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which was the average price of a barrel of "old" and a barrel of "new"

33
oil. The immediate impact of the bill was an 11% reduction in the

composite price of domestic oil. The reasoning, according to the

provisions of the bill was to ".
. . provide for a level of domestic

oil prices which would both encourage production and not impede economic

..34 Trecovery. It was a contradictory purpose which proved quite incapa-

ble of being achieved in the ensuing years.

In its other major aspects the Act established the authority for

a strategic petroleum reserve of one billion barrels and, in the conser-

vation area, it set future fuel economy standards for automobiles,

allowed the Federal Energy Administration to order major power plants to

switch to using coal in place of oil or natural gas, and issued general

calls for conservation in other areas.

Upon signing the Act in December of 1975 Ford declared that "This

legislation. . . puts into place the first elements of a comprehensive

national energy policy." His general dissatisfaction with its failure

to decontrol either oil or natural gas prices was indicated a little

over a month later, however, in another energy message to Congress

which reiterated the primary goal of energy independence: "We must

regain our energy independence. . . during the past year we have made

some progress toward achieving our energy independence goals, but the

35
fact remains that we have a long way to go." Ford then went on to

ask Congress to act on 16 energy proposals, the most important of

which called for the de-regulation of natural gas, increased produc-

tion from Naval Petroleum Reserves, and acceleration of plans to build



a pipeline for natural gas transportation from Alaska to the lower

forty-eight states.

By the end of the year, however, Congress had acted on only four

of the proposals. As in the past, these were aimed primarily at

increasing the domestic production of energy by allowing greater

production from Naval Reserves, facilitating the decision-making

process on Alaskan gasline construction, and creating incentives to

spur coal production on federal lands where only 3% of production

occurred in 1974.

In the wake of Congressional ambivalence on energy issues, in 1976

administrative decisions made by the Federal Energy Administration and

the Federal Power Commission proved to have the most direct impact on

the energy situation. Under its authority the Energy Administration

was able to take a number of "energy actions" which would take effect

if neither the House or the Senate disapproved. Thus, by administra-

tive decisions, the Ford administration was able to exempt more than

half of the products of a barrel of crude oil— in this case residual

fuel and middle distillate oil— from price controls during 1976.

Also, in the natural gas area, the Federal Power Commission took

actions in July which increased the nationwide ceiling price of new

interstate gas, a move which would effectively triple its price over

37
the following year. Without the active participation of Congress

then, the administration had been able to at least partially imple-

ment its de-regulation strategy. As Ford's tenure in office came to a

close, however, it remained to be seen whether the price-incentive
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approach would prove successful in both increasing domestic energy

supplies and reducing consumption, as had been widely suggested.

By the end of 1976, nearly three years after the energy "crisis"

had initially impacted on the United States, the state of the energy

situation was more precarious than ever. The Energy Policy and Con-

servation Act stood as the only comprehensive attempt to deal with the

energy problem; otherwise, the responses had been sporadic reactions

to the press of events. Indeed, in retrospect, the formulation, imple-

mentation, and purpose of what constituted energy policy in these years

had been an extremely disorganized affair which sought contradictory

goals and of times produced the opposite of what was intended. As an

increasing number of analyses of energy policy in this period pointed

out, where independence had been the goal, greater dependence had

resulted; where increased domestic production had been the goal,

declining production had been the outcome; and where decreased consump-

38
tion had been the goal, continued increases had been the result.

