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AB.STRACT 

This study examines individual roll call votes on energy 

issues taken in Congress during the years 1973 to 1983. Logit 

analysis is used to compare the influence of partisan identification; 

personal ideology, as measured by support and opposition to the con

servative coalition; and district or state energy characteristics, 

including energy consumption and production. The potential for 

misleading results due to the multicollinearity of party and ideology 

is eliminated through the use of a residual variable representing the 

non-party component of ideology. 

The results indicate that members of Congress demonstrated 

considerable variability in voting on energy matters. The House of 

Representatives was more responsive to variations in energy 

constituencies. Both the House and the Senate showed a different 

response when the substantive character of energy issues varied. 

Questions with an economic impact were more influenced by partisan

ship, while environmentally related issues were more strongly 

influenced by ideology. The gross impact of changes in public opinion 

and changes in the preside~~y are noticeable throughout, but most 

especially ~ft~r the election of Ronald Reagan, when many of the 

policy changes made previously were dismantled. 

The results of this study support the basic proposition that 

individual roll call votes are a product of constituency influence. 

The results also indicate that the political partisanship and ideology 

ix 
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of members are representative of a member's supportive and reelection 

constitutency. 

The statistical methods used allowed a direct comparison of the 

influence of party, ideology, and variables representing the chara

cteristics of member's districts. The results obtained substantiate 

the importance of constituent influence in congressional voting. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Until October, 1973, energy was not a major policy concern of 

the citizens of the United States. Admittedly, there were some spot 

shortages of natural gas, but prices of all the major forms of energy 

had been holding steady for the past decade. President Nixon had 

delivered two national addresses on energy, one in June, 1973 and one 

in April, 1973, but neither made much of an impression on the national 

consciousness. 

Then suddenly all this changed. The Arab members of the 

Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries declared an embargo on 

oil shipments to the United States because of the u.S. support for 

Israel in the ongoing Mideast War. Soon thereafter gasoline was in 

short supply and lines formed at gas stations. America was rudely 

awakened to the consequences of a dependence on foreign supplies of 

oil and to the general problem of a depletion of energy resources 

world wide. 

The crisis generated massive public concern. Energy was men

tioned as the most important problem facing the United States by 46 

percent of the public (Gallup, 1974, number 104, p. 2) Americans spent 

their time in gas lines listening to stories about the dire conse

quences of the energy profligacy of the U.S. Calls came from all 

sides for congressional action to solve the problem. A national 

commitment was needed to end the danger of dependence on foreign oil. 

1 
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Congress needed to act to pull together the disparate elements of past 

policies and to forge a single, comprehensive national energy policy 

to lead us into the future. 

Ten years later, at the end of 1983, the United States seemed 

to be in a very different situation. There was a glut of oil on the 

market. There were rumors that OPEC was falling apart. The energy 

future of the United States was not even mentioned as a concern of the 

American public (Gallup, 1982, number 151, p. 5). Even better, the 

price of gasoline had stabilized and showed some signs of falling. 

Between these two extremes, Congress had spent a decade strug

gling with itself and with the president, attempting to restructure 

energy policy. Having spent eight years creating new policies which 

gradually deregulated energy prices and encouraged conservation 

through increased prices and taxes, Congress reversed itself and 

dismantled many of its incentive programs. 

The intent of this study is to examine the nature and the 

causes of the changes in policy that Congress made during these ten 

years. Obviously there were other actors involved in the making of 

energy policy, but Congress' involvement was central to every change 

made. Thus, an understanding of American energy policy, and an under

standing of the congressional policy making proce~s can only be com

plete if it includes an understanding of the patterns and motives 

underlying congressional actions on energy. 

Nineteen seventy three and 1983 clearly mark the boundaries of 

the energy decade. The making, remaking, modifying, and restructuring 

of energy policy was a central policy concern for nearly every year of 



the decade. Prior to the start of the decade, energy policy was 

subsumed as a part of other policies, and the administration of these 

divided energy policies was likewise divided and scattered throughout 

the government. Ten years later there was an enlarged and firmly 

established bureaucracy, created by a reorganized Congress. Little 

remained of the pre-crisis policies which supported domestic prices 

above the world rate and encouraged consumption. The United States 

was a changed nation, and energy played an important part in the 

change. 

3 

Cong~ess was involved in all the major policy changes of the 

energy decade. Since the energy policies in effect in 1973 had been 

made decades before, there was no aspect of energy policy that was not 

reexamined, and little that was not modified. Sometimes willingly, 

sometimes unwillingly, Congress was always at the center of these 

changes. 

The importance of energy in American life and the level of 

concern shown by Congress during the decade make energy policy an 

ideal laboratory to study the policymaking process of Congress. The 

study of any important policy question before Congress can give a 

broader understanding of how Congress handles all important issues. 

Thus, a study of Congressional energy policy will both increase 

understanding of contemporary energy policy and illuminate the forces 

at work in the congressional policy process. 

From a distance the energy decade gives the impression of a 

high level of congressional activity. As with all policy areas, 

however, there were cycles of rising and declining activity within 
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this period. There were always members of Congress who were inter

ested in further modification of energy policy, but Congress as a 

whole did not sustain a constantly high concern over energy. Neither 

did the public at large. With each return of energy shortages, public 

concern rose, but soon declined. There is not a perfect correspon

dence between the changes in congressional activity and public 

opinion, but the connection is close enough so that an examination of 

the relationship can give important insights into the role of public 

concern in congressional policy making. 

To understand how and why Congress made energy policy, certain 

questions must be answered. These questions will form the central 

focus of this study. The questions fall into two categories, one 

concerning the patterns of policy making and the other concerning the 

influences on Congress. 

The first of the questions regarding the pattern of congres

sional behavior concerns the consistency of Congress. A key concern 

throughout the decade was the construction of a single, comprehensive 

energy policy. This suggests certain questions concerning the consis

tency or contradictions in the energy proposals examined by Congress. 

How consistent were the proposals place before Congress? Did 

proposals made later in the decade support or undermine earlier 

efforts? Did Congress respond in the same way each time a similar 

idea was presented for cons:f.deration? 

The intent ~f this study is to determine what factors played a 

role in congressional voting. Consistent or inconsistent responses by 

members of Congress must be explained and not merely described. What 
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motives can be seen in congressional voting? Is it possible to recon

cile congressional behavior with the influences on Congress? This 

study of congressional behavior will describe the factors which can 

be documented as having an influence on congressional voting. 

Further, this study will attempt to offer an explanation as to how 

these forces worked in harmony and at cross purposes to create the 

structure of congressional voting. 

The first step in developing an understanding of congressional 

energy behavior is to examine the results of previous studies. While 

there are no previous comprehensive studies of energy voting, there are 

numerous studies which are important in developing models for the 

analysis of energy policymaking. 

There have been numerous studies of Congress which have 

contributed substantially to an understanding of congressional 

decision making. The variety of congressional action, however, is at 

least as great as the variety of studies about Congress. Thus, there 

is still a great deal to be said about how and why Congress makes its 

decisions. 

Further study of energy policy making is complicated by the 

considerable disagreement among those who have studied energy policy 

making. Such disagreement is most obvious among those who have 

attempted to identify the predominant influence on voting. (Compare, 

for example; Mitchell, 1979 with Sinclair, 1981a). Similar disagree

ments exist concerning how much Congress actually accomplished during 

the energy decade, whether the energy position of constituencies had 



any influence on voting, and whether members made any attempt to 

reconcile their votes with existing energy policies. 
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Given all of this, it is not possible to extract from the 

existing literature a definitive picture of why Congress developed the 

particulars of its energy policy. Instead, an examination of the 

literature of congressional decision making can serve to highlight 

what needs to be done and what agreements do exist regarding policy 

making. The first step is to categorize these studies so that their 

relative contributions can be compared. 

The first division of previous studies concerns their ana

lytical approach. Some of the studies of energy policy making take an 

empirical approach, while other studies do not, confining themselves 

to an analytica~ description of Congress' action without a statistical, 

or empirical, component. Those studies which do take an empirical 

approach focus on roll call votes as the dependent variable and use 

several different measures as the independent variable. 

The purposes of all such divisions of the literature should be 

to allow a more meaningful comparison of the findings of the various 

studies. In turn, the purpose of such a comparison should be to 

combine the most important elements of all the studies into a general 

understanding of how energy policy is made. The end result should be 

a more complete understanding of what policies were made and what 

factors played a role in the making of policy. 

Because of the nature of the empirical studies it is possible 

to compare these studies most directly. It is also possible, however, 

to compare and extract from the nonempirical studies those elements 



'which are most important in the construction of a comprehensive model 

of energy policy making. 

7 

The most general nonempirica1 studies can provide the first 

parts of the theoretical approach necessary for a detailed analysis of 

congressional energy voting. The largest number of studies in this 

category are those which examine the relationship between presidents 

and Congress. The first conclusion that can be drawn from some of 

these studies (Edwards, 1980; Light, 1982; ~ng, 1983) is that a 

president's success is likely to vary greatly) depending on a number 

of factors. With regard to energy policy, perhaps the most important 

conclusion is that energy policy making was nonincremental. Nonincre

mental policymaking makes success more difficult for the president, 

and increases the chance that Congress will make modifications in the 

president's proposals (Light, 1981).' 

These studies also demonstrate that it is inaccurate to speak 

of 'the president' in an abstract or general way. The role and the 

influence of the president depends on: 1) the age of his administra

tion; 2) the president's popular and congressional support at that 

time; and 3) the mix of other forces involved in the struggle for the 

mind of Congress. 

Energy policy making has suffered in this regard because 

presidential energy policy initiatives have been offered by presi

dents who, for political or personal reasons, were unable to achieve 

great success in Congress. There is virtually no disagreement on this 

point between those who have examined presidential policy making in 

general and those who have focused upon presidential energy policy 
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making (compare the articles in King, 1983; with Ripley, 1979; Light, 

1979; Davis, 1979; Jones, 1979). Poor presidential delivery meant low 

presidential success in energy policy. 

Most of the relevant studies concern the administration of 

Jimmy Carter. There are, however, several which place the Carter 

administration in a comparative perspective. For the purposes of 

examining energy policy making this is important because, although 

energy policy making was most concentrated in the Carter adminis-

tration, other presidents made proposals during the energy decade. 

Presidents Nixon and Ford had the advantage of a better liai-

son system with Congress (Davis, 1983) and Ford had the advantage of a 

better negotiating style (Jones, 1983). Despite this, however, 

neither president was very successful. Much of this can be laid at 
-

the door of Congress, which refused to play the role of partner in 

energy policy making. 

The description of congressional roles was first offered by 

Charles Jones (1979). It has since been expanded to a total of five 

possible roles that Congress might play (l<enski and Kenski, 1984). As 

Jones (1979) suggests, Congress may choose to initiate its own 

policies (the role of initiator) or it may respond to presidential 

initiatives. If Congress chooses to act on the president's 

suggestions, it may either act as a partner, largely acceding to 

presidential suggestions, or it may alter the suggestions as it plays 

its role of facilitator of interests. Kenski and Kenski (1984) have 

refined the model by adding the two roles of defender of the status 

quo and overseer of the executive branch. Congress acts as a defender 



of the status quo when it seeks to protect past initiatives, making 

small adjustments if necessary. The role of overseer is one that is 

traditionally assigned to Congress. 

9 

The additions made by Kenski and Kenski serve as a reminder of 

the point made by Jones (1979) that congressional policy making 

revolves around the president. Even when the Congress seeks to ini

tiate its own policies, it is usually done because Congress has 

rejected or wishes to deflect presidential initiatives because of 

partisan differences. The study of congressional roles by Kenski and 

Mecham (1984) demonstrates that Congress may play several roles at 

different periods of a policy's development. Ultimately, if a pres

.ident chooses to emphasize any policy area, Congress will assume a 

partnership role, although reserving its right to make significant 

modifications. The assumption of roles depends on a number of 

factors, including presidential skills, popular support, and the 

amount of time Congress has previously invested in the policy area 

(Kenski and Mecham, 1984). 

These and other studies serve as a reminder that the president 

has a role to play in all congressional policy making. However, the 

model offered by Jones (1979) and Kenski and Kenski (1984) should also 

remind us that the president is not the only factor which influences 

congressional behavior. As the models suggest, interest groups are 

often as influential and sometimes more influential than the pres

ident. It is difficult to document interest group activity or 

influence after the fact, but many of the studies of energy proposals 

in Congress mention the operation and influence of interest groups 
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(Davis, 1979; Light, 1979; Jones, 1979; Nivola, 1980). An examination 

of the nonmodeled, incidental studies of energy policy substantiates 

the impression that throughout the energy decade Congress was ever 

ready to play the role of facilitator of interests (see especially 

Drew, 1978; and Energy Policy, 1981). 

For the most part, studies of congressional role playing, 

presidential influence, and interest group activity do not lend 

themselves to empirical analysis. It is impossible to understand 

congressional action in any policy area without the guidance provided 

by these studies, but their nonempirical nature makes it difficult to 

compare the results of different studies, or to compare congressional 

action in different years. 

The missing ingredient in most nonempirical studies is the 

influence of constituencies on congressional behavior. While there 

are important nonempirical studies of the influence of constituencies 

on congressional behavior (Fenno, 1973; Kingdon, 1981) none of these 

consider energy policy, or any other specific area of policy making. 

