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TO: Bernard Berelson

FROM: Frederick S. Jaffe

RE:  Activities Relevant to the Study of Population Policy for the United States

This memorandum is responsive to your letter of January 24, seeking
ideas on necessary and useful activities relevant to formation of population
policy, defined as '"legislative measures, administrative programs, and
other governmental actions (a) that are designed to alter population
trends... or (b) that actually do alter them." My observations will
be limited to the United States and to activities which might shed light
on the necessity for, desirability of and in some cases, the potential
hazards, of the development of an explicit governmental population policy
or policies in the United States.

Apart from the abstraction that in the long run, a zero rate of

_population growth is inevitable, the arguments advanced to justify an

explicit U.S. policy now of encouraging a specific universal limit on
family size (as distinguished from proposals aimed selectively at welfare
recipients and racial groups) center mainly on two propositions:

1) That continued U.S. population growth will inevitably
cause a deterioration in the quality of life of this and future generations;
this can be described as the ecological position.*

2) That an explicit U.S. policy to encourage or compel smaller
family size in the U.S. is necessary to enable our government effectively
to encourage or compel developing nations to move in similar directions;
this may be termed the international public relations position.

*A variant of this position is that the U.S., with some 6 percent of the
world's population already uses more than half of the world's non-renewable
natural resources, and that population growth here thus effects not only the
quality of American life but the opportunity of the developing countries even
to attempt to improve their living standards.



The debate thus far (in government, among conservation organizations,
in the demographic field, within Planned Parenthood, etc.) has with only
a few notable exceptions (e.g. Coale) virtually ignored current actual
U.S. fertility behavior and its implications for public policies and
programming. It has not seriously grappled with public policies in other
areas which may influence the realization of fertility preferences, nor
with the predictable political consequences of a major effort to adopt
and enforce an anti-natalist U.S. population policy. Nor has it viewed
population policy as an element -- but only one -—— of a larger field of
social planning in which the direct and indirect costs and benefits of
cach c¢lement must be weighed against the direct and indirect costs and
benefits of all elements in order to produce a coherent social policy.

Realistic public policies intended to influence actual behavior are
rarcly adopted in the U.S. only for public relations reasons. Proposition
2 above, thercfore, is not likely to become the primary basis for a U.S.
population policy, no matter how superficially attractive it may be in
argumentation and debate. The decision on a U.S. population policy will
ultimately be made on the validity or invalidity of Proposition 1.

) Accordingly, at lcast as regards the United States, I believe that

a number of activities must be undertaken as prior and necessary conditions
to consideration of whether or not the U.S. should adopt any explicit popu-
lation policy.

These suggestions are set forth below, more or less in the order required,
logically, for prior questions to be answered authoritatively before derivative
issues are tackled. The first activities are designed to provide a definitive

- asgessment of the levels of population growth that can be expected from
‘expanding to the maximum current voluntary control mechanisms; these studies
would offer an answer to the basic question, "Does the U.S. need an explicit
population policy?'" 1If there then will still remain some definable problem
of population growth in the U.S. on a best-judgment basis, the second group
‘of studies would attempt to clarify the terms of the discourse over alterna-
tive policies by removing the value-laden assumptions which have thus far
distorted professional and public thinking. Then, it is proposed that a
wide range of public policies in the other areas -- and their underlying
theoretical bases -- be examined disinterestedly to determine what impact,
if any, they have had on population trends. Finally, the list of potentially
.effective alternative policies which emerges should be critically assessed
in terms of their likely political and social consequences in a stratified
.society. :

