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Abstract
Population as Public Interest
by

Ernesto M. Pernia

The population issue — now passé elsewhere indhelaping world, even in the
poorer countries — remains a durable puzzle irPthiBppines. On the one hand, a
majority of Filipinos regard rapid population grdwdas an impediment to
socioeconomic development, requiring policy intati@n; on the other hand,
virtually nothing is being done about it as the ggoament appears immobilized owing
to opposition from the conservative Catholic Chunararchy. Central to the
population issue are the negative externalitiesghstained high fertility brings to
bear on economic growth, the environment, inequalitd poverty. These
externalities plus the fact that women, particylaml poor households, are having
more children than their desired number, as rephashown by surveys, constitute
strong grounds for an unambiguous population poliegpulation is evidently a
public interest issue that the national governnneunst address squarely objection
from some religious groups notwithstanding.



Population as Public Interest

by
Ernesto M. Pernia

The population issue — now passé elsewhere in d¢velaping world, even in the
poorer countries — remains controversial in thdiffines. Indeed, it has been one
durable puzzle. On the one hand, a majority of tadfilipinos’ regard rapid
population growth as an impediment to socioeconateielopment, requiring policy
intervention; on the other hand, virtually nothirgy being done about it as the
government appears immobilized owing to opposifiom the conservative Catholic
Church hierarchy. Yet, based on the surveys, tfieeince of the Church on the fate
of political leaders and politicians seems highlemwated. The surveys say that the
dominant majority of the people favor politicianshav support family planning
programs.

What seems to obtain in the Philippines, therefisra case of soft state and
a hard church — a situation that seems to be at the root ofcthentry’s inability to
achieve demographic transiti@am economic development at par with its dynamic
Asian neighbours. The Church and the State needetet half-way to arrive at a
resolution of the population issue which is evitieot public interest.

This paper first reviews the main concerns abapidr population growth as a
conceptual underpinning to why it is a public gawdpublic interest issue. Next, it
discusses demographic trends in relation to poyédynan capital investment, and
access to family planning services. It then rewighe rationale for government
intervention and points out the need for an unempal and coherent national
population policy for effective implementation &etlocal levels. The final section
summarizes and concludes.

Main Concerns about Population Growth

Central to the population issue is the conceptxdéreality. Positive and negative
externalities refer to the benefits and costs, getsyely, of an activity that are not
fully internalized by the one responsible for thaiaty. A typical example of an
activity with a positive externality is infectiousease immunization, and of one with
a negative externality is smoke emission. An exkgnrepresents a market failure
that warrants government intervention.

" This paper is a draft of a chapter for a bookewbfitledCauses of Poverty: Myths, Facts, and
Policies, funded by SEARCA.

™ Professor, School of Economics, University of Btrlippines.

'Upwards of 70% across the broad regions and samimegic classes, according to Pulse Asia and
SWS surveys over the past several years, as wildimrated below.



The concern about rapid population growth steromfthe notion that high
fertility has negative externalitié¥he most often cited areas of concern are economic
growth, the environment, and poverty and incomgidigion (Birdsall 1994).

Rapid population growth constrains economic groaght limits investments
in physical and human capits#t the household level, high fertility tends to haen
investments in children’s education and health. ¥atlogenous growth theory
underscores the positive externalities to econognowth of investment in human
capital. A developing country with an expanding godion of school-age children
and limited fiscal resources would be hard put taintain the efficiency of its
education and health spending. The declining quafieducation in some developing
countries, including the Philippines, exemplify sthilifficulty (Birdsall and Sabot
n.d.). Put succinctly, high fertility is associateih less education and health care per
child, leading to lower productivity of the labasrée and, hence, the social cost of
slower economic growth.

Rapid population growth contributes to strainihg environment and natural
resources, including both sources — forests an@érwand sinks — the air that gets
polluted (Birdsall 1994). At the local level, hidgrtility and poverty often contribute
to resource depletion and environmental degradagpopulation pressure induces
upland farming and the cutting of trees for fuelU£1992). At the global level, while
the developed countries are deemed more respormibdeper capita basis for fossil
fuel emissions that lead to climate change, dewegppountries’ further population
and income growth are expected to increase theitribation to global emissions
from about one-fifth in the 1990s to one-half bywrd 2050 (Birdsall and Dixon
1991; Bongaarts 1992).