Constituency influence is more easily considered in an empirical 

fashion, but an examination of empirical studies which do mention 

energy reveals that there has been little success in connecting 

constituencies to energy policy. 

There have been several empirical studies of congressional 

energy policy making, but none which have examined the decision making 

process across the ·decade. The intent of this study is to make that 

comprehensive empirical study of energy policy. At the same time, 

this study will attempt to integrate the findings of the less 



empirical studies, so that a more comprehensive picture of the forces 

influencing congressional behavior can be presented. 

11 

The success of empirical studies depends very much on the type 

of variables used. The cross-comparison that empirical studies can 

provide can only be achieved if the studies make a comprehensive 

examination of the policy process, or if different studies use the 

same variables in their studies of different parts of the decade. 

Neither of these results can be found in an examination of previous 

empirical studies of energy policy. 

The most commonly used variables are political party and the 

existence of an energy constituency in a member's district, but even 

these are not used by all the studies. Energy constituency is 

measured in different ways. Bernstein and Horn (1981) use an estimate 

of oil production in each district, Mitchell (1979) uses natural gas 

consumption and production, Riddlesperger and King (1982) use a 

measure which changes as production exceeds consumption, and Kau and 

Rubin (1982) and Danielsen and Rubin (1977) use coal production and 

oil production. These measures of energy constituency are directly 

related to the particular vote or votes being analyzed. 

While ideology and region are less used, there is consistency 

in their use. The two studies which use region make distinctions 

between both Republicans and Democrats based on region. The most 

commonly used ideological measure is the ranking of members provided 

by the Americans for Democratic Action (ADA). While Nivola (1980) and 

Mitchell (1979) do not indicate if the votes studied were used in the 



ADA scale, Berenstein and Horn (1981) and Kau and Rubin (1982) are 

careful to exclude such a possible overlap. 

Not all the studies show equal care in their handling of the 

data, however. The use of regression on dichotomous variables is of 

questionable validity, since the ordinary least squares regression 

equation is not designed to limit values to dichotomous intervals 

12 

(Kau and Rubin, 1982; Aldrich and Cnudde, 1975). Despite this, 

Nivo1a (1980) and Mitchell (1979) use a simple dichotomous vote scale 

in their equations. Berenstein and Horn (1981) and Riddlesperger and 

King (1982) construct scales of votes and thus avoid this problem. 

Danielsen and Rubin (1977) and Kau and Rubin (1982) use the statis

tical procedures of probit and probit and logit, respectively, which 

are designed to avoid the problem created by regression of dichotomous 

variables. 

While these studies reflect a more careful use of technique, 

they have other problems. Most significant are the problems of Kau 

and Rubin (1982). These authors estimate missing votes by including 

paired voting and, when these are missing, by assigning a member a 

score based on the state delegation's vote. Kau and Rubin argue that, 

"since about 90 percent of the 435 representatives voted •• :'. there 

would be no bias to the results because of this assumption (1982, 

p. 67). While there have beeu other studies of voting which have 

documented the influence of a state delegation on a member's vote 

(Kingdon, 1981; Clausen, 1973), results based on substituting 

predicted votes for actual votes before an analysis has been done must 

be suspect, 
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One can conclude that great care must be taken in the con

struction and use of statistical models. None of the studies men

tioned so far can be regarded as having offered the final word on the 

determinants of energy voting. The failures come in three areas: 

l)incorrect or questionable statistical procedures; 2) narrow examina

tion of all possible energy votes, and/or; 3) failure to include all 

possible independent variables. 

The independent variables given the most weight in these 

studies were either ideology or a combination of regional parties. 

However, there is no study which directly compares these two 

variables. This in itself creates a need for further study. When 

ideology is included, most studies find that it has the strongest 

influence. Mitchell (1979) argues that it operates to the exclusion of 

constituency influences, while the others assign it the greatest 

influence but do find some influence for the other variables measured. 

The last study, one which deserves the most careful analysis, 

is Barbara Sinclair's Congressional Realignment, 1925-1978 (1982). 

Sinclair provides a Significant contrast to the previous studies. 

Like Kau and Rubin (1982), Sinclair attempts to put energy voting into 

the larger context of other congressional voting. Her work is both 

more comprehensive and more stlccessful. The particular work cited is 

not the only time Sinclair has addressed the problem, but it is the 

most inclusive. 

Using the techniques established by Aage Clausen, Sinclair 

found that congressional voting falls into several policy dimensions. 

Members usually cast consistent votes within each dimension. These 
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dimensions change over time as new issues are added, or when there is 

a significant shift in public opinio~ Energy policy is classified as 

being in the government management dimension. Sinclair finds that 

during the energy decade, energy and environmental policy split from 

other policy questions, becoming a separate dimension after 1977. 

The strength' of Sinclair's work is that she presents a plau

sible model to explain the divisions in Congress. The three variables 

of party, region, and date of election (seniority) become the explan

atory factors which Sinclair uses to explain patterns of voting and 

change. When there is stability within an agenda dimension, members 

tend to vote by party, with some variation by region in both parties. 

Change occurs largely outside Congress. When circumstances do create 

a change in agenda items, the greatest change in Congress comes 

through the election of new members. New members have been able to 

create a new supportive elite in their districts and thus show the 

greatest degree of adaptability to the new agenda demands. Older 

members are less flexible because of the possible conflict with their 

established supportive constituencies, but they too exhibit some 

change. 

Despite the strength of Sinclair's model, there are several 

aspects of energy policy in Congress that merit further consideration. 

One area that Sinclair is not clear about is the actual number of 

votes that go to make up the government management dimensio~ She 

does indicate that all votes are subject to factor analysis, but she 

does not indicate how many votes load on the government management 

dimension. There is some suggestion that a number of separate scales 
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exist (Sinclair, 1982, pp. 142 and 147). If some energy votes do not 

cluster with all the others, these need to be subject to a similar 

analysis. 

Even if Sinclair has included all the relevant energy and 

natural resource votes, a close examination of the process of the 

change to a single dimension, which went on during the energy decade, 

will prove worthwhile. The most interesting question would concern 

the source of the change: did it come about because o~ changes in 

voting or changes in membership? An especially important question in 

this regard is how much voting changed as the conflict between energy 

and environmental issues became sharper. 

The energy policy area is an especially fruitful one to study 

because in a very short period of time issues were dealt with and then 

subject to reexamination based on different policy concerns. This 

allows an examination of the degree to which a redefinition of the 

same policy question causes some change in member's behavior. 

Whatever the number of votes used, there is an additional 

methodological problem involved in using a single dimension of votes 

as a basis for all analysis. Often there may be a few votes which, if 

subject to individual analysis, would indicate behavior different than 

that found on the general dimension; As Sinclair (1981, p. 199) 
. 

states when discussing the question of Republican cohesion: "cohesion 

might manifest itself only on selected roll calls and thus not show on 

the broad dimension scores." For this reason, the most complete 

understanding of how Congress behaved on energy matters can only be 

gained by an individual analysis of all the relevant votes. 
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There are also some unanswered questions about the influence 

of constituency that Sinclair (1982) asserts. While Sinclair argues 

that the voting pattern she describes indicates the influence of 

constituency, she offers no empirical demonstration of that 

connection. In some ways the constituency connections that she claims 

are surprising, if not counter-intuitive. What is it about all 

southern constituents that makes them so alike? Why should a member 

from Atlanta receive the same constituency signals that a member from 

rural Louisiana does? The findings regarding the influence of region 

is not unique to Sinclair, but the assertion that this is exclusively 

a constituency based response is more distinctive. It is certainly 

easy to argue that the nature of the connection between constituency 

and voting needs more investigation. 

One factor that could be used to explain consistency within 

regions is ideology. In general, Sinclair does not examine the 

question of ideology. However, tn one article, Sinclair (1981a, 

p. 218) does deal with ideology briefly. As Sinclair sees it, ideo

logical voting is usually offered as an alternative to constituency 

representation. She rejects this suggestion. Instead she suggests 

that a member's ideological vote is a reflection of the relevant 

constituencies, especially the supportive constituency. Such a 

suggestion could provide the link that ties regions together. A 

congruency of supportive elites within a region could explain why the 

more immediately obvious constituency differences are not reflected 

within regions. Following this up, one would expect that as a 

question gained in saliency, ideological voting would decline as a 



member was forced to pay more attention to his/her individual 

reelection constituency. Unfortunately, Sinclair does not dwell on 

these questions. 

One final difference between Sinclair's (1981a; 1982) con-· 

clusions and those of many others who have studied the energy area 

concerns the question of the influence of the president. Following 

the suggestions of Clausen (1973), Sinclair argues that the president 

can assert little influence over congressional voting. This is based 

on both the idea of the stability of voting patterns and the ties 

between constituency and the member. When this model is applied to 

energy policy making, it runs counter to nearly every other study of 

energy policy making (see, for example: Jones, 1979; Malbin, 1983). 
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A careful examination of the situation suggests a possible way 

to resolve the disagreement. Sinclair (1982) suggests that for most 

of the period there was a lack of a clear constituency message 

regarding energy matters. This reduces the influence of the regular 

pattern of behavior for members. In addition, energy policy was going 

through an agenda change, moving into a separate dimension. All of 

this could create a situation where members are more subject to 

presidential influence. 

In their study of the whip system in the House, Lawrence Dodd 

and Terry Sullivan suggest that energy policy in the earliest part of 

the decade was unpolarized and uncrystallized. "Such situations could 

indicate considerable policy uncertainty within the party and the 

likelihood of a fairly open, unconstrained willingness to bargain, 

listen, learn and compromise" (Dodd and Sullivan, 1981, p. 232). 
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This suggests that there may not be a contradiction between 

the general assertion of moderate presidential influence in the 

government management dimension and the claim that the president 

played a major role in making, or failing to make, energy policy. 

Most of the studies that found an important role by the president were 

done during the first half of the energy decade. It was at this time 

that the studies by Sinclair (1982) and Dodd and Sullivan (1981) 

suggest that members would be most subject to presidential influen.ce. 

If this was the case, it could be expected that as members became more 

experienced with energy policy matters, their voting patterns would 

become more established and the president's influence would be 

reduced. 

In sum, a careful examination of the literature which has 

dealt with energy policy making provides numerous indications of 

unresolved questions. There has not been a comprehensive examination 

of energy voting in Congress. Many of those studies which have 

examined some portion of energy policy making have offered conflicting 

conclusions. While these contradictions are not absolutely irrecon

cilable, they do reinforce the need for a more comprehensive study. 

The central question seems to revolve around the question of 

how constituency and presidential influence are reflected in congres

sional voting. It is the intent of this study to examine these ques

tions from a number of directions. 

There is enough in the literature to indicate that further 

investigation is necessary and to indicate the basic direction that a 

study of energy policy making in Congress should take. The purpose of 
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this study will be to examine the way, or ways, that Congress res

ponded to the policy requirements of the energy crisis. The period of 

study will commence immediately prior to the Arab Oil boycott of 1973 

and extend through the first two years of the Reagan administration. 

Previous studies of congressional decision making suggest that 

three factors can be used to explain congressional behavior. These 

three factors are partisanship, ideology, and constituency. Often 

these are offered as exclusive explanations. Mitchell (1979), for 

example, argues that the ideological tenor of the votes he examined 

demonstrates that members of Congress have no concern for the needs of 

their constituency. 

It is possible, however, that ideological and partisan 

identification are related to constituencies (Sinclair, 1981a). One 

of the results of this study should be a clearer understanding of how 

these factors are related. If there is not a consistent parallel 

pattern of voting between partisanship, ideology and the constituency 

variables used in this study, then it will be easier to argue that 

members of Congress pay little attention to constituencies. Contrar

ily, if there is a parallel pattern of voting, it should be possible 

to clarify the relationship between constituencies and partisan and 

ideological identification. 

Because it is difficult to accept the idea that constituencies 

have no influence on voting, this study will begin with the assumption 

that congressional voting is a reflection of constituency influence. 

Accepting the suggestion of Sinclair (1981a) as a working hypothesis, 

this study will begin by assuming that party and ideology represent 



different means of representing different constituencies. This hypo

thesis will be tested and explained more fully in the chapters 

reporting the analysis of roll call votes. 

Before turning to the empirical analysis, it is necessary to 

spend some time discussing the methodological problems raised by a 

comprehensive roll call analYSis which seeks to directly contract the 

influence of ideology and party. This will be the subject of the 

second chapter. 
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Following these matters it will be possible to move on to the 

discussion of congressional behavior. The large number of votes as 

well as the changes in issues and the changes in some of the important 

actors require some division to be made within the decade. The 

simplest approach is to consider each Congress in a separate chapter. 

Thus, Chapter III will set the political stage for the onset of the 

energy decade by describing the most important questions surrounding 

energy policy immediately prior to the start of 1973. From there it 

will be possible to begin an examination of the first responses to the 

embargo and crisis of October 1973. Chapter III will carry its 

analysis through the end of the ninety-third Congress in 1974. 

Chapter IV will open with the start of the ninety-fourth Con

gress. This Congress is of particular interest because the Congress 

felt that it must devise its own energy policy, rather than following 

the lead of President Ford. While they were not successful, the 

issues which were raised in this Congress became lasting questions for 

the rest of the decade. 
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When Jimmy Carter took office in January of 1977 it was 

expected that Congress and the president could accomplish a great deal 

in the area of energy policy. While energy policy dominated all of 

Carter's years in the White House the end result was probably not at 

all what the members of Congress or the president expected. Chapters 

V and VI will examine congressional actions during this period. 

