Briefing for BCCAN Focus Group on 
Population and Economic Growth
Draft updated by Keith Hungerford 9 January 2010
This briefing is aimed at summarizing the main points raised in a set of books, reports and essays as a way of informing debate within BCCAN about the topic of population and economic growth.

Inclusion of a document in this review does not imply support (or rejection) of all or any of the views expressed therein. 

Limits to Growth: the 30 year update. 
This is a book by Donella Meadows, Jorgen Randers and Dennis Meadows, published 2005 by Earthscan. 

This book is No. 3 in a series. First was Limits to Growth in 1972. Second was Beyond the Limits in 1992. All three of these books deal with world population as a whole, and report on modeling of that population and associated resource consumption, industrial output, food production, industrial output, pollution, consumer goods production, human welfare, life expectancy and environmental impact. 
The modeling processes attempt to model the real world interactions between all of the relevant factors involved in supporting the growing human population of the Earth. To assess how realistic these models are requires at least a study of the book, and is not attempted here (but see the next item in this review below). The book contains repeated warnings that the results are a general guide, and not accurate numerically; and that the shape of the curves after the point of collapse are completely meaningless.
The results of the modeling can be listed as follows:
Scenario 0 – “infinity in, infinity out”: Population peaks at 9 billion and then declines gradually in a “demographic transition”.

Scenario 1 – Business as usual in a finite world (my label). Population peaks at under 8 billion in around 2030 and then declines (collapses) due to food shortages (ie starvation). Life expectancy and human welfare decrease dramatically after the peak point.
Scenarios 2 to 6 – sensitivity experiments with the levels of non-renewable resources and the rate of progress and application of technology. Collapse (as per scenario 1) still occurs but with different dates (by a few decades) and minor differences in population levels. 

Scenarios 7 and 8 – These introduce adoption of a desired family size of 2 children, but still run into collapse because pollution is not adequately managed and resources become scarce and costly.
Scenario 9 – achieves a stable population of around 8 billion with adequate food and stable life expectancy and human welfare. This scenario employs a suite of measures including a desired family size of 2 children, and pollution control, resource exploitation and agricultural technologies. 
Scenario 10 – used to depict how much better the result would have been if all of the Scenario 9 measures had been introduced in 1982 instead of in 2002.
The book concludes with some ideas about how to move to a sustainable, rather than collapse, pathway.
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Scenario 1 (Business as Usual – collapse)
Scenario 9 (Sustainability)
A Comparison of the Limits to Growth with Thirty years of reality
Report by Graham Turner, CSIRO 2008-09 available via internet (52 pages).
“Abstract: In 1972, the Club of Rome’s infamous report “The Limits to Growth” (Meadows et al., 1972) presented some challenging scenarios for global sustainability, based on a system dynamics computer model to simulate the interactions of five global economic subsystems, namely: population, food production, industrial production, pollution, and consumption of non-renewable natural resources. Contrary to popular belief, The Limits to Growth scenarios by the team of analysts from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology did not predict world collapse by the end of the 20th century. This paper focuses on a comparison of recently collated historical data for 1970 – 2000 with scenarios presented in The Limits to Growth. The analysis shows that 30 years of historical data compares favourably with key features of a business-as-usual scenario called the “standard run” scenario, which results in collapse of the global system mid way through the 21st Century. The data does not compare well with other scenarios involving comprehensive use of technology or stabilizing behaviour and policies. The results indicate the particular importance of understanding and controlling global pollution.”

To summarise: The original Limits to Growth modeling of business as usual was accurate.
Living Planet Report
Report issued by WWF International (Switzerland), Institute of Zoology (UK), Global Footprint Network (USA), Twente Water Centre (Netherlands) in 2008 (48 pages).
This report provides numerical estimates of the state of the planet’s ecosystems and human consumption of renewable resources. 

The Living Planet Index of global Biodiversity uses populations of 1,686 vertebrate species. 
Humanity’s Ecological Footprint measures humanity’s demand on the biosphere in terms of the area of productive land and sea required to produce the resources used and absorb the wastes generated. Reported elements are Built-up land, Fishing ground, Forest, Grazing land, Cropland and Carbon footprint. 
There is a corresponding measure, the Biocapacity, that measures the productive capacity of land.
The Water Footprint of Production and the Water Footprint of Consumption measure the generation capacity and usage of water.

