility in Third World countries they would
have to change their approach.  Everything would have to be
couched in terms which disguised the real motives for the pro-
grammes.

“THE NORMAL OPERATION OF U.S. COMMERCIAL
INTERESTS”

In December 1974 the National Security Council of the United
States completed a study entitled Implications of Worldwide Popu-
lation Growth for U.S. Security and Overseas Interests.  It was also
known as the National Security Study Memorandum 200 or NSSM
200.1 It had been commissioned by Henry Kissinger, at that time
National Security Advisor to Richard Nixon.

The Memorandum expressed the gravest fears that the “political
consequences of current population factors in the LDCs (less de-

veloped countries)” might create “political or even national security
problems for the U.S.”2

These “population factors” — i.e. rapid population growth — were
expected to be a cause of civil unrest which could threaten the sup-
ply of resources necessary to the U.S. economy, particularly if
growing populations were to demand a greater share of the world’s
wealth.  It was also feared that large numbers of young people in
developing countries might form an effective protest movement
against the perceived domination of their countries by foreign inter-
ests like multi-national corporations.

For these and other reasons the Memorandum advised that:

... the President and the Secretary of State treat the subject of
population growth control as a matter of paramount import-
ance.3

Furthermore the endorsement of the Memorandum’s recommenda-
tions in National Security Decision Memorandum 314 (NSDM
314), issued in November 1975, included “a global target of re-
placement fertility levels by the year 2000”.

However, the authors of the Memorandum had the outrage ex-
pressed by Third World nations at Bucharest fresh in their minds.
They therefore made the following recommendation:

The U.S. can help to minimize charges of an imperialist moti-
vation behind its support of population activities by repeatedly
asserting that such support derives from a concern with: (a) the
right of the individual to determine freely and responsibly the
number and spacing of children ... and (b) the fundamental
social and economic development of poor countries.4

The language of these specious defences had been borrowed from
the World Population Plan of Action agreed at Bucharest.  The
Third World nations had been more interested in talking about their
economic growth (or lack of it) than their population growth, and
the WPPA had recognised

the basic human right of all couples and individuals to decide
freely and responsibly the number and spacing of their child-
ren.

This approach was adopted, not only by the U.S. but by the whole
population lobby.  It provided a brilliantly successful technique for
meddling with the fertility of Third World women without incurring
charges of imperialism and unwarranted interference in the affairs
of another country.  The interests pursued would be those of the
developed nations which funded the programmes; the language
used would refer to the health of women and economic progress.
This line has been held consistently since the mid-1970s, with only
a few rogue population fanatics breaking ranks.  In 1977 Dr Reim-
ert Ravenholt, the Director of the Office of Population for the U.S.
Agency for International Development, told a journalist that he
aimed for the sterilisation of a quarter of the world’s fertile women
in order to secure “the normal operation of US commercial interests
around the world”.5  The statement drew a good deal of criticism
and appears to have been made in an unguarded moment.  It was
certainly never repeated, and no other similarly blunt statements of
intent have emerged from mainstream population groups.

Kissinger’s Memorandum did not represent the beginning of the
population control movement. It was rather a response to a tend-
ency which had been growing since the 1950s to attribute every
social, economic and political ill to rapid population growth, and to
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pretend that all problems could be solved if only this Pandora’s box
could be closed.

As it has passed into the common currency of debate that ‘everyone
knows’ that the world is overpopulated, it comes as a surprise to
many people to learn just how recently this view came to be
adopted.  Prior to the middle of the 20th century there was virtually
no interest in global population, and indeed very few people would
have had any idea of what it amounted to.  Insofar as anyone
thought about population issues, it was generally assumed that
population growth was a good thing as it made a country stronger
than its neighbours.

THE EUGENIC CONNECTION

The fear of population growth, and the emergence of the population
control movement, was a direct offshoot of the eugenics movement.
The ‘science’ of eugenics, or racial hygiene, had been developed by
Francis Galton and others at the end of the 19th century, and taught
that people either have good genes (eugenic) or bad genes (dys-
genic), and that the racial stock must degenerate unless breeding is
confined to eugenic types.