A quick glance at the U.S.'s energy situation in 1976 clearly

reveals how inadequate the policy response had been in almost all

respects. As noted above, domestic oil and natural gas production

progressively declined in the 1973-1976 period, with domestic oil

production reaching a ten year low in 1976. Consequently, the role of

imports in meeting total demand had proportionately Increased to 43%

by 1976, while the cost of these imports had more than quadrupled to

$31.4 billion. In addition, the dependence on Arab oil imports in this

period increased as the percentage of imports from these countries more
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than doubled to 36% by 1976. At the same time, the existing incentives

to increase domestic exploration and exploitation of oil and natural

gas proved inadequate as well, for, despite increased drilling, the

proved reserves of the country continued to decline.
39

Finally, the move to encourage greater utilization of alterna-

tives to oil and natural gas had been less than successful. Over the

three years following the embargo, the energy profile of the country

had not changed significantly. Coal usage, which had been the focus

of the switch from oil, grew only marginally from 17.8% to 18.3% of

total energy consumption, while the proportion of oil was nearly the

same at 47%. The only significant decline was in the usage of natural

gas, which fell 5% to 25% of total consumption, largely due to its

shortage in supply.

Energy policy: 1977 to the present . Over the last three years

official interest in the energy issue has fluctuated considerably,

depending largely on the state of the energy situation at any particu-

lar moment—as in the past, the more critical the immediate situation,

the more likely it has been that some type of official response would

be forthcoming. Consequently, the government has continued to move

haltingly, and almost imperceptibly, towards a more organized approach

to the energy situation. Most of the efforts of the President and

Congress has been expended in voicing largely divergent interpretations

of the character of the energy crisis and the best manner to- deal with

it. The result has been the perpetuation of a crisis-oriented, piece-

meal approach to the issue, which has produced an amalgam of energy
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related acts addressing very specific aspects of the issue. The

comprehensive energy policy which has been persistently called for

since the 1973 embargo still remains to be implemented, as once again,

in July of 1979, in the face of a new round of gasoline shortages and

massive oil price increases, President Carter presented the fifth major

energy address of his term to the country.

This flurry of inactivity has taken place in the context of a

domestic energy situation which has significantly worsened in the past

three years, as energy demands resumed their upward trends amidst a

continued fall-off in energy supplies and an increased dependence on

energy imports. Again, it was the oil situation in which the country's

energy difficulties were most manifest. Although domestic oil produc-

tion recouped from its 1976 low and by 1978 had achieved its highest

level since 1973—due largely to the coming on line of Alaskan produc-

tion— it was still not sufficient to satisfy the resurgent demand,

which renewed the necessity for increased imports after a recent period

of decline.

In 1977, for example, domestic oil production rose only 1%,

while the volume of imports soared by over 20%. This was followed in

1978 by the admittedly temporary surge in domestic production of 6%,

due to Alaskan production, which saw imports actually decline by about

7%. Once again, however, the prospects for 1979, according to some

forecasts, are for a 6.5% increase in imports, while domestic produc-

tion is expected to grow by less than one-half of one percent—total

demand for all liquid petroleum products is expected to rise by about
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2.4%. If these forecasts prove correct, and based on current indica-

tions they would appear to be, oil imports will reach a record level of

about 47% of total demand during 1979.

^

3

Clearly, the most crucial aspect of the increasing dependence on

oil imports has been the economic costs which have rapidly escalated

in recent years. Oil import costs reached a record level of $41 billion

in 1977 and, after a slight decline in 1978, are expected to reach

$50 billion in 1979. They have been the primary cause of the massive

trade deficits which the U.S. has incurred in the past two years and

a leading contributor to the inflation rate, which has increased over

the past three years and, once again, is expected to exceed the double-

digit level in 1979 (see Table 21).

To make matters worse, these recent developments in energy demand

growth and import dependence have occurred in the context of a contin-

ued deterioration in the domestic energy resource picture. In the

past three years the U.S.'s proved crude oil reserves have continued

their eight year decline, falling by 4.7% in 1977 and 6% in 1978, to

a level of 27.8 billion barrels at the end of 1978, fully 25% below

their 1973 level. Natural gas reserves have likewise followed a

similar trend, falling to 209 trillion cubic feet by the end of 1977,

a 21% decline from their 1973 level. Moreover, these declines have

occurred despite a 70% increase in exploratory drilling since 1973;

a fact which has raised considerable doubt about the ultimate extent of

44
the U.S.'s remaining reserves of these two energy resources.

