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Mr. Mosher gives the following lecture in English:

“How to Create a Baby Boom in Spain”

Some say the battle to save the Spanish people is over.  That the population is destined

to age and shrink dramatically in the remaining decades of the 21st century and then,

like the ancient Greeks, extinguish itself completely over the succeeding centuries.  I

strongly disagree. There are many things that can be done to first slow down and then

reverse the demographic train to destruction that the Spaniards are currently riding.  

It is true that the demographic situation is dire.  The Spanish people are committing a

kind  of  slow,  demographic  suicide.   In  fact,  a  recent  book  by  Economist  Alejandro

Macarrón Larumbe is entitled The Demographic Suicide of Spain.1  

Over the past three decades, the average size of the Spanish family has dropped from

3.8 members to 2.9. Today, two and a half million Spaniards live alone. There are now

only  about  1.7  million  large  Spanish  families-that  is,  families  with  three  or  more

children--and that number is steadily falling. 

In 1996 Spain added only 11,177 people to its population. For a decade after that, the

numbers  gradually  crept  went  up,  but  only  because  relatively  large  numbers  of

immigrants from Latin America and North Africa poured into the country and started

having children. Even with these added births, however, births only exceeded deaths by

78,597 in 2005. 

In 2009, for the first time, more native-born Spaniards died than were born.  Worse yet,

in the first three months of 2011--and for the first time since that terrible year of 1939

—Spain  actually  lost  population.  Despite  continuing  immigration,  it  is  obvious  that

Spain will continue to depopulate at an accelerating rate in the years to come.

Current Spanish birthrates are the lowest in the nation’s history, substantially lower

than those achieved during the upheavals of Spanish Revolution, and even lower than

the  worst  year  of  Spanish  Revolution,  1939,  when  communist  armies  overran  the

eastern third of the country.2  

1 Alejandro Macarrón Larumbe, El Suicidio Demográfico de España (The Demographic Suicide 
of Spain), Homolegens, 2011.

2 Macarrón, p. 18, Table 1.
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Experts  call  this  the “desnatalidad” which,  roughly  translated,  means  the “un-birth

rate.” Along with Italy and Greece, Spain has one of the lowest fertility rates in the EU.

Spain’s population is also rapidly growing old or,  as the Spaniards say, “long in the

tooth and bald on the head.”  

 

The birthrate has been so low for so long that Spanish leaders have became concerned.

Spanish President Jose Luis Rodríguez Zapatero, a socialist, surprised many by warning

the Spanish parliament in 2008 that the lack of babies was a serious crisis threatening

Spain’s  survival.  Socialists  are  generally  more  concerned  about  protecting  the

environment by reducing the birth rate than the opposite.  But according to Zapatero,

“In order to continue progressing, Spain needs more families with more children. And

families need more aid to have more babies and more resources for their upbringing.”

He announced a new policy of child subsidies: Each newborn would receive a check for

Euro 2,500 (about $3,200 U.S.). If the newborn were born into a family with three or

more children, the amount would be increased to Euro 3,500 (about $4,300). 

Complementing this cash payment are monthly child subsidies.  These,  however,  fall

well below the European norm. According to 2004 Eurostat data, Spain spends less on

family  and  childhood  programs  than  any  other  country  in  the  EU.  Such  programs

account for only 0.7 percent of Spain's GNP, while Europe as a whole spends an average

of 2.1 percent on such programs. The value of such subsidies is further reduced because

Spain taxes back some of this money.  Spain, along with Greece, includes public family

aid as taxable income. This means that what the government gives families with its

right hand, it takes back, at least in part, with its left. 

Still and all, the birthrate has, as a result of these policies, shown a slight uptick in

recent years, although not enough to turn the situation around. It costs considerably

more than Euro 2,500 to raise a child to adulthood, suggesting that the payment may

be  too  modest  to  encourage  more  childbearing.  Juan  Moreno,  the  head  of  the

Consumers Association of Spain, has called the amount “insignificant.”  A significantly

larger bonus, some $13,500 in U.S. dollars, is paid in Russia, but only eight percent of

couples report conceiving a child as a result. 

