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SUMMARY

Population size or growth and environmental degradation are not related in any direct way.  Focussing on the poor in rural societies, we show that, in order to understand the degradation of their environments, one needs to analyse the dynamics linking changes in the labour supply, the social organisation of production, technology, and the environment.  Implicated in the maintenance, breakdown, or reorganisation of local institutions of production are the differentiation in any society or community, its social psychology (of norms and reciprocal expectations), and larger economic structures.  In contrast, what we call neo-Malthusian environmentalism points to aggregate regional, national or global statistics and to calculations of ultimate bio-physical limits.  We argue that these give very little insight into the social/ economic/ environmental dynamics of socio-environmental change.  

Noting the persistent appeal of both the science and the politics of neo-Malthusian environmentalism, we interpret them as underwritten by both moralistic and technocratic conceptions of social action.  The logical consequences of this discourse are unintended and undesirable effects, which contribute, contrary to the intentions of most environmentalists, to coercion and violence in the name of the environment.

1.- INTRODUCTION
Sustainable development, steady state economics, and zero population growth are serious proposals.  The economic and environmental problems motivating these goals are severe, and the social and economic changes their implementation seems to require are sweeping.  Yet, the proponents of such steady state/ sustainable goals often picture the dynamics of unsustainability, economic growth, and population increase very simplistically.  Aggregated categories and abstract analyses of statistical trends predominate over investigations of concrete and differentiating social, economic and environmental dynamics.  Policies and other social or technical practices are more likely to succeed without unintended and undesirable effects if they are based on a sufficient description of the causes underlying such dynamics; any sustainable social order will have to be constructed through interventions within these dynamics (Max-Neef 1986).  Serious conceptual and empirical work to understand those dynamics are needed.
   

At the same time we recognise that simplistic or poorly-framed analyses do not just happen spontaneously.  The sociology of scientific knowledge indicates that certain courses of action are facilitated over others in the very formulation of science, that is, not just in its "downstream" applications.  If our analysis is to shift the direction of analysis, policy-making, and other action, we also need some interpretation that exposes the practical bases of the science behind any steady state proposals.  Ideally, this would then help us contribute to building conditions favourable to alternative science and politics; that last project, however, requires much more work than one written intervention can accomplish.
In order to make concrete the directions we think such analysis and interpretation should take, this paper focusses on one form of steady state environmental discourse, what we call neo-Malthusian environmentalism, and, in particular, on its account of the interrelations between the poor in rural societies and their environments.
   

1.1 
Positioning this critique
Upon entering this terrain one is quickly faced with contested definitions of who and what constitute neo-Malthusianism, with popular slogans concerning the global and local, self-evident truths about the finiteness of the earth, and the well guarded disciplinary turf of demography.  Let us, therefore, clear some ground for ourselves by defining some terms and making several distinctions and provide a basic map of the surrounding area.

-For us, neo-Malthusianism means more than a focus on over-Population
  and Population control; we shall refer to that focus as Population discourse or the Population problem.  We use the term neo-Malthusianism when ultimate bio-physical limits, often global, are being invoked to strengthen claims that Population growth presents a serious problem, one that should be kept at the centre of our attention.  When degradation of environment and exhaustion of resources is directly related to such Population growth we call this neo-Malthusian environmentalism (e.g., Ehrlich and Holdren 1971, Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1990, Bongaarts 1992, Meffe et al. 1993, Hall et al. 1994).

-Demography, the scientific discipline spawned by and now dominating Population discourse, can be divided into three orientations (Preston 1989): a) macro-economic (concerned with the effects of Population growth on a nation's production and economic growth); b) micro-economic (concerned with allocating the true social and economic costs of having children to those who bear them); and c) reproductive health and choice (concerned with enabling mothers (sometimes fathers also) to have the number of children they desire and raise them heathily).
  Each of these orientations may be developed with a neo-Malthusian tone.  It is macro-economic considerations, however, that are most commonly associated with neo-Malthusian environmentalism and so our discussion will speak most directly to that orientation.

-Global change is a very popular term these days, but, with a view both to identifying causes and to designing policy responses, we consider global formulations to be weak and unhelpful.
  Global statistics and trends, or, more generally, aggregate regional or national figures, are abstractions which give very little insight into the concrete social/ economic/ environmental processes.
  Whatever the scale of observation, differentiation among social groups is at the centre, not just an addition to, all such processes.
   Let us tease out this assessment of undifferentiated thinking (including global formulations) with a simple, but powerful, scenario:

Consider two hypothetical countries having the same amount and quality of arable land, the same population size, the same level of technical capacity, and the same population growth rate, say 3% per year.  Country A, however, has a relatively equal land distribution, while country B has a typical 1970's Central American land distribution: 2% of the people own 60% of the land; 70% own just 2%.  Both countries double their Populations very rapidly but five generations (120 years) before anyone is malnourished in country A, all of the poorest 70% in country B already is.  But this is not just an issue of relative timing of the crisis in the two countries.  The likely level at which B's poor would first experience what others call Population pressure would be food shortages linked to inequity in land distribution (see Durham 1979; Vandermeer 1977).  Inevitably, given that no real country is like country A, the crises to which actual people have to respond come well before and in different forms from the crisis predicted on the basis of the aggregate Population growth rates and calculations of ultimate bio-physical limits.  Anyone focussing on Population control policies could justifiably be viewed by the poor in a country like B as taking sides with those who benefit from the inequitable access to productive resources.  The point here is not just that in any district, country, or ecosphere there are richer and poorer people, but that groups with different wealth and power exist, change, and become involved in crises because of their dynamic interrelations.

-From this scenario we can identify three analytic/policy orientations, differing in the units of analysis and the implied limits: a) uniform units (which can be simply aggregated) with biophysical limits; b) stratified units.  The economic squeeze on the poor leads them to face biophysical limits; the rich, while buffered for some time from such limits, can take anticipatory action or help the poor in facing their limits; c) differentiating units, linked in their economic/ social/ political dynamics; limits are thus social.  

We will concentrate on the contrast between uniform and differentiated analyses, because stratified accounts, while acknowledging the existence of rich and poor, often do not provide an account of the dynamics of formation and maintenance of inequality.  Without such dynamics they occupy an uncertain middle ground.
  Are the policies and other social or technical practices proposed for the poor any different from those from a uniform analysis?  If so, we need to know more -- how and why are the proposals supposed to work?  If not, then this essay's critique applies.

-In criticising uniform, aggregate analyses we must also make clear that, for us, the contrast to global is not local.  The local can easily be viewed as a place to become marginalised with respect to more fundamental global trends, or, at best, as a mere instance of those trends.  Instead we advocate differentiated analyses that are “locally-centred” and “trans-local.”  That is, one should begin from local situations to keep always in sight the concrete (always differentiating), interconnected social, economic, and environmental dynamics, knowing, however, that understanding these dynamics will require tracing of their trans-local, -regional and -national linkages.  After all, to continue the scenario above, the land distribution of country B had a history, and probably resulted from land being taken to produce for export, often by foreign or transnational corporations.  Understanding locally-centred situations and appreciating how they are concretely interlinked is a task of much greater complexity than global analysis, or any account of processes using aggregate and undifferentiated categories.  Moreover, the most appropriate point(s) of intervention or engagement are not at all clear in advance of examining the particularities of the situation and the resources one would bring into it.  Nevertheless, the work needs to be done; "think globally, act locally” does not do that job.

