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The Environmental Emergency Act 
	Human population growth, in combination with environmental resource depletion, climate change, and unequal distribution of energy and wealth forms a serious threat to the well-being, and even survival of the human species.  Technology and human will can either add to our chances of survival and well-being or else diminish them.  The advent of the new medical technology of stem cell regeneration will dramatically increase the human lifespan and drastically add to the problem of overpopulation.  If humans increase their life span it is a matter of course that mortality rates will decrease and the population growth rate will climb at an even faster rate.  We could control this increase in population growth by either banning the use of life extending technologies or by enforcing a birth control program.  I will advocate for both.
	The National Institutes of Health define induced pluripotent stem cells, iPSCs, as “adult cells that have been genetically reprogrammed to an embryonic stem cell-like state by being forced to express genes and factors important for maintaining the defining properties of embryonic stem cells” (NIH).  This type of stem cell was discovered in 2006.  The use of iPSCs sidesteps ethical problems of embryonic stem cells because they are collected from a patient’s own skin cells and not from harvested embryos.  The use of iPSCs for cell-based therapies to regenerate damaged tissues offer an increased source of replacement cells outside of donated organs.  Many diseases that result from tissue damage, such as heart disease, could be treated through the use of iPSCs.  It is possible that this could be a way in which to treat “old-age”.  Worn out tissues in humans could simply be upgraded when they wear out leading to a life span that could possibly expand indefinitely.  Indeed Dr. Konrad Hochedlinger, a stem cell researcher has said, “Only time can reveal whether iPSCs or related technologies will indeed become the modern Fountain of Youth. I personally think there is a good chance they will” (Hochedlinger). The development of this technology should give us pause to think.  There may be no intrinsic reasons why iPSC therapy is wrong, then again there may be.  Rather, the problem is the timing of the discovery.
	The twentieth century saw an exponential growth in human population.  It took thousands of years, from about 500,000 BCE until 1804 CE, for human population to hit the one billion mark.  It took  just slightly more than 150 years to reach three billion, and just twelve years, between 1987 and 1990, to climb to six billion (Cunningham and Cunningham, 77).  As of October 27, 2010 world population was estimated at 6,877,855,157 by the U.S. Census Bureau population clock (U. S. & World Population Clocks).  The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that we will reach over nine billion by 2050.
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Is this state of affairs sustainable?  Do we want to live in a world that is this populated?  What is the effect of this many people on the larger ecosystem?  Population growth cannot increase indefinitely.  This is a finite world and there are finite resources.  Environmental scientists refer to the maximum number of individuals of a species that can be supported on a long-term basis by an ecosystem as the carrying capacity (Cunningham and Cunningham, 380).  The entomologist David Pimentel suggests that we have already exceeded our carrying capacity (Pimentel et al., 32).  
Population and sustainability are tied to many other factors including environmental resource consumption, climate change, and issues of poverty and global justice.  Following I will provide a brief overview of these factors in relation to human population.
The more people there are the more natural resources are consumed.  These include land, water, energy, and biological resources.  Once again these are tied together.  We use land for our cities, our roads, our farms, our recreation, and for much of our material needs.  The earth provides the vast majority of our fuel which gives us our energy.  Oil, coal, and natural gas all come from fossil fuel deposits in the earth.  These non-renewable resources are disappearing at alarming rates.  Current calculations predict that we will use up oil reserves in about forty years. (Cunningham and Cunningham, 287).  Natural gas reserves may last another sixty years (289).  Coal may last us for two hundred years (285).  These figures are all based on current levels of consumption, but with population increasing and developing nations demanding more energy, these levels of consumption may not remain static.  Pimentel suggests that these figures could be overly optimistic (27.)
Water covers much of the globe but most of it is contained in the oceans.  The water that is most valuable to humans is fresh water.  We use fresh water for drinking, cooking, irrigation, agriculture, showers, toilets, sewage systems, and in industrial processes.  Fresh water makes up only 2.4% of the total water on the planet and of that small percentage less than 1% is fresh surface water (Cunningham and Cunningham, 234).  The rest is either contained in ice and snow or ground water sources such as aquifers.  So while water would seem to be a renewable resource our useful supply is quite limited.  By 2025 two-thirds of the people on earth, mostly in the undeveloped countries, will be living in water-stressed zones (Cunningham and Cunningham, 238).
Biological resources include trees, plants, animals, insects, and the rest of the biota on the planet. These comprise the ecosystem that humans live in and are a part of.   Deforestation and species loss have increased in tandem with population growth.  During the 20th century over 800 species went extinct and over 10,000 are now considered endangered due to human caused habitat destruction, pollution, and the introduction of exotic species into new habitat (Cunningham and Cunningham, 6).