The birth control movement and the eugenics movement were so
closely connected for the first part of the century that it is difficult
to draw any distinction between them.  Early campaigners for birth
control were much more concerned about the supposed degener-
ation of the racial stock than with enabling women to plan their
families.  Marie Stopes, the Queen Bee of birth control in Britain,
was tormented by the prospect of

the lowest and worst members of the community [producing]
innumerable tens of thousands of stunted, warped, inferior in-
fants ... to drain the resources of those classes above them who
have a sense of responsibility.6

As the motto for her Society for Constructive Birth Control (the
word Constructive was significant) Stopes came up with “Joyous
and Deliberate Motherhood — a Sure Light in our Racial Dark-
ness”, while her American counterpart Margaret Sanger, foundress
of Planned Parenthood Federation of America and, later, the Inter-
national Planned Parenthood Federation, came up with “Birth Con-
trol: To create a race of Thoroughbreds”.7  Both favoured policies
of forcible sterilisation of those deemed unfit to breed, and Sanger
drew up plans for what ammounted to concentration camps for 

that grade of population ... whose inheritance is such that ob-
jectionable traits may be transmitted to offspring.8

Both knew that they were unlikely to get their way in free societies
in which they lived, and detested democracy as a result.

Eugenics found its political expression in Nazism, and indeed lead-
ing Nazis used to claim that they were only putting into practice the
‘science’ of racial hygiene.  The doctrine of eugenics, which cate-
gorised human beings as either fit or unfit to reproduce, led directly
to the gas chambers.  The fact that leading birth control advocates
like Margaret Sanger had maintained extremely close contacts with
the architects of the euthanasia programme proved a major embar-
rassment to their organisations after the war, and a good deal of
ingenuity was required to save birth control from becoming tainted
with the stench of the death camps. The term ‘birth control’ was
dropped in favour of ‘family planning’, and all discussion of
eugenics was ruled out.

Instead, as Germaine Greer has shown in Sex and Destiny, the
eugenics movement went underground and re-emerged talking
about ‘overpopulation’. This was the beginning of the now wide-
spread fear of a ‘population bomb’.  In 1960 the tiny and dwindling
membership of the Eugenics Society accepted a proposal that:

The Society’s activities in crypto-eugenics should be pursued
vigorously, and specifically the Society should increase its
monetary support of the FPA (Family Planning Association)
and the IPPF (International Planned Parenthood Federation).9

Once again certain groups were to be discouraged from reproduc-
ing, although the rationale was to be a little different.

It is important to know something about the origins of the popula-
tion control movement because they account for the coercive tend-
encies and denial of free choice which characterise its programmes.
The purpose of these is not to enable people to have the number of
children they want: it is to stop some people from having large
families which are perceived as troublesome by the planners.

The refusal to face up to this unpleasant aspect of the birth con-
trol/population control movement was highlighted by an exhibition
entitled Birth and Breeding, presented at the Wellcome Institute be-
tween October 1993 and February 1994.  The organisers lumped
together the work of the Family Planning Association, Eugenics So-
ciety, Abortion Law Reform Association, Marie Stopes, and groups
concerned with “Childbirth without Fear”, as if they all shared the
same uncomplicated aim of improving women’s health.  The racist,
elitist and anti-libertarian aspects of programmes to control other
people’s fertility were ignored, and the even the direct and unam-
biguous association of eugenics with Nazism glossed over.  The
visitor was left to deduce the controversial nature of the issues from
some of the exhibits, such as the 1957 film Birthright produced by
the Family Planning Association which told us that “present
methods” of birth control were “adequate in the hands of trained or
careful people but quite inadequate when it comes to underde-
veloped communities” (shot of black people).  The Eugenics So-
ciety poster from the 1930s “Only Healthy Seed Must be Sown”
(reproduced on the back cover of this publication) must also have
revived unpleasant memories for older visitors.

UNMET NEEDS

Population literature is characterised by its misleading use of lan-
guage, which is intended to obfuscate discussion and deflect criti-
cism.  Most importantly it insists on confusing the concepts of
family planning and population control, which are quite different.

Family planning is the decision taken by couples, in the light of
their own beliefs and circumstances, as to the number and spacing
of their own children.