-The contrast between global and locally-centred/ trans-local is not an issue of simplification for the sake of generality vs. accumulation of detail, synthesis vs. focussing on particular cases, first approximations vs. more qualified accounts, or choice of temporal and spatial scale.  Locally-centred/ trans-local analysis entails a qualitative change in perspective.  Let us illustrate this using some schematic diagrams of the relation between Population growth, production and environmental degradation (Figures 1).

--INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE --

The upper graph of figure 1 corresponds to the global formulation of the Population problem.  It shows production increasing as Population increases until some ultimate bio-physical threshold is reached.  Above this, the resource base and the environment begin to become stressed and production cannot keep up with population growth.  Eventually environmental and resource degradation reduces the absolute production capacity, and a Population collapse may occur.  Although technological progress may shift the bio-physical threshold to the right, it cannot do this indefinitely; it is natural to reach a production plateau -- according to Vitousek et al. (1986) humans in 1986 consumed 40% of the earth's primary production; the 100% threshold cannot be too far off at present Population growth rates.

In the lower graph of figure 1 bio-physical thresholds have already been reached in various places at various times and the local peoples have initiated processes of re-organising social institutions (in the broad sense of the term) and technology so that production could keep pace.  (In fact, the world's Population would never have been able to reach the level of 40% primary production consumption without such processes).  At any Population size the balance could be upset if the bases for these institutions and for use of technology were undermined.  When this process falters and environmental/ resource stress or degradation occurs, there are always social forces (analyzed in section 2) to account for the erosion.  (The forces integrate both local and external changes, i.e., are locally-centred/ trans-local.)  Conversely, given that people work with and modify institutions and technology to respond to crises, they will have the most chance of recovering some balance if they appreciate the social origins of the crises they have been and will be confronting.
  

Two different notions of balance are represented in the contrasting formulations (figure 1, upper vs. lower).  The conventional view of the Population-resource use system is that the different forces stimulating the Population to exploit its resources push the system out of its basic condition of balance to which it will return if the forces diminish.  We might picture this as being like a ball in a basin (which becomes shallower as one moves through the stages of the upper graph in figure 1.)  If, however, the forces push the system over a threshold, one considers the resource to be overexploited.  Once outside the basin, the system rolls down the hill to a new stability condition, usually the resource's degradation or extinction.  A contrasting picture is that in many places the environment (e.g., topsoils, rainforests, water bodies, and so on) has already been deeply transformed and thus a local threshold has long been reached and surpassed, but various social conservative forces are sustaining the resource from rolling down the hill (which may become steeper as one moves through the stages of the lower graph in figure 1), into a situation of degradation.  Therefore, it is the failure of these forces to work efficiently which may precipitate the resource system falling into degradation and extinction. 

The second view has several further implications for a critique of the Population problem, which we state here and support in the sections to follow:

-Population size and growth are not at the centre of the dynamics of social erosion, and the abstract dynamics of Population growth do not provide a sufficient description of the causes of environmental and resource degradation.
 

-Given that the local Population figures aggregated into any global or regional Population figure measure only one facet of the locally-centred social/ economic/ environmental dynamics producing such growths, demography (i.e., the study of Population as a system) is not a natural, sufficient or powerful framework in which to explain Population growth.
  

-Regulation of Population growth cannot be achieved independently from the poor and less powerful regaining some capacity to re-organise their local social institutions and technology, and through this some greater control over production and consumption.

Our introductory mapping is nearly complete; the general co-ordinates of our position and the vector of our orientation should be becoming clear.  But, before moving into detailed arguments, we want to establish our distance from three formulations that are probably well-known to environmentalist readers, formulations that also point to the potential for re-organising social institutions and technology so that production and Population keep pace with each other.
  

-The anti-Malthusian, Julian Simon, celebrates the power of creative individuals who, when unfettered by government restriction and uninhibited by neo-Malthusian pessimism, are able to generate the knowledge, inventions and other responses needed to forestall resource scarcity (Simon 1990).  The implied account of how institutions and technologies enhancing production are generated (and undermined) is simplistic, based primarily on his pro-free enterprise/ anti-government ideology.  Like those he seeks to debunk, Simon’s analyses are abstract and statistical; not surprisingly, his hyper-optimism discounts the extent to which locally-centred/ trans-local crises are already widespread and require attention. 

-Large scale international aid efforts, in contrast, begin from the position that most local and national institutions in poor societies are inadequate to keep production and Population in line.  This “institutional insufficiency” is used to justify the focus of aid being placed on modernising the technology, institutions, or otherwise adjusting the structure of the economy (Southgate and Basterrechea 1992).  Such a focus, by discounting the potential for endogeneously generated re-organisation, undermines one of the bases we hold to be essential for generating sustainable institutions of production, reproduction and consumption.

-Finally, we are sympathetic politically and ethically with those who call for empowerment of the poor, of local communities, or of women, and who insist that this empowerment must be part of efforts to alleviate poverty or improve reproductive health and choice (Cohen 1993; Dixon-Mueller 1993, Population Reference Bureau 1993; Institute for Philosophy & Public Policy 1993).  Nevertheless, our emphasis differs.  We do not want the justification of any of these efforts to include their effectiveness in reducing Population growth.
  Population does not need to be the focal (independent or dependent) variable in any analysis of causes or formulation of responses to economic hardship and environmental degradation.  Instead, it is important to understand the processes by which the capacity of women and the poor have become unable to respond effectively to economic, environmental and other social changes, and make this understanding central in designing interventions to reverse these processes.  We develop this argument in the section that follows.

2.  LABOUR SURPLUS AND INSTITUTIONAL INSUFFICIENCY -- CONTRASTING ANALYSES OF THE SOCIAL DYNAMICS OF POOR POPULATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION

Neo-Malthusian environmentalism has an implied view of the relationships among population, labour supply, the social organisation of production, technology, and environmental degradation.  Let us examine this by contrasting it with other views of the origins and nature of institutional insufficiency common in poor societies.

2.1
Boserup and Lewis

As a starting point for our discussion of the social/ economic/ environmental dynamics of human populations let us consider Esther Boserup's still influential argument (Boserup 1965).  She challenged the conventional neo-Malthusian position that population growth must outstrip resources, arguing that population, resources and technology are linked in a progressive manner, in which population pressure provides a useful economic stimulus to technical and institutional innovation.  In particular, population pressure on land stimulates agricultural progress and institutional adaptation, which then allow unprecedented levels of population concentration.  In the light of the large-scale historical evidence on the evolution of the world's agriculture, Boserup's argument seemed quite reasonable.  However, Boserup's mechanism cannot be operating universally, since technological and institutional adaptation is not now occurring in most poor societies.  Why has the Boserupian stimulus stopped functioning, allowing overpopulation or, for that matter, allowing resource depletion of any kind? 

One angle to approach this question is through exploring how market mechanisms fail to provide an efficient and flexible monitoring system of natural resource scarcity, and thus any lag in the transmitting information of resource depletion due to population increase (or any other cause) results in insufficient technological and institutional responses.  (We say something about this approach later.)  A second angle, the one we work from here, derives from the idea that the major part of the poor human populations of the world constitute an unproductive, capital-scarce and otherwise institutionally insufficient “labour surplus.”  