I. The Uses and Limits of a Contraceptive Society

The U.S. has achieved near-universal practice of some~form of fer-

tility control (including ineffective methods). The argument for a U.S.
spopulation policy rests on the expressed preference of U.S. couples for
_an.average ideal family of 3+ children which will result in a rate of growth
:Qﬁich is said to be impermissible. (It is important to note that the number
_wanted is usually less than the number regarded as ideal.) Yet, current
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fertility experience appears to go in the opposite direction: the annual
fertility rate is now about 85 which, if continued, would result in an

average completed family size of about 2.6 children; this is being accomplished
in spite of the present state of technology, ranging from relatively efficient-
to-inefficient contraceptive techniques and, for all practical purposes,

with no legal abortion backup; current fertility therefore includes a sizeable
number of unwanted births and conceptions. (Data from the 1965 National
Fertility Study yields a minimum estimate of 850,000 unwanted births annually
from 1960-65, or 21 percent of all births.* While overall fertility has declined
since 1960-65, it seems highly likely that current fertility includes at least
a 15 percent incidence of unwanted births. If this is valid, the '"wanted"
fertility rate currently is between 70 75 which is replacement level, if it
continued.)

There are, of course, excellent reasons for caution in projecting
future trends based on current fertility experience: the fertility preferences
of American couples are not static and vary in response to conditions which
are only dimly known. But the same caveat applies even more strongly to
extrapolations from the post-World War II pre-pill period (upon which much of
the demand for a U.S. population policy is based): these projections appear
to have been rather considerably modified by the availability of improved
contraceptive techniques since 1960 and the degree to which these methods
have contributed to delaying first births and introducing longer intervals
between subsequent births. Moreover, the interaction between improved
fertility control and fertility preferences are only beginning to be clarified
by scholars like Freedman, Westoff and Ryder who have shown that 'later
cquals fewer".** .

I imagine that it was data such as these which led Coale last November
to state that there seems to be as much reason to believe that the U.S. will
shortly be worrying about too few births as about too many.**%*

Since the U.S. has the resources to make truly efficient contraception
truly available to everyone and to complement this with abortion on demand,
it could thus provide a test of the uses and limits of voluntary action
in solving the population problem.

The following work would appear indicated:

1) A definitive study of the current number of unwanted births
fn ‘the United States. o : S < .
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2) A definitive study of the current number of illegal abortions
in the United States. ST T T o

= = 3) From 1 and 2, an assessment of the likely rate of growth fol-
Iowing the virtual elimxnatlon of unwanted pregnancy in a society in which
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ijeffe Frederick S. and Alan F Guttmacher, "Famlly Plannlng Programs in the U.S.'

Demograghz (forthcoming).

*Freedman, R.C. Coombs and L. Bumpass, "Stability and Change in Expectations
About Family Size - A Longitudinal Study',Demography 1965, V.2; N.B. Ryder &
C.F. Westoff, "The Trend of Expected Parity in the U.S. - 1955,1960,1965",
Population Index, April-June, 1967.

**% At PPWP's Annual Meeting Symposium.




effective contraception is efficiently distributed to all who want it and
abortion is available on demand as a backup wmeasure, '

&) Delineztion of the necessary and sufficient conditions for
achieving such a society:

a) public and private resources: funds, professional cadres,
priority.

b) efficient contraceptive technologies.
c) distribution systems,

d) legal, political and institutional changes (and
the requirements for inducing them).

‘ i
e) open guestions requiring additional research.

5) Assesstant of the political, social ecenomic and cultural conse-
quences of the likely rate of growth indicated ia 3, or the benefits against
which the costs of achieving a truly contraceptive society (as in 4) could
be weighed. '

The hypothesis underlying these proposals is that the achievement
of a society in which effective contraception is efficiently distributed
to all, based on present voluntary norms, would either result in a tolerable
rate of growth, or go very far toward achieving it. If this hypothesis is
basically confirmed, it would negate the need for an explicit U.S. population
policy which gees beyond voluntary norms,

II  Clarifving the Terms of the Discourse

The present discourse on population policy is loaded with assuuptions,
biases and judgments about the causes and determinants cf fertility behavior,
and these assumptions are imbedded in the very terminolegy employed. Some
of these assumptions go back in the literatura for decades and centuries
{e.g., Malthus' "population bounty") but have never been subjected to empirical
verification. Instead, they have been accepted as conventional wisdom
and in turn, tend to impede and distort clarification of the issues involved
in assessing alternative policy proposais,

It is proposed, therefore, thet certain key tatvms and assumptions
be clarified and subjected to empirical test, to the extent data and research
would permit:

1) Are free social services "pro-natalist'?