Population control is the decision taken by governments or other
agencies that couples should have no more than a certain number of
children, followed by measures to enforce this.

Family planning and population control are not, as some like to
make out, only different in degree.  They are fundamentally op-
posed to each other, because family planning increases freedom of
choice for the individual, while population control restricts it.

Family planning, in its true sense, is not controversial.  No one —
not even the Catholic church — disputes that it is the right of par-
ents to plan their own families.  There may be disputes about the
methods to be used — for example, whether abortion should be
regarded as a method of family planning — but the principle is
unchallenged.

Handing decisions about fertility to government planners and inter-
national bureaucracies is another matter.  This clearly takes us into
the field of population control, but even the biggest agencies in-
volved in the field refuse to admit that they have anything to do
with this.  Only the real fanatics like Paul Ehrlich still use the term.

By insisting that they are only interested in enabling women to con-
trol their fertility, population planners are able to cast those who
challenge them in the role of opponents of women’s rights.  They
like to claim that they are only interested in providing for the
‘unmet need’ for family planning which exists around the world, as
if anyone who disagrees with their tactics must be in favour of
forcing people to have more children than they want.

However, if it were no more than a question of making the means
of fertility control available to the world’s fertile population, the
programmes would scarcely be controversial.  To incorporate fam-
ily planning into even the most basic primary health care pro-
gramme is both easy and cheap.  There would be no need for a
multi-million dollar global industry!
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But of course, this is not what it is about.  What happens when the
means of fertility control are made available, and people still
choose to have large families?

In these circumstances, the population controllers know the line to
take: the people do not really understand their ‘needs’ at all.  These
‘needs’ have to be pointed out to them by those who are more
knowledgeable than they as to the number of children they should
have.

An article on the Indian population programme which appeared in
People, the magazine of the International Planned Parenthood
Federation, made this plain.  According to Vidya Pense, project
manager for the Family Planning Association of India (FPAI):

They don’t always perceive their needs.  The welfare worker
has to point them out.10

In the same article, a fieldworker who had been confronted by a
father of two daughters who still wanted a son, concluded that:

It’ll take a little more counselling to change his opinions.11

We can only speculate on the nature of the “counselling” which that
poor man was going to receive.  Family planning workers are con-
vinced that they know best what is good for other people, but then
they are only repeating the lines they have learned from the rich
and powerful organisations at the top of their movement.  Accord-
ing to The World Bank:

To some extent family planning programs do more than simply
satisfy unmet need ; they actually generate and then fill such
need.12

What sort of ‘need’ is it which has to be generated by the  very
agency which is intending to fulfil it?  Clearly a ‘need’ of which the
supposed sufferers are unaware is not one which affects their lives
in any serious way.

American economist Jacqueline Kasun takes the view that the
“unmet needs” of which the population controllers speak

are not those of the ... poor for more birth control, but ... their
own for further control of the lives of people.13

THE SPIRIT OF VOLUNTARISM

Population agencies always insist that they work to promote “the
spirit of voluntarism”.  Any use of force is anathema to them — or
so you would think from the literature they produce for the public.

If you read the internal, professional literature it is another story.
They make no secret of the fact that, if parents will not restrict their
family size of their own accord, then pressure has to be brought to
bear.  The official literature speaks of incentives and disincentives.
It would be more accurate to describe them as sticks and carrots, or
bribes and punishments.  The power of the state can be used in all
sorts of ways to make parents conform — or to make life unpleas-
ant for them if they disobey.

In Bangladesh ‘acceptors’ of sterilisation receive Taka 175, which is
the equivalent of a week’s wages for a rural labourer.  In addition,
female patients receive a saree and men a lungi.  Although this may
not seem like a great deal, the advantages would be more obvious
to an unemployed and destitute parent.  A report published in
Studies in Family Planning in 1991 concluded that the payments
were sufficient to influence behaviour:

The profit may seem far too trivial to act as an inducement for
a lifetime decision ... (but) the possiblity cannot be dismissed
when the sum involved is set against the extreme poverty and
daily struggle to survive of much of the population.14