Irrespective of how well the policy outcomes met the expectations of 

the participants, it was the four years of the Carter presidency--the 

ninety-fifth and ninety-sixth Congresses--which established the bulk 

of what is now American energy policy. 

The energy concerns of Congress began to decline sharply with 

the election of Ronald Reagan. The president had very different 

concerns, as well as a very different attitude toward what direction 

the United States should take in dealing with its energy concerns. In 

addition, there were not the previously reoccuring crises in energy 

which had served to prompt reluctant actors before. For all these 

reasons, Chapter VII will concern itself with the disappearance of 

energy policy during the ninety-seventh Congress. However, the close 

connection between energy policy and other policy concerns meant that 

energy policy did not entirely vanish. Instead it was transmuted into 

other concerns. One of the important questions of Chapter VII will 

be whether voting patterns remained the same when energy policy became 

mixed with taxatioll, welfare, and budget reduction concerns. 

After such an examination of how different Congresses 

addressed energy policy across the span of the decade, it will be 

possible to offer some concluding thoughts on the constants and 
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variations in congressional behavior. Chapter VIII will conclude with 

these matters. Each individual chapter will offer some conclusions 

regarding the policy patterns in Congress and will discuss the influ

ences which can be seen to be operating on members of Congress. The 

final chapter will use these observations about individual Congresses 

to draw conclusions about energy policy-making over the entire decade. 

By the end of the seventh chapter a comprehensive view of what 

Congress did about energy policy during the decade covering 1973-1983 

will have been created. The degree to which long and short term 

patterns of decisions existed in Congress should be obvious. 

Similarly, the patterns of influence on Congress will have been 

explored. The degree to which the influences of constituency, the 

president, and interest groups effected congressional behavior will be 

seen in the analysis done in each of the substantive chapters and 

summed in the conclusions. 

Only by examining energy policy-making over the course of an 

entire decade can the patterns which exist in Congress be observed. 

Without such an examination any conclusions which were based on a 

single vote, or even a single year, would be suspect. Energy policy 

is a perfect laboratory for a study of policy-making in Congress 

because there is a fairly clear beginning and end to congressional 

concern. Within these delimiters the changes and the constant 

concerns will provide an excellent opportunity to examine the 

influences that operate on Congress and how Congress makes important 

policies. 



CHAPTER II 

MEASURING INFLUENCES ON MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

It is impossible for an external observer to state with cer

tainty why any given member of Congress casts a particular vote. 

Logic and observation suggest that numerous factors play a role. The 

internal dynamics of Congress itself certainly exerts an important 

influence (Kingdon, 1981; Matthews and Stimson, 1975). The role of 

the president may vary with the issue and the man, but the president 

is always a factor in congressional behavior (Bond and Fleisher, 

1980). The personal ambitions and intentions of each member will 

always playa role (Fenno, 1973). 

Behind all of these lurks the influence of the constituents of 

each member. There is little dispute that constituencies play a role, 

but there is often a great deal of dispute as to how and to what 

degree constituencies influence members. Some studies have been 

unable to find a direct constituent influence (Hofferbert, 1974) while 

other studies have suggested that members ignore their constituents 

(Mitchell, 1977). Even among studies which have suggested that mem

bers of Congress rely on constituent influence to gUide their voting, 

some studies have suggested that it is a phenomenon common to all 

members (Miller and Stokes, 1963), while others suggest that consti

tuent influence varies with the issue and the member (Zwier, 1979), or 

with the legislator's perception that the constituents are watching 

(Kuklinski and McCrone, 1981). 
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The first step in studying the role of the various influences 

on members is to define the character of the most easily measured 

variables. Direct measures of constituency type are the most obvious 

means to measure constituent influence. This study will use measures 

of energy consumption and energy production for these direct consti

tuency measures. 

To develop these measures each district and state was compared 

with the maps of energy producing areas in the United States found in 

Ralph Lapp's America's Energy (1976) and Cuff and Young's United 

States Energy Atlas (1977). States and districts were then classified 

as either non-energy producers or general energy producers. Variables 

were also created to indicate whether the state or district produces 

either coal or oil and gas. Districts and states were classed as 

nuclear power producers based on the reports of operating nuclear 

power plants published in Nuclear News (1980). 

Variables indicating energy consumption were created from the 

statistics compiled by the United States Department of Energy 

indicating the energy sources of each state's annual electrical 

production (FEDS, 1979). From these figures each state's percentage 

reliance on nuclear, coal, oil, and natural gas for electrical 

production were calculated for the years 1973, 1977, and 1980. These 

are used as measures of energy consumption for the given and following 

years. 

While the state's dependence on the various energy sources for 

the production of electricity is not a perfect measure of all possible 

forms of energy consumption, it is a good way to represent a common 
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and comparable concern across the states and districts. Electricity 

is an important energy source for industries and consumers. As such 

the costs of electrical production are an important concern for all 

members of Congress. Since electricity is the one form of energy 

which is generated by other types of energy, it serves as a barometer 

of change for all types of energy. 

Figures indicating the amount and type of~nergy consumption 

for each district in Congress are not available. In such circum

stances, the figures reporting statewide electric consumption give a 

better measure of each district's consumption than other types of 

energy consumption. Because of the development of state~ide power 

grids, there is less variation in electric consumption among districts 

than for other types of energy production. The percentage of each 

state's reliance on oil, coal, and nuclear power for the production .. of 

electricity is used as an indicator of energy consumption for each 

member of the state's delegation in the House of Representatives. 

The most commonly used variables in all roll call analyses are 

political party and personal ideology. These variables will be used 

in this study. Before the particular problems of comparing party and 

ideology in a single st~dy are examined, however, it is necessary to 

discuss the meaning of party and ideology as influences on members of 

Congress. 

It is easy to see how partisan identification can be con

sidered a measure of constitutency influence. Members are elected 

with the help of partisan identification and maintain that identifi

cation in future elections. While many voters do not have the same 
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party identification as their representatives in Congress the majority 

in each district in the United States chooses its representatives 

based, at least in part, on partisan identification. Partisan identi

fication represents both a national unity and a particular reflection 

of each district (Olson, 1978). 

Ideology is more difficult to identify as a measure of 

constituency influence. While somE~ studies suggest that ideology is 

antithetical to constituency representation (Mitchell, 1977), most 

studies which focus on ideology simply ignore the question of consti

tuency influence (Schneider, 1979). 

Barbara Sinclair (1982), however, has developed an explanation 

of how both party and ideology can be considered as constituency 

representation. Based on the observation that members of Congress 

need different constituencies for different purposes, Sinclair has 

suggested that a member's ideological position represents and reflects 

the supportive constituency that first recruited the member to run for 

office and continues to sustain that member in office. This consti

tuency chose someone with attitudes and opinions similar to theirs. 

These opinions and attitudes are reflected in the member's ideology, 

and to the degree that ideology influences voting, the constituency is 

represented by the ideological character of the vote. 

Sinclair further observes that members need a second consti

tuency, an electoral constituency. This constituency is rebuilt every 

term to sustain the member in office. This constituency is a partisan 

one, built of ordinary voters who, using party identification, elect 



or reelect their representatives. The members' partisan identifi

cation is a reflection of this constituency. 
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Using the three classes of variables, direct energy charac

teristics, partisanship, and ideology, it should be possible to test 

several theories. The first is the influence of constituencies as a 

whole. If none of the variables shows any sign of a logical con

nection between voting and constituency, then it is easier to accept 

the idea that constituency plays no direct role in voting. If some of 

the variables show a connection between constituency and voting while 

others do not, it will support a conclusion that there are other 

influences at work. If for example, the direct energy characteristics 

of a district and partisanship demonstrate parallel patterns of 

voting, while ideology varies from this pattern, one can conclude that 

partisanship is related to constituencies, while ideology is not. 

As an alternative, partisanship could be a measure of presi

dential influence. Ideology could be a measure of personal predis

position unrelated to the voters at home. The test of any explanation 

will be how well it matches the results produced by a roll call 

analysis. The variables selected for comparison and the statistical 

analysis used are based on the a~sumption that the unifying explan

ation of congressional voting is constituency influence. Because, 

however, the study is designed to test this and other hypothesis, the 

fullest explanation of the influences must wait the examination of the 

results obtained by roll call analysis. 

Before moving to the analysis, the type of measure used for 

ideology must be identified, and the particular problems associated 
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with roll call analysis using partisanship and ideology in the same 

equation to analyze a single vote must be examined. There are a 

number of different variables which might be used to represent the 

ideological predisposition of members of Congress. Because it is 

based on a far larger number of votes and because it can be trans

formed so that there is no penalty for absences, the conservative 

coalition support scores provided by Congressional Quarterly are used 

as the measure of ideological position in this study. (For a 

discussion of these scores and their measurement of ideology, see, for 

example, £g Almanac, 1980; and Kenski and ~nski, 1980; 1981; for a 

discussion of the conservative coalition in general, see Brady and 

Bullock, 1980; Hammond and Fraser, 1982). 

Analytic Procedures and Methods 

Having described the variables to be used, the methods of 

analysis must next be described. The intent of this study is to 

compare the influence of particular variables on congressional votes. 

To do that a particular technique of analysis must be selected and the 

variables must be examined to insure that the desired results can be 

obtained. 

The first step in selecting the proper techniques of analysis 

is to recognize that some of the variables, such as the variables 

concerning relative energy consumption and ideological position are 

interval level variables, while others, such as the roll call votes 

themselves and the member's partisan identification are dichotomous 

variables. The use of dichotomous variables in regression equations 
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is not uncommon and may not harm the results. Kmenta shows that 

dichotomous independent variables do not invalidate the use of 

regression. "Under the assumptions of the classical normal linear 

regression model, the resulting estimates will have all the desire~ 

properties" (Kmenta, 1971, p. 411). One can, therefore, use such 

characteristics as a member's party affiliation and nominal measures 

of constituency as predictive variables in a regression equation 

without fear of invalidating the results. 

The use of a dichotomous dependent variable is not so easily 

dealt with, however. One of the necessary characteristics of a 

regression equation is that the errors of the equation be randomly 

distributed. When the dependent variable is dichotomous, the errors 

are not randomly distributed, thus the regression equation is invalid. 

Regression assumes that the values of the dependent variable falls 

along a straight line. The difference between the actual values of 

the dependent variable and the values predicted by the regression 

equation are the errors. If these are not randomly distributed then 

the given regression equation is not actually the best equation to 

predict the dependent variable. (For a discussion of these matters 

see Blalock, 1979, Chapter 18; Kmenta, 1971, Chapter 11; and espe

cially Aldrich and Cnudde, 1975.) 

When the dependent variable is dichotomous the actual line of 

the distribution of observations is more an s shaped curve than it is 

a straight line. When the regression equation imposes a straight line 

over this curve the errors between the predicted observations and the 

actual observations are not random. Most of the positive errors are 
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above the middle of the line, while most- of the negative errors are 

below. Thus, the usual regression model cannot be used for dichotomous 

dependent variables. 

There are alternatives, however. The most powerful of these 

methods are, in effect, alternative regression equations. In these 

alternatives the equation does not assume a straight line. This means 

that the Ordinary Least Squares method of regression is not available. 

Further, not all of the same results are achieved. These techniques 

do, however, yield indicators of the strength of the relationship, the 

direction of the relationship, and the degree to which a change in an 

independent variable produces a change in the dependent variable. 

Since the dependent variable is dichotomous, the last indicator (the 

equivalent of the correlation coefficient in ordinary regression) does 

not measure exactly the same thing. In these techniques the correlation 

coefficient is a Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) of the degree to 

which a change in the independent variable produces a change in the 

dichotomous, dependent variable. The two most common methods to 

produce the MLE are probit and logit. 

Logit differs from probit in that it assumes a logistic 

distribution of probability, rather than a normal distribution. The 

effect of this difference is a slightly different curve, with the 

probit curve approaching the axis more quickly than the logit curve. 

"In fact the logistic distribution is very similar to the t-distribu

tion with seven degrees of freedom, while the normal distribution 

(probit) is a t-distribution with infinite degrees of freedom" 

(Hanushek and Jackson, 1977, p. 189). This difference creates a 
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slightly different match between the curve and an ordinary regression 

equation: 10git is a little closer to a straight line between the two 

end points and the middle of the curve, while probit gives a better 

fit on a line which includes most of the points on the curve but 

excludes the two ends of the curve. 

For most uses there is little difference between the two 

methods. "Since the ML [Maximum Likelihood] logistic estimator is 

very similar to the probit estimator, the choice between 10git and 

probit is largely one of convenience and program availability" 

(Hanushek and Jackson, 1977, p. 204; see also Kau and Rubin, 1982, 

Appendix, for the same conclusions). 

While there is a great deal of similarity in the resu1t9 

reported for probit, 10git, and even ordinary regression, the coeffi-

cients are not, in fact, the same. The coefficients of probit and 

10git do not represent the change in the dependent variable for every 

unit change in the independent variable. Probit and logit equations, 

when used without grouped data, give a Maximum Likelihood Estimate. 