Ensuring food availability at sustainable envir@mtal and economic costs is
also an issue at the global level. For instancis, éstimated that demand for cereals
will increase from two billion tons in the early9@®s to 3.6 billion tons by 2030, and
that as much as 90% of the increase will be atiitle to population growth and only
10% to higher incomes (Cassen 1993). The bindimgtcaint in developing countries
will likely be water, for which there is rising desmd from non-agricultural uses.

The relation of population growth to income distion and poverty appears
relatively straightforward (Pernia and Quibria 129 fast-growing population raises
the supply of labor relative to land and physiagital, thereby depressing wages and
leading to greater inequality and poverty. The aslveeffect on labor is oftentimes
worse for the less educated, unskilled workers fbathe more educated ones. It is
estimated that poverty headcount would fall byiedtli crude birth rate drops by five
per 1000 live births (Eastwood and Lipton 1999).

2 A foremost exponent of the contrarian view wasléte Julian Simon whose book (1977) discusses
positive and negative externalities to childbearing

®Some economists, however, argue that such neggffieet should not be of concern, as parents may
be fully aware of the private and social costshofdten and yet would rather have more childremtha
consume more goods or services — the notion ofwwnes sovereignty. Hence, even though it hampers
economic growth, rapid population growth may beabcoptimal (Lee 1991).



The inequality issue can be linked to economic sowal reforms in that their
success depends on the extent to which the govertneresures that the costs of
reform are not unduly borne by the poor and that éhsuing benefits are widely
shared, as illustrated by the experience of theé Asian “miracle” countries (Birdsall
1994). Moreover, inequality affects economic growltrectly apart from its impact
via the difficulty of sustaining the reform process

Early papers on demographic economics had poiatedthat high fertility
reflects a rational decision of poor parents, whowe value from children in terms of
consumption, production, and security in old agenad also been argued that high
fertility may represent an insurance for parentsir@g} high infant and child mortality,
even in a setting where child survival probabilisyimproving but is not widely
known especially among the poor. Nevertheless,rgeldamily size constricts the
budget of the poor for children’s nutrition, healthre and education, suggesting
negative intergenerational inequality and possibfurther perpetuation of poverty or
a fertility-poverty vicious circle.

Demographic Trends

Unlike in many developing countries, populationwgtio slowdown in the Philippines
has been quite sluggish, from about 3.0% per annuire early 1970s to 2.5% in the
mid-1980s, thereafter levelling to 2.36% till 20@cording to the 2000 Census of
Population)! However, the government claims that populationwgno rate has
dropped to 1.95%, based on simple extrapolationsh@e was no population census
in 2005). In any case, the population was recomedbout 86 million as early as
2005 although the UN (1986) had projected Philippirpopulation to reach that size
only by 2010.

The Philippines’ population growth rate in 2004-€&imated (ADB 2007) at
2.1% is the highest in developing Asia, except Kkepal's rate at 2.3%, and
Malaysia’s at 2.1% owing to its Bumiputra policy.ofdbly, Thailand’'s and
Indonesia’s population growth rates, which wereilsimto the Philippines’ in the
early 1970s, have fallen sharply to 0.9% and 1.B8épectively. Table 1 presents
population and poverty statistics on selected Astmuntries with which the
Philippines is often compared.

“ It is interesting that the pace of the countryapplation growth deceleration corresponded to the
relative waxing and waning of its population pragrgOrbeta and Pernia 1999; Herrin and Pernia
2003).



Table 1: Population and Poverty Statistics — Selead Asian Countries

Population Poverty
Annual % below poverty line % share of the
growth rate Fertility 2004 poorest quintile in
o4 2005 national income o
(%) National PPP $/day| consumption
2004-2006 P
) 2004 2003 2002
Bangladesh 1.3 3.1 40.6 30.3 9.0
Indonesia 1.3 2.3 16.7 6.5 8.4
Malaysia 2.1 2.8 5.7 0.2 4.4
Nepal 2.3 35 30.9 24.1° 6.0
Pakistan 1.9 4.0 23.9 19.7 9.3
Philippines 2.1 3.5 30.0° 14.1 5.4
Thailand 0.9 1.9 0.8 0.7 6.3
Vietnam 1.3 2.2 24.1 9.7 75
22002 $2003 42004 ®2005

Source: ADB Basic Satistics 2007 (May 2007).

