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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 9, 1976

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR: BRENT SCOWCROFT

FROM: | JIM CONNQRélg ¢
SUBJECT: HUMAN EVENTS
Article

The attached March 13, 1976 edition of HUMAN EVENTS was
returned in the President's outbox with the following notation:

'""Note similarity between first page article and-
Sianday answer on TV,"

Please follow-up with appropriate action.

cc: Dick Cheney .
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oximately 71 per cent of all handguns now sold in
e United States would have been banned.

The decision to send the Russo measure back to
bcommittee came in response to a motion by Rep.
omas F. Railsback (R.-Il). Railsback said his
otion was “‘not meant 1o sound the death knell for
asonable gun control legislation,”” but he argued that
1ss0’s legistation would go *‘too far.” He said he
inted the subcommittee to adopt criteria banning
e manufacture of so-called ““Saturday Night Spe-
ls”—a move that would ban about SO per cent of
e guns sold in the United States.

Of course many foes of gun control would go
much further in their opposition to the Russo
measure than Railsback, preferring no limitation
on handgun manufacture whatsoever. And for
these citizens the significance of last week’s vote
was that it may kill any legis'ation for the rest of
the year.

“That’s it. That kills gun control legislation for this
ssion,” liberal-left Rep. Robert F. Drinan (D.-
[ass.) lamented after the vote. Most of the other sup-
rters of harsh gun control measures on the com-
ittee tended to agree with Drinan’s assessment,
ough committee Chairman Peter W. Rodino (D.-
J.), subcommittee Chairman John Conyers and a
w others maintained that a bill might yet be possible.

Rodino, Rep. John F. Seiberling (D.-Ohio) and
her tiberals on the committee complained of being
pesieged by calls and mail™ against the measure and

a “blatant™ and *‘crass lobbying campaign™ against

In response to such charges. conservative Rep.
Il Ketchum (R.-Calif.), an outspoken opponent of
eral gun control measures, noted that *“Many com-
ittee members have complained that this citizen
ort constituted a ‘blatant and crass lobbying cam-
ign.' I disagree! We are supposedly here to repre-
nt the people. If those citizens let it be known that
ey oppose a piece of legislation, it seems to me we
ve a clear-cut signal that the bill in question is
rdly in our citizens' best interests.”

Ketchum said in a news release that he does not ex-
ct that any gun control will be enacted this year.
vertheless, he urged all those who are opposed to
ch legislation to “keep on calling and writing. Ob-
yusly, Congress listens. . . but the proponents of gun
ntrol are dogged and determined. If you wish to
eserve your constitutional right, you must continue
let your will be known.™

Following is the 17-to-16 rollcall vote by which the
yuse Judiciary Committee acted on March 2 to re-
mmit the Russo gun- Lonlrol leglslauon to the sub-
mmstiee, EHCI RN
n for the rematnder of this yeai:
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FOR RECOMMITAL: 17

"MOCRATS (7): Brooks (Tex.). Danietson (Calif ), FLOwERs
ta.). HUNGATE (Mo.). MaNN (S.C.). MezviNsky (lowa) and
Trsos N Y )

PUBLLCANS (B Aspproon (Oho), Bsnre (Va g, Conne s
aine), Fist (N.Y.), Hrrcnisson (Mich). Hype (1), Kinp-
58 (Ohto). MOORKEAD (Calif ). RansBack (1) and WiGuinNs
iif.).

AGAINST RECONNHTAL: 16

MOCRATS (15): Bavinto (N.Y), Convers (Mich), Dovo
mnd, Drias (Moesn Foswarns (Calify, Fomwee (Pa)y,
MTZMAN 4\'\ Yo Hrorn e aN 1Yy Joppax (Tev ), KasTise

\l\l'\rld Jand DEIE R NG (Ol
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Federal Unit Calls
For Postal Competition

Conservatives for years have been urging an end to
the U.S. Postal Service’s—and before that, the Post
Office Department’s—monopoly on firstclass mail
dclivery, arguing that the consumer would be better
served through free competition. Now even the fed-
eral Council on Wage and Price Stability—the suc-
cessor agency to the one that administered Nixon's
wage and price controls—has come out for de-monop-
polizing the mails.

Responding to an invitation from the Postal Rate
Commission to make recommendations concerning
the so-called Private Express Statutes outlawing the
private, for-profit delivery of first-class mail, the
Wage-Price Council has produced a detailed, 66-page
analysis of the issue. The Council’s conclusion:

“In addition to promoting allocative cfficiency, re-
laxation or repeal of the Private Express Statutes
might be expected to promote operating efficiencies
within the postal system. It would likely stimulate
managerial efficiency, stimulate innovation and
changes in postal technology, and restrain increases
in postal labor costs reflecting improved productivity.”