The idea that orovision of free social services hes a pre-natalist
effect is accepted alisost vacritically in the literature and in furn, beceomes
a major postulate en which alternative propesals are based. Empirical
analysis is needed tc determine the extent to which this characterization .
is valid as to outcome (as distinguished from the rhetoric advanced to
justify adoptlon of the part.cular policy in the first place).

For example, is there any evidence that fertility among comparable
classes is higher in countries, states or communities which make the following
services available, free, to large numbers of couples than in countries,
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-7 . _ “Maternal and ‘Child Medical Care
"Maternity Leave and Benefits
Child .Care Facilities
*..Compulsory_ Public Education Through  High School
- College Education {or-scholarships liberally available)

"nese‘tervicesﬁf.' Eﬁﬁiﬁ's'a,:.im:g:ositive benefits to society which go
- dbeyond fertility (although ‘some may have :a subsequent effect on fertility
-#lso— and not in the: pro-natalist direction). ..They .appear ‘to be charac-
‘terized as "pronatalist" only because they do not directly penalize child-
-~ bearing dut’ themsppmtn “be-norevidence :that they do. indeed ‘encourage
- ~Fertility, 3in the Tnited States-or slsewhere. “ In-fact, ‘areas and mations
" -providing more free sorial services appear, on superficial anatysis, to
have lower fertility, but this may be explained on other grounds (e.g. higher
i’iiving standards). Nevertheless, the influence or lack of influence of
L&Ese services on fertility should be established. i

v
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-. .2) Ecomomic "incentives" to fertility

A.ppecial case-of (1) relates to the presumed "incentive" to fertility
4n cuch -programs as family .and.children’s allowances. These allowances

- Iate, but the only analyses :l:tmsiar'nf:ﬂ:emlmnlts-yielﬂ no support

~-for. thedr presumed pro-matalist effert. . Yet, haged om the dmitial justification
and. the ensuing temininloginal/idening:u:al set, many-proposals are advanced
1o tednee, eliminate or block family allowances on fertility grounds.

r'ﬁéfinitive' empirical study is meeded of the fertility outcome of
- family allowance programs, both to inform the forthcoming U.S. debate on

Testructuring the welfare system and to shed light on the potential useful-

- pess. of economic dncentives (and thns disincentives) dn shaping fertility

uenﬂg. o - -

_;_A deﬁ:nitive empirical study is also needed of the specific America:
mimt in this area —— mnamely, the frequent allegation that AFDC mothers
. - have more children in order to increase their monthly allotment. This notion
" .isvdﬂelyheldamonginﬂuenﬂalx:itizensand;unﬁny—makers and is one
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III Assessment: of the Impact on Population Trends of Other Public Policies

Bopsidering. the. theoretical importance which is attached to social
- god_economic factors in shaping population trends, it is remarkable how
~ Httle attention has been paid to the effects on fertility of public policies
in_areas affecting basic.social and economic structure. Only recently,
for example it hag been suggested that differential welfare standards avc

»l.j.gg:tor stimulating migration (with little or no empirical evidence).

It would seem useful, therefore, to seek some assessment of the acutal
g; antic.ipated effect on populatinn D:E_mmrent policies, such as:



1) Fiscal and Monetary Policy which appears to regard inflation
as a concomitant of full employment and ‘thus, to accept xrelatively high (or
at least preventable) unemployment: levels as mecessary. Yet, more women
enter the labor market under conditions of full employment and the rela-
~tionship between employment of women and lower fertility seems well established.
An examination is needed of, in effect, the question: How much inflation
could or should we risk to achieve lower fertility? (XX risk of inflatiom
= YZ increase in women's employment = Z% reduction in Ffertility.)