Our reliance on fossil fuels has lead to massive carbon dioxide production.  This in turn has lead to ozone depletion and climate change.  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change predicted in 2007 that temperatures will rise between 1.8 and 4 degrees C by 2100.  Temperature difference between now and the last glacial period is just 5 degrees C.  Melting of the remaining glaciers and ice caps could lead to massive flooding in major cities across the globe which are located near oceans.  This would produce astonishingly huge numbers of refugees forced to compete for already limited resources (Cunningham and Cunningham, 207).  
In the paper, "Will Limits of the Earth's Resources Control Human Numbers?" Pimentel states, “Developed nations annually consume about 70% of the fossil energy worldwide, while the developing nations, which have about 75% of the world population, use only 30%.  The United States, with only 4% of the world’s population, consumes about 22% of the world’s fossil energy output” (27).  The affluent lifestyles and consumption habits of the developed nations are wildly out of sync with the rest of the world.  Developing nations take the brunt of the burden.  Lack of access to clean water and nutrition rich food, poor infrastructures in cities and rural communities, and lack of education and jobs all lead to poverty.  Overpopulation increases the severity of all of these conditions.
So what does all of this lead to?  It gives us a picture of a near-future world which we are likely to view with horror.  It is a world in which our natural resources are tapped.  The infrastructures we have built are broken down and in need of major overhaul all at once.  Climate change has brought both floods and draught and the refugees that accompany them.  It is a world filled with immense poverty and want and all of the conflicts, violence, and disease that poverty entails.  In short it is a world in which we would not want to live.
	So what is our option?  We need to begin work now on designing a new infrastructure for human habitation of the planet Earth.  David Pimentel and his team of researchers, after examining the issues of resource depletion, suggest that if we were to allocate resource consumption for the world population based on a European standard of living then we would need to adjust human population to a total of two billion.  He predicts this could be done in approximately one hundred years if 1.5 children were born to each couple worldwide.  This would have to be accompanied by a halt in all current land degradation.  He states that we already have the technologies to halt land degradation; they just need implementation (31-32).  This is a policy that I believe should be advocated.
There will of course be objections to this view.  The most prominent objection would come from those who believe that we are fully capable of continuing our population growth without running out of resources.  These are the people who believe the solutions to world problems can best be handled through economic expansion guided by enlightened self-interest. Typifying this viewpoint is the University of Chicago trained free market economist Julian Simon.  In a passage from his book The Ultimate Resource, Simon criticizes proponents of population control saying that they:
“act as if population policies can be deduced from scientific studies alone, particular values enter implicitly into policy decisions, without any explicit discussion of whether the values really are those that the decision makers and the community desire to have implemented” and that, “it is scientifically wrong – outrageously wrong – to say that ‘science shows’ there is overpopulation (or underpopulation) in any given place at any given time. Science can only reveal the likely effects of various population levels and policies.  Whether population is now too large or too small, or is growing too fast or too slowly, cannot be decided on scientific grounds alone.  Such judgments depend upon our values, a matter about which science is silent” (321).  
	What Simon is saying here is that science is neutral on moral issues.  It may indeed be the case that science is neutral but it is not the case that scientists must be in turn.  It is exactly the facts and theories that we have regarding the world and our place in it that allows us to make moral and ethical judgments.  Science can give us facts and predictions that allow us to make informed judgments on what the consequences of our actions will be.  This is true on both an individual level and on a collective level, both in the short term and the long.  Scientists and environmental activists have been trying to get us to listen to the facts of the matter for years now.   It is precisely our values of self interest and economic expansion that have kept us from listening.  We must look widely at the consequences of our collective actions and make a judgment.  
In conclusion I will propose the implementation of the Environmental Emergency Act.  This Act will be of necessity wide ranging.  It will include the creation of a security council to attack issues of overpopulation, environmental degradation, resource depletion, and resource distribution.  Private business and corporations will be drafted into the project of stabilizing our population and our environment.  A birth control policy will be implemented stipulating a maximum birth rate of 1.5 children born to each couple until the population reaches two billion worldwide.  There will be a moratorium on the utilization of health technologies to expand lifespan indefinitely until we reach a population of two billion worldwide.  In short, we will put all of our resources, including human ingenuity, to the task of correcting the problems that we have created.  The United States must be an example to the rest of the world that this can and will be done.  All due pressure must be exerted to bring the rest of the world’s countries into compliance with policies regarding population and environmental issues. The signs are clear that we don’t have much time.  This is why we must act with drastic measures and act fast.  This is why we must pass the Environmental Emergency Act.
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, International Data Base, June 2010 Update.