Correspondingly, the Philippines’ total fertiligte (TFRY declined from 6.0

in 1973 to 4.1 in 1993, and to 3.5 in 2003 (NDH®20 ADB (2007) data for 2005
show the Philippines’ TFR at 3.0, compared withiEm’s 1.9 and Indonesia’s 2.3,
although these countries had about the same ratethe early 1970s as the
Philippines. This correspondence is to be expeasefkrtility is the underlying cause
of population growth. High fertility results in aigh youth dependency burden,
defined as the ratio of the segment of the popriadiged 0-14 to the portion aged 15-
64. This ratio (as of 2005) is 64% for the Philipgs compared with Thailand’s 45%,
Indonesia’s 51%, Malaysia’s 59%, and Nepal's 72%.

As early as the 1970s-80s, an annual populatiowtgrof 2% or more then
prevailing in many developing countries was con&dehigh and more likely to
impede than promote economic development (Natidwaldemy of Sciences 1971,
World Bank 1984; Pernia 1987). A more recent ciamsatry study by Mapa and
Balisacan (2004) shows that population growth dampsconomic growth via low

® TFR is the number of births a woman would haveerage at the end of her reproductive life if she
were subject to the prevailing age-specific fagtitates throughout her reproductive years (15-49).



saving and capital-to-labor shallowing. By contrastaster relative expansion of the
work force (implying “demographic dividend” due stower total population growth),

life expectancy at birth (a health indicator), opess to trade, and quality of public
institutions (denoting good governance) all exersifve and significant effects on
economic growth.

Population and Poverty

Poverty incidence in the Philippines — at 30% g®red in the last Family Income
and Expenditure Survey (2003) — is also among ijleelst in developing Asia (Table
1). By comparison, Thailand’s poverty incidenced@vn to 9.8% (as of 2002) and
Indonesia’s to 16.7% (as of 2004%0ing by the U.S. dollar/day measure, poverty
rates for 2003 are: Philippines — 14.1%; Thailar@7%; and Indonesia — 6.5%. The
Philippines is also known to be among the most uakgocieties in Asia. One
measure of inequality (or relative poverty) is thleare of the bottom quintile in
national income. This measure (as of 2002) is F@%he Philippines compared with
6.3% for Thailand and 8.4% for Indonesia (Table 1).

The above comparisons are instructive on the libkBveen governance,
population policy, and poverty. Thailand is argyalthe best among the three
countries on all three counts, suggesting that gumullation policy combined with
good governance results in rapid economic growthpverty reduction. Meanwhile,
the experience of Indonesia, whose governance amdiption ratings have been
reported, until very recently, to be worse thansthof the Philippines, suggests that
good population policy by itself can contributestgnificant poverty reduction (UPSE
2004).

And contrary to claims that significant fertilityedlines can occur only in
countries at high income levels, Indonesia withdower capita income and lower
literacy rate was, in fact, able to reduce feytifdister than the Philippines. The same
can be said of Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Vietnam, ladi’'s Kerala state. In short,
population policy does matter

Simulations in the Mapa and Balisacan (2004) stilldsgtrate that if the
Philippines had followed Thailand’s population gtbwrajectory, average income per
capita could have risen by an additional 0.76%gperum over the period 1975-2000,
or a cumulative increase of 22% in income per eapyt 2000 — meaning a GDP per
capita in 2000 of $1,210 instead of the actual $9354,839 instead of $3,971 in
purchasing power parity (PPP) terms]. At the same,tthere could have been basic
education cost savings of P128 billion from 1990@0and basic health cost savings
of P52 billion from 1996 to 2000.

Moreover, poverty incidence could have been 5rSgeage points lower and
about 3.6 million more people could have beendifteit of poverty. And the cost
savings from public education and health serviceddchave been used to improve

® These are official poverty-incidence numbers frosspective government statistical agencies, as
reported in ADB (2007). Poverty incidence is defires the proportion of the population below a
government-set poverty line. Household povertydaoce — which has recently been the preferred
indicator of the Philippine government — is, byidition, lower.



the quality of services, or to finance agricultusattor investments that — along with
lower population growth — could have sharply redureal poverty.