The study notes that one of the purposes of the
Postal Reorganization Act of 1970 was to put the
Postal Service on a pay-as-you-go basis and thereby
end the need for taxpayers' subsidies. Yet, says the
Council's study, even after the recent 30 per cent hike
in first-class delivery rates and a 26 per cent jump in
postal rates overall, the Postal Service is still expected
to run up a deficit of $1.4 billion during the current
fiscal year.

Another reason for concern, says the Council, is
that “Firstclass postal rates have increased faster
than the general price level as measured by the Con-
sumer Price Index (CPI) for services.” Thus, the
Council notes that. between May 1, 1971, when first-
class rates were increased from six cents to eight cents
and last November, first-class rates rose by 63 per
cent. (If the latest hike, from 10 to 13 cents, is in-
cluded, then the increase amounts to over 116 per cent
in a period of less than five years.) Yet during the same
period (through November 1975) that the cost of mail-
ing a first-class letter was rising by 63 per cent, the
consumer price index went up only 35 per cent.

The study cites a number of ways that opening first-
class mail delivery to competition can be expected to
exert downward pressure on the costs of American
postal service. Perhaps most significantly, competi-
tion could be expected to have 2 moderating influence
on the wages of postal employes—a factor which is
particularly important because. in the words of the
twde TPoal T costs seceent Tar approsdnyately
83.9 per cent oi ihie pustal budget, and this percentage
has risen over the period 1968 10 1975, from 81.9 per
cent’ to the current level.

The study notes that lhc Postal Reorganization Act
et b -
pdr.xblc lo that of \wrkcrs in the private sector of the
economy.” ‘But unlike the salary schedule for other
federal emploves, which is based upon an annual sur-
vey of pay for comparable positions in the private
"‘{‘m\\\ ne-
potiate their pay increases through collective bargain-
e with postal manarement.”
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sector, the studs ponds out that Upostal e

" hus,” the study continues, “while comparasbility
in one anstance s o be achicsed by comparisny with

other workers, for postal workers the collective bar-
gaining process, itself, is relied upon to achieve com-
parability.”” And, as in Orwell’'s Animal Farm where
some animals were “‘more equal” than others, it ap-
pears that collective bargaining has resulted in postal
wages that are ““‘more comparabie™ than others.

The study points out that, “Comparing average pay
for postal workers with average earnings for private
sector workers,. . .not only did postal workers start
at a higher rate in 1970 than did nonsupervisory work-
ers in the private nonfarm economy, but the wage gap
between the two widened. Between 1970 and 1975, the
cents per hour differential approximately doubled.”

This is iilustrated in the study by a table showing
that in 1970 postal workers were receiving an average
hourly income of $4.05 while their counterparts in the
private nonfarm economy were getting only $3.23.
A half-decade later in 1975 postal pay had shot up to
$6.11, an increase of 50.9 per cent in the five-year
period, while average pay in the private sector had
risen to $4.53, a rise of 40.2 per cent.

In 1975, then, postal workers were receiving
hourly pay some 34-plus per cent above what pri-
vate-sector workers were getting, which hardly
conforms with the law’s requirement of compara-
bility. Yet even these figures tend to understate the
advantage enjoyed by postal workers, the Wage-
Price Council observes, since postal union fringe
benefit packages are superior to that of other civil-
ian employes of the federal government, who in
turn “are generally thought to receive a somewhat
more generous package of benefits than private
sector workers...."”

Moreover, the study points out, “Employe com-
pensation is only a part of the labor cost picture; pro-
ductivity increases are equally important to an effort
to slow the rise of unit labor costs.” And in this re-
gard. the study notes that “The postal agreement con-
tains several provisions that limit management’s abil-
ity to utilize the labor force in the most efficient
manner—particularly the restricted use of part-time
employes.”

Continued from Page 1

Should Republicans
Trust Jerry Ford?

In September of last year. even as the evidence
about Castro’s efforts to subvert * Puerto
Ricobegan mushrooming. President Ford’s adviser on
Hisnmie afans temando FOC DeBacs coraderd
a hey spohesman on Cuban matters, said: "It seeins
inconsistent to, me to have doetente with the Soviet
Union and to treat Cuba ditterently.”

In other words, President Ford has purposely tried
to mislead the American people, particutarly the Cu-
ban commumty, as 0 s own Adipnsstration’s
enormous efforts to cozy up to a country he now says
is an “international outlaw™ that he will “have
nothing to gdo with.”™ But the real question to be pon-
dered is this: If President Ford has truly chaneed his
mind about Cuba, why hasn’t he begun to rempose
the sanctions agsinst Cuba that he unilaterally
R PR A G TRNTR T FR I TR M A
stroy a certam foragn policy winich, by caceulis ¢ hal,
now has no norg?