The report provides per-country views of all these indices, as well as views for groups of countries (poor, medium and rich) and global totals. The Living Planet index is presented in a myriad of views. Changes over time are shown, depicting how the indices have evolved from 1960 to 2005.
Here is a summary of per-person data for the Global and Australia views.
	Index
	Global
	Australia

	Living Planet (1970 = 1) aggregate figure
	72%
	65% (Indo-Pacific)

	Population
	6.476 * 10^9
	20.2 * 10^6

	Ecological Footprint 2005 /person
	2.7 gha
	7.8 gha

	Biocapacity 2005 /person
	2.1 gha
	15.4 gha

	Water footprint of Consumption /person
	1,243 m3/y
	1,393 m3/y

	Water footprint of Production
	9,000 km3/y
	96.5 km3/y


Note 1: I am not able to understand how the Water Consumption and Water Production data are supposed to relate to each other, if at all. Water is “not considered to be a scarce resource overall”.
Note 2: Although the figures show that globally the Ecological Footprint exceeds Biocapacity (by a factor of around 1.2) for Australia the Ecological Footprint is about 60% of Biocapacity. 
The report also provides discussion sections on various aspects of moving to a more sustainable use of renewable resources. 

Interpretation of these figures is complicated by international trade. 

Overloading Australia
Book by Mark O’Connor and William J. Lines published in 2008 by Envirobook.
The writing in this book is discursive, making it difficult to summarise clearly.

This book explains that Australia’s population growth is seen as a good thing by politicians and business, but is the root cause of many of our problems including housing shortages, rising house prices, water shortages and environmental damage.
A great deal of the material in the book is devoted to exposing the opposition to debate about population. 

The international situation is reviewed. Poor countries tend to have high birth rates and low food production. Highly industrialized countries have low birth rates and are often food exporters. A food production crisis is predicted. With population growth, Australia may have no surplus to export.
Australia’s population growth is largely due to immigration. The birth rate in Australia is currently 1.93 births per female, below replacement rate (but see data below).
Recent (2007) population statistics are: 

Total population 21 million

Births: 272,000 (1.3%) Deaths 134,800 (0.64%) Net natural increase 137,200 (0.66%)

Net immigration 177,600 (0.84%)

Total of natural increase and immigration: 314,800 (1.5%)

Presumably the part of population growth arising from natural increase (0.66%) is the result of increasing life expectancy. Data on this is not provided in the book. 
Immigration is made up of Skilled (eg doctors, nurses etc.), spousal, family reunion, student, humanitarian, refugee. Numbers in each category are not provided.

There is a discussion of the maximum sustainable population for Australia. Tim Flannery estimated a maximum of 8 to 12 million (p6). O’Connor and Lines argue that the current number is already beyond the sustainable maximum, largely based on water resources (chapter 10), but noting that we produce 3 times as much food as we eat. 
The book ends with a call to adopt a population policy, underpinned by sex education, free or cheap contraception, no baby bonuses, continuing or expanded refugee policy but reductions in immigration overall such that our population levels off.
Draft Population Policy produced by a Climate Action Group working party

In acknowledgement that human population numbers in fossil fuel dependent countries are a contributing factor to greenhouse gas emissions and anthropogenic climate change, and in further acknowledgement that rapid changes in global climate will necessitate the mass relocation of affected communities to countries such as Australia, it is important to recognise that Government policies which are aimed at actively encouraging population growth in Australia are highly irresponsible and counter to emissions reductions targets. Australia's undersigned Climate Action Groups therefore call on the Australian Government to abolish the Baby Bonus and to reduce annual skilled immigration numbers significantly. The undersigned groups also call upon the Australian Government to increase refugee intake to 13,000 per year, and to work with the United Nations to define an agreed categorisation of 'climate change refugee'.
Comments by Jonathan Moylan on the above Draft Population Policy
Hi Annie and CAGs,

I recognise the amount of work that the Population Working Group has done in pulling together a draft policy on population in preparation for next year's summit. It obviously comes out of a dedication to trying to stop the climate crisis.

Without wanting to reduce or demean the effort that has been put in, I worry that trying to achieve consensus on such a contentious policy is potentially not the best use of our time, and reflects the problem of trying to articulate policy from the grassroots climate movement, as if we were an ENGO (non-government organisation) or a party with a political platform. Of course we all hold positions on political issues, particularly with regards to climate change, and it's important to speak up for what we stand for when we are taking action together. However, trying to come up with shared positions as a "movement" (even while recognising that the movement is much larger than our summits, action groups and e-lists) takes time away that could otherwise be put into movement-building and developing strategy to actually bring about what it is that we are trying to achieve. 

With regards to the population policy proposed, there is no way that I could put my name to such a policy. Perhaps this is just reflective of my life experience as the son of a migrant and the friend of many young parents, or perhaps it has to do with my background in human rights and social justice activism.

While I recognise that the Baby Bonus was little more than a political stunt, I totally oppose the idea of removing support from young parents or single parents. In the world we live in, parents need more support and not less. For many reasons including climate change, I don't ever intend to have children, partly because of the world I know they would grow up in. However there is no way I would want any parents to have government support taken away from them, and I don't think there is any evidence to prove that people have been having babies just because of the baby bonus (which would be stupid, since the costs of bringing up a child are a lot higher than the baby bonus will ever be).