These simulation results were based on cross-gourggressions (80
developing and developed countries). A subsequady 2y Mapa (2006) using data
on Philippine provinces confirms the “demographicicdend” that could arise from
progressively lower dependency ratio resulting filawer population growth.

Rapid population growth, obviously, has also resllin a fast-expanding
labor supply in the face of slow-growing labor demathereby complicating the task
of reducing unemployment and raising productivitfyhe unemployed and
underemployed totaling around 3.5 million presentlaaunting challenge for job
creation®

Family size (or number of children) is closely asated with poverty
incidence, as consistently borne out by inter-teralplbousehold data. Data for 2000,
for example, show that poverty incidence rises nmmoally from 9.8% for family
size of one to 57.3% for family size of 9+ (Table Rloreover, poverty incidence
declined the slowest for family size 9+, from 59.9801985 to 57.3% in 2000
compared with 19% to 9.8% for family size 1.

Table 2: Poverty Incidence by Family Size

Number of Children Poverty Incidence (%)

1985 1988 1991 1994 1997 2000

1 19.0 12.8 12.7 14.9 9.8 9.8

2 20.0 18.4 21.8 19.0 14.3 15.7

3 26.6 23.2 22.9 20.7 17.8 18.6

4 36.6 31.6 30.1 25.3 23.7 23.8

5 42.9 38.9 38.3 318 30.4 311

6 48.8 45.9 46.3 40.8 38.2 40.5

7 55.3 54.0 52.3 47.1 45.3 48.7

8 59.8 57.2 59.2 55.3 50.0 54.9

9 or more 59.9 59.0 60.0 56.6 52.6 57.3
National 44.2 40.2 39.9 355 31.8 33.7

Source: Orbeta (2004) based on NSO, Family Income and Expenditure Surveys, 1985-2000.

Applying econometric analysis to the data, Orl{&fi05a) points out that the
association between family size and poverty inaigeis robust. He finds that an
additional child adversely impacts family welfaradathat this negative effect is
regressive, i.e., the poorer the household theetatge impact. Likewise, Reyes
(2002) shows that family size is directly relatedtie vulnerability to poverty or the
likelihood of falling into poverty owing to exogeu® shocks, e.g., typhoons,
droughts, and consumer price increases.

Human Capital Investment

" It should noted that above estimates are pure deaphic effects and, hence, conservative as they
don't fully capture the population-economy-poverggtuction interaction effects.

8 Cf. Sicat (2004) for an elaboration of the unergpient and underemployment problems.



National government spending per capita on soeilices had declined in real terms
from P2,487 in 1997 to P1,999 in 2004 (Manasan P0Bdr education the decline
had been from P1,789 to P1,415, and for health fR266 to P141 over the same
period. More specifically for education, annuallrspending per student in public
elementary and secondary schools had dropped f8y482 to P6,554.

The downward trend in human capital investment appeonsistent with the
increase in family size, suggesting that a brightéure is unlikely to await the poor
with many children. Average spending on educatiengtudent falls from P5,558 for
family size 1 to P682 for family size 9+, and awgrdealth spending per capita drops
from P1,700 to P150 over that same family size egfigble 3).

Table 3: Mean Education and Health
Expenditures by Family Size, 2002

Mean Education =~ Mean Health Mean Health
Expenditure per Expenditure per  Expenditure per
Family Size Student Sick Member Capita
1 5,558 2,437 1,700
2 3,135 1,969 922
3 2,243 2,124 802
4 1,787 1,464 438
5 1,558 1,454 336
6 1,090 1,311 299
7 858 940 206
8 1,081 744 166
9 or more 682 756 150
Total 1,369 1,400 466

Source: Orbeta (2004) based on Family Income and Expenditure Surveys, 1985-2000.

Moreover, the prevalence of child labor is highand school attendance
lower, as the number of children in the family emses (Raymundo 2004). Further,
the odds of a child becoming underweight and stuate greater if he/she belongs to
a household with five or more members (FNRI 1998)us, poverty tends to be
transmitted and perpetuated from one generatitimetmext.

