CHAPTER ONE
America’s Falling
Fertility

ight-thinking Westerners have lauded China’s One-Child Policy

or over three decades. So much so that you might think that
having Americans hew to a rough equivalent isn’t such a bad thing
after all. China sure looks like the future. If you tuned in to any of
the 2008 Beijing Olympics you saw a country full of shiny, modernist
buildings. The nation’s industrial sector makes everything from spools
of thread to iPhones. Futuristic maglev trains crisscross the landscape.
China’s public works projects are so massive that they’re difficult to
comprehend in the abstract. (The Three Gorges Dam, for instance, is
stx times as long as the Hoover Dam. The Hoover Dam has a spillway
capacity of 400,000 cubic feet per second. The Three Gorges Dam’s
spillway capacity is 4.1 million cubic feet per second.) Our wise men
frequently lecture us about how we will eventually submit to our new
Chinese overlords and the One-Child Policy is often given credit for
their coming supremacy. In his 2008 book Hot, Flat, and Crowded,
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for instance, Tom Friedman lauded One-Child for saving China from

»I

«a population calamity:

But Friedman and other Sinophiles misunderstand China’s One-
Child Policy. Rather than saving China from calamity, it has created
a slow-rolling demographic catastrophe that should scare the living
bejesus out of anyone paying attention to more than the buildings,
factories, trains, and dams.

The Original One-Child Policy

Between 1950 and 1970, the average Chinese woman had roughly six
children during her lifetime. Beginning in 1970, the Chinese govern-
ment began urging a course of “late, long, few”—instructing women
to wait until later in life to have babies, Eﬁt longer periods of time
between births, and have fewer children overall. In a decade, the coun-
try’s fertility rate dropped from 5.5 to 2.7.2 That wasn’t enough for the
government, sO in 1979 it formulated the One-Child Policy.

The policy 1s more complicated than its name suggests. Under
One-Child, couples wanting a baby were originally required to obtain
permission from local officials first. (In 2002, the government relaxed
this provision; couples can now have one child without government
clearance.) After having one child, urban residents and government
employees were forbidden from having another, with very few excep-
tions. In rural areas, couples were often allowed to have a second

baby five years after the first. Any more than two, however, and the
nctions ranged from heavy fines to

government instituted penalties. Sa
sal from work. In addition, that is,

confiscation of belongings to dismis
to the occasional forced abortion and sterilization.’ The overall result

is a Chinese fertility rate that now sits somewhere between 1.9 and
1.3, depending on who’s doing the tabulating. Demographer Nicholas
Eberstadt notes that, “In some major population centers— Beijing,
Shanghai, and Tianjin among them —1itappears that the average number
of births per woman is amazingly low: below one baby per lifetime*
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World War, America experienced the Baby Boom, about which you
robilb]‘.v
2 height 101
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r demographic profile.

still bloats ou
Yet despite its size, the Baby Boom proved temporary. In the cul-

t followed during the 1960s and 1970s, the fertility

know quitealot. qu 20 years, the fertility rate spiked, reaching
960 of 3.53 for whites and 4.52 for blacks." What made the
tional wasn’t just its magnitude, but its longev-

rural moment tha

rate 10 America—
the United States, Japan, and Western Europe —in every single indus-

trialized nation—the fertility rate plummctcd. In the Netherlands, for

instance, the fertility rate went from 3.11n 1960 tO 1.6 in 1980; in Canada

om 3.8 to 1.8; in West Germany it fell from 2.3 to &
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2007 before slumping back to 2.01 In 2009.
the high fertility of immigrants, whose

was largely driven by
surgc—(-i from the 1980s through the early part of the 2000s. Let’s have
a look.

hich seemed ideal. But

In 1990, America’s fertility rate was 2.08, W
that number belied two very different realities.

had a TER of 2.00 that year, while th
By 2000 the overall fertility rate had dipped to 2.06, even though

fertility for non-Hispanic whites actually ticked upward to 2.05.° The
reason: The Hispanic rate dropped, to0 2.73 _where it stayed through

2009." (This 9 percent drop between 2007 and 2009 Was the largest
decline among the racial cohorts.””) In 2010, it p_lgmmptcd_tq_ 2.35.

Which suggests, as I mentioned earlier, that the trouble with Hispanic
fertility in America is that it’s sliding towa d the national average. we'll

r

talk about this in more detail later.
To get a sense of what these differing fertility rates mean in the real
there

world, here are some numbers from the 2010 census: In 1990,
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Most of that increase was due to fertility. Betweep 2000
net of 7.02 million people immigrated to the United States
of the border.”®> Which means that, over the last decade
of America’s total population growth was the result of th
group that makes up only 16 percent of the country.

This should scare you quite a lot, though not for the reasons you
might think. The problem isn’t that America is about to be overnn
with Hispanic immigrants and their children. The problem is that our
population profile is so dependent on Hispanic fertility that if thi
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group continues falling toward the national average—and everything
about American history suggests that it will—then our 1.93 fertility
rate will take a nosedive.

One Child for All
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