This reflects the overall probability of a change in the dependent 

variable, given all the effects of the independent variables. Thus 

the coefficients of each independent variable indicate the likelihood 

of a change in the probability of altering the dependent variable, 

given a change in the independent variable. "Thus while the sign of 

the coefficient does indicate the direction of the change, the 

magnitude depends upon.f('.Cp,: , which of course reflects the steepness 

of the CnF at~(~. Naturally, the steeper the CD~, the greater the 
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impact of a change in the value of an explanatory variable will be" 

(Kau and Rubin, 1982, p. 139). 

Thus, there are several valid methods of measuring the effects 

of specific variables or characteristics on the individual votes of 

Congress. Under the conditions of analyzing a single vote Ordinary 

Least Squares regression is not valid, but it can be replaced with 

either a logit analysis or a probit analysis. ijoth of these methods 

achieve results which have lowet standard errors and which provide a 

better fit of the actual data. Under most circumstances either method 

works well. 

The value of all these methods is that they allow a direct 

comparison of the relative effects of different factors. However, the 

utility of making these comparisons depends again on the validity of 

some of the underlying assumptions that go into the equations. One 

assumption is that there is true independence among the variables. If 

two of the independent variables are so closely related that a change 

in one is followed by a change in the other then an inclusion of both 

in the same equation leads to inaccurate results. 

This problem is referred to as multicollinearity. When col

linear variables are used in an equation, the most serious problem is 

that the standard errors are affected to such an extent that it 

becomes possible to reject as insignificant independent variables 

which do actually belong in the equation. 

Since the social sciences often have to deal with two or more 

variables which are correlated with each other, it is usually not 

possible to avoid some collinearity. Lower levels of collinearity do 
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not adversely effect the computation of valid coefficients. However, 

there is a threshold beyond which multicollinearity does become a 

problem. 

There are two related aspects of multicollinearity which 

present a problem for statistical analysis. One concerns the validity 

of the model being off~red to explain behavior and the other concerns 

the practical effects of using collinear data. 

Multicollinearity calls into question the model used because 

the normal assumption of most statistical methods is that the sample 

to be analyzed is representative of the total population, where each 

variable is assumed to have an independent effect. Thus, when multi

collinearity is found in a sample, the implication is that the sample 

is not reflective of the population as a whole. Because of this, the 

usual admonition to solve the problem of multicollinearity is to 

gather more information. However, in many studies in the social 

sciences this is not possible because no further data can be gathered 

(Tufte, 1974, p. 153). 

In an analysis of congressional behavior, multicollinearity is 

a problem because of the strong relationship between party and ide

ology. Using the conservative coalition scores prepared by the Con

gressional Quarterly, there is a correlation of between .55 and .65 

for ideology and party. It is important to note that this high corre

lation does not indicate a problem in the model used for roll call 

analysis. First of all, there is not a biased sample. Unless members 

who voted are excluded from the analysis the total population is 

available for analysis. ~econdlYJ there is in Congress a strong 
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relationship between ideology and partisan identification. Because of 

this natural relationship, using party and ideology in the same 

equation will not create a theoretical anomaly. 

Using the conservatiye coalition score as the measure of 

ideology reduces the relationship between party and ideology. The 

conservative coalition is defined as an interparty alliance of conser

vative Republicans and conservative Democrats. Party membership or 

regional representation does not automatically make a member a part of 

the conservative coalition. The coalition is created by an alliance 

of Republicans and conservative Democrats, who come mostly from the 

South (Brady and Bullock, 1980). Individual members of the coalition 

are labeled as such because of their votes with the other members of 

the coalition. The opposition to the coalition is largely composed of 

moderates and liberals in the Democratic party from outside the South. 

Since the ideological scores developed by this measure cut across 

party lines, this method reduces the chance that party membership and 

ideology are inadvertently linked. 

If the implications of an unsatisfactory model created by 

multicollinearity can be dismissed in an analysis of roll call voting, 

the same cannot be done with regard to the practical results of multi

collinearity. Multicollinearity cannot be ignored because it has an 

adverse effect on the statistical analysis to be performed with the 

collinear variables. 

High colli~earity enlarges the standard errors and thus 

weakens the certainty of all statistical techniques (Tufte, 1974, 

p. 150). Thus, it is possible to reject variables with a significant 
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influence because their enlarged errors suggest that their influence 

does not differ enough from zero. This raises the question: when is 

collinearity too high or so high that it has an adverse effect on the 

results reported? The common answer is that it depends on the nat~re 

of the data and the needs of the researcher. 

Two different tests are sometimes offered to develop a thres

hold of serious multicollinearity. KIien (1962) suggests the simple 

test that if the correlation between any two variables is greater that 

the overall R of the multiple regression equation, then collinearity 

is too high. This test is also offered by Farrar and Glauber (1964). 

Kmenta suggests that "multicollinearity is regarded as harmful if at, 

say, the 5% level of significance, the value of the F statistic is 

significantly different from zero but none of the t statistics for the 

regression coefficients ••• is" (1971, p. 390). 

Based on these tests the problem of the high correlation 

between party and ideology in roll call analysis could be dismissed as 

not being serious. It does not undermine the model of behavior 

because it is explained by the model, and while the correlations 

between party and ideology are high they are almost invariably smaller 

than the correlations between the two and any roll call vote. So long 

as both variables are found to be significant there is no problem. If 

there is a case where one variable is found to be insignificant, then 

more care is necessary in drawing conclusions regarding the joint 

influence of the variables. 

This is not, however, a necessarily safe conclusion. The 

strengths of the associations may be so high that while they do not 
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violate an arbitrary threshold they still create methodological 

problems. Even if the enlarged standard error is not enough to cause 

one variable to be eliminated, it effects subsequent calculations. 

For example, the strong relationship between two variables can result 

in inaccurate coefficients, and thus in misleading conclusions 

regarding the influence of the variables (Li, 1979). 

There are several ways that multicollinearity is handled, but 

none of them guarantee an absolute solution. For some the problem is 

that they are not applicable to roll call voting in Congress, while 

for. others the problem is that they create different statistical 

problems. The best way to understand these limitations is to examine 

each possible solution, in order of potential contribution to the 

problems of roll call analysis. 

The first advice given in many methodological works is to 

collect more data (Kmenta, 1971, p. 391). This advice is based on the 

assumption that the problem lies in a biased sample. As has already 

been mentioned, the sample in roll call voting cannot be considered 

biased. Further, it is impossible to gather more data. Therefore 

this suggestion does not provide a solutio~ 

A second solution is to exclude one of the offending variables 

(Kritzer, 1976, p. 87). While this is a possible solution in some 

circumstances, it is difficult to choose between excluding party or 

ideology in any analysis of roll call votes. 

One might choose instead to construct some combination of the 

two variables in question (Lewis-Beck, 1978, p. 230). This deals with 

the problem in a fairly simple manner, but it raises questions which 
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are a mirror image of those created by exclusion. Any combination of 

these variables is based on the conclusion that party and ideology are 

measuring the same underlying factor. Even a combination which allows 

for intraparty divisions tends to obscure some of the important vari

ations that exists in ideology. Further, a combination of the 

dichotomy of party and the interval measure of ideology means a 

reduction in the quality of the measure of ideology. Because of the 

loss of information, one must guard against the tendency to collapse 

"categories merely out of habit or a desire to simplify the analysis" 

(Blalock, 1979, p. 446). 

There are some means of manipulating the original variables 

which are designed to deal with the problem of multicollinearity. To 

date probably the most commonly mentioned in political science is the 

technique of ridge regression. (See, for example: Kritzer, 1976; 

Lewis-Beck, 1978; Li, 1979.) Ridge regression deals with multicolli

nearity by adding a small constant value to the diagonal of the cor

relation matrix (Hoerl and Kennard, 1970). While this does reduce the 

effects of the collinearity between the variables, it also introduces 

some bias into the sample and thus into the regression equation 

obtained. The argument in its favor is that the bias is small and 

that the proportional reduction in error due to multicollinearity more 

than makes up for the bias. 

If mUltiple samples of the data are available, it is possible 

to determine the degree of bias introduced by ridge regression. tf, 

however, only one sample is available it is impossible to determine 

the bias introduced by ridge regression. If, however, only one sample 
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is available it is impossible to determine the bias (Deegan, 1975). 

Since roll call analysis is limited in the number of samples that can 

be made this potentially increases the risk of using ridge regression. 

Furthermore, if logit or probit are used, the combination of intro

duced biases would further weaken the validity of the conclusions. 

Fortunately, there is an alternative method available to deal 

with multicollinearity. This is the use of residuals of a regression 

of one of the collinear variables on another in place of the original 

variable. For example, if one regresses party and other variables 

which are related to ideology against the ideological variable, a 

regression equation is obtained that gives a predicted ideological 

score. The difference between this predicted score and the actual 

score is referred to as the residual of the equation. The residual 

represents that component of a ~ember's ideological predisposition 

that is unrelated to party and the other variables used in the 

regression. If the residual is used in a subsequent regression or 

logit equation with party and the other variables, there is no problem 

of multicollinearity. This method has recently been applied to the 

problem of the strong relationship between ideology and party (Kau and 

Rubin, 1982; Carson and Oppenheimer, 1984). 

The problem of multicollinearity and the solution adopted in 

this study are illustrated by comparing the relationship between party 

and two measures of ideological position. When party is correlated 

with the basic measure of ideology used in this study, the Congres

sional Quarterly's conservative coalition score, there is a strong 

relationship between the two variables. For example, the correlation 
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coefficient between party and the 1973 conservative coalition score is 

0.562. While this is not high enough to cause an automatic assumption 

of multicollinearity (see, for example, Kmenta, 1971), it is high 

enough to create concern regarding the dependability of the results 

that are obtained when these two variables are used in the same 

equation. 

However, if party is regressed on these ideological scores, 

and the resulting score is subtracted from the actual ideological 

score, the residuals of ideology are obtained. When this is done with 

the 1973 data the residuals correlate highly wlth the original ide

ological score, having a correlation coefficient of .581. As 

expected, the multicollinearity problem disappears because the corre

lation between the residuals and party identification drops to zero. 

Similar results are obtained for all other years. 

Therefore, in all statistical calculations in this study, when 

party is included in the equation, the residuals of the ideological 

rankings based on conservative coalition scores are used. In this way 

any results which report the effects of party or ideological identHi

cation are not based on a comparison of multicollinear variables. 

While the variable of party certainly continues to carry some ideolo

gical implications, these implications are those of the party as a 

whole and not of the individual member of Congress. Such individual 

ideological predispositions are reported based on the effect of the 

residual ideological score. 

The use of residual analysis is not a theoretical statement 

regarding the relationship between party and ideology. Regressing 
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party on ideology and then using the residuals is not the same as 

claiming that party identification causes ideological predisposition. 

Instead, the use of residuals removes the common variance between 

party and ideology. The effect of the use of residuals is to assign 

all of this common variance to the party variable. Thus, care must be 

taken with the interpretation of the coefficients obtained in the 

regression of these two variables (party and the residual of ideology) 

against a vote. 

This problem is best dealt with first at the theoretical 

level. The first step is to recognize that a member of Congress does 

not represent a single homogeneous constituency. All constituencies 

are composed of different components. Party is one component and 

another are those elites in the district who recruited the candidate 

in the first place. It makes more sense to argue, as Sinclair (1982) 

does, that the ideological behavior of the member is as much a 

reflection of the opinions and demands of these elites as it is the 

member's own ideology. Indeed, to conclude that the two cannot be 

separated is more logical than to suggest that a member's ideology is 

somehow separate from, if not in conflict with, the demands of his/her 

district (Schneider, 1979; Carson and Oppenheimer, 1984). 

Assigning all the common variance to the party variable 

suggests that there is more than one ideological influence on the 

member. To the degree that two national parties exist, there are some 

differences between the two and these are the result of ideological 

divisions. Thus, a member's party vote in Congress has ideological 

implications. But a member also represents a district or a state with 
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a unique constituency. These unique influences effect the member's 

ideological predisposition, independent of the national party. 

Assigning all the common variance between party and ideology to party 

creates two ideological measures, one reflecting the ideological 

character of partisanship, the other reflecting an individual ide

ological predisposition. Taken together, the two variables reflect 

the different pressures of local and national or regional forces. 

The analysis of roll call data involves numerous potential 

methodological problems. While there are no easy solutions, nor 

solutions which remove all of the ramifications of the problem, there 

are means to deal with the basic difficulties. Dichotomous dependent 

variables are dealt with through the related procedures of logit and 

probit. The results of these analyses, subject to proper trans

formation, can be treated as analogous to ordinary regression. The 

problem of high collinearity between party and ideology is best dealt 

with through the use of residuals. Again, with the proper interpre-

tation, the results can be viewed as an adequate indication of the 

e~fects of party and ideology. Logit and residual analysis can be 

combined to deal with the simultaneous existence of both problem~ (Kau 

and Rubin, 1982). 

This is the combination of statistical techniques which will 

be used in this study. The residuals of a regression of party on the 

member's ideological predisposition are used in the logistic regres

sion equations developed by the Department of Biomathematics of the 

University of California, Los Angeles (BMDP, 1981). The results of 
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this statistical technique provide the basis for and the test of the 

explanation of congressional voting on energy. 

The BMDP logit program is designed to measure the relationship 

between a dichotomous dependent variable and several independent 

variables (BMDP, 1981). While the program is designed to provide 

stepwise analysis, this procedure can be used for a single step 

multiple regression as well. All results reported in this study are 

the result of such a regression. 