Access to Family Planning Services

Lower-income households do not only have more ofsidhan richer families, they
also have higher unwanted fertility, as shown irbl€a4. Wanted versus actual
fertility is reported to be 3.8 vs. 5.9 childrem the bottom quintile, 2.6 vs. 3.5 for the
middle, and 1.7 vs. 2.0 for the top quintile, suitlat the corresponding gaps
representing unwanted fertility are 2.1, 0.9, ar&°\s expected, the wanted-actual
fertility differentials are also evident by educatilevel and urban/rural location.

% “In the 2003 NDHS, women were asked a series eftions about each child born in the preceding
five years and any current pregnancy, to determinether the pregnancy was wanted then, wanted at
a later time, or unwanted...The danger of ration#ibrais present; an unwanted conception may well
have become a cherished child...Respondents arengvilb report unwanted conceptions, although
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Table 4: Actual and Wanted Fertility (Number of Children) by
Wealth Quintile, Education, and Urban/Rural Locatio n

Total Actual Total Wanted

Fertility Rate Fertility Rate Difference

Wealth quintile

Lowest 5.9 3.8 2.1
Second 4.6 3.1 1.5
Middle 35 2.6 0.9
Fourth 2.8 2.2 0.6
Highest 2.0 1.7 0.3
Women's education

No education 5.3 4.1 1.2
Elementary 5.0 3.3 1.7
High school 35 25 1.0
College or higher 2.7 2.2 0.5
Urban/Rural location

Urban 3.0 2.2 0.8
Rural 4.3 3.0 1.3
Total 35 2.5 1.0

Source: National Demographic and Health Survey 2003.

These gaps reflect considerable unmet need forlyaptanning services:
26.7% for the bottom quintile versus 15% for theddhe and 12.4% for the top
quintile (Table 5). Hence, contraceptive use ortreaeptive prevalence rate (CPR)
(any method) is low overall at 48.9% and especialfythe poorest quintile at 37.4%.,
while CPR (modern method) is 33.4% overall and @3y8% for the bottom quintile
(Table 6)!° Poor households mostly depend (88.4% versus 70v¥all) on public
sources of modern family planning methods which la@eoming scarcer with the
cessation of USAID support scheduled in 2008.

Table 5: Unmet Need for Family Planning Services, 2 003 (%)

Wealth Quintile

Unmet Need Lowest Second Middle Fourth Highest Tota | Poor-rich ratio
Total 26.7 19.6 15.0 13.4 12.4 17.3 2.2
Spacing 10.9 8.6 7.7 6.5 6.1 7.9 1.8
Limiting 15.8 11.0 7.3 6.9 6.2 9.4 25

Source: NSO, National Demographic and Health Survey 2003.

some postpartum rationalization probably occurs fdsult is probably an underestimate of unwanted
fertility” (NSO 2004, p. 100).
10 By contrast, overall CPR in Thailand and Indonésid been around 70%.
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Table 6: Contraceptive Prevalence Rates, 2003 (%)

Wealth Quintile
Type of Method Lowest Second Middle Fourth Highest Total Poor-rich ratio

No Method 62.6 51.2 47.3 45.6 49.4 511 1.3
Any Method 37.4 48.8 52.7 54.4 50.6 48.9 0.7
Modern 23.8 33.8 35.7 37.9 35.2 334 0.7
Traditional 13.6 15.0 17.0 16.5 15.3 155 0.9

Source: NSO, National Demographic and Health Survey 2003.

It seems clear that lack of access to family plagrservices, particularly
among the poor, has resulted in more children thanted or planned and provided
for. Indeed, Orbeta (2005b) finds that the demasrdaidditional children is lower
among women in poorer households than those iericbuseholds. It is not unusual,
therefore, that many unwanted pregnancies resulhdnced and illegal abortions,
estimated to be nearly half a million annually, @s2000 (Juarez, Cabigon, et al.
2005). Further, lack of adequate family planningviees has also contributed to
maternal and child mortality.

People’s Views on the Population Issue

The latest Pulse Asia survey (March 2007) revdas adult Filipinos’ views on and
attitudes towards family planning have not changedh since earlier surveys.