The current economic malaise in Europe in general, and in Spain in particular, continues

to  depress  the  birthrate.  The  ongoing  economic  stagnation,  and  a  general  lack  of

confidence in the future, has caused many young couples to postpone childbearing.

And, as we say in demography, fertility delayed is fertility denied.
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Meanwhile, the crisis continues. Spain’s population, which today numbers 47 million, is

slated to peak in 2050 at 50 million, and then gradually decrease to 45 million in 2100.

This is the UN Population Division’s medium variant projection, which unrealistically

assumes  that  most  Spanish  couples  will  start  having  two  children  again.  The  low

variant projection, historically the most accurate,  is much grimmer.  This shows the

population  basically  stagnant  until  2025,  and  then  beginning  a  sharp  decline  that

leaves only 28 million Spaniards alive in the year 2100.

It is hard to see how a country can lose a substantial percentage of its population over

time and maintain a modern economy and with fully funded social welfare programs.

Yet the converse is also true: Until the Great European Depression ends the birthrate is

likely to say low. Spain, along with the rest of Europe, seems locked into a fatal spiral: a

dance of death between demography and depression.

Currently, the country is dying a slow death.  The situation is so dire that half-measures,

such as heftier baby bonuses, or marginal increases in the child allowance, or state-

mandated parental leaves after the birth of a child, will not suffice.  This is a time for

bold measures that  will  fundamentally  change the way that the state  protects  life,

educates the young, and interacts with the family.

I propose three major policy initiatives, each directed at a segment of the population

that is vital for Spain’s long-term survival.  The first is directed at the very young, the

second at children and youth, and the third at couples of reproductive age.    

Policy Initiative One:  The Spanish Constitution Should be Amended to Protect Life

from Conception 

This step alone, by calling into question the morality and legality of abortion, would

ensure a healthy increase in the birthrate.  Naturally, it is difficult to project what sort

of  an  increase  such  a  move  would  create.   But  it  is  worth  noting  that  the  Latin

American countries, some of which are almost on par with Spain in terms of economic

development, have constitutions which, for the most part, protect life from conception.

This is one reason why their birthrates are, in consequence, at replacement.

I do not underestimate the political difficulties associated with passing a Human Life

Amendment.  After  all,  we in  the  United  States  have  not,  despite  over  40  years  of

concerted  effort,  succeeded  in  passing  a  Human  Life  Amendment to  the  U.S.

Constitution.  Still, we have in front of us an example from Europe that shows that such

an amendment is possible.  The Hungarians, whose demographic situation so closely

resembles Spain’s own, in that it has an aging and dying population, recently passed a

new constitution that protects life from conception. 
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The move shocked the liberal elite who run (or think they run) the European Union, and

drew fire from left-wing groups around the world.  Human Rights Watch, for example,

which has become stridently pro-abortion over the past few years, has criticized the

new constitution as well, fretting that (among other things) its pro-life clauses might

lead to efforts to overturn Hungary's abortion law and result in restrictions on abortion

that would put a number of fundamental rights for women at stake.

I believe that the worst fears of this pro-abortion organization will be realized, and that

the new constitution will provide the legal basis for restricting, if not banning entirely,

abortions  in  dying  Hungary.  While  the  new  constitution  may  not  be  perfect,  the

fundamentals  of  a  free  and  just  society  —the  right  to  life  and  the  protection  of

marriage—are now in place. The Hungarians have crafted a document that is the best

on the European continent right now. We may hope that the sanctity of human life can

be similarly enshrined in the Spanish Constitution.

Simply going back to the 1988 law that legalized abortion under some circumstances is

not  an option.  Under  this  law,  which  was in  place  for  twenty  years,  abortion  was

supposedly  legal  in  Spain  only  for  cases  of  rape,  fetal  defect,  and  danger  to  the

mother’s physical or psychological health. In practice, however, this meant abortion on

demand.  While in the case of rape and fetal defect the law only allowed abortion up to

22 weeks of pregnancy, there was no gestational limit at all  for the “danger to the

mother’s  health”  exception.  We  should  remember  that  it  was  under  this  law that

abortion clinics  in  Barcelona were carrying out late-term abortions  under  the most

grisly  of  conditions.  These  clinics  were  closed,  and  the  abortionists  jailed,  after

investigations carried out by an association called “E-Cristians” (www.e-cristians.net),

and an undercover TV investigation by the Danish press. 