The concept of labour surplus was originally introduced by Arthur Lewis (1954) to characterise what he considered the primitive productive condition of "traditional" societies in underdeveloped countries.  According to Lewis, in those societies the physical relationship between a large population and scarce resources led to a null marginal productivity of labour.  Supposedly, the existence of a large portion of non-productive labour, or surplus labour, in the pre-modern sector provided developing countries with a mechanism of growth that was economically (and hence institutionally) neutral to rural productivity.  As Lewis pointed out, in such conditions "the holding... is so small that if some members... obtained other employment, the remaining members could cultivate the holding just as well" (Lewis, 1954, p. 141).  Such labour surplus may also be conceived, more fundamentally in our view, as labour that does not endogeneously reorganise its institutions and use of technology to improve its production efficiency.  When poor overpopulated human societies constitute a labour surplus with such a restricted ability to reorganise locally, their own increasing numbers and demand do not stimulate agricultural progress and institutional adaptation.  With this insight one can begin to see why Boserup’s mechanism is by no means universal.

The origins and dynamics of the poor's inability to reorganise collectively in response to new challenges, and thus of this “reorganising-restricted” labour surplus, may be subject to different explanations.  In his theory of development, Lewis implicitly assumes it is due to intrinsic characteristics of large traditional populations (their social and economic institutions being primitive, weak and inefficient) and is determined by physical resource restrictions (i.e., scarcity of physical capital and land relative to population size).  Given the reorganising-restricted character of this rural labour surplus, the only way to transform it into productive labour is through its absorption by another sector, namely, a modern industrialised sector.  The surplus, in short, must be upgraded as human capital.  

2.2
Neo-Malthusian institutional insufficiency
Lewis’ interpretation of rural labour surplus underlies most analyses of the relation between poor rural societies and ecological change, including neo-Malthusian ones.  Unlike Lewis, however, neo-Malthusians have little confidence in industrialised sectors to absorb the labour surplus, which leads them to maintain an emphasis on the situation of the poor.  In particular, poor human populations are held to be, as a consequence of their institutional insufficiency, deeply involved in three vicious circles: 

1) The poor mismanage or deplete their resources, which, in turn, reduces land productivity, increasing environmental degradation, and limiting future income options.

2) Because of their lack of physical and human capital and the distortions in the markets, prices, and credit systems in which they operate, the poor are inefficient and uncompetitive producers, which further restricts their capacity to acquire necessary new capital and overcome their economic disadvantages.  (The first circle is emphasised more by environmentalists; the second by international financial institutions such as the World Bank.)

3) A central feature of the resource mismanagement by the poor (in circle 1), enhanced by their lack of economic security (in circle 2), is that they are not able or unwilling to regulate their numbers, which, on average, leads to further impoverishment.

Given these vicious circles connecting impoverishment, environmental/ resource degradation, and population growth, neo-Malthusians can conceptualise poor populations’ dynamics in terms of their increasing rate of consumption, and hence resource depletion and rapid approach to bio-physical limits.  The policy prescriptions that follow are directly related to stopping the population/ labour surplus from increasing and depleting the natural resources.  This view is moderated by a small concession to Lewis' idea of upgrading human capital, namely that reproductive education, health programs and direct welfare assistance may help break the vicious circles between poverty, population, and environmental degradation and gradually transform the rural poor into a sustainable sector.  (The power of such programs has not, however, been demonstrated in any practical way; Pritchett 1994.) 

In spite of its great popularity, Lewis' assumption on the origins and nature of labour surplus is weakly supported by historical and contemporary studies.  Moreover, anthropological, sociological and historical studies on the transformation of pre-capitalist poor societies under the impact of new capitalist social relations seem to point towards explanations quite different from intrinsic weakness and inefficiency of their social and economic institutions.  In the following two sub-sections we present an explicit and more powerful interpretation of the causes and dynamics of any labour surplus that is restricted in its ability to reorganise locally.  Through this framework one can better understand the socially conditioned bio-physical limits experienced by the poor.  

2.3
A structural and social psychological account of institutional insufficiency

Poor populations of the capitalist world are not economically autonomous, but participate in a complex arrangement of institutional and economic relations with other social groups and the State, which involve market and non-market transactions at the local and regional levels.  In this context, several structural factors and policies contribute to the on-going production of generalised poverty and disruption of social organisation.  Various authors
 have documented: 

- unfavorable economic policies and public investment priorities (especially with the onset of the debt crisis in the 1980s); 

- structural and institutional contexts that are unfavorable to rural development, including inegalitarian land tenure systems and institutional biases against smallholders in the definition of public goods and services and in their access to them; 

- economic policies and technological biases that reduce employment creation in both the non-agricultural sector and in commercial agriculture; 

- household-specific market failure, economic discrimination and adverse selection in the labour, product and credit markets; 

- monopolistic power in local formal and informal markets; 

- compulsory transactions which, like usury, lead to the expropriation of their resources; 

- direct private and State coercive violence. 

These factors amount to many societies having a disarticulated economy.  That is, one in which, because investment is directed towards producing for export, these economies depend very little on the growth of their own internal consumption and can prosper despite, in fact, because of, wages being kept low (DeJanvry 1980).  Moreover, many of the transactions entered into by the poor who face this unfavourable economic context constitute part of their survival strategies.  Once established, however, most of these transactions become involuntary and compulsory, and many reproduce at the same or greater scale their poverty and dependency conditions.

These structural conditions constitute a systematic discrimination against the rural poor evidenced in their low productive capacity, an increased instability and uncertainty of their market transactions (i.e., usually in the labour and product markets), and a reduction of opportunities to establish and maintain viable and stable non-market transactions that could circumvent market failures.  In short, the structural conditions generate institutional insufficiency and continuing impoverishment.  The structural conditions also reduce systemically the capacity of the poor to reorganise endogenously in the face of new challenges, that is, to build up or alter contracts and associations to sustain desirable efficient production, resource management and technological change.  Their institutional insufficiency is reorganising-restricted.  

As a consequence of this reorganising-restricted institutional insufficiency, there is a labour surplus.  Most rural population must become semiproletarian, that is, survive through off-farm activities involving market transactions which increasingly demanding a high mobility and detachment from the land and social community.  This peasant brain and labour drain is not just a matter of external, structural conditions disrupting a community, but interacts with the prevailing social psychology in many serious ways.  The individual's decision to incorporate into the market and mobilise the household labour force may be rational from her or his point of view because it increases and stabilises monetary income.  Nevertheless, it acts against the community's institutional arrangements by eroding the bases of local cooperation and social norms.  

For example, high population mobility reduces face to face interaction and the probability of future and repeated relationship between rural agents.  More profoundly, high mobility changes the moral and social normative references in local communities (e.g, the prestige system and moral economy) that had previously maintained the good-will and trust between the economic agents, even when hierarchical relationships or highly exploitative economic transactions were dominant.  Integration into developed markets thus undermines the basis for reciprocity and partial gift exchanges and increases the presence of moral hazard and local conflict among individual and social groups.  As a consequence of the social psychological disruption, rural production becomes more individualised and controls over collective resources, infrastructure and labour are eroded.  Recalling our introductory comments, such processes clearly involve differentiating populations and trans-local dynamics.  Let us give an example:

We have traced severe soil erosion in a mountainous agricultural region of Oaxaca, Mexico to the undermining of traditional political authority after the Mexican revolution.  Collective institutions had maintained terraces and stabilised the soil dynamics, reducing erosion and maybe even stimulating soil accumulation.  This type of landscape transformation also needed continuous and proper maintenance, since it introduced the potential for severe slope instability.  The collective institutions revolved around the rich caciques being able to mobilise peasant labour for key activities.  The caciques benefitted from what was produced, but were expected to look after the peasants in hard times (a moral economy).  Given that the the peasants felt security in proportion to the wealth and prestige of their cacique and given the prestige attached directly to one’s role in the collective labour, the labour tended to be very efficient.  The revolution, however, ruptured this moral economy; transactions and prestige became monetarised following migration to industrial areas and semi-proletarianisation of the rural population; and the collective institutions collapsed (García-Barrios and García-Barrios 1990; García-Barrios et al. 1991). 