I also don't accept the delineation made between refugees and skilled migrants. National borders are a source of frustration, violence and misery regardless of the reasons for which people cross them, and part of the reason that refugees are detained so inhumanely for such a long time is that classifying people who cross borders is incredibly difficult. 

The proposed policy states that "human population numbers in fossil fuel dependent countries are a contributing factor to greenhouse gas emissions". This is based on the argument that if somebody moves from China or Sierra Leone to Australia, their carbon footprint would shoot up because of our polluting modes of production. However, if Australia does not phase out fossil fuels (or at the very lease, dramatically reduce the use of them), we're up shit creek no matter how many people are crossing the "borders". Australia is not inherently a fossil fuel dependent country, it is designed to be a fossil fuel dependent country and it needs to change. The answer is not to toughen up borders but to stop polluting industries.

I don't agree that reducing migration to Australia can be "part of the solution" and I will continue to do everything I can to challenge both borders and climate polluting industries.

I also think that the debate around population is somewhat parallel to the "carbon footprint" debate or the consumption/production debate. On one hand, people argue that an increasing demand for products drives production, and that therefore people are responsible for both their carbon footprint and global climate change. We've seen the government advertising and the campaigns by groups like WWF and ACF that tell people to reduce their carbon footprint on one hand while allowing the coal industry to expand at breakneck speed. I don't think that consumption drives production, and I recognise that we live in a society where decision-making power is concentrated in the hands of a few. I do everything I can to boycott Woolworths, for example, because of what it is doing in the Northern Territory (among many other things). However, I live in a suburb where Woolworths has killed off most of the independent stores and my much-touted "consumer choice" has been taken away from me. Companies don't start producing things because consumers are begging for them, but rather they create a product that they think will make them money, and then they do whatever they can to flog it off at whatever cost to the environment and society, in an exponential way. When it comes to energy use, the debate is a lot more clear-cut - regardless of whether or not we buy Green Power, almost all of the electricity flowing from the grid comes from coal, and that's something we have very little control over. Of course we can reduce our own use of electricity, but power stations don't reduce their output because people have turned off their lights, and household emissions are dwarfed by the amount of energy consumed by industries like aluminium, steel and cement.

I guess what I'm trying to get at is that climate change is the product of decisions made by polluting corporations and the government, and they are decisions we (consumers) are excluded from. I think that there is a case to be made that industrialism fuels population growth, but the answer is not harsher migration and family policies. Redressing global poverty and the exclusion of women from education has been shown again and again to have a much better impact on population stabilisation, but the reason to support these things is not to control the population, and I would oppose any population policy that comes up at the Summit (and I don't believe I am in a minority in that respect).

I don't really want to get into a long debate about population on this list (although feel free to respond off-list if you have the urge), but coming up with some sort of "movement position" on Australia's ideal population is a debate best left to pubs and backyards and would not help us develop campaigns and network opportunities at the Summit.

Cheers,
Jonathan
Solutions for the world’s biggest problems
Book edited by Bjorn Lomborg published in 2007 by Cambridge University Press

This book consists of 23 essays by different authors, mostly economists or allied disciplines. The essays are grouped into economy (4 essays), Environment (6), Governance (5) and Health and Population (8 essays).

A selection of the essay topics included: financial instability; money laundering; air pollution; climate change; deforestation; corruption; lack of education; hunger and malnutrition; population: migration. 

Despite the wealth of expertise and analytical capability evident in this book, there is no analysis of the issue of excessive population in a world with limited resources. 

The essay titled “Population: migration” is devoted to the analysis of economic benefits flowing from migration. 
The essay “lack of people of working age” provides some statistics on the number of people of working age in industrialized and developing countries, and articulates the problem of providing services to retired people as they become a larger fraction of the total population. 5 partial solutions are described, including increased immigration which is described as the most likely since it is the lowest cost (p356). 
Collapse

Book by Jared Diamond published in 2005 by Penguin – Allen Lane. Subtitle “How societies choose to fail or survive.”
This book details the mode of collapse of 8 historical societies, and discusses problems in 4 modern ones – the last being Australia. Diamond then identifies “the most serious problems” (12 of them) and draws conclusions. He draws strong parallels between collapse of other societies, and the pathway of the modern world. 

The chapter “Mining” Australia paints a bleak picture of Australian agriculture – poor soils, salinity, low and variable rainfall, past (and present) mismanagement, long distances. 
A Big Fix (revised edition)
Book by Ian Lowe published in 2009 by Black Inc. Subtitle “Radical solutions for Australia’s environmental crisis”. Ian Lowe is currently president of the Australian Conservation Foundation. 

Edited extract p106: part of  “A practical program: the political and institutional level”

First and foremost, we must stabilize the Australian population by setting migration targets that reflect this goal and by phasing out the Howard government’s incentives to have more children. ….We could still accommodate 60,000 migrants each year, allowing us to be generous to refugees, facilitate family reunions and fulfil temporary skill shortages. …”
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