Spain needs to ban all abortions.

Policy Initiative Two: Textbooks Should Emphasize that Human Beings are the Most

Valuable Resource

The value of human capital is widely understood by economists, but is often overlooked

by other social  and natural  scientists.   Thus, in the U.S.,  we find social  science and

biology  textbooks  continuing  to  push  the  outdated  notion  that  the  world  is

overpopulated, and that human being are a kind of pestilence on the planet.

American textbooks often reflect this anti-natal point of view, to the point where it is

safe  to  say  that  many  Americans  grew  up  on  a  poisonous  diet  of  overpopulation

propaganda.  American  students  are  exposed  to  “lifeboat”  scenarios  in  high  school
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biology, where they have had to decide who they were going to push overboard, lest

they all  die. They are forced to read Paul Ehrlich’s  The Population Bomb in college,

which begins with the author mournfully intoning “The battle to feed all of humanity is

over,” and ends by advocating the abandonment of entire continents to famine and

death in order to “cut out the cancer [of population growth].” We were treated to the

speeches of former Vice President Al Gore, who warned of an “environmental holocaust

without precedent”—a “black hole” in his words—that will engulf us if we do not stop

having babies. In this and a myriad of ways American students are force-fed—and most

of them have swallowed whole—the nasty theory that there were too many people,

along with its even more terrible corollary that it is necessary to practice inhumanity in

order to save humanity—or some worthy fraction thereof.

 

Every American college student has read similar to the following, taken from James

Coleman and  Donald  Cressey’s  Social  Problems,  one  of  the  standard social  science

textbooks from the nineties:

The world’s population is exploding. The number of men,

women and children is now over 5 billion.  If the current

rate  of  growth  continues,  the  world’s  population  will

double again in the next 40 years. The dangers of runaway

population growth can be seen in historical perspective. It

took  all  of  human  history  until  1800  for  the  world’s

population to reach 1 billon people. But the next 1 billion

was  added  in  only  130  years  (1800-1930),  [the  next

billion] after that in 30 years (1930-1960) and the next in

15 years (1960-1975). The last billion people were added

in only  12 years  (1975-1987).  If  this  trend (of  runaway

population growth) continues the world will  be soon be

adding  a  billion  people  a  year,  and  eventually  every

month.  

Since  even  the  most  frantic  of  population  alarmists  now  agree  that  the  world’s

population in the early nineties was only increasing by some 90 million per year (an

increment which has since fallen to 76 million) there was zero chance that the world

would “soon be adding a billion people a year,” much less “every month.” But literally

millions of college students learned otherwise and, like me, began to obsess about the

numbers.  

Although  the  impact  such  propaganda  is  difficult  to  quantify,  anecdotal  evidence

suggests that it cannot help but have a profound effect on fertility. Take the case of the

1969  Valedictorian  of  Yale  University,  who  burst  into  tears  during  her  valedictory
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address as she announced that she would never to able to have children. She had been

taught that the world was overpopulated, and that the socially responsible thing to do

was not to have children.

But we now see that overpopulation is, as economist Jacqueline Kasun has remarked, a

false dogma. Falling fertility rates in Spain, Europe and elsewhere demonstrate that our

long-term problem is not too many children, but too few children. We now understand

that the socially responsible thing to do in the face of this looming calamity is to have

children. 

Our  textbooks,  both in  Spain  and in  America,  should  emphasize  these  facts.   They

should emphasize that human beings are the ultimate resource, the one resource you

cannot  do  without.   They  should  educate  students  to  see  people  not  merely  as

consumers, but as producers as well.  They should lead students to understand that

population is a key element of national prosperity and national power.

Finally,  they  should  teach  students  that  the  greatest  enemy  of  the  environment  is

poverty, and that protecting the environment requires people and the prosperity that

they generate.