2.4
Implications for resource management, institutional insufficiency, and Population

The social psychological disruption, together with the effective decrease of the household size due to the migration of youngest and sometimes most productive members of the family and the continuing poverty of peasant households, reduces the labour and other resources available for land and resource management.  That is, the bases not only of economic production, but of environmental/ resource conservation and restoration are eroded with reorganising-restricted institutional insufficiency.  Recall the second picture from the introduction of how a balance between Population and production is maintained or eroded.  Rural populations have traditionally stimulated the regeneration of their natural resources, but this depended on collective practices, whose organisational basis is being undermined.  Without this basis, externalities can accumulate, such as the production of waste, the environmental carrying capacity decreases and the “bio-physical” limits to resource management and economic development are rapidly reached.
   

The breakdown of local cooperative institutions concerned with terracing of mountainous areas, evident in Oaxaca, has been more widespread.  After the conquest and colonisation by European people of many mountainous areas in Latin America, Africa and the Middle and Far East, the local societies proved unable to maintain such cooperative institutions and agricultural infrastructure rapidly degraded.  The history was somewhat repeated after World War II, when, due to massive emigration and semiproletarianisation of their inhabitants, societies all around the world, including South Europe, failed to provide the necessary labour force and cooperation to sustain landscape infrastructure.  As a consequence, many terrace systems and agricultural infrastructure are now rapidly degrading, promoting severe soil removal in some areas, downstream siltation, and increasing agricultural poverty. 

The degradation of pasturelands in recently colonised tropical areas, in contrast, seems to reflect the inability even to develop (as against sustain) local cooperative institutions of resource management.  Weed proliferation is the main cause of the short lifespan of pasture lands (5 years or less) and arrested rainforest regeneration in the Amazon (Hecht 1988).  In Brazil an important purpose of both small and large ranches is speculation.  Little emphasis is paid to their appropriate management for optimal long lasting production.  Such ill-managed pasture lands become sources of weeds propagules.  This increases the probability that neighbouring lands become infested, even when these are adequately managed (De Janvry & García-Barrios, 1988).

Let us now insert this (re)organising-restricted institutional insufficiency into our picture of Population and environmental degradation.  First note that, in the breakdown of terracing and subsequent soil erosion in Oaxaca (and other places), the environmental/ resource degradation is linked to an absolute population reduction in rural areas where peasants are subject to out-migration due to extensive semiproletarianisation or market integration.  As populations are greatly reduced, institutional insufficiency may worsen and land abandonment becomes more widespread, producing, in the long run, the collapse of the carrying capacity of the environment.  Therefore, one might turn Boserup's claim about population increase and technological innovation completely upside down to analyse the dynamics of many "modernised" rural societies: Communities with a rapidly decreasing population due to semiproletarianisation may suffer from institutional, technological and resource degradation because of their inability to rapidly adjust their economic and social institutions to the new circumstances.

Clearly, poverty induction and institutional insufficiency may also occur where rural populations are increasing, as occurs in recently colonised tropical frontier regions where institutions regulating open access are systematically opposed by local interests.  The size and/or growth of the population, however, may not tell us much; instead, in order to explain the escalation of consumption pressures on land, one needs to examine the structural conditions of land tenure and resource distribution, and larger socio-economic forces that restrict employment creation and enhance social and geographical mobility.  These pressures may be occurring even where ultimate carrying capacity is far from being reached (the situation in, for example, most rural and forested areas of Latin America (Collins 1987) and Africa (Little 1987)).  

Similarly, environmental problems associated with expansion and intensification of agriculture, such as over drawn aquifers and polluted runoff, occur in countries with high Population densities, such as India.  Yet the problems also occur in countries with no absolute or large consumption pressures, showing that a neo-Malthusian emphasis in responding to environmental and agricultural crises is misplaced.  In fact, we are now in a position to comment on the limitations of most Population policies.

2.5
The limitations of Population policies

The discussion of the structural and social psychological basis of institutional insufficiency shows that a change in the poor's capacity to reorganise their own means of existence is a necessary, but overlooked condition for attaining sustainability in resource use.  The links between poverty and resource degradation may only be broken by improving the endogenous capacity of poor societies to reorganise and improve their institutional means for collective action and technological change, that is, by improving their capacity to reduce reorganisation-restricted labour surplus.  

In several ways neo-Malthusian programs centred on education, development or welfare assistance are limited by their irrelevance to, and sometimes their erosion of, the capacity of poor societies to reorganise and improve their institutions:

-For a start, the invocation of ultimate bio-physical limits does not illuminate the current situation that the poor experience.  Rather, the causes are to be found in structural poverty, which determine the moral and social context in which poor households define their rational responses and survival strategies.  Knowledge of these causes enables us to understand why, at times, the poor increase the number of their expected offspring and "mine" natural resources.

-Even when education focusses on technological and organisational development, it may be misdirected if the problem is not the absence of local education or culture but the impossibility for the people to use their sometimes profound local environmental knowledge to solve the problems of production and of the environment.  In recent years, the overuse or careless use of mechanical technology and agro-chemicals has created major ecological threats for the rural and urban populations, spreading doubts about whether modern technologies are really better than traditional ones in the long run and spawning extensive research which has shown the conservation potential of the very sophisticated land management practices embodied in traditional knowledge systems and in modern agroecology (Richards 1983; Hernández-Xolocotzi 1985; Altieri and Anderson1986; Wilken 1987).  This same research, however, also shows the lack of effective use and rapid deterioration of this knowledge basis.

-Diffusion among rural societies any type of labour- or organisation-intensive technology, even when this has been developed according to the patterns of local culture (e.g., appropriate technologies), is difficult.  Making use of externally supplied education, knowledge and culture has an opportunity cost to poor populations and, in the absence of a proper institutional framework, may be difficult to transform into useful resources for survival.  Rejection of or resistance to programs is thus likely.  (The same is true with many programs of health and reproductive education.)

-Economic, social and political organising by the poor is, unlike simple externally supplied education, often threatening for national governments.  National governments and international funds usually avoid providing resources (including organisational education) to stimulate such re-organising.  As a consequence, the potential benefits of cultural development are not realised.

-There is an emerging consensus that welfare assistance to combat poverty should be changed to become clearly separated from production subsidies, since subsidies produce distortions in the market prices and hence generate welfare “basket cases.”  Since such schemes do not address reorganising-restricted institutional insufficiency they can only partly alleviate the poverty-resource degradation vicious circle.  

-Finally, given that continuous external assistance degrades the cultural, moral and psychological basis of individuals and societies, resource degeneration may even be exacerbated. 