2) Educatjon Policy; At least two aspects .seem worth study:

a) The effect on fertility of policies to enconrage higher educational
levels for everyone (assuming that the alleged "pro-natalist" effect of free
education discussed in II can be reconciled with demographirc research showing
the inverse relationship of education and fertility); and

b) The effect on fertility of current policies and programs regarding
the education of women (for example, to prepare them either for motherhood or
labor force participation, pearlier pr later.ma.riace, etc.), and the likely
effects of alternative policies.

3) Manpower Policr —- this is clowcly related to 1 and 2; the extent
to which current polltiLb ranging from training and apprenticeship require-—
ments to transferabl!ity of pension plans, encourage or discourage women to
work should be examined. A specific aspect of this analysis would be the
extent to which public policy facilitates or discourages the employment of
young mothers through provision or demial of child care facilities (assuming
again o reconciliation of this program with the alleped "pro-natalist' effects

"discussed in II).

4) Farm Policy -- The extent to which the governing U.S. farm policy
of encouraging the amalgamation of family farms into "agrobusinesses' has
contributed to rural-urban migration during the last 20 years should be
examined.

5) Welfare Policy -- The extent t¢ which unlivable assistance levels
and inadequate medical and social services, coupled with stimatization
of recipients, have contributed to higher fertility should be explored.

6) Housing Policy — To what extent has the poldicy of encouraging
small home ownership and suburban development encouraged higher fertility
levels?. What would be.the likely.effects of alternative policies?

-7 Economic Theory and Policy —— A special case is the area of economic
policy because it is widely believed that population growtfi is indispensable
to economic growth. Whether we like it or not, this is probably the control-
‘1ing idea in the business community and among many: etcnomist, and it dis highly
unlikely that a population policy aimed at lower rates of growth will be
adopted until this concept is replaced. Two approaches are suggested:

a) A study tracing the function — explicit or implicit -- of
population growth in the models propounded by economic
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. impact would be universal or selective. Clearly policies which are primarily

‘theorists historically. The aim of the study should
be to answer, in theoretical terms, the question: Amony

. the theories of ‘economic.growth in advanced countries which
control policy and business decison-making today, is

" ‘continued population growth an indispensable or dispensabic
element?

b) Encouragement of work by appropriate economic theorists to
develop a substitute for population growth in the current
controlling models of economic growth in advanced countriecs.

The studies outlined above wonld shed 1ight on the effect on population
trends of some existing public policies; jdentify the interests benefitting
from these policies; and hopefully identify some points for intervention
to enourage lower fetility without the adoption of an .explicit population
policvy
IV Assessment of the Effectiveness of Population Educatior. In Influencing

Fertility Preferences '

Expansion of educational activities designed to increase awareness of
the population problem has been advorated, both in terms of its intrinsic merits
and as part of an overall population policy. Projects shounld be undertaken to
delineate the content, scope and limits of such activities as a guide to
programs in the schools and by private groups, and studies should be conducted
to test the effectiveness of these programs in actually influencing fertility
preferences.

In this area, it seems particularly important to distinguish between
education and indoctrination. Whatever may be the merits and effectiveness of

a truly edncational effort, an indoctrination campaign may well have only

negligible effects on fertility values, but may provide umintended support in
building a public opinion which seeks legalized compulsory fertility control for
selected groups (particularly welfare recipients). .The adverse political conse-
quences of such a development on the population and family planning fields,
nationally and internationally, could be quite serious.

V Assessment of the Political and Socizl ‘Consequences of Alternative
Population Policies in a Stratified Society

~ The debate in the United States thus far has proceeded with almost
no explicit acknowledgement of the fact that the U.S is an economically

.. and racially stratified society. Yet it is clear that most of the policies

proposed as .alternatives to family planning cannot be expected to affect

“all segments of the popalation equally. The attached table attempts = Tough

sorting of the principal measures discussed, according to whether their

p—

economic in effect -- tax policies, incentives and disincentives -- cannot
be expected to have equal influence on the behavior of rich-middle-class and
low-income families. Other proposals — e.g., compulsory abortion of out-of-



wedlock pregnancies —- can be expected to be applied selectively against those

'out—-of-wedlock pregnancies which are visible, and this has racial overtones.