In the wake of these developments in the country's energy situa-
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tion, the current administration has continued to rely primarily on

manipulation of energy prices as its chief method to deal with energy

shortages, and achieve the dual goals of cutting consumption and

expanding supply. While initially it appeared that, under President

Carter, the government would try to rely more on conservation and cuts

in consumption to achieve its energy goals than had past administra-

tions, its most important measures have ultimately relied on increased

energy costs as a major determinant of their success.

Carter's first attempt to deal with the energy situation came

shortly after his inauguration when, in April of 1977, he sent his

first major energy address to Congress. He clearly indicated that he

viewed this issue with the highest priority when, in referring to the

energy problem, he declared that: "With the exception of preventing

war, this is the greatest challenge our country will face during our

45
lifetimes." Carter then proceeded to outline a comprehensive energy

program which had two basic objectives: 1) to reduce the annual growth

rate of U.S. energy consumption from the current 4-5% to 2% by 1985,

primarily by reducing petroleum consumption 10% form current levels;

and 2) to encourage development of alternative energy resources to

reduce oil imports to 6 million barrels per day by 1985—the 1976 level

was 7 million barrels per day. The success of the program relied on

engineering an extensive shift from oil to coal and, to a lesser

extent, to other energy resources. Although the measure was a signifi-

cant departure from past administrations in emphasizing the role which

conservation of resources could play, it employed similar tactics by
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relying largely on tax measures to raise energy prices and create the

incentive for decreases in consumption.
46

The Congressional response to the Carter plan was less than

enthusiastic, however, and it failed to act on the plan during 1977.

The only energy-related measures which did gain passage through

Congress in this year were the Emergency Natural Gas Act, which was a

response to a serious gas shortage in some parts of the country during

the Winter, and a bill which established a cabinet level Department of

Energy, thereby abolishing the Federal Energy Administration, the

Federal Power Commission, and the Energy Research and Development

Agency. The act centralized energy powers which had been housed in

five other agencies in one Department, a considerable achievement

given the failure of past efforts to accomplish this task, but it left

pricing decisions on oil, natural gas, and electricity up to the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and independent body which was

within DOE but whose members were subject to Senate approval. This

was a major disappointment for the Carter administration, which had

hoped to be able to exert more direct control over pricing decisions

than this independent commission would allow.

It was not until October of 1978 that Congress finally completed

action on Carter's 1977 energy program, and it produced an energy

bill which was drastically different from that which Carter had origi-

nally proposed. But although his proposals had been considerably

watered down—particularly most of their compulsory aspects—in signing

it into law Carter said: "We have declared to ourselves and the world
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our intent to control our use of energy and thereby to control our

LP,own destiny as a nation.

In its essential aspects, however, the bill appeared to be much

less. The bill contained major provisions on natural gas, which would

allow the price of newly discovered gas to rise 10% annually until

19S5, when all price controls would be lifted; on coal conversion,

which required new industrial and utility plants to use coal or an

alternative to oil or natural gas, while existing plants using oil or

gas would have to switch to other fuels by 1990; on utility rates, it

only required state utility agencies to consider energy-saving methods

of rate setting; on conservation, it required utilities to provide

consumers with energy conservation information; and on tax credits,

which would be given to homeowners and businesses for installing energy

49
saving devices in their establishments. Thus, much of the effective-

ness of the bill depended more on voluntary compliance than on compul-

sion— a compliance which, once again, was to be induced primarily by

financial incentives.

More importantly, the bill really said nothing of consequence

about oil or gasoline, whose recent accelerated consumption had led the

upsurge in energy demand, thus it promised to have little affect on

how the country produced and consumed increasing amounts of energy.

In addition, after only a few months it was clear that the bill's

major provisions concerning the de-regulation of natural gas was not

having the desired effect of increasing the incentives for expanded

exploration and production. Drilling for oil and natural gas
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actually fell off 15% from the previous year's level in the first five

months after the bill's passage and approached a two year low.
50

At

the same time, by February of 1979, five states had challenged the

constitutionality of the federal government's expanded price control

powers under the Energy Act, a move which will indefinitely delay

its implementation and, ultimately, undercut the timely achievement of

i
51

its goals.