3
MORALISTIC AND TECHNOCRATIC ENVIRONMENTAL DISCOURSE

The examples and interpretations in the previous sections indicate that there are many conceptually and empirically challenging issues that need further investigation in order to develop a sophisticated understanding of the relationships among population, social organisation, technology and environment in different situations.  We are well aware, however, that we are not the first to offer a critique of the Population Problem.
  Despite strong criticism the belief persists that environmental concerns necessitate first and foremost Population (and population) control measures.
  Given that this reductive formulation of socio-environmental change holds an strong attraction for many environmentalists, we need to explore the sources of its popularity if we are going to move neo-Malthusians; from experience the conceptual and empirical challenges are unlikely to be sufficient to achieve that end.

To develop this line of discussion we shift to a different style of analysis.  Whereas in the previous section we pointed to the conceptual and empirical weaknesses of neo-Malthusian environmentalism, now we interpret this area sociologically.  The sociology of science has, over the last fifteen years, observed the shaping of what counts as scientific knowledge, especially during controversies, and noticed that the truth of any contested result is rarely sufficient to account for its acceptance, and conversely, falsity for its rejection (see, e.g., Collins and Restivo 1983, Star 1988, Woolgar 1988).  The previous sections have indicated that other analyses of the dynamics of population and resources exist.  Therefore, the fact of exponential growth of the global population and of many regional populations is not sufficient to account for why people believe in the Population Problem.  Instead, we suggest, one can gain critical perspective on adherence to the idea of overpopulation by way of four propositions (adapted from Taylor and Buttel’s (1992) discussion of global environmental discourse), which we state and then develop:

-It is fairly obvious that most environmental analyses are performed for some sponsor or client, or at least with some agency that would implement policy in mind.  What is not so obvious is that certain courses of action are facilitated over others in the very formulation of scientific knowledge -- in the problems chosen, categories adopted, relationships investigated, and degree of confirming evidence required (Taylor 1989, 1992, 1995a).  Politics -- in the sense of courses of social action pursued or favoured -- are not merely stimulated by scientific findings; politics are woven into the fabric of scientific knowledge.

-In the Population discourse and, more generally, in steady state discourse two allied views of politics -- the moralistic
 and the technocratic -- have been privileged.  Both views of social action emphasise people's common interests in controlling growth while, at the same time, steering attention away from the difficult politics that result from differentiating social groups and nations having different interests in causing and alleviating environmental degradation.  People know that there is a Population Problem, in part because they act as if they are unitary and not many differentiating "we's."
 

-Inattention to the localised social and economic dynamics involving population change will ensure that scientists, environmentalists, and policy makers are continually surprised by unintended outcomes, unpredicted conflicts, and undesired coalitions.

-To the extent that people attempt to focus on overPopulation, to stand above such coalitions and the conduct of such conflicts, and to discount their responsibility for the unintended outcomes, they are more likely to facilitate increasingly coercive responses to environmental degradation.

Let us begin our elaboration of these propositions by identifying a contradiction or, at least, a tension in our argument.  Acceptance of the first proposition, when combined with the previous sections’ emphasis on differentiated analysis, should lead one to seek multi-faceted analyses of the politics woven into environmental knowledge, in preference to or before making any generalisations.  Clearly the other three propositions are generalisations.  Moreover, the second proposition might, by analogy, lead one to interpret any such generalisations as an attempt to avoid dealing with the particularities, messiness, and other difficulties of achieving change (here, the change to be achieved would be in environmental analysis and policy).  We acknowledge the contradiction.  However, given the character of this volume, the limitations on the chapter length, and the constraints of devoting time to our research and other commitments, we have chosen not to attempt any differentiated, locally-centred, trans-local analyses of the politics of environmental knowledge making.  We think the generalisations in this section are provocative and useful heuristics to bring about some much-needed reflection on the politics of knowledge.  At the same time, we recognise that our raised level of polemic will not bring everyone around to our side.  With this admission of this essay's limitations, let us forge ahead.

Recall the scenario of countries A and B from the introduction.  Clearly the story is too simple to constitute a sufficient description of the social dynamics in which people contribute diferentially to environmental problems (see section 2).  The conclusion can, however, be drawn that any demographic analysis separated from the differentiating social dynamics is taking a definite political stand.  Everyone, of course, acknowledges that there are rich and poor, that the rich consume more per capita, and that it may be poverty that compells the poor when they "mine" their resources.  Acknowledging the statistics of inequality does not, however, constitute an analysis of the dynamics of inequality.  In the absence of serious intellectual work -- conceptual and empirical -- heartfelt caveats about the rich and the poor do not substantially alter the politics woven into the neo-Malthusian framework.

The politics of neo-Malthusian discourse can be characterised by allied moralistic and technocratic tendencies.  Moralistic politics emphasises that everyone must change (reduce their family size) to avert catastrophe.  Coercion is rejected; each individual must make the change needed to preserve the environment.  Technocratic, on the other hand, signifies that objective analyses (of population growth) identify the severity of the crisis and technical measures (e.g. contraception and sterilisation) are developed and provided (with the appropriate policy stimuli) for individuals and countries to adopt.  There is little tension, however, between voluntary individual responses and the managerial-technical ones.  They are alike in attempting to bypass the political terrain in which different groups experience problems differently and act accordingly.
  They appeal to common, undifferentiated interests as a corrective to corrupt, self-serving, naive and /or scientifically ignorant governance.  Moreover, like all appeals to universal interests, special places are implicitly built into the proposed social transformations -- the scientist as analyst/ policy advisor; the moralist as guide/ educator/ enlightened leader (Taylor 1988; Taylor and Buttel 1992).  In fact, in the absence of any analysis of differentiated interests, Population discourse offers logically no other standpoints for an environmentalist to take.

So far this is an interpretation based on the conceptual structure of neo-Malthusianism Population discourse.  That is, the privileging of moralistic and technocratic responses is entailed by the aggregate categories of demography and the invocation of ultimate limits (as against analyses of dynamics of differentiation) and by the focus on technical problems, such as contraceptive delivery, (as against social-political re-organising).  One can, however, observe similar conceptual structures and privileging of the moralistic and technocratic more generally in environmental discourse (Taylor 1988, 1992; Taylor and Buttel 1992).  We need to look, therefore, for pragmatic and practical reasons why a scientist might be susceptible to these moralistic and technocratic tendencies.  

One reason might be that moralistic recruitment to a cause and appeals to universal interests can be effective as political tactics -- human rights campaigns in times of severe political repression demostrate that.  More generally, political mobilisation usually depends on stressing commonality of interests and playing down differences.  Similarly a technocratic outlook is an understandable orientation for scientists who would rather apply their special skills as best as they can to benefit society, than to expend energy in political organising for which they have little experience or aptitude.  But, perhaps the most important reason why a scientist might be susceptible to the moralistic and technocratic tendencies is the language that predominates in global environmental discourse (of which neo-Malthusian environmentalism is just one strand).  It seems very difficult for anyone to engage in that discourse and enlist others to their point of view without slipping into the languages of moralistic recruitment and education and/or management.  This was brought home to us in reviewing the discussion papers and notes circulated in preparation for a recent volume on equity and sustainability (Smith et al. 1994) and in reading a recent editorial for the journal Conservation Biology (Meffe et al. 1993).  We will quote from these sources to illustrate how language that is familiar and well meaning partakes of these two tendencies; many other texts would, however, have made our point equally well.