While there is a superficial similarity between the reporting 

of results from logistic analysis and ordinary least squares regres

sion, the results are not interpreted in the same way. Since logit 

analysis is based on nonlinear equations, the results do not corre

spond to those obtained from linear equations. The same care is 

necessary in the analysis of logit results as in the analysis of the 

results of probit equations (compare Kau and Rubin, 1982; and 

Ragsdale, 1984). 

Because the dependent variable in logit analysis is dichot

omous, the coefficient produced represents the likelihood that a 

change in the independent variable produces a change in the dependent 

variable. For two reasons, these coefficients are not as comparable 

as are the coefficients in ordinary least squares. First, the coeffi

cients report the 1~ke1ihood that a unit change in the independent 

variable produces a change in the dependent variable, given the 

overall probability of a correct prediction by the logit equation (Kau 

and Rubin, 1982, p. 135). If there is a difference in the units of 

measurement of two variables, the coefficients are not comparable. 
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The second difficulty with comparing coefficients is that the 

value of the coefficients is dependent on the steepness of the curve 

(Kau and Rubin, 1982, p. 139). The most immediate practical effect of 

this problem is that the coefficients cannot be compared across 

equations. 

Since the coefficient of each variable is dependent on the 

units of measurement and the character of the particular curve 

obtained in each equation, it follows that the non-normalized 

coefficients of each variable in a logit equation conveys little 

meaning. Fortunately, if the coefficient is divided by its standard 

error, a normalized value is obtained. "These can be read roughly as 

t statistics ••• " (BMDP, 1981, p. 337). Because they are normalized 

these values are comparable to others obtained in the same equation. 

The relative size of the term reflects the impact of the variable, 

based on a normal t distribution. 

To simplify the analysis of the results in this study, all 

results reported are based on this normalized transformation of 

the coefficients. The sign reported is the same as the sign of the 

original coefficient. The significance of the variables is determined 

by the probabilities of the F statistic computed for each variable. 

For each vote the influence of variables can be compared by 

examining the size of the coefficient. Having been standardized, 

these coefficients indicate in comparable units the degree of 

influence of each independent variable. The coefficients represent an 

answer to the question: if the value of the independent variables 

changes, is the dependent variable likely to change? To give a 



44 

specific example: In June, 1975 the House failed to override President 

Ford's veto of the strip mining regulation bill. The coefficients of 

a logit analysis of this vote are: 

Vote 
production of 

party I ideology I coal I oil I 
Vote 210 
veto -7.9 -7.1 
override (-1.1) (-.06) 

ns -2.9 
(-.59) 

consumption of 
coal I oil 

ns 2.2 
(.01) 

The coefficients in parentheses indicate the non-transformed 

logit results. The other coefficients represent the transformed 

coefficients which can be compared directly with the transformed 

coefficients of other variables to determine the relative influence of 

each variable. 

The coefficients indicate that party was the strongest 

influence. Put another way, a change in party is most likely to have 

produced a change in the vote on the veto override. Ideology also had 

a large influence. While it is very important, it is not quite as 

important as party. Of much less importance, but still statistically 

significant are the variables of oil production and consumption. In 

other words, Republicans were more likely than Democrats to vote 

against the veto override, conservatives were more likely to vote 

against the override than were liberals, oil producers were more 

likely to vote against the override than were non-producers, and large 

consumers of oil for electric generation were more likely to vote for 

the override than were proportionally smaller consumers of oil. 

Logit is similar to ordinary regression in that the results 

measure the direction and strength of the relationship between one or 
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several independent variables and one dependent variable. The 

coefficients of logit are like the coefficients of regression in that 

they indicate the character of the relationship among the variables. 

When standardized the coefficients are a measure of the influence of 

the variable, the coefficient being a measure of the multiplicative 

effect of the variable. 

These results also illustrate the basic model to be used in 

this study. If one begins with an assumption that constituents 

influence votes, and that part of this influence is felt through the 

member's party and ideological identification, these results support 

the basic model. Partisanship and ideology show a parallel relation

ship, so that members can be seen to be responding to the same message 

from their conservative supportive constituency and from their Repub

lican constituencies. The direct measures of energy consumption and 

production are also consistent with the basic model, in that they are 

opposite to each other and parallel the expected direction of parti

sanship and ideology. This simple overview of the model and its 

implementation leads logically to the next step: the detailed report 

of the findings in the next chapters. 

Before turning to the substantive analysis, however, it is 

important to note the effect of the ~ombination of methods used in 

this study. Eliminating the collinear relationship between party and 

ideology allows these variables to be used in the same equation with 

other, direct measures of constituency influence. Logit analysis 

allows the comparison of the influences of these variables in a single 

vote. Thus, for the first time the influence of party, ideology and 
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direct constituency measures can be examined in an individual vote. 

While this study examines the character of energy voting, the same 

methods can be applied to other areas of congressional voting. For 

the first time the influences on congressional voting can be compared 

directly with each other. The successful application of these methods 

to the study of Congress should significantly expand our understanding 

of this branch of government. 



CHAPTER III 

ENERGY VOTING IN THE NINETY-THIRD CONGRESS 

While the American public became concerned about the energy 

future of the United States as a result of the Arab oil boycott of 

October 1973, there were energy policies in place prior to the crisis. 

In part, these policies contributed to the particular circumstances of 

the energy crisis which caught the public's attention in October 1973. 

In order to understand the effect of the crisis itself, it is 

necessary to understand the conditions which existed prior to the 

crisis. There are three matters which must be examined briefly: 

1) the relationship between prior energy policies and the onset of the 

energy crisis; 2) the relationship between energy policy and other 

policies; and 3) the condition of the interest groups which became 

the most important actors in the energy policy debate. 

For members of Congress the energy crisis started prior to 

October. ~resident Nixon made a major policy address concerning 

energy in June 1971 and renewed his call for a reform of energy 

policies several times in early 1973. Even more important for Con

gress, natural gas and fuel oil shortages appeared during the winter 

of 1972-1973. These shortages illustrate the combination of factors 

which produced the energy crisis. 

There are some basic physical problems which contributed to 

the natural gas and oil shortages of 1973. Domestic production and 

the discovery of new reserves for both oil and gas declined for 

several years prior to 1973 (FEDS, 1979). In addition to the economic 

47 
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factors involved in this decline, most of the traditional producing 

areas for oil and gas were over-explored and could yield no new 

discoveries. The limits on new discoveries did not themselves produce 

the short range crisis of the 1970s, but they did create concern about 

the future. These long term problems were given much attention 

throughout the crisis. 

The immediate shortages of natural gas in 1973 were caused in 

large part by the strict price controls on natural gas shipped in 

interstate commerce. Because of the regulations of the Federal Power 

Commission (FPC), gas exploration was inhibited by lowered returns on 

investment. Those producers who could sold most of their gas in the 

unregulated intrastate market. Interstate gas prices rose an average 

of only three cents per thousand cubic feet between 1960 and 1970 

(FEDS, 1979, p. 115). 

Interstate gas sold at an average of fifty cents per thousand 

cubic feet in the early seventies. At the same time, gas sold for 

$2.25 per thousand cubic feet in the unregulated markets in Texas and 

Louisiana (Davis, 1978, p. 132). The cause of this disparity was 

hotly debated. Most economists and other critics of the price regula

tion blamed the shortages and price inequities on the FPC regulations, 

which discouraged exploration and made most gas a byproduct of oil 

exploration (see, for example: MacAvoy, 1983; Bramlett, 1980). What

ever the cause, the great differences in price meant that there was 

little new natural gas to meet the interstate market's growing demand. 

Even more than for natural gas, the immediate shortages of oil 

were the direct result of governmental price controls. Oil refineries 
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followed market demands by emphasizing gasoline production in the 

summer and fuel oil production in the winter. Prices for these 

products also showed seasonal fluctuations. In the summer of 1971 

when petroleum prices were frozen as a part of the general price-wage 

freeze, gasoline prices were relatively high and fuel oil prices were 

low. Thus, refiners were reluctant to switch production. 

The imbalance between fuel oil and gasoline production was not 

a problem during the relatively mild winter of 1971-72, but it did 

produce shortages during the winter of 1972-73. When the phase II 

controls were removed in January of 1973, petroleum prices rose 

rapidly. The response of the administration was to reimpose price 

controls on the largest refiners, who accounted for 95 percent of 

sales. This led to large price differentials and major imbalances in 

product availability (MacAvoy, 1983; Vietor, 1984). 

Later in the year a two tiered price structure was imposed, . 

distinguishing between old and new oil. This served to stabilize 

prices, but it did not solve the shortages caused by regional misallo

cations. While these controls were not viewed as a permanent solution 

to the energy crisis, they became the foundation for all debate 

regarding oil prices for the rest of the decade. What is most impor

tant is that it was a policy designed for the economic purpose of 

controlling prices and not for the purpose of dealing with energy 

shortages. The two tiered structure was designed to encourage produc

tion and to redress some of the imbalances in allocation, but it was 
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at heart a regulation designed to keep prices low and not an energy 

policy at all. 

Thus, even before the boycott and the extreme shortages, there 

were demands for changes in established energy policies. However, 

altering established energy policies was difficult because of the 

interests created and protected by these policies. It is also impor

tant to note that throughout the decade the demands for change in 

energy policy came into conflict with two other policy areas. One 

area of conflict is with economic policies to combat inflation. The 

second area of conflict concerns the policies recently enacted to 

protect the environment. Both conflicts began before there was public 

recognition of the energy crisis. Oil import policies and the Clean 

Air Act serve as illustrations of these conflicts. 

For most of the twentieth century, official governmental 

policy was designed to keep the price of oil above its natural market 

price but within some reasonable price range. Prices were subsidized 

through the depletion allowance, which allowed producers to transfer 

much of their cost to the national government. At the same time 

prices were kept high through a balance of demand and production. 

This was done at the national level by allowing the domesti~ producing 

states to enter compacts to regulate production (Davis, 1978) and by 

limiting the amount of low cost foreign oil which was imported 

(Barber, 1981). 

By 1973 these programs were no longer effective. Demand began 

to exceed the domestic supply. In April 1972, Louisiana and Texas 

allowed producers to sell all the oil they could produce 
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(Vietor, 1984, p. 199). In order to meet increased demand more oil 

had to be imported, but imports were limited by established policy. 

Because these limits on imports were meant to keep prices high, they 

were opposed by consuming states (see Barber, 1981, and Cochrane, 

1981). Now, just at the time when the major oil companies also began 

to urge an end to import controls, the foreign producing states began 

to raise thei~ prices. 

Imported oil was no longer a means to hold oil prices down. 

Furthermore, there were no longer the extensive domestic supplies 

which were the life blood of the independent refiners. Thus, the 

energy crisis was a crisis not only for those in line at the gas 

station, it was also a crisis for the economic structure of the United 

States which was partly based on stable oil prices. Finally, the 

energy crisis produced a crisis within the oil industry, since it 

endangered those small producing and ~efining companies which relied 

on a protected share of the domestic market for survival. 

In the same way that economic and energy policies were doomed 

to clash, the environmental movement was threatened by the energy 

crisis. Environmentalism as a mass public movement was given a major 

boost by past energy policies, especially the offshore oil drilling 

that led to the Santa Barbara oil spill. As a result of this, many of 

the successful environmental policies of the early seventies had an 

impact on energy consumption. 

As an illustration, the Clean Air Act's limits on further 

degredation served 1) to reverse the decade old increase in coal 

consumption, 2) to encourage a shift away from the deep mined coal of 
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Appalachia to the cleaner, surface mined coal of the Western states, 

and 3) to force utilities to shift from coal to oil and natural gas 

consumption (McRae and Dudas, 1977). When other forms of energy were 

abundant, effects were hardly noticeable outside the coal industry. 

With the onset of the energy crisis, however, demands to reverse these 

policies became more widespread and the tension between environmen

talism and energy policy heightened. 

The environmental movement provided the impetus for a signi

ficant increase in the number of public policy interest groups 

(McFarland, 1976). Given the difficulty in forming such groups 

(Salisbury, 1970) and the connection between environmentalism and 

energy, it is not surprising that while these groups transferred some 

of their interest to the energy policy area, there were few new public 

interest groups which came into existence. The lack of interest groups 

which were formed specifically to argue and defend the energy consumer 

did have an impact on energy policy making. 

On the other side of the interest group spectrum the forces 

remained essentially the same as they were during the environmental 

movement. In fact, one of the responses of the oil and coal industries 

to environmental threats was to emphasize the energy policy consequen

ces of increased regulation (Oppenheimer, 1974, p. 147; Vietor, 1980, 

p. 95). Thus, these industry groups were prepared to use the energy 

crisis as a defense against environmental regulations. These groups 

were also able to turn their existing organizations to the task of 

extracting advantageous legislation as a result of ~he energy crisis. 
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The coal industry immediately sought to use the energy crisis 

as a means to gain the type of govenlmental support which they pre

viously lacked. In addition to using the crisis as a defense against 

the Clean Air Act and the threats of surface mining regulation, the 

coal industry sought governmental policies to encourage coal usage. 

Despite speculations about a division between western and eastern coal 

interests, such a division did not arise. (Contrast Mulligan, 1978; 

Hayes, 1980; with Vietor, 1980; Mecham and Krogmann, 1981). 

Despite differences in economic size, prior to the energy 

crisis the oil industry was united when seeking governmental benefits. 