The suspicion that the financial incentives may act as a pressure on
the ‘acceptors’ is confirmed by the fact that there was a dramatic
increase in vascectomies following an increase in the incentive pay-
ments in 1983, and that a “seasonal peak” in sterilisations occurs
each year to coincide with “the lean inter-harvest period, when em-
ployment is low and money short”.15

Incentives do not stop at cash payments.  In their report Food, Saris
and Sterilization, Hilary Standing and Betsy Hartmann revealed
that emergency food aid which had been donated following the
1984 floods in Bangladesh had been given to women on condition
that they agreed to be sterilised.  Following the operation, the
woman would receive a certificate signed by the family planning
officer which would entitle her to a saree, money and wheat.16

The 1984 World Bank Report Population Change and Economic
Development contained an extensive discussion of the use of incen-
tives in population programmes.17  Here are some of the examples
quoted:

SINGAPORE Income tax relief available for first three children
only.  Paid maternity leave for first two pregnan-
cies only.  Children from smaller families given
priority in school admissions.

KOREA Free medical care and education allowances to
two-child families provided one of the parents has
been sterilised.

THAILAND Technical assistance in farm production and mar-
keting is made available to contraceptive users.

Even more insidious than incentives to individuals are the incen-
tives which are offered to whole communities which achieve family
planning ‘targets’.  The system reached a peak in Indonesia where,
under the direction of Western population agencies, the government
developed the “village system” of family planning.

PEER GROUP PRESSURE IN INDONESIA

The World Bank Development Report for 1980 described how, in
the province of Bali, the monthly village council meeting

begins with a roll call; each man responds by saying whether
he and his wife are using contraceptives.  Replies are plotted
on a village map — prominently displayed.18

The central government sets “targets” for the number of “new ac-
ceptors” of contraception,19 and provides group rewards to villages
which reach these targets.  These may consist of increased food
supplements, health services and other benefits,20 including public
meeting halls, road repairs and clean water supply.21

It is not difficult to imagine the sort of pressures which couples
would come under if they did not want to participate in the govern-
ment’s population control programme.   They would be the ones
stopping their neighbours from obtaining extra food, or clean water.
Peer pressure could easily become intolerable for them.

It is worth asking ourselves how we would feel if our own govern-
ments made access to clean water and road building programmes
contingent on the level of birth control practised by those living in
our street or town?  It seems unlikely that any Western government
would survive the political fallout which would result from any
such attempt to interfere in the most private areas of its citizens’
lives.   And yet we are happy to pay for such schemes in the de-
veloping world through our taxes which are used to fund the inter-
national population control lobby.

The use of arm-twisting measures to promote the “acceptance” of
“family planning” is not a thing of the past in Indonesia.  The book
Norplant: Under Her Skin contains a chapter on Indonesia by Jan-
nemieke Hanhart which reveals some new approaches:

All couples who practice family planning are given a family
planning card ... couples of reproductive age need to have a
family planning card if they want an official letter from the
local government ... An official letter from the government is
needed if a person wants to sell or buy land, to get a bank
loan, to get permission to organise circumcision, hair cutting
rituals and other important events.22

She quotes a family planning worker who explained the methods
used to meet the targets which are set for them by the government:

If the target is still high and has not yet been reached and the
people are difficult to reach, the army makes them a little bit
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afraid so that they are willing to come together for a family
planning session.23

THE CHINESE PROGRAMME

When all the incentives and disincentives fail to reduce family size,
the population controllers can still resort to the use of brute force.

The most famous and most extensive population control programe
in the world today is the Chinese government’s one-child-per-
couple programme. Couples wishing to have a child must apply for
a permit.  These permits are strictly rationed by village, by street
and by factory.  To have an ‘unauthorised’ pregnancy is a serious
matter, resulting in the most intense pressure on the woman to have
an abortion.

In his book Slaughter of the Innocents: Coercive Birth Control in
China, China scholar John Aird translates and reprints some of the
official instructions to Communist Party cadres on the way in
which the one-child policy was to be enforced:

Those who insist on having a second or excessive birth must
be treated according to the prescribed policies.  If they are
party members or cadres, it is proposed that they be given
Party or administrative discipline ...