The inadequacy of the government's responses to the energy issue

and the continued precariousness of the country's energy situation was

clearly illustrated by events in early 1979, when a cutoff of oil from

Iran and another round of OPEC price increases brought the U.S. to the

brink of crisis once again. The combined effects of the Iranian oil

shutdown—which represented 5% of U.S. supplies—and the OPEC price

increases of about 45% over the first three months of 1979 produced a

52
situation which was at once compared to the oil embargo of 1973.

According to Energy Secretary Schlesinger, for example, these develop-

ments represented a situation "prospectively more serious than the

Arab oil embargo of 1973-1974", while a study by the Department of the

Treasury referred to these events as "a threat to national security

,,53
greater now than at any time in the past."

As in the past, the atmosphere of impending crisis produced an

immediate reaction. Carter's response represented another major energy

address to the nation in April in which he now labeled petroleum as the

fundamental cause of the energy crisis—a crisis which was, he suggested

as real today as it was two years ago. In his message Carter announced
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two major new energy proposals which focused on improving the domestic

oil situation, one of which was essentially administrative and another

which involved the cooperation of Congress. The first involved a

reversal of his position on the decontrol of domestic oil prices,

which would now undergo a phased decontrol, because, according to

Carter: "Federal government price controls now hold down our own

production and encourage waste and increasing dependence on foreign

M ,,54
oil.

In adopting the "conservation-by-price" approach, Carter now

argued that the lifting of controls was the best way to both encourage

energy conservation and increase exploration and production. Further,

to allay fears that too much excess profits would accrue to the oil

companies under decontrol, he asked Congress to enact a windfall profits

tax which would go towards supporting an Energy Security Fund, whose

resources would be utilized for research in exploration and alternative

fuels. The ultimate effectiveness of these proposals has been serious-

ly undermined and questioned since, however, and by mid 1979 Congress

had not yet acted on the windfall tax proposal. By all indications,

when it does act, the tax it imposes promises to be much less burden-

some to the oil companies than Carter had hoped.

In the middle of 1979, then, most of the U.S. government's energy

policies were still in a state of disarray comparable to their state in

1973-1974 during the oil embargo. The progression of policy

responses which had been enacted at the federal level since 1973 were

most notable for their inability to effectively address the decaying
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domestic energy situation. The goal of increased energy independence

was more remote in mid 1979 than it had been at any time since 1973,

and the most recent responses to the current "energy crunch" hold

little promise for bringing the country closer to this goal in the

foreseeable future.

Population

Introduction . Although the United States is itself one of the four

most populous countries in the world, the population issue has gained

considerably more attention as a "world" rather than a "domestic*"

issue in the period under consideration in this chapter. The initial

awareness of population as an "issue" grew out of the U.S. government's

concerns with the international effects of increased world population

in the 1960s, particularly its consequences for the developmental

prospects of the so-called developing countries of the world. Since

the mid 1960s, the perception of population growth as an important

obstacle to the developing countries' developmental progress has

played a key role in the conduct of U.S. foreign aid programs, as the

U.S. has become the largest supporter of population-related programs

in the world.

In this same period, the government's awareness of population as

a domestic issue has undergone significant fluctuations. Beginning in

the late 1960s there was increased attention focused on the role of

the population factor in U.S. development, a period which peaked in

1970 when the federal government's role was formally institutionalized
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in the Family Planning and Population Research Act. Since that time,

however, interest in the population issue has receded considerably and

little additionally has been done.

There has been a marked contrast between the government's percep-

tion of the population issue at the national and international levels.

While the belief that world population needs to be controlled has

informed much of its international population-related activities, in

the domestic sphere population growth has not been a chief concern.