In the papers we read of a call for "a total picture of the world" and "rechannel[ing] activity into sustainable forms,” phrases that conjure up the hubris of a technocrat.  Moralistic language was, however, more pervasive.  Recruitment to the cause of responding to "our" common prospect was implied in the recurrent use of "we," "our culture," "our existence," "humanity," and in phrases such as "our built-in limitations of perception," "time available for us to change our ways."  One paper discussed whether "society could be changed quickly enough," basing its claims around behavioral characteristics supposedly given to humans by their evolutionary history; that is, we are all fundamentally alike, being members of the same species.  Individual behaviour and social dynamics were often expressed in the same undifferentiated terms, with individual metaphors used for social ideas and without mention of any structure between the individual and society: "Will humankind take the fork leading to disaster or... to survival?"  Does society have the "will to alleviate poverty?"  "Affluent societies can choose,” despite the "perennial foot-dragging of the establishment."  "Individuals vary [therefore] societies vary.”  

The editorial (Meffe et al. 1993) speaks of conservation biologists "possess[ing] the professional responsibility to teach humankind about the perils" (p.2) of continued Population growth, "having the obligation to provide leadership in addressing the human population problem and developing solutions" (p.2), and being able to "help promote policies to curb rapid population growth" (p.3).  "The population problem is stunningly clear and ought to be beyond denial" (p.2).  "The human species ignores or denies" the impending calamity (p.2) -- presumably those who draw attention to the Population problem are excused from this species collectivity.  A brief mention of the "critical importance... of educating and empowering women" (p.3) in the next to last paragraph hints that all people might not be equally responsible, but the conclusion returns to the dominant undifferentiated formulation: "Action is needed from everyone, at every turn...[in the cause of] human population control.  Life itself is at stake" (p.3).

Once we start to notice undifferentiated language, it seems to be everywhere, used by many who would prefer not to be labelled technocrat or moralist.  So how can we make this interpretation work for us?  It is obvious that we oppose neo-Malthusian environmentalism; we consider its science to be conceptually inadequate and often empirically superficial, and we want to assert the need for a differentiated politics in all environmental discourse.  How can we move discussion of population and environmental degradation in this direction?  Notice that we have pointed to the practical facilitations of the moralistic and technocratic tendencies, so we cannot expect these tendencies to be undermined by a mere counter-interpretation, that is, something working mostly on an intellectual and textual level.  One approach, as we mentioned earlier, would be to go beyond the generalizations above, investigate particular cases of environmental knowledge making, and based on the diverse facilitations observed (Taylor 1992, 1995a), contribute to building conditions favourable to alternative science and politics.  The step we take here, however, is to raise our polemical level and push our generalized critique further.

By arguing that certain politics (here, the moralistic and technocratic tendencies) and the science that facilitates them are not dictated by the nature of reality, we have intended to establish that scientists and other social agents choose to contribute to such science-politics.  They are thus partly and jointly responsible for their consequences.  In order then to urge neo-Malthusians (both self-professed and by disposition) to acknowledge that responsibility we want to stress that their science-politics does have consequences.  Policies based on abstract aggregated analyses make unintended effects and undesirable surprises inevitable, and, especially when these policies are promoted through crisis rhetoric that feeds on fears about the future, coercion and violence become more likely.

For example, in the early 1980's in Chiapas in southern Mexico, villagers became angry when they discovered that internationally funded health workers were sterilising women after childbirth without their consent.  The villagers killed two of these workers, only to have the government call in the military to raze the village in retaliation.  This may be an extreme case, but it is not "unfortunate”; implicated in its causes is the underlying conceptualisation of Population control policies:  The Population Problem translates readily into medical and clinical measures to reduce birth rates, which do not seem to require analysis of particular social and economic dynamics.  Lacking such analysis there is a much reduced chance that resistance would be anticipated, understood or tolerated by the international agency and the government.  And, the outlook that institutions in poor societies are generally weak and corrupt excuses the heavy handed action by some states, without shedding light on why some poor states are not so heavy handed.  Moreover, the Chiapas event is not an isolated case.  In India during the 1960's and 70's, especially during the Emergency of 1975/76, population programs resulted in injuries and deaths (Blaikie 1985, p98ff).  In the resistance and revolt that occurred democratic aspirations were linked with opposition to family control programs, surely an unfortunate coalition in the eyes of most Western environmentalists.

Over the last generation Population growth has declined in many countries, and, in some cases, statistically significant effects of Population control programs have been discovered (but see Pritchett 1994).  Yet, the successful programs have piggy-backed upon other social changes favouring reductions in birth-rates, such as employment of women in the formal work force, reductions in infant and child mortality, increased value of educating children at the same time as this education incurring a cost to the family, and so on (Blaikie 1985).  Analysis of the differentiating social and economic dynamics of particular situations would not only help explain the occasional successes, but also to plan the broader family welfare programs needed to accompany birth control programs.  Conversely, such analysis would help in anticipating the ways that the broader measures, such as adult literacy campaigns or the development of appropriate technology, can be undermined by the dynamics of labour scarcity or by those whose interests are threatened in some way.  For these reasons alone, one might abandon the Population problem as a framework for analysis and action.  But let us push the critique yet one step further -- the violent and coercive dimensions of the Chiapas program and associated with programs in India of the 1960's and 70's warrant us examining the Population framework for any inherent tendencies to coercion or violence.

The moral posture of most environmentalists -- lifeboat ethicists (Hardin 1972) and certain biocentric deep ecologists (see Bradford 1987) aside -- is to support sustainable, liveable and equitable futures for all, free from economic and political coercion.  In fact, many neo-Malthusian environmentalists reinforce their appeal for population control on the grounds that without it coercive measures will surely be taken when the crisis becomes more severe (see Ehrlich and Holdren 1971).  The Population framework, however, works against this professed commitment in many ways:

-Undifferentiated categories, such as population, affluent societies, and human nature, facilitate, as we have described, moralistic and technocratic discourse which provide little purchase either in explaining the outcome of Population control programs or in generating successful ones;

-The lack of analysis of the interrelations among population, social organisation, technological change and the environment makes any analysis of the interrelation between the affluent and poor difficult, and, at best, holistic and simplistic.  This, in turn, facilitates the abstraction of considering the poor and the affluent separately, in fact, as essentially different types in their institutions, consciousness and social possibilities;

-The essentialistic conception (McLaughlin 1993) of affluent and poor people permits a simplistic analysis of the possibilities of productive and creative institutional response in societies that may be classified as, on average, affluent or poor.  Furthermore, it reinforces the moral authority to educate or otherwise intervene that accrues to the affluent by virtue of their potential, through education and capable political and technical institutions, to respond to environmental problems;

-Several factors combine to make the discourse and practice of neo-Malthusian environmentalism and Population control susceptible to shifting into a coercive posture: frustration in the face of failed Population control programs, the urgency of the environmentalists' crisis rhetoric (e.g., Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1990; Meffe et al. 1993), the lack of any differentiated categories and intermediate standpoint between the individual and society, the essentialistic contrast between capable and fair institutions in affluent societies and weak and corrupt in poor societies, and the moral authority to intervene.  In fact, what options other than inaction or coercion are available to a consistent neo-Malthusian environmentalist?  Coercion is not just an abstract possibility, but one environmentalists more generally must pay attention to, as Nancy Peluso's recent analysis of the coercive dimensions of internationally endorsed conservation schemes, such as wildlife reserves in Kenya and forest conservation in Indonesia, indicates (Peluso 1993).  Many conservation schemes require or assume state control over natural resources, whereas this is often resisted by local peoples who have been gaining some of their livelihood from the resources in question -- elephant tusks, game, products from the forests, and so on.  Conservation schemes have thus given the state and militarised institutions opportunities to gain more control of territory and peoples under a seemingly benevolent banner.