Birth control should be enforced ... measures to reward good
and punish evil should be implemented ...

All newly married couples who are expecting must show their
planned birth certificates.  Those who are unable to produce a
permit will have to undergo birth control measures (i.e. abor-
tions) ...

Illegal relationships (i.e. early marriages) which should be dis-
solved must be dissolved ... those who are pregnant out of
wedlock and have not reached the legal marriage age must
undergo remedial operations (i.e. abortions) ...

If an unauthorised baby is the second, third or subsequent
child in a family and sterilisation has not been accepted, the
family will be denied permission to build a dwelling, their
water and electricity will be cut off ... grain coupons will not
be issued ... drivers licenses and private business licenses will
be revoked.24

In September 1991 The Independent published an article by
Chinese journalist Liu Yin (not her real name, for obvious reasons)
which reveals that the above threats are not empty. Liu Yin had
been allowed to accompany a “task force” which was after 11
women with unauthorised pregnancies.  Six had fled the village: the
target was the other five.  They were forcibly dragged from their
houses in the middle of the night and taken to the county hospital:

The families whose women escaped the raid were warned that
if they did not go to the abortion centre within a week their
houses would be pulled down.  This was no bluff.  On the way
back from the raid, I saw six collapsed houses.  No family in
the village is allowed to provide shelter for the people whose
houses have been destroyed.25

SUPPORT FROM THE WEST

It might be thought that the international population cartel would be
embarrassed by the Chinese programme, but nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.  Far from shunning the Chinese, the interna-
tional population community has welcomed China into its midst.
In 1983, when coercion in the Chinese programme was at an all
time high, a UN Committee, with Rafael Salas, Executive Director
of the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) as advisor, gave
one of the first two UN  population awards to Qian Xinzhong, the
Minister-in-Charge of the State Family Planning Commission
(SFPC) of China.  When presenting the award UN Secretary-
General Perez de Cuellar expressed “deep appreciation” for the way
in which the Chinese had “marshalled the resources necessary to
implement population policies on a massive scale”.26  In the same
year the International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF) wel-
comed the Chinese Family Panning Association into full member-

ship. The UNFPA gives over $10 million a year to the Chinese
programme, IPPF about $1 million.  Almost all of this money
comes out of the pockets of Western taxpayers.

How can organisations dedicated, nominally at least, to the prin-
ciples of reproductive freedom and more choice for women support
programmes which clearly violate both principles?  The answer lies
in the weasel wording of the grandiloquent declarations from those
glittering international conferences.

HOW TO BE RESPONSIBLE

The World Population Plan of Action, agreed at the U.N. World
Population Conference in Bucharest in 1974, declared that

all couples and individuals have the basic right to decide freely
and responsibly the number and spacing of their children.

This sounds clear enough.  However there was an important qualifi-
cation to the main principle.  The WPPA goes on to state that

the responsibility of couples and individuals in the exercise of
this right takes into account the needs of their living and future
children and their responsibilities towards the community.

In other words, this right is not a right at all.  It can be overruled by
the government, which decides on the type of reproductive beha-
viour which demonstrates a sense of “responsibility towards the
community”.  Presumably the goverment will also decide on the
needs of future generations, whatever they may be.

The wording of the Bucharest declaration has been reproduced in
most of the national and international declarations on the ‘right’ to
family planning since 1974.  It encapsulates that most important
principal of population control: people cannot be left to do as they
like.

The World Bank Report Population Change and Economic Devel-
opment included a very clear statement concerning the rights of the
individual vis-à-vis the state:

Should governments ensure procreative freedom but also en-
courage social responsiblity?  The answer in this Report is a
firm yes. ... A dilemma arises whenever pursuits of one set of
values — improvement of material welfare through lower
population growth, reduction of inequality, insurance of future
security — threaten other values, such as freedom of choice
and pronatalist customs and beliefs.  But there is a balance be-
tween the private right of procreation and social responsi-
blity.27

If there is a conflict between the number of children people want to
have and the number which the government — or the World Bank
or the United Nations — wants them to have, the international fam-
ily planning organisations can neatly sidestep the ethical dilemma
by referring to the need to balance social needs against private pref-
erences.