Indeed, the growing awareness of the domestic ramifications of popula-

tion occurred at a time when the U.S. population growth rate was in the

throes of a twenty-five year decline. From 1.7% in 1950-1955, the

growth rate fell to 1.25% in 1960-1970, and has been around 0.8% for

most of the 1970s. Over this same period, the crude birth rate fell

from 25 per thousand to 14.8 per thousand in 1976, the lowest rate in

5 6
history. Given this context, domestic population-related policy

has been concerned with the equalization of conditions of reproduction

and of creating equal access to contraceptive materials and informa-

tion, and has thus concentrated on a target population of poor and

minorities who have been deprived of these rights.

Population policy prior to 1970 . Prior to the 1960s the federal

government had discounted any active role in the population area.

Perhaps the clearest articulation of this position may be found in

President Eisenhower's response to the findings of the Draper Report in

1959. This report had involved an extensive review of the effective-

ness of the U.S.'s Military Assistance Program and, in this regard,
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had been one of the first studies at this level to officially conclude

that population growth was a major obstacle to development in the

less-developed countries (LDCs) of the world. Consequently, in its

recommendations it had urged that the U.S. increase its activities in

the population area. Eisenhower specifically rebutted this claim,

however, when he said:

I cannot imagine anything more emphatically a subject
that is not a proper political or governmental acti-
vity. . . The government will not... . as long as I

am here, have a positive political doctrine in its
program that has to do with the problem of birth
control. That's not our business.

Subsequently, however, the government's position was altered by

the publication of two influential studies by the National Academy of

Sciences in the 1960s. The first, entitled The Growth of World Popula-

tion
,
investigated the world-wide dimensions of the issue and concluded

by calling for active government participation to curb population

growth. This led to an immediate response from Congress which amended

the 1963 Foreign Aid bill and, for the first time, allowed the govern-

ment to use foreign assistance funds for "research into the problem of

, . u -.58
population growth.

A second study followed in 1965, entitled The Growth of US Popu-

lation, and, among its recommendations, urged that family planning be

made an integral part of domestic public medical programs. Once again

a quick response was forthcoming with the creation of a Deputy Assist-

ant Secretary for Science and Population, in the Department of Health,

59
Education, and Welfare.
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At the same time the first clear official indications of a grow-

ing governmental awareness appeared as well, although they were

focused primarily on the international aspects of the population issue.

In his 1965 State of the Union Message, for example, President Johnson

said "I will seek new ways to use our knowledge to help deal with the

explosion in world population and the growing scarcity in world re-

sources."; and later in the year he gave increased urgency to the

issue when he declared ".
. .we must face forthrightly the multiply-

ing problems of our multiplying populations and seek the answers to

this most profound challenge to the future of all the world."

Over the next few years the U.S.'s international population

activities were institutionalized with the creation of a population

office within the Agency for International Development (AID) in 1966,

and the installation of a Special Assistant to the Secretary of State

for Population Matters in 1967. By 1967, through amendments to the

Foreign Aid Bill, AID was able to fund programs directly relating to

population growth as well as research, and over the 1965-1969 period,

assistance to family planning programs grew from $2.1 million to

$45.4 million. As the 1960s came to a close, the United States was

the world's principle source of family planning funding and was assist-

• 61
ing up to 31 countries in this area.

Along with the increased international population-related activ-

ities of the U.S. came a growing awareness of the national aspects of

this issue as well. Although no formal institutions yet existed, by

1966 both the Surgeon General and the Secretary of Health, Education,
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and Welfare had legitimized the role of public health services in

using resources for population related problems and the provision of

62family planning services. Further impetus was given to an expanded

role when, in a special message to Congress on health and education,

President Johnson singled out family planning as one of the four

critical health problems requiring serious attention:

We have a growing concern to foster the integrity of
the family, and the opportunity for each child. It
is essential that all families have access to inform-
ation and services that will allow freedom to choose
the number and spacing of children^ithin the
dictates of individual conscience.