Nearly all Filipinos nationwide (92%) and across tiroad regions affirm the
importance of the ability to control's one’s feitiil or plan one’s family (Table 7).
Moreover, nine of 10 people think that the governinghould provide budgetary
support for modern methods of family planning (sashpills, intra-uterine devices
(IUD), condoms, ligation, and vasectomy). Furtleose to eight of 10 Filipinos say
it is important for political candidates to inclutéenily planning in their program, and
three of four favor candidates who support a gavemt budget for family planning.
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Table 7: Survey Results on Family Planning, 20 07

Views/Attitudes Location

National NCR Rest of Visayas Mindanao
Luzon

% of people who think
ability to control one's 92 92 96 92 87
fertility or plan one's
family is important

% of people who think
government should
provide budgetary support 89 88 93 87 84
for modern methods of
family planning (FP)

% of people who say it is
important for candidate to
include FP in his/her 76 74 71 72 69
program of action

% of people who say they
support candidates in 75 74 79 67 73
favor of a government
budget for FP

Source: Pulse Asia, Ulat ng Bayan Survey, March 2007.
Rationale for Population Policy

Market failure provides the rationale for governinarervention on the population
issue. Apart from the notion of externality whichasvlengthily discussed above,
imperfect information is another source of markalufe. Moreover, people’s views
about the population issue and the close link betwkigh fertility and poverty

provide further justification for population policy

Information about and access to family planningises are inadequate. Low-
income or less educated couples are often ill-méx about the health risks to both
mothers and children of many and closely-spacethdirAnd even those who are
sufficiently informed about the advantages of fgnplanning may not know how to
apply such information into practice or simply canafford, or do not have access to,
suitable services. Information should enable cauptechoose the family planning
methods best suited to their health and religieiefs.

Further, the large gap between wanted and actudityeand the high unmet
need for contraception, particularly among the paoe cogent justification for the
government to provide effective family planning\sees. These services should be
extended free to the poor. Population policy shdaddmade an integral part of the
country’s poverty reduction strategy.

The above can be summed up as a public intergatmant that makes the
need for an unequivocal and sound population pofiegm obvious. There is,
however, the deep-seated opposition to such aypiwbien some religious groups. The
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Catholic Church’s official position allows naturf@mily planning (NFP) as the only
method in the exercise of responsible parenthoaulveéter, NFP has not been a
dependable and an effective method. For the maay grad less educated couples, in
particular, learning and adopting NFP is too coogibd and cumbersome and
requires extraordinary discipline (UPSE 2004).

A more humane stance of the Catholic Church hiésamvould tolerate the
use of modern and tested methods of family planregides NFP, provided they do
not result in abortion. “This moral position is@lgro-life, in the sense of pro-quality-
life. Each life brought into this world deserveshm raised in a dignified, human way
that the parents are capable of, according to Gaebgyn, and not left to a ‘bahala-na’
attitude” (Tanseco 2004, p. 16).

It is time that the Catholic Church hierarchy aoither religious groups
listened to the people and took a more tolerantramdane position on the need for a
state-supported population policy backed by a mesipe family planning program.
This type of mutual understanding has long happeafest all in other countries,
including many where Catholics predominate. Sutdlexant stance on the part of the
Church would be in keeping with the Second Vati€ancil’s teaching that the final
arbiter of moral decision is one’s informed ancpmssible conscience.

“The Catholic Church, as is well known, is oppbse contraception, but not
to family planning. The Second Vatican Council stsithat parents — and parents
alone — should decide on the number of childrenmkieey will bring into the world,
and that they should do so in view of the goodhef family and of the society in
which they live ("The Church in the Modern World'©N50). It also recognizes the
right and obligation of individuals to follow thetonsciences. Thus, it should be
possible for responsible elements in the Church thedState, and other religious
groups as well, to ignore the extremists on botlesito end the cold war that has
been going on for too long, and to work out a modwendi for the good of the
Filipino people” (Carroll 2004, p. A15).

In a democracy, the age-old dietax populi vox Dei (the voice of the people
is the voice of God) anehlus populi suprema lex (the welfare of the people is the
supreme law) apply. In this context, a prominentng writer, Patricia Evangelista
(2007, p. Al13), keenly observes: “In a situationevehthe voice from above clashes
against the voice of the people, even God hasato leow to compromise.”