-A different path to coercion derives, ironically, from the endorsement by various Population theorists and steady state advocates of the market as a means to protect and promote individual freedom.  Contrary to the ideology that market relations are a natural form of interaction among individuals, real markets always have to be constructed and the motivation to construct them generally depends on institutional arrangements that ensure the possibility of accumulation (Rees 1992).
  Deregulation and dismantling of the centralised state enhance the power of corporations to dictate more freely the terms of their exchanges.  As Marginson (1988) observed, only capital is set free by the free market; people are not.  More than a decade of deregulation has enhanced the freedom of corporations to decide the form and location of their investments (Leyshon 1992).  Given this, many environmentalists critical of the results of current economic development have made tactical alliances with corporate-lead economic policy-making to achieve any of their aims (Donahue 1990).  That is, they have acceded to the power of corporations to control labour and other resources, preferably not in the environmentalists' backyard, but, nevertheless, somewhere (but see Daly and Goodland 1994).

4.
CONCLUSION

We have argued that there are many reasons to break open neo-Malthusian environmentalist discourse into a social analysis of environmental change (Taylor and García Barrios 1995), to examine the complex ways social organisation intervenes between population change and resource use.  Arguing that there are favoured courses of social action woven into all science, we have tried to challenge concerned Population scientists and neo-Malthusian environmentalists to examine the standpoint they take in research and action.  We have prodded them to see that a commitment to non-coercion and anti-violence should lead one to avoid moralistic and technocratic discourse, to dig deeper than the conventional analyses, which -- in their structure, if not always explicitly -- hold poor populations to be the most important drag for the construction of a sustainable world.  Neither strongly expressed sympathies for the poor nor reduced personal consumption and fecundity exempt a neo-Malthusian environmentalist from our critique.  The complex politics of differentiating, local and trans-national resource management and environmental protection mean that being prepared to resist any repressive measures undertaken in the name of sustainability requires both serious conceptual and empirical work and difficult political engagement.  

These challenges are, we think, worthy of the attention of all environmentalists and economists wanting to build a framework for sustainability and equity.
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CAPTION

Figure 1: Population, production, and environment: upper) The sequence of stages implied from global or undifferentiated, aggregate trends; lower) The sequence of stages observable in any locally- centred situation.  (Any aggregate trend is actually an integration of diverse locally-centred situations.)
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�  There is a substantial body of research in social analysis of environmental change upon which the construction of sustainability should be building, but scarcely has been to date.  For reviews see Richards 1983, Watts and Peet 1993, Neumann and Schroeder 1995, Taylor and García-Barrios 1995.  For an analysis sympathetic to that in this essay see Stonich 1989.


�  The focus on the poor is justified by our observation that actually-existing Population discourse, especially around formulation of policy, is well developed only where it focusses on the poor (e.g., United Nations Population Fund 1991).  Notwithstanding this specific focus, we hope that readers, even those who distance themselves from neo-Malthusianism, will think about how our points can be translated and extended to other areas.  In particular, the social/economic/environmental dynamics of the urban poor and of affluent consumers invite similar treatments.  At various points in the paper and notes we also indicate some extensions of our critical interpretations to market-based responses to environmental degradation, attempts to bring equity considerations into the heart of economics, and global environmental discourse in general.  In these areas discussion is limited to the extent that it steers attention away from the concrete and differentiating social, economic and environmental dynamics governing actual markets, maintenance of inequality, and environmental degradation. 


�  From this point on, Population will be capitalised when it is used in the numerical and demographic, rather than sociological, sense.


�  Demeny (this volume) combines the three orientations, but with the macro-economic being dominant.  He acknowledges that reproductive choice and health are more and more being used to justify family planning/ Population [control] programs, but believes that, if the collective, macro-economic benefits are stressed, such programs will be better supported by donors and governments of lesser developed countries (LDCs).  Moreover, the programs need to be of higher quality for people to use them more than they do in most LDCs.  Similarly, while he makes reference to the ways parents have made child-bearing decisions on (micro-)economic grounds ("market-based outcomes"), Demeny justifies government policies aimed at modifying these decisions by invoking the positive effects on any LDC's economic growth.  Caveats about complexity and local pecularities notwithstanding, his discussion centres on a direct causal relation between Population and economic growth (environment is not his focus).  When governments have scarce resources, Population programs deserve to be singled out for support.  In contrast, our essay posits a qualitatively different form of explanation, in which Population is not analytically central and social action is not conceptualized as either individual decisions or government interventions.  We would view the poor performance of Population control programs as an invitation to examine how local institutions and practices, including those supporting market transactions, are organized, maintained, or eroded.  One point in common between the essays is that neither argues against the reproductive health and choice justification for making contraception more widely accessible.


�  Jolly 1994 distinguishes four macro-economic theories relating population and the environment and United Nations Population Fund (1991) provides a clear example.  The reproductive health and choice orientation became prominent in the policy arena during the build-up to the United Nations Conference on Population and Development held in Cairo, September 1994 (see International Women's Health Coalition 1993), and was emphasized in the "Program of Action" endorsed by the conference.  Neo-Malthusian environmentalists have been acknowledging this theme in their recent statements about Population control (e.g., Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1990, p. 216; Meffe et al. 1993).


�  We are tempted to declare that there are very few global problems -- present, past, or future --, but, to be more subtle, we need to ask who sees problems as global (Taylor and Buttel 1992).  In this spirit our third section interprets globalised discourse in terms of the particular social actions and politics privileged by it.


�  We recognise that aggregate figures can draw attention to problems requiring attention or explanation, e.g., changing sex ratios of infants in China with the imposition of the one child per couple policy pointed to increasing female infanticide; Taiwan and South Korea, but not the Philipines achieving demographic transitions after World War II pointed to the importance of successful land and educational reform (Hartmann 1987).  Nevertheless, the explanation or the successful policy response requires going well beyond the aggregate figures.


�  Ehrlich and Holdren formulated their neo-Malthusian position in 1971 explicitly in terms of a mathematical equation, I = P * F, where I is the negative impact of population, P is the population size and F is a function denoting the per capita impact.  Population biology, Ehrlich's field, has, in recent years, begun to pay attention to the qualitative differences in predictions based on models that distinguish individuals within a population (in terms of their spatial location or other characteristics) when compared with the older style of using aggregate variables to describe a population (Huston et al. 1988).  Nevertheless, the aggregate equation (with F spelled out as A*T, i.e., Affluence * impact of Technology used) remains central to the analyses of Ehrlich and his wife-collaborator (Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1990, Meffe et al. 1993).


�  For examples of such ambiguity, see Mazur (1994) and United Nations Population Fund (1991).  In the former, consumption (i.e., of the rich) is in the title of the collection, but most essays, even when critical, focus on limiting Population growth in poor countries.  In the latter, a diagram of "links between demographic and natural resource issues" (p.13) is consistent with a complex account of interconnected social, economic, and environmental dynamics, but the discussion centres on the population growth and natural resource degradation of poor countries.  