These developments initiated a period in which there was to be an

increased effort on the part of the government which focused on expand-

ing access to family planning as the major thrust of its population-

related policies. The policy was to almost exclusively interpret

the issue as a question of equalization of rights and, as a part of

the Johnson administration's social programs, such as the War on

Poverty, the push for the extension of family planning gained wide-

spread support from a diversity of interest groups. As such, the

increased role of the federal government in the family planning area

gained support as a proper step in the preventive health field, as a

part of poverty and welfare programs, as an improvement in health

rights and women's rights, to extend sexual freedom, and to reduce

i •
64

overpopulation.

Thus in the mid 1960s federally supported family planning pro-

grams were initiated as a part of the War on Poverty and services were

made available through Title V of the Social Security Act and the
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Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) . By 1967 family planning

received its first special legislative emphasis with the passage of

the Child Health Act, which required 6% of Maternal and Child Health

Funds under HEW to be earmarked for family planning.

In 1968 Johnson followed up on his administration's newly

expressed concern by forming a Commission on Population and Family

Planning. Among its major recommenadtions , this Commission urged the

rapid extension of federal family planning programs and research

support, and proposed the creation of another commission to more

thoroughly study the population issue. ^ Once again the government

quickly responded, and by the late 1960s the commitment in the popula-

tion area was formalized in a Center for Population Research, which was

established to coordinate research at the national level, and a

National Center for Family Planning Services, to coordinate funding of

family planning at the national level. Presiding over both of them

was a Deputy Assistant Secretary for Population Affairs, in the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Over the last half of the 1960s government expenditures on

family planning support increased significantly as well. The funding,

which consisted largely of grants to state health agencies, had grown

from a level of $13.4 million in 1965 to $70 million in 1970; and by

1969, some type of organized family planning activity was offered in

roughly 47% of all U.S. counties, where approximately three quarters

of all low- income women deemed in need of family planning services

a a 66
resided

.
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The culmination of the government's concern in the population

area in the 1960s came with President Nixon's 1969 Message on Popula-

tion to the Congress. His position—as it was presented in the

speech—gave the distinct impression that a national population

policy was in the offing, as he placed the population issue squarely

among the domestic and international priorities of his administration.

In referring to the population situation he declared:

If the present rate of growth continues, the third
hundred million persons will be added in roughly a
thirty year period. This means that by the year 200C,
or shortly thereafter, there will be more than 300
million Americans. . .

This growth will produce serious challenges for
our society. I believe that many of our present
social problems may be related to the fact that we
have had only fifty years in which to accomodate
the second hundred million Americans. . . One of the

most serious challenges to human destiny in the last
third of this, century will be the growth of

population. .

.

Nixon had made a clear departure from the past in focusing

greater concern on the population growth rate within the U.S., but

when it came to proposing specific programmatic responses, his sugges-

tions largely involved an expansion of existing programs.

It is my view that no American woman should be denied

access to family planning assistance because of her

economic condition. I believe, therefore, that we

should establish as a national goal the provision of

adequate family planning services within the next five

years^go all those who want them but can't afford

them.

Indeed, as future events would reveal, Nixon's position on an increased

federal role in the population area was not as it appeared to be at

all. For it would be his administration which would initiate a drastic
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pullback in the federal commitment in this area only two years later.

Population policy: 1970-1976 . Over the next five years population

drew progressively less attention as a national issue as a number of

factors combined to push it out of the public eye. Chief among these

was the continued decline in the population growth rate which removed

much of the public pressure for a national population policy. In

addition other issues, such as energy and inflation, as well as fallout

from the Vietnam War and Watergate, took a decided precedence over

population, which rapidly became a minor issue for the Nixon and Ford

administrations. In their efforts to deal with the more pressing

issues like inflation, by reducing federal expenditures and cutting

costs, the social policy areas were attractive targets for these

administrations, and programs such as federal support of family plan-

ning suffered considerable cutbacks in this period.