A National Population Policy

The national government’s current approach to lethne adoption of population
policy and implementation of family planning progra to local government units
(LGUs) is ill-advised and is likely to fail. It repsents poor governance, to begin with
(UPSE 2004).

In the first place, local government leaders tyjycavait for signals or
directives from the national leadership as far agpmpolicies are concerned. In other
words, if national leaders are lukewarm about aomiasue, why should local leaders
even bother about it? What is worse, managing ojounl growth at the local level
may be incentive-incompatible with internal revemlietments (IRA) which increase



14

with population size, as well as with political ears that rise with larger
constituencies. Indeed, there are thus far onlgradful of LGU executives who take
the population issue seriously.

Secondly, there are negative spillovers involvethces LGU territorial
boundaries are not closed and people are geogediyhioobile. Thus, a town or
province with successful population managementdgemonomic performance, and
adequate infrastructure and social services waaldi itself swamped with migrants
from poorly performing towns or provinces.

Third, population policy cannot be local in scalesocope because varying
fiscal resources and technical capabilities amoBfJ& militate against its consistent
and effective implementation.

For these reasons, the national government cammgiyspass the buck on
this important responsibility to LGUs. It must assuleadership in coming up with an
unequivocal and coherent national population polltgcked by adequately funded
family planning programs that provide accurate limfation and enable easy access to
all methods of choice, especially for the poor. A,hie must enjoin all LGUs to carry
out the programs on the ground.

Role of LGUs and the Private Sector

A recent study by Edillon and Abad-Santos (2006pwsh that family planning
programs at the LGU level can raise both per capitames through the “growth
channel” and fiscal resources that can be useth®rredistribution channel”. The
positive fiscal effect can come about because,enthié LGU may get a smaller IRA
with a decline in its population share, such a losms be more than made up for by
increases in locally generated revenues with higiegrcapita incomes. Moreover,
slower population growth results in savings on #penditure side, assuming
constant spending per capita and no change inuhlétyjof governance.

This implies that with better governance there Idobe higher public
investment in human capital and physical infrastmez Nevertheless, the analysis
does not take into account the above-cited proldémegative spillover effects with
in-migration from poorly performing LGUs which calbe a strong disincentive.

The reluctance of the government to adopt a ndtipapulation policy has
spurred various non-government organization (NG@) lausiness sector initiatives to
address the population problem. Noteworthy such El@@ the Philippine Center for
Population and Development, Family Planning Orgaion of the Philippines,
Philippine Legislators Conference on Population &elelopment, Friendly Care
Foundation, and Forum for Family Planning and Depelent, among others.
Prominent initiatives from the business sectorthose of the Makati Business Club,
Philippine Chamber of Commerce and Industry, arnehethe Foreign Chambers of
Commerce. These business associations have helgeiyocacy efforts as well as in
the implementation of family planning programshe factories and plants.

However, despite a fairly long history of privagector initiatives, the
population problem persists in the Philippines.akalogy with the problem of street
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children is perhaps instructive. It is reported tih@re are over 300 NGOs all over the
country attending to the needs of street childimrt, they are able to address only
about three percent of the probléhThis suggests that the population issue (as well
as the street-children problem) represents nottessa national crisis — albeit a silent
and insidious one — that requires the attentiomooess than the national government.
In other words, a coherent national populationgyois still the first-best approach to
the population problem. And private sector effants likely to become more efficient
and effective under such a national policy framéwawing to synergy.

Elements of an Effective Population Policy

The sources of future population growth and theispective contributions are:
unwanted fertility — 16%; desired family size — 1.9&tmd population momentum —
65% (Herrin and Costello 1996). This suggests ttied key objectives and
instruments of an effective population policy are:

e First is to reduce unwanted fertility (or to meebmet needs for
contraception) through a strong national familynpliag program, i.e., one
that allows a choice among both traditional (“nat)r and modern
(“artificial”’) methods of contraception. Family plaing services,
comprising information and contraceptive methodsputd be made
readily available — free or at low cost — to love@me couples who want
such services.