For example, during the fight over the depletion allowance in 1969, an 

attempt to protect small operators at the expense of the major oil 

companies failed in the face of united industry opposition 

(Oppenheimer, 1974). 

However, things were changing. One important structural 

change related to decreasing supplies was the growing division within 

the industry between the major oil companies and the smaller, indepen

dent refiners and suppliers. Because they lacked their own sources 

these independents were forced to depend on the major companies for 

raw materials. As the excess supplies disappeared, the major oil 

companies became less willing to supply these independents. Uecause 

of this, the independents became less sure that their interests were 

the same as the interests of the major oil companies (Vietor, 1984). 

A second important change for the industry occurred in Con

gress. The oil industry was best represented on the taxing and the 

public works committees, which had previously controlled the policies 
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of interest to the industry (Oppenheimer, 1974). Now, however, the 

increasing connection between new environmental legislation and energy 

shortages meant that questions important to the industry were consid

ered in other committees, especially the Interior Committees. As a 

consequence, it was more difficult for the industry to keep unfavorable 

legislation off the floor. 

A final change for all energy industries was the increased 

saliency of environmental and energy matters. As the public became 

more concerned about energy, their first reaction was to blame the 

energy industries. This made it more difficult for those members of 

Congress representing the industry's point of view to work behind the 

screen created by prior public indifference. These changes can be 

seen in legislation concerning the oil industry and in the history of 

surface mining regulations of the coal industry (Vietor, 1980). 

At the same time that the interest group structure was 

changing the two most important events of 1973 had an unquestionable 

impact on congressional energy policy making. These events were the 

Watergate scandals and the Arab boycott of ot1 shipments to the U.S. 

The increasing national attention focused on the question of 

the president's involvement in the Watergate burglary and the assoc

iated discoveries which culminated in Richard Nixon's resignation 

represented a low point in presidential-congressional relations. 

These events created an attitude toward the presidency in the minds of 

most members of Congress which affected policy making for several 

years. The low esteem felt toward the president made it easy to 

ignore or reject his policy proposals. There was also an increased 
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incentive to create an alternative policy, to .demonstrate that Con

gress could operate independently of the president. 

The lessons of the Watergate period gave an important boost to 

the creation of a virtually new policy area: congressional control of 

policy making through the congressional veto. While the veto was not 

new, the examples of presidential abuse of the bureaucracy illuminated 

by Watergate led Congress to retain as much control as possible over 

all policies by attaching provisions for a veto of bureaucratic propo

sals to many new policies (Sundquist, 1981). 

By itself, Watergate would not have created an incentive for 

energy policies, but it set the stage for how energy policy would be 

handled if it did appear on the policy agenda. The Arab boycott put 

energy policy firmly on the policy agenda. While there had been 

warnings of the coming long range energy crisis, and while there had 

been some shortages prior to the boycott, it was the boycott which 

made energy an important political question and defined the character 

of energy policy making during the first years of the energy decade. 

The severity of the crisis concentrated attention on the short range 

problems and, when the crisis faded with the end of the boycott, 

created a deep suspicion that all notions of an energy crisis were an 

invention designed to increase the profits of the oil companies. 

Together these events dictated the roles that Congress played. 

Partnership with the president could exist only if there was a high 

degree of consensus. The newness of the problems created an oppor

tunity for congressional initiative but the lack of any policy history 

made initiative difficult. Few members of Congress had much expertise 
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in the area and the question of committee jurisdiction was not clear, 

especially in the House. 

Of the members who had previously been interested in non

nuclear energy matters, the most active was Senator Henry Jackson' (D. 

Wash.). Jackson was free of the taint of representing oil producers 

or oil producing states and he had adopted energy as an area of policy 

activity. This gave his proposals an added force. Much of the energy 

debate in the 93rd Congress concerned the differences between the 

president's proposals and those put forward by Senator Jac~son on 

energy research and energy allocation. . 

President Nixon objected to plans for fuel allocation for 

ideological reasons and because he felt that such action was not 

necessary (de Marchi, 1981). Despite this, Congress passed an amend

ment which gave him discretionary authority to allocate fuel supplies 

early in 1973. When President Nixon refused to act, Congress made fuel 

allocation mandatory. By the time this passed the Arab boycott was 

beginning to have an effect, so the earlier objections were withdrawn. 

A similar pattern was followed in action on the Energy Emer

gency Act, although with less success. Senator Jackson introduced a 

measure immediately after the announcement of the oil boycott, which 

was then amended to include the powers requested by the president.on 

November 7th. Early in the energy crisis there was a general agree

ment on the need for action, but disagreement on the details. The 

Energy Emergency Act was passed by both Houses by large margins, but 

there were close divisions within each house on some of the details. 

Ultimately the bill failed in the first session because the House ot 
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Representatives insisted on a windfall profits tax and senators from 

the oil producing states refused to pass the bill with such a provi

sion. Early in 1974 the legislation was passed without the windfall 

profits tax, but it was vetoed by President Nixon because the tax was 

replaced by price ceilings on oil. Later in the year some of the 

provisions of the bil1--those creating a Federal Energy Administration 

to oversee price controls and and amendments relaxing Clean Air Act 

standards--were passed. 

The fading of the effects of the boycott and the change of 

presidents in 1974 continued to effect energy policy making. Because 

the long lines at gas stations were disappearing, Congress did not 

attempt to override President Nixon's veto of the Energy Emergency 

Act. The House and the Senate had not been able to work out differ

ences between the House passed bill to create an energy research 

agency like that requested by President Nixon, and the Senate version 

reflecting the ideas of Senator Jackson. Late in 1974, however, the 

two versions were combined and passed with the help of President Ford. 

By the end of the 93rd Congress, a year after the Arab boy

cott, Congress had responded to the energy crisis by creating new 

bureaucracies. The Energy Research and Development Agency was estab

lished to control most energy research and given a mandate to develop 

new sources of energy. A temporary White House Energy Resources 

Council had been established to coordinate energy activities and to 

advise the president and Congress on energy matters. The Federal 

Energy Administration had been created, also with a two year authori

zation, to deal with future energy emergencies and to oversee the 
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continued price controls on oil products. Agreement on these actions 

was widespread in the Senate and the House, the final measures passing 

on voice votes or nearly unanimous roll call votes. 

With the exception of some relaxation of environmental regula

tions, however, Congress had not been able to agree on changes in 

established policies. Oil and natural gas prices remained controlled. 

The Naval Petroleum Reserves were not opened for development. Propo

sals to mandate an increase in the fuel efficiency of autos and to 

study methods of energy conservation in buildings were not able to 

make progress through both houses. These policy proposals were the 

victims of the circumstances of the 93rd Congress. Presidential 

proposals withered because of the heat of the Watergate scandals. The 

boycott produced a consensus for action but no consensus on the type 

of action. The onset of the crisis produced an ideal opportunity for 

Congress playing the role of policy initiator, but the lack of a 

policy history and the convoluted policy terrain made it easier for 

those playing the roles of defender of the status quo and facilitator 

of interests to block the initiatives. 

Senate Energy Voting, 1973 

Reflecting the greater initiative shown by the Senate in the 

.early part of the 93rd Congress, this study will begin by examining 

Senate voting. The first group of energy roll call votes in the 

Senate came when the Senate passed a bill requiring the president to 

create a mandatory fuel allocation program. Earlier the Senate and 
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the House passed a bill which gave the president discretionary autho

rity to allocate fuel supplies, but the president refused to take any 

action. 

The earlier bill and the proposed mandatory program were a 

response to the spot shortages which occurred during the winter of 

1972-73. An additional factor important to this bill was the crisis 

among the independent refiners. They feared extinction because of the 

growing power of the major oil companies (de Marchi, 1981). Despite 

the opposition of the administration, the bill passed by a large 

margin in the Senate. The real struggle occurred over several amend

ments which either increased or abolished the controls on oil prices 

(votes 169-171; Table 1). The analysis of these votes indicates 

that some members did vote in a manner reflective of their energy 

constituencies. 

The division among oil producers is reflected by the lack of a 

significant difference between producers and non-producers. But an 

awareness of the effect of higher oil prices on other forms of energy 

can be seen in the votes of coal producers and oil consumers. 

The two strongest influences on energy votes throughout the 

93rd Congress are political party and ideological position. If all 

energy votes are considered as one type, neither of these factors is 

dominant. If, however, the relationship between energy policies and 

other policies are considered, a pattern of voting does appear. To 

understand the foundation of the pattern, it is necessary to examine 

the relationship between ideological voting and partisan voting. 
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The first step is to recognize that party identification and 

ideology are parallel, even when the direct relationship between party 

and ideology is neutralized. The coding of the variables used gives 

Republicans a highe~ score than Democrats and conservatives a higher 

score than liberals. The similarity of the signs of the coefficients 

of these variables indicates not only that Republicans are more con

servative than Democrats, but that partisan pressures and ideological 

pressures support each other. 

Party and ideology can not be viewed as measuring the same 

attitudes toward energy policy. In later Congresses there are 

instances where one variable is significant and the other not, and 

even a few votes on which the direction of the signs indicates oppo

site votes. 

These votes are, however, a distinct minority. The dominant 

pattern is the similarity in direction and statistical significance 

found here. This situation opens the questions of the comparative 

importance of the variables. The coefficients produced by logit 

analysis make a comparison of relative influence possible. A larger 

coefficient indicates that a smaller change in the independent vari

able was necessary to produce a change in the outcome than was true of 

variables with smaller coefficients. Put another way, a change in a 

variable with a large coefficient was more likely to produce a change 

in the outcome than was true of variables with smaller coefficients. 

The constancy of the parallel between ideology and party 

Buggests that the strongest factor leads the weaker factor. A member 

will decide how to vote based on either party or ideology, depending 
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on the character of the issue. This decision will produce a parallel 

significance in the alternative variable because of the correspondence 

between party membership and ideology. As an issue becomes more 

clearly ideologically partisan, the values of the coefficients become 

different. For the purposes of this study a difference in the value 

of a coefficient of greater than 0.3 will be taken as an indication 

that one factor was more important than the other. This approximates 

the differences between the significance levels of .05 and .01. When 

energy votes are considered in terms of their relationship to other 

policies, the differences in the values of the coefficients becomes 

important. 

Because of the conflicts between energy policy and the estab

lished policies of economic stability and environmental protection, 

potential constituency conflicts are numerous in energy policy. The 

contrast between senatorial votes on the mandatory fuel allocation 

bill and the bill to expedite development of the Alaskan pipeline 

illuminates senatorial responses to the policy conflicts and the 

resultant constituent conflicts. 

While the the debate surrounding the proposal to create a 

program of mandatory fuel allocation centered on the economic ques

tions of price regulation, the debate over the Alaskan pipeline was 

primarily concerned with the environmental consequences of the pipe

line. The plan to build such a pipeline was blocked in the courts by 

environmental opponents. The means these opponents used were the 

National Environmental Policy Act's (NEPA) requirements for a complete 

environmental review of the project and the 1920 Mineral Leasing Act's 
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limits on rights-of-way. When the Supreme Court upheld these limits 

and the president called for legislation to remove them, there was 

added incentive to move forward with the legislation already 

introduced. 

Table 1 

Energy Related Votes Before the Crisis, 1973 

production of 

coal oil 
Vote 
169 (6-5) 
urge Pres. 
to stabilize 
oil prices 

170 (6-5) 
exempt small 
oil wells from 
price controls 

171 (6-5) 
remove price 
controls on 
oil 

285 (6-13) 
delay Alaskan 
pipeline 

296 (6-13) 
bar envir. 

-2.3 
(-.87) 

2.3 
( .65) 

ns 

ns 

review of ns 
Al. pipeline 

298 (6-13) 
limit judicial 
review of ns 
Al. pipeline 

299 (6-17) 
passage of ns 
Al. pipeline 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.3 
(-1.0) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

party 
ident. ideology 

-4.3 
(-1.55) 

4.7 
(l.8) 

4.1 
(2.4) 

-3.9 
(-1.9) 

3.0 
( .87) 

ns 

3 •. 3 
(2.3) 

ns 

3.1 
(.05) 

2.5 
(.04) 

-3.8 
( -.10) 

4.1 
(.06) 

4.2 
(.06) 

3.6 
(.15) 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

2.2 
(.03) 

ns 

-2.4 
(-.04) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

2.5 
( .02) 

2.0a 
( .01) 

ns 

asignificant at the .05 level. All other coefficients 
significant at .01. 
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While environmentalists opposed the idea of the pipeline they 

were unable to stop the bill in committee. On the floor there was a 

struggle between environmental interests who wanted to stop or delay 

the pipeline and the advocates of the pipeline, who wished to prevent 

any future delays. The environmentalists focused on an amendment to 

delay building of the pipeline pending negotiations with the Canadian 

government to build a pipeline to bring the oil to the Midwest. Even 

though this amendment combined environmental and regional economic 

motives it was unsucces~ful (vote 285; Table 1). 

The Alaskan delegation offered two amendments which sought to 

prevent any further delay based on environmental objections and to 

mandate that all court challenges to the pipeline be heard in Alaska. 