What this means in practice is that all of the fine words about free-
dom of choice do not add up to anything.  There is certainly no
guarantee that anyone from the Western population groups will
come to the assistance of Third World parents who are being
coerced, as experience has shown.

According to John Aird, the international support for China’s one-
child-per-couple programme offered conclusive proof that the stated
support by population agencies for reproductive freedom is worth-
less:

The claim by foreign family planners to respect the right of
couples to determine freely the size of their families ... was put
to its first test in China in the 1980s and failed.  They sided
with a brutally repressive regime against its people because it
implemented their agenda.  There is as yet no sign that that
have learned anything sobering from this experience.28

THE STATE IN THE BEDROOM

The arguments for population control are constantly changing.
Population growth has been blamed at different times for causing
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poverty, famine, unemployment, exhaustion of resources and envi-
ronmental degradation.  All of these claims have been challenged
by serious scientific research, of which leading examples are cited
in the Bibliography.  As each set of arguments becomes untenable,
the advocates of population control move on to another.

However, the most critical aspect of the debate does not change,
because at the heart of the question lies the concept of the relation-
ship between the individual and the state. You have to decide which
party should determine the number of children couples have.  That
in turn affects the whole conduct of people’s lives, and indeed the
very fabric of the political nation, because the country in which
individuals are not left to control their own destinies in this most
intimate area of their private lives is one from which the very con-
cept of liberty has fled.  Two quotations from totalitarian regimes
can be used to illustrate this.

From the time that Nicolae Ceaucescu took power in Romania he
pursued a policy intended to increase the population of his country
from 23 million to 30 million by the year 2000.  Contraception and
abortion were banned, the police were used to monitor the fertility
of women, those unmarried by the age of 25 and married couples
who had failed to produce children within two years faced heavy
tax penalities.  Ceaucescu explained his policy in September 1986
in the following terms:

The fetus is a socialist property of the entire society ... Those
who deliberately refuse to have children are deserters trying to
escape the laws of national continuity.29

In Steven Mosher’s book A Mother’s Ordeal a Chinese woman who
became caught up in the enforcement of the one-child programme
gives a first hand account of the propaganda Chinese women are
subjected to.  The Communist Party Secretary in her hospital an-
nounced the introduction of the one-child policy in 1979 in the fol-
lowing terms:

China is a socialist state.  This means that the interests of the
individual must be subordinated to the interests of the state.
Where there is a conflict between the interests of the state in
reducing population and the interests of the individual in hav-
ing children, it must be resolved in favour of the state.  Social-
ism should make it possible to regulate the reproduction of
human beings so that population growth keeps in step with the
growth of material production.30

Ceaucescu wanted more births, the People’s Republic of China
wants fewer, but the principle remains the same. People’s sex and
family lives are not their own.  The state takes care of everything.

THE GOVERNMENT AS PARENT

I once brought up this point with Fred Sai, who is now the Presi-
dent of the International Planned Parenthood Federation.  He re-
sponded by comparing the relationship of government to citizens
with the relationship of parents to children.  Just as a parent will
intervene to stop a child from doing something dangerous, so a
‘good’ government will intervene to stop people behaving in ways
which could threaten their well-being in the future.

This view pre-supposes a cheerful and optimistic view of politicians
and their motives which usually not justified.  It is perhaps scarcely
necessary to argue now that the more government a country has,
the more wretched it will be by every indicator, including liberty.

Population control is based on the assumption that parents, espe-
cially Third World parents, are so feckless and irresponsible that
they will go on breeding to destruction unless we — the cultured
elite — do something about it.  In fact, as Germaine Greer has ar-
gued in Sex and Destiny,31 there is anthropological evidence to sug-
gest that parents have planned their families in all cultures, using a
variety of means. If Third World parents have larger families than
First World parents that is probably because they want to, and be-
cause they have very good reasons for having large families.  To
assume otherwise is, as Lord Bauer has always argued, to treat
them with an unwarranted and unjustifiable contempt.

Liberty demands that people be left alone to plan their own
families, free from interference by the state and global watchdogs
like the United Nations.  Respect for reproductive rights demands
that the population control industry should be dismantled.
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