The Congress had reacted quickly to Nixon's call for action in

the population area and, according to many observers, went much fur-

ther in establishing a federal commitment in the population area than

Nixon had wished. The Congressional actions consisted of the creation

of a Commission on Population Growth and the American Future in 1970,

whose purpose was to study all of the important aspects of the popula-

tion issues. In particular, it was to focus on the impact of popula-

tion changes on government services, the economy, the country's

resources and environment, and to make recommendations on the federal

role in this area.
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This action was followed shortly by the passage of the Family

Planning and Population Research Act of 1970, which represented the

first coordinated government move into domestic population programs.

The Act's purpose was ".
. . to promote public health and welfare by

expanding, improving, and better coordinating the family planning

services and population research activities of the federal govern-

ment." In keeping with the past position, the rationale for the Act

was closely tied to the concept of equal opportunity and access to

family planning information. Family planning was now recognized as a

universal human right which was necessary to assure that each child

was a wanted child. As the Act expressed it:

... it is the policy of Congress to foster the
integrity of the family and the opportunity for
each child; to guarantee the right of the family
to freely determine the number and spacing of its

children within the dictates of its individual

conscience; to extend family planning services, on ^
a voluntary basis, to all who desire such services.

The impact of the Act was almost immediate as family planning

services increased drastically over the next two years. Between 1 969—

1972, for example, family planning programs grew at an annual rate of

32%, with the number of health agencies providing these services

increasing from 1,800 to 3,250, while the number of clients served

grew by over 200% to 2.6 million.
70

Over this same period federal

appropiations for family planning clinics increased from $33 million to

$137 million, and according to a five year plan submitted by HEW to

Congress this trend was expected to continue, reaching an approximate

level of $392-434 million by 1975.
71
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At the height of the expansion in family planning services in

1972 the report of the Commission on Population Growth and the American

Future was released, and it was expected that it would give continued

impetus to the expanding federal role in the population area. The

findings of the Commission represented a clear departure from tradi-

tional American views of population growth when they suggested that

population growth should no longer be uncritically accepted as a bene-

fit, and further, that no substantial benefits would result from con-

72
tinued population growth. The Report stopped short of recommending

a zero population growth policy, however, and instead focused on

eliminating the social and legal obstacles to free choice which would

enhance the freedom of individuals to have the number of children they

73
wanted. While not directly alluded to, it was presumed that stabili-

zation of the population growth rate would be a welcome consequence of

74
maximizing individual choice in this manner.

The Nixon administration's response to the Population Commission's

Report was, however, less than enthusiastic, as its interest in the

population issue had substantially receded since the creation of the

Commission. Nixon, in his personal remarks on the Commission's Report,

ignored most of the important recommendations and focused on publicly

rebuking the Commission's support for liberalization of abortion and

expansion of teenage sex education. In indicating his disagreement

with the Report on these points Nixon stated that he preferred to rely

on ". . . the good sense of the American people who would make sound

judgments conducive both to public interest and personal family
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goals.

Nixon's response to the Commission's Report signaled a drastic

shift in the federal government's philosophy in the population area

and initiated an attempted pullback of federal support which was to

push the family planning program into eclipse for the next four years.

The administration's strategy derived from its "new federalism" policy

which it attempted to implement in 197 3. The primary goal of this

policy was to decentralize the administration of a number of federal

social welfare programs, including family planning, among the states

and, thereby, significantly cut federal administrative and program-

matic costs.

In the area of family planning, for example, the successful

implementation of this strategy would effectively eliminate the open-

ended funding of family planning projects by the federal government

which had been established under the 1970 Family Planning Act. The

administration made its position clear when it resisted renewal of the

Family Planning Act in 1973, and, in the Congressional testimony of its

representatives, indicated how the family planning program would be

administered in the future:

The individual state (Medicare) plans will

determine the goals and priorities for family

planning services within each of the states,

and the aggregate of these goals and prior^
ties will constitute the national program.

As a result of the administration's resistance, the Family Plan-

ning Act was renewed for only one year and project grants were frozen

at the 1972 level, a situation which was to obtain for the next four