» Second, raising the quality of basic educationpcady infant mortality,
fostering women’s empowerment, and increasing eympémt
opportunities for women are desirable goals in thalaes. The side
effects of these improvements would include a defgir smaller families,
thereby reinforcing the downward trend in fertilignd resulting in a
virtuous circle.

e Third, women’s empowerment and job opportunities also likely to
result in later childbearing and wider birth spgcthat slow population
momentum. Slowing population momentum, like thestfiand second
objectives, also requires fully responsive and atiffe family planning
program&?

These measures are mutually reinforcing and, ikéady appropriate policy
reforms in the economic and other social sectomjlavbring about the best results.
Further specific measures to help improve the welfd the poor include investments
in infrastructure and human capital that directlgnéfit the poor, and good
agricultural prices and other food productivity-anhing programs that are likely to
favor poor households.

Mt is possible that these NGO efforts lead to aahlazard problem, which suggests that projects fo
street children would need to be complemented teytion to the source itself of the street-children
problem, i.e., unplanned and unprovided for chi&dbey.

2 Note that birth spacing is about the only meashia¢ President Arroyo favors; however, without an
effective family planning program, even that is megless lip service.
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An Ageing Society?

A non-religious argument frequently used by thogposed to the government
adopting an active population policy is the prospett a “demographic winter”

brought about by birth dearth and ageing. While thioccurring in varying degrees
in highly advanced countries, it will probably tag®se to 100 years from today for
the Philippines the reach that stage. Projectioiscate that, if total fertility rate

continues to decline by 0.2 children every five rgeaeplacement fertility of 2.1

children per woman would be achieved only by 2026ncepcion 2004).

However, the effects of population momentum wopkdisist for another 60
years before population ceases to grow, by whiche tithe Philippines’ total
population would be 240 million. For instance, Ka@chieved replacement fertility
before the 1990s, and Thailand in the mid-1990s6th®y continue to grow owing to
population momentum.

Moreover, the problems of ageing in a more dewedopountry are probably
easier to tackle that those of rapid populationmginoin a poor country. And because
the prospect is still so distant for the Philipginthere is ample time to prepare for it
and learn from the best practices adopted by a@hsacieties to cope with it. Just as
it is in the public interest to curtail fertilitynia poor and rapidly growing society,
highly advanced and ageing societies are now foqdim the public interest to foster
fertility that justifies the use of public fundsi@& Economist 2007).

The so-called “demographic winter” is a bogey et scare the unsuspecting
public. It is probably being bandied about by dergroups who are unfamiliar with
population dynamics — or even worse — who want ébbdrately mislead (UPSE
2004).

Conclusion

Rapid population growth has been a silent naticnals in the Philippines. Being a

quiet, not-so-palpable emergency, it has beenddeaith benign neglect at best and
simply swept under the rug by the government arldiggans. This despite the fact

that dominant majority of people, as consistentlyealed by surveys, favor public
policy to address the problem. The conservativdh@iat Church hierarchy has been a
hindrance to a solution of the problem by keepimg government and politicians at
bay. In effect, the government would rather listera small group of conservative
bishops than to the majority of Filipinos.

The population crisis is a factor in slow econorgiowth and worsening
inequality, and complicates the task of povertyucghn. More children than desired
in poor households is due to lack of informationwhand access to effective methods
of contraception. Unwanted pregnancies lead todedwbortions. Poor households’
larger desired number of children than rich famsilmuld be gradually reduced by
education and gainful employment that raise thet @fschildren and parents’
motivation to invest in children. Thus, the availidyp of good family planning
programs coupled with education and employmenteés dffective way out of the
vicious circle of high fertility and poverty.
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The foregoing suggests that a coherent populattinypmust be part of good
governance to accelerate economic growth, lessequality, and hasten poverty
reduction. A national population policy, at the €@f which are well-funded family
planning programs that provide accurate informa@ma access to all methods of
contraception, is pro-poor, pro-women, pro-chilgrnpro-people, and pro-life (UPSE
2004). Family planning programs at the local leaglwell as various private sector
initiatives to address the population issue arelyilto become more effective under a
national population policy framework.

The country would benefit if Church and State werarrive at arentente on
this critical issue — an understanding on the rfeed national population policy — as
has long happened in other countries, includindh@et countries.
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