Policy Initiative Three: Shelter Young Couples from Taxation

The  goal  here  should  be  not  to  directly  subsidize  childbearing  by  means  of  baby

bonuses, but rather to protect young couples from  all forms of taxation. The fact is,

subsidies  are  not  the  answer,  not  only  because  government  payments  encourage

dependency, but also because they are largely ineffective at raising the birth rate to

replacement levels.  

I  do not believe that the current  policy  will  succeed in reversing Spain’s  population

decline. The evidence from Russia and elsewhere shows that one-time baby bonuses,

however large, are unlikely to cause more than a blip in the birthrate. 

Instead, Spain needs to shelter parents with children from taxes altogether. Were Spain

to embark upon a generous program of tax credits for children, the birthrate would

rebound. Only this can stave off demographic decline. As a general rule, young couples

should have their taxes reduced by one-third for each child, so that couples with three

or more children pay no taxes whatsoever.

In the U.S., we have revised our tax code to shelter young couples who are willing to

have children from income taxes.  Beginning in 1994 and continuing to the present day,

we offer generous tax breaks to couples. Each child born in 2012 qualifies its parents
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for an additional $4650 deduction against their income and an additional $1,000 credit

against  their  tax  liability.  The  happy  result  is  that  an  American  couple  of  modest

income with two or more children pays virtually no income tax. Contrast this with the

situation in most European countries where a similar couple may turn over 60 percent

of its income to the state and in return receive only a paltry monthly subsidy. 

This policy has succeeded in raising the birth rate. It is the principal reason why the U.S.

is set to avoid the geriatric trap that seems set to swallow up populations elsewhere in

the  developed  world.  It  is  due  to  this  policy  that  birthrates,  which  fell  below  2.1

following  the  legalization  of  abortion  in  1973,  have  actually  inched  back  up  to

replacement  in recent  years.  It  is  the reason why the population ticker  at  the U.S.

Census Bureau hit 312,000,000 this year, and seems set to increase for some decades

to come.   

The U.S. policy, although it is a start, does not go far enough.  The U.S. birthrate is still

teetering on the brink of replacement.  And Spain obviously needs to provide couples

with even stronger incentives than the U.S., since it has a much lower birth rate, and a

more serious demographic problem.

Some  will  object  that  such  a  policy  unfairly  favors  the  fertile,  or  that  it  is

“undemocratic” in that it rewards only a segment of the population.  These criticisms

are unfair. In considering such a policy one has to be aware that Zero Population Growt

—the idea that each and every couple can be induced to replace themselves by having

two children—is a myth, a chimera. Many urbanites are too enamored of sex, the city,

and the single life to consider marriage, much less childbearing. Others will marry, but

will  only  have one child.  (No large city  in  the world  has  birthrates  that are above

replacement.)

Instead, the policy has to focus on that minority of young couples who are willing to

marry and have children. Such couples, who may number perhaps only a third or less of

the population, will be generous in having children if they are financially able to do so.

They will not only replace themselves, they will replace those who have no children, or

who have only one.  Their children will keep the pension fund solvent, benefiting not

only their own parents, but also those who were improvident in not having children.

Public policy should treat such couples as a national treasure, and should shower them

with benefits.  They should be sheltered from the exactions of the state.  Their taxes

should be reduced by one-third for each child they bear, and should pay no taxes after a

third child.
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In  a  very  real  sense,  those  couples  who are  willing  to  marry  and  have  3  or  more

children are a dying country's most valuable human resource.  In fact, they are all that

stand between most  developed countries  and a kind of  collective suicide.  They are

providing for the future of Spain in the most fundamental way, by providing the future

generation.

Conclusion

There are, obviously, other things that could and should be done to increase the birth

rate in Spain.  But the three I have mentioned above would provide the basis for a

society that values human life from conception, recognizes the contribution that human

resources make to economic development, and supports those who are willing to be

generous and repopulate Spain.

Were  any  one  of  these  policies  to  be  adopted,  the  birth  rate  would  increase

significantly.  Were all three adopted, I feel confident that the Spanish birthrate would

return to replacement within a decade, and would stabilize at above that level.  Spain’s

future, as both a nation, and an economic power, would be assured.
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