�  Discussions or even condemnations of the disproportionate resource use of the rich do not negate our criticisms.  The key question for this essay is what responses are logically consistent with the causes being identified (Harvey 1974), not whether or not an environmentalist shows awareness of inequality among and within nations.


�  A society's demands on resources and the speed of growth in those demands will condition the possibilities and processes of socio-technical re-organising and erosion, but the sheer size of the Population or its resource demands do not, either by themselves or as some "root causes," determine the timing and nature of the environmental degradation.


�  By extension, if the Population problem for affluent societies is cast in terms of overconsumption and its consequences, the same is true for the abstract dynamics of consumption growth.  Instead we should examine the inability of the affluent to re-organise social institutions and technology so as to ensure satisfaction without compulsive consumption (Roberts 1979, Max-Neef 1986).


�  Folbre 1994 makes an analogous and much more thoroughly developed case in her analysis of the social, economic and technological dynamics involved in the reproduction of labour.  Mainstream demographers are also now recognizing that, even to explain such established ideas as the demographic transition, they need to invoke mediating variables and undertake find grained analyses; see Handwerker 1986; Simmons 1988, p. 91ff, Preston 1989, p.15-16.  The field's rationale remains, however, to explain Population changes and the reproduction and migration patterns associated with those changes.  Although our critique is focussed on neo-Malthusian environmentalism, the shifts of perspective promoted in this paper can be extended to demography.  Some younger demographers are preparing the way.  For example, Elliott 1994, aiming to bridge between aggregate statistical analysis and case studies, proposes a "boolean based comparative method" for analyzing the relationship between population and deforestation.  Riley 1995 reviews the challenges feminist perspectives raises for demographic questions, methods, and theory, and for policy based upon demography.  Folbre 1994 should become an important guide or model for such work.  See also references cited in Riley and in Ginsburg and Rapp 1991.


�  In addition to these positions regarding Population and resources, our essay also stands at some distance from many in this volume in that we consider sociality, not individuals and their rights, to be primary.  That is, we would invert the priority of justification from some moral or micro-economic foundations to analysis of social context and social constructedness of situations and of discourse about them.  People wanting to develop a moral-economics need to depart from foundationalist thinking, because neo-liberal economists will probably win on those terms.  They can readily construe moral arguments as reinforcing their basic tenet that people are egoistic utility maximisers; it is because this drives behavior that we need morals to check the undesired consequences.  See also note 21.


�  See note 6.


�  Bartra 1979; Bhaduri 1983; Bardhan 1984; Binswager and Rosenzweig 1986; Cornia et al. 1987; De Janvry and García Barrios 1988; García-Barrios and García-Barrios 1990; Watts and Peet 1993.


�  Moreover, this has usually occurred in local and national societies where the local and national State has not been able or willing to induce the innovation and diffusion of technologies for sustainable agriculture adapted to the new labour conditions, nor to generate institutions able to provide adequate public goods and the means of internalising the externalities which have arisen.


�  For critiques of neo-Malthusian environmentalism see Commoner 1971, Harvey 1974, Schnaiberg 1981.  For critiques of neo-Malthusianism more generally and Population discourse see Finkle and Crane 1975, Bondestam 1980, Hartmann 1987, Mehler 1989, Duden 1992, Nair 1992, Population Reference Bureau 1993, Greenhalgh 1994.


�  We have observed that this is especially true among Americans who came of age in the 1960s, a fact inviting social-historical analysis and interpretation.


�  This emphasis on knowledge as politics is consistent with an interpretive style of analysis that pays attention to the language and rhetoric of any discourse, and refuses to take literally what is said.  Claims about reality become vulnerable to deconstruction and reinterpretation (see note 26) and it becomes more difficult to make generalizations or to enlist support for policy recommendations.  In contrast, the premise of many papers in this volume is that basic principles are needed in order to govern actions and institutions -- how can one talk about injustice without a conception of what constitutes justice?  Our counter-proposition is that social actions do not spring from basic principles or foundations; these are better seen as either rationalizations of action taken or as rhetoric aimed at cutting through the complexities of political economy (sometimes, but not often successfully).  Inalienable rights of future humans, for example (see Shue, this volume), cannot be established without challenging present property based entitlements of present humans.  Moreover, property based entitlements of present humans (and associated infrastructure) are the biggest obstacle to present environmental campaigns.  So we might interpret talking about rights of future humans as a way to avoid talking about the touchy issue of curtailing present property rights.  


	Readers who have difficulty seeing how to procede without moral-economic foundations for action may be helped by the following analogy: It is not very helpful for a coach to command a football team simply to move the ball up the field towards the touch-down line.  There are many different sequences of co-ordinated moves by the players that may achieve the same end result, each depending on the co-ordinated responses of the other team to these moves.  Similarly, once we accept that social and economic arrangements are complex, involving conflict and the exercise of power, and that change requires changes in social processes not just in possession of inalienable rights, property or other social goods, then a definition of a just attitude to future humans will not be very helpful (Taylor 1995b).  


�  Moralistic is not an ideal term, because for some readers it connotes the moralist accusing non-compliers of being bad.  In contrast, we want to emphasize the connotation of the moralist recruiting to a cause, proselytising or evangelising.


�  One could analyze the constructions of Population control that are more purely technocratic, but we have chosen to concentrate on the combined moralistic and technocratic dimensions of neo-Mathusianism, considering this interpretation to have more relevance to environmentalists.


�  We might also describe this as consensus-seeking, noting that among steady state proposals the Population problem is the only formulation likely to generate much consensus.  The resistance of those with an interest in capital accumulation means that other policies with a general and clear impact on development and sustainability cannot generate political consensus at the national and international levels.  


�  In the resulting volume (Smith et al. 1994) quotations such as those given in the text were accompanied by much more attention to stratification within and among nations, and the technocratic currents were less apparent.  (Copies of the precirculated documents are available from the authors.)  Taylor and Buttel (1992) indicate how the languages of moralistic recruitment and management are equally mixed in Meadows et al. (1972), Clark and Holling (1985), and Clark (1989).  See also Brandt (1983) and Ehrlich and Ehrlich (1990).  Language does not, however, stand on its own and the reader should not forget the conceptual argument about the aggregate categories and undifferentiated dynamics entailing moralistic or technocratic responses.


�  A generation ago the social historian E.P. Thompson described 18C struggles over the constitution of the modern market against traditional face-to-face markets, struggles which were underwritten by appeals to a moral economy (see Thompson 1991).  In other words, the abstract ideal of a market was being generated at the same time, ironically, as its concrete counterpart was being eclipsed by transactions based on unequal information about and unequal control over supplies, demand, and prices.  Acknowledgment of the constructedness, rather than naturalness, of market transactions would add complexity and depth to economic and moral-economic theory.  In this light, we think Mount and Dore (this volume) concede too much in entertaining the abstraction of a market free of artificial distortions.  If the perspectives of our essay were extended to environmental economics, analysis would begin with models of an already and always politicised economy.  History of science may also provide some guidance in making such a conceptual inversion.  In recent years it has been providing social histories for key notions, such as risk, rationality, factuality, objectivity, truth and individuality.  A great deal of social negotiation over conflicting and changing conventions precedes the establishment of any of these “foundational” concepts; in fact, the apparent stability of such concepts requires on-going maintenance (see Shapin 1994).  