Social stratification thus raises sharply the issue, “Who shall decide

whose fertility -- and for whose purposes?"

.1t seems urgent, therefore, that the policies which emerge as apparently
useful from the work proposed in I — IV above be subjected to critical
scrutiny in terms of the realities of a class—and race-stratified society.

Such an analysis should establish which policies can be administered universally

and which can be expected to have a diffecential impact on various segments of
the population. The political consequences of such differentiation should be
examined, in an effort to provide working answers to guestions such as these:

1) 1Is it feasible to expect that society will accept policies which curb
fertility universally —— or is it more likely that those who are ‘powerful will
favor and adopt policies which affect primarily those who have less power or
are powerless? Is such differential treatment politically viable?

2) 1Is it possible to propose and justify universal fertility control
policies without reinforcing and legitimating — politically, philosophically
and ideologically — the existing body of opinion which, for reasoms having
little to do with the population problem, already seeks selective compulsory
fertility control of welfare recipients and minority groups?

These studies, in my view, would be neressary for a clear answer to the

key questions surrounding an explicit population policy in the United States

namely:
Do we need one — and if so, how soon?

Is the anticipated gain worth the likely cost?
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PROPOSED MEASURES TO REDUCE FERTILITY) BY UNIVERSALITY OR SELFCTIVITY QF TMPACT IN THE U.S. .
UNTVERSAL JTMPACT SELECTIVE IMFACT DEPENDING ON SOCIO-LCONOMIC STATUS Mcasures Predicated on Existin
Motivation to Prevent Unwanted
Social Constraints ' Economic Deterrents/Incentives Social Controls Pregnancy
Restructure family; .| Modify tax policies: . Compulsory abortjipp Payments to encourage steril-
"a) Postpone or avoid: . a) Substantial marriage tax of out-of-wedlock ization
marriage - h) Child tax pregnancies ., t
b) Alter image of ! ¢) Tax married more than single | Payments tu encourage contra-
ideal'family'size d) Remove parents' tax exemption | Compulsory steril= ception -
: v o e) Additional taxes on parents’ ization of all whg .
Compulsory education with more than 1 or g have two childrep Payments to encourage abortion
af children ~ ’ children in school except for a few whq
. . . wauld be allowed AborLion and sterilization on
Fncourage ipcreased  Reduce/eliminate paid maternity thyee demand ’
‘homosexuality leave or benefits ‘ 3
: ' : . . Confine childbearing Allow harmless contraceptives
Educate for family Reduce/eliminate children's or to only a limited = | to be qistribuLed nonmedically
limjitation . family allowances number of adults '
. ) Imptovp contlacepttve
Fertility contyral Bonuses for deluyed marriage and Stock pertificate tectnology
pgcn;s in water supply - preater child -gpacing permits for children '
' , ‘Make cantraceptioun tyuly
pncourage women tq B Pensions fer women of 45 with Housing Policies: availahle and accessih’z ;
Ork : . less than N children- : . : !
, L - a) Discouragementg Imprqva maternal heajth ca:e,.
Eliminata Welfare paymenca aftey of private home with family planning as a
flrst 2 children o ‘ ownership core plement
X "3y b) Stop awarding Lo
Chropin Dcpreasion _ . public housing
' e : based on family
B Require women to work and size %
’ provida few child care facilities : : ' .

- Limit/e}iminate publicly Einanced
medical ‘care, scholarships,
housing,” loans and aubaidies ke

s families with more -than N childyen

"he measures tabuiated r,‘e are de:ived primarily from Pavis, Science, 11/10/67; Michael Young' s rewmarks at NIH Conference

'6/67; L.&A. Day, Too Mauy Americans; J. Blake 1u Sheps & RLdley, Pubiic Health & ngp]atiou Chaﬁgp; and W. Shockley,
Speacn 4y Onzardo,. 12/67. _
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