The first amendment (vote 296; Table 1) declared that all the actions 

necessary to expedite construction of the pipeline would be in com-

pliance with NEPA. The vote on this amendment was very close (49-48) 

and the motion to reconsider required the vice president to cast a tie 

breaking vote to protect the amendment. The other amendment, which 

would have limited judicial review of the bill, was defeated," but 

showed the same pattern of voting as the crucial first amendment and 

the final passage of the bill (vote 298; Table 1). The ideological 
. 

predisposition of senators is a much str.onger explanatory factor than 

either party or energy constituency. 

The votes cast in favor of the pipeline by coal consumers is 

an indication of the forces behind approval of the bill. While some 

members sought to defend the status quo of environmental regulation, 

most members felt the need to join in partnership with the president 
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and pass the 1egis1atio~ Even the weakened presidency of 1973 could 

gain congressional support when there was enough concern among mem

bers. While the key environmental votes were very close, the final 

vote was not. The promise of new supplies of domestically prpduced 

oil were important to those who had to depend on the dirtier and more 

expensive resource of coal. 

Uy comparing the patterns of voting in the two issue areas 

examined, it is possible to develop an explanation of the differences 

between partisan and ideological voting in energy policy. The lesser 

importance of party identification in most of the environmental votes 

on the Alaskan pipeline, when compared to the greater importance of 

party in the votes on fuel allocation, indicates the general pattern 

of all voting in the Senate on energy matters. When the questions 

before the Senate involved a conflict between energy policy and 

environmental policy, senators voted their ideological predisposition. 

Where the energy policy question involved a threat to established 

economic policies, senators voted according to their partisan 

identification. 

One explanation for the variation in the importance of party 

and ideology is that the division in the 93rd Congress represents the 

beginning of the split in the government management domain documented 

by Barbara Sinclair (1982). This early in the formation of new voting 

patterns it is to be expected that there would be volatility in the 

voting pattern (Dodd and Sullivan, 1981). The shift described by 

Sinclair (1982) is from a single domain dominated by partisan voting 
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to two government management domains. The new domain encompassing 

environmental and energy matters is dominated by ideological voting. 

The predictions which can be made based on these observations 

are not substantiated by an analysis of the votes. One would expect 

that ideological voting would increase in importance over time and 

that established policies would be more partisan than newer policies. 

Instead, partisanship increases in importance. Mass transit funning, 

which can be considered an established policy, shows no clear pattern 

of partisanship or ideological dominance (votes 44, 386, 492, and 

1062; Table 2). The one vote concerning nuclear power is dominated 

by ideology even though nuclear power questions have a long history of 

debate in Congress (vote 945; Table 2). The patterns of voting in 

Congress can be explained by reference to the roles which Congress 

played. When, for example, Congress exercised its oversight responsi

bilities, the political structure of Congress meant that theconfron

tation with the president would take a partisan direction (vote 198; 

Table 2). Senate Democrats defeated the nomination of Robert Morris 

to the Federal Power Commission because of his 15 years with Standard 

Oil of California (Energy Policy, 1978, p. 19-A). 

Environmental and energy issues during the 93rd Congress were 

the kind of issues which encouraged congressional initiative. The 

Watergate scandals encouraged members of Congress to demonstrate their 

independence from the president. Environmental matters were listed as 

a major problem facing the United States in Gallup poles early in the 

year, and by February 1974, 46% of the nation gave energy as the 

nation's most important problem (Gallup, 1978). The combination of a 
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discredited president and significant public concern made conditions 

ripe for congressional initiative. This created an environment more 

favorable for constituency influence by those most concerned with 

energy policy. 

Table 2 

Voting ~ Established Energy Related Policies, 93rd Senate 

production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 
Vote 
44 (3-14-73) 
$ from high
way fund for 
mass transit 

386 (9-10-73) 
mass transit 
subsidy bill 

492 (11-18-73) 
delete funds 

ns 

ns 

for mass ns 
transit 

1062 (11-19-74) 
bill to fund ns 
mass transit 

945 (8-8-74) 
grant states 
more control ns 
over nuclear 
power 

198 (6-13-73). 
to kill the ns 
nomin.ation of 
Robert loforris 

ns ns 

-1.9a -3.9 
(-.63) (-1.31) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

4.5 
(1.73) 

-2.1 
(-.61) 

ns 

-4.8 
( -1.3) 

-3.1 
(-.04) 

-3.6 
(-.05) 

2.9 
(.04) 

-3.3 
(-.04) 

-3.2 
(-.04) 

ns 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

2.5 
( .03) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

8significant at the .05 level. All other coefficients 
significant at .01. 
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Environmental policy, at least at the time of the 93rd Con

gress, is the type of policy that generates votes representing a 

member's supportive elite. In February 1973, only 14% of thone sur

veyed listed pollution as a serious problem facing the nation (Gallup, 

number 98, p. 36). Those who were concerned about changes in environ

mental policy were likely to be strongly committed and motivated, but 

the general reelection constituency of most members was not concerned 

with votes on such matters. From this it follows that, if a member's 

ideology is representative of the supportive elite, environmentally 

related votes are ideological votes. 

In contrast, the most immediate impact of the energy crisis 

was an economic one. Energy prices began to rise, as did prices of 

products which were energy dependent. The energy crisis also produced 

shortages and a nationwide discussion of the threats of further shor

tages. These are the kinds of issues that should attract the 

attention of the reelection constituencies. If these constituencies 

are best represented in the partisan votes of members, then an 

increase in saliency should be reflected in an increase in party 

voting. This pattern is demonstrated in Senate votes. 

In the fall of 1973, after a winter and summer of spot shor

tages and immediately prior to the Arab boycott, the Senate took up a 

bill to regulate surface mining of coal. Originally this legislation 

had been requested by President Nixon, but it was significantly 

altered in the Senate Interior Committee. The suggested regulation of 

underground mines was removed and the environmental restrictions on 

surface mining were greatly increased. The coal industry sought to 
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emphasize the adverse energy impact that such legislation would have, 

but the debate also dealt extensively with the environmental conse-

quences of strip mining. 

Table 3 

Strip Mining Votes, 1973 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal VOTES ______________________________________________________ __ 

458 (10-8) 
to prohibit 
strip mining 
on federal! 
private land 

459 (10-9) 
to permit 

ns 

alternative ns 
land uses for 
strip mined land 

ns 

ns 

-4.3 
(-1.73) 

2.1a 
(.58) 

-4.0 
(-.08) 

3.4 
( .05) 

ns 

ns 

a significant at the .05 level. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

The most important vote in the Senate concerned an amendment 

offered by Majority Leader Mike Mansfield (D. Mt.) which prohibited 

strip mining on lands where there was private ownership of surface 

rights but federal retention of the mineral rights. This amendment 

would have sharply limited strip mining in the west and was supported 

by a coalition of environmental groups, who favored any reduction in 

strip mining, and mining unions, who wanted to inhibit the growth of 

western, nonunion mining (Vietor, 1982, p. 102). Reflecting the mixed 

economic and environmental character of this vote (vote 458; Table 3), 

party and ideology are nearly equal in strength, but the other con-

tested vote in the Senate on strip mining (vote 459; Table 3) has a 
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ideological. 
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When the Senate took up the Emergency Energy Act a month later 

the energy crisis was obvious to everyone and party became the dom

inant influence in voting. Even on those amendments with the most 

obvious environmental impact party is a more important influence than 

ideology. This is illustrated by the motion to waive the requirements 

of the National Environmental Policy Act in future federal oil leases 

(vote 489; Table 4). 

An additional area of voting effected in this way is mass 

transit funding. Before and after the most severe period of the 

energy shortage mass transit votes are most strongly related to ideo

logical voting, but those votes taken during the crisis show a 

stronger partisan influence (see Table 2). All of this supports the 

suggestion that as the saliency of an issue increases members are more 

likely to cast a partisan vote reflecting the interests of their 

reelection constituency. 

It is also worth noting that as the energy crisis increased in 

severity the direct energy constituency interests, especially the most 

effected interest of oil production, became more important. On the 

negative proposals, such as the amendments to force the oil companies 

to resume production of those wells which were not open (votes 485, 

501; Table 4), the oil interests were as important as they were on the 

positive amendments, such as those to deregulate prices (votes 481 and 

586, 587; Table 4). 
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Table 4 

Votes ~ the Emergency Energy Act, 1973 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
478 (11-15) 
to require 
't'egional ns -2.2 -4.1 -3.4 ns ns 
allocation (-.72) (-1.37) (-.05) 

481 (11-15) 
table repeal 
of price ns ns -4.4 ns ns ns 
controls (-1.44) 

485 (11-16) 
to force 
production from ns -1.9a -4.0 -3.1 ns ns 
shut in wells (-.66) (-1.64) (-.06) 

489 (11-19) 
waive NEPA 
requi't'ements ns 2.6 3.8 2.3 ns ns 
on federal ( .97) (1.48) ( .03) 
oil leases 

501 (11-19) 
table amend. 
to open shut ns 2.7 4.3 3.9 ns ns 
down wells (1.04) (2.41) (.08) 

584 (12-19) 
include coal 
in price ns ns 5.0 2.8 ns -2.0 
controls (2.56) (.05) (-.02) 

586 (12-19) 
table motion 
to control ns 3.2 4.0 4.2 ns 2.3 
oil prices (1.23) (1.61) ( .08) (.02) 

587 (12-19) 
table motion 
to deregulate -2.1a -3.1 -4.5 -3.0 ns ns 
natu't'al gas (-.42) (-1.24) (-2.35) (-.06) 

asignificant at the .05 level. ,\11 other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 
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Coal producers and energy consumption became important when 

the Senate turned to a bill to establish the Energy Research and 

Development Administration and to provide funds for energy research 

(vote 548; Table 5). One important provision of this legislation 

provided price supports for research projects. The majority of these 

projects involved alternative uses for coal but would have been 

financed by a tax on mineral leases on federal lands. In effect this 

would have been a tax on oil to finance coal research. Senators 

departed from the usual constituency alliances to support their own 

interests on this devisive vote (vote 552; Table 5). 

While there are many fewer energy votes in the second session 

of the 93rd Senate, the pattern of voting is similar to that of the 

first sessio~ During the remainder of the winter and spring, when 

energy retained its crisis character, the Senate responded to issues 

along party lines. As the energy crisis faded, ideology became more 

influential, although there are some issues where party remained 

dominant. 

The House refused to accept the conference report of the 

Energy Emergency Act in 1973, so the measure was taken up again in 

early 1974. A Senate alliance of environmentalists and opponents to 

the House's windfall profits tax sent the bill back to conference in 

January (vote 617; Table 6). The disagreement between Democrats 

accounts for the relative decrease in the strength of partisanship on 

this vote. 



VOTES 
548 (12-5) 
recommit bill 
on energy 
research 

552 (12-6) 
table price 
supports 
funded by 
federal leases 
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Table 5 

Senate Voting ~ Energx Research, 1973 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 

ns ns 4.3 ns ns ns 
(2.65) 

-2.3a ns ns 2.5 2.3a -2.5 
(-.44) (.04) (.03) (.02) (-.04) 

asignificant at the .05 level. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

The new conference report substituted more extensive price 

controls for the windfall profits tax. The Democrats were united in 

beating back attempts to end these price controls, but they lost 

enough votes so that the attempt to override President Nixon's fell 

two votes short. The unity among oil producers demonstrates the con-

cern among the industry over continued price controls. With the help 

of the president the facilitators of these interests were able to 

block the initiative of the rest of Congress. 
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Table 6 

Votes ~ the Energy Emergency Act, 1974 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
617 (1-29) 
recommit ns ns 3.5 3.0 ns ns 
Energy Act ( .97) (.04) 

635 (2-19) 
to decontrol ns 2.8 4.4 3.1 ns ns 
oil prices (1.61) (2.64) (.05) 

636 (2-19) 
to strike 
extension of ns 2.8 4.7 2.9 ns ns 
price controls (1.02) (1.74) (.04) 

637 (2-19) 
to recommit ns 2.6 4.6 3.5 ns ns 
En. Emerg. Act ( .93) (1.63) (.05) 

657 (3-6) 
veto override ns -3.0 -4.6 -3.3 ns ns 
attempt (-1.16) (-1.82) (-.06) 

all coefficients significant at .01 level. 

In September 1974, the Senate took up a bill to encourage 

offshore drilling while at the same time placing environmental 

restrictions on the granting of leases. The bill contained provisions 

which provided federal funds for shoreline states which might suffer 

an adverse impact from offshore development. Added to the direct 

conflict between energy development and environmental needs was the 

conflict between states with of.f-shore oil interests, such as Louis-

iana, who favored the bill, and states with on-shore oil interests, 

such as Oklahoma, who opposed the bill. While ideology is more impor-

tant on the most environmentally oriented amendment (vote 993; 



74 

Table 2), the lure of more energy explains the dominance of party on 

the other votes. 

Table 7 

Offshore Oil Leasing Bill, 1974 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 
VOTES 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

993 (~9-~1~8~)----------------------------------------------

give states 
delaying power 
over offshore 
drilling 

994 (9-18) 
retain aid 
for coastal 
states 

996 (9-18) 
allow release 
of proprietary 
info 

997 (9-18) 
passage of OCS 
bill 

ns ns 

ns ns 

-2.5 ns 
(-1.48) 

ns ns 

-2.0a 

(-.55) 

-3.5 
(-.93) 

-3.6 
(-2.08) 

-4.3 
(2.42) 

-3.5 
(-.06) 

-2.2a 

(-.03) 

-2.0a 
(-.03) 

-2.4 
(-.04) 

3.3 
(.06) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 2.1a 
( 1.25) 

ns ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

The first encounter with energy voting in the Senate provides 

an indication of how Congress responded to the energy crisis. While 

there are discernible patterns, there is no single factor which dom-

inates voting. Energy constituencies are occasionally important, but 

not consistently so. The variations in party and ideological 

influences are explained best by reference to changes in constituent 

pressures tied to changes in the saliency of energy issues. The 
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validity of all these conclusions must be tested in an examination of 

House voting under the same circumstances. 

House Energy Voting 

The House was slower in seizing the initiative offered by the 

energy crisis. Its first response to the initiatives of the Senate 

and to the requirements of the energy crisis can be characterized as a 

reluctant abandonment of the status quo. An examination of the votes 

in the House shows that constituent forces are much more influential 

in the House than in the Senate. Other than this important dif

ference, the patterns of voting observed in the Senate are repeated in 

the House. 

Within energy policy there were three major areas of concern 

for the House during 1973. These were the bills authorizing develop

ment of the Alaska pipeline, the mandatory fuel allocation program, 

and the provisions of the Emergency Energy Act. During the year the 

House also considered several measures or amendments regarding funding 

of mass transit programs. With the exception of the emergency energy 

bill all of these concerns show tIle same basic pattern of voting. 

Energy constituency concerns remain strong during the entire 

year. Given the importance of oil in the United States economy and in 

the energy crisis itself, it is not surprising that the consuming and 

producing interests related to oil are most strongly connected to the 

votes. The changes between a dominant influence of ideology or party 

in House voting follow the same pattern of voting based on changes in 

attentive constituencies as in Senate voting. 
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Table 8 

Energy Related Votes Prior to the Crisis, 1973 ----
Production of % of electricity 

party generated by 
coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 

VOTES 
76 (4-19) 
Mass transit -3.5 -3.4 -3.2 -6.8 3.9 ns 
funding (-.80) (-.78) (-.36) (-.06) (.03) 

205 (6-25) 
allow state 
regulation of ns -2.0a -2.4 -6.4 2.0a ns 
nuclear power (-.54) (-.29) (-.05) (.01) 

226 (6-28) 
geothermal -2.0a ns ns -3.9 ns -1.9a 

research (-.39) (-.02) (-.01} 

377 (10-3) 
passage of mass ns -1.9a -9.7 -7.3 . 3.8 ns 
transi t bill (-.45) (-1.56) (-.06) ( .02) 

a significant at the .05 level. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

Members of the House relied on ideological predispositions 

when they were voting on nuclear power issues, on nonconventional 

energy questions, and on environmentally related matters (see Table 

8), but when the energy questions were more related to economic 

matters, including mass transit, there is more variation in 

influences. There is a correspondence between these changes and 

changes in the saliency of energy matters. 

The pattern that exists between party voting and ideological 

voting is the same in the House as in the Senate. These parallels 

strengthen the model of selective constituent attention. There is 

nothing in the House voting which raises new questions concerning the 

validity observations concerning the model of reelection and 
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supportive constituencies made during the examination of Senate 

voting. While the existence of the identical pattern in the House is 

important, the entire model does not need to be reapplied. Therefore, 

discussion of House voting will focus more on the influence of energy 

constituencies. 

The stronger influence of energy constituencies in the House 

can be explained in several ways. Because House members represent 

smaller constituencies, they are more likely to reflect particular 

interests within their districts. Because House districts are smaller 

the existence of any particular interest within that district carries 

greater weight. Finally, the more frequent election of House members 

means that they feel more pressure to respond to constituent inter

ests. Because all of these reasons lead to the same results, it is 

difficult, if not impossible, to determine which is the real reason. 

Further, since none of these reasons precludes any other, they all may 

contribute to the greater influence of energy constituencies in the 

House. 

The consideration of the Alaskan pipeline represents the 93rd 

Congress' most direct clash between environmentalism and energy devel

opment prior to the onset of the energy crisis. In the House there is 

the same pattern of lobbying that occurred in the Senate. The com

bined forces of the oil industry prevailed over the opposition of 

environmental groups. While the final vote was not at all close (356-

60), the environmentalists came close to reimposing environmental 

restrictions (198-221) on an earlier vote (vote 312, Table 9). The 
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other votes analyzed concerning the Alaskan pipeline all had a similar 

character of environmental resistance to the pipeline. 

VOTES 

Table 9 

House Votes ~ the Alaskan Pipeline, 1973 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

311 (~8-~2~)--------------------------------------------

protect parks 
from Alaskan 
pipeline 

312 (8-2) 
apply NEPA to 
Al. pipeline 

313 (8-2) 
require an 
allocation 
plan for oil 

315 (8-2) 
limit permits 
on Alaskan 
pipeline 

-3.0 
(-.77) 

-3.0 
(-.68) 

ns 

-3.4 
(-.71) 

-2.1a 

(-.82) 

-3.2 
(-1.24) 

-2.5 
(-.68) 

-2.9 
(-.73) 

a significant 

-7.0 
(-1.02) 

-5.2 
(-.69) 

-6.7 
(-.98) 

-7.5 
(-1.05) 

at the .05 

-8.2 
(-.07) 

-8.9 
(-.08) 

-6.4 
(-.05) 

-8.6 
(-.08) 

level. 

3.1 
( .02) 

All 

2.8 
(.02) 

4.9 
(.03) 

ns 

other coefficients are significant at 

4.0 
(.02) 

.01. 

2.6 
( .01) 

4.4 
(.03) 

3.1 
( .02) 

At this time, prior to the onset of the most severe energy 

shortages, consumption interests are not as important as they became 

later. It is interesting to note that coal consumption is more impor-

tant than oil consumption. This reflects the fact that at this time 

there was great economic pressure for coal consuming utilities to 

switch to oil. Because of this pressure, it is to be expected that 

these interests would press for more abundant oil. However, 

increasing consumption as a whole influences a member to vote against 
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more abundant energy. Often this reflects a concern for higher 

prices. On the environmentally related votes, however, the direction 

of the votes is reflective of the increased environmental conscious

ness that accompanies increased usage of hydrocarbons. 

By the time the House took up the mandatory petroleum alloca

tion bill on October 17, the Arab oil boycott had begun, but the 

effects were not yet felt. The idea of mandatory allocation was 

opposed by the administration and by the major oil producers, but 

supported by the independent refiners and marketers who were suffering 

under the system created by price controls and increased foreign 

imports. 

Within this framework of a divided industrial lobby and a lack 

of significant public concern, Congress followed the desires of the 

independents. The pattern of voting is the same as it was when the 

idea of petroleum allocation was offered as an amendment to the 

Alaskan Pipeline Bill (vote 313; Table 9), but this time the propo

nents of allocation were successful. The strong interest of consumers 

is evident in the House's resistance to attempts to reduce the bill's 

effectiveness (see Table 10). 

The one vote on allocation plans in which consumption is not 

significant is vote 404 (Table 10). TIlis was an amendment offered by 

industry supporters to transfer oversight from the Federal Trade 

Commission to the General Accounting Office. The FTC was feared by 

the oil industry because of its history of stringent enforcement and 

because it was feared that additional evidence of monopolistic 

activity might become available while enforcing petroleum allocation. 
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The votes on the Emergency Energy Act are the first indication 

of what happens when members of Congress are faced with an emergency. 

Although the presence of an overall pattern is difficult to discern, 

if the bill is subdivided into separate issues, there are some patterns. 

The two major issues in the House concerned a relaxation of the envi-

ronmental standards created by the EPA under the Clean Air Act and the 

imposition of a windfall profits tax on the oil industry. 

Table 10 

House Votes ~ Petroleum Allocation, 1973 

Production of 

coal oil 
VOTES 

party 
ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

401 (~10~-~1~6~)---------------------------------------------
exempt producers 
from petroleum ns 3.3 

(.83) 
4.5 

(.59) 
5.1 

( .03) 
-4.7 

(-.03) allocation 

404 (10-17) 
transfer a1loc. 
oversight from 
FTC to GAO 

405 (10-17) 
passage of 
allocation bill 

ns 2.2a 6.6 
(.44) (.73) 

ns -3.6 -4.5 
(-.80) (-.82) 

7.1 
(.05) 

-4.0 
(-.04) 

ns 

4.1 
(.04) 

a significant at the .05 level. All 
other coefficients are significant at .01. 

-3.6 
(-.02) 

ns 

5.0 
(.03) 

The proposals to amend the Clean Air requirements on autos 

ranged in severity from the amendment offered by Louis Wyman (R. N.H.) 

to suspend all controls for at least four years (vote 501; Table 11) 

to the compromise package which extended the 1975 auto emission 

requirements until 1977 (vote 499; Table 11). While consumption is 

important in these votes, it is less important than it is in the area 
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of windfall profits. Following the pattern mentioned earlier, the 

environmental character of the clean air questions resulted in ideo-

logy being the strongest factor in these votes. 

Table 11 

House Votes !.2 Amend Clean Air Act, 1973 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
499 (12-13) 
extend Clean 
Air standards ns 2.8 8.4 8.0 ns ns 
for 2 years (.76) (1.28) ( .07) 

501 (12-14) 
suspend auto 

2.0a emission ns 4.3 6.9 -3.1 ns 
standards (.41) (.52) (.05) (-.02) 

518 (12-14) 
suspend auto 
emission ns 2.2a 4.0 7.1 -3.0 ns 
standards ( .52) (.51) (.05) (-.02) 
for 2 years 

asignificant at .05 level. All 
other coefficients significant at .01. 

Consumer interests are more important in ~he consideration of 

the windfall profits tax. The idea of imposing a tax on the excess 

profits of energy companies is the only example of policy initiative 

in the energy area that the House demonstrated in 1973. As the crisis 

progressed the large oil companies began to report record profits. 

These profits led to increased public resentment against the oil 

companies. 

The pattern of voting on the issue in the House tracks the 

growth of resentment. Early support for the windfall profits tax is 
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based on consumption and ideology, representing the special groups 

first affected by the profits. In 1974, as public resentment grew, 

partisanship became consistently more important, as members reflected 

the resentment among their electoral constituencies (see Table 13). 

The role of initiator builds on itself. Having developed an 

idea, initiators tend to become very attached to it. This was the 

case with the windfall profits tax. The House insisted on including a 

tax in the Emergency Energy Bill despite presidential resistance and a 

filibuster in the Senate. When the Senate gave in to the filibuster 

by the oil state senators and removed the windfall tax provisions from 

the compromise bill, the House attempted to suspend the rules to 

reinsert the provisions (vote 547; Table 12). When this failed, they 

adjourned without taking final action on the Emergency Energy Bill. 

The strong relationship between the windfall profits tax and 

energy constituencies is seen in the votes analyzed. Both measures of 

consumption are strongly related to all the votes concerning windfall 

taxation, with the exception of coal consumption and the vote to 

remove coal producers from the provisions of the tax. Producer inter

ests were more varying in their involvement. As might be expected, 

coal producers were concerned about an exemption of coal from the tax. 

In other votes their impact varied. 
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Table 12 

House Votes ~ the Emergency Energy Bill - Windfall Profits Tax, 1973 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
495 (12-13) 
eliminate 
windfall tax 2.8 ns 5.0 7.7 -4.2 ns 
on coal (.75) ( .65) ( .06) (-.02) 

498 (12-13) 
delete all 
windfall ns ns 9.9 7.1 -4.7 -4.1 
taxes (1.74) (.06) (-.04) (-.02) 

506 (12-14) 
exempt small 
oil producers 3.2 2.5 ns 5.3 -4.2 -3.2 
from tax (.71) ( .67) (.04) (-.03) (-.02) 

514 (12-14) 
exempt small 
producers fro1l1 tis 2.9 ns 3.0 -4.7 -4.1 
windfall tax (.74) (.02) (-.03) (-.02) 

521 (12-14) 
motion to 
recommit 2.4 ns 3.2 2.9 -2.6 -3.5 
energy bill ( .47) ( .35) ( .02) ( -.01) (-.01) 

522 (12-14) 
final vote -2.4 ns ns ns 3.5 3.9 
energy bill (-.49) ( .02) (.02) 

547 (12-21) 
suspend rules 
to reinsert -2.7 -2.7 -8.0 -5.7 lo9a 2.8 
windfall tax (-.51) (-.52) (-1.53) (-05) ( .01) ( .01) 

asignifi.cant at .05 level. A.l1 other 
coefficients significant at .01. 
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The most severe attack on windfall profits came in an amend

ment by Broyhill (R. N.C.) which would have effectively eliminated the 

tax (vote 498; Table 12). Neither producer group had an independent 

impact on voting on this issue. The two votes to exempt small pro

ducers from the tax differed in the size provisions, with one amend

ment exempting producers of less than 25,000 barrels a day and the 

other exempting 5,000 barrels a day (votes 506 and 514; Table 12). 

Both political parties divided on these issues into two nearly equal 

groups, reflecting the conflicting demands of presidential opposition 

and public resentment of the oil companies. 

The final votes on the Emergency Energy Act again reflect the 

conflicting forces involved in this emergency situation. The petro

leum industry split on the issues involved and the earlier administra

tion support of the emergency action was reduced by concern for the 

windfall profits provision. The abandonment of the bill by the House 

when the windfall profits tax provisions were removed kept the issues 

before the House in the second session. 

When the House returned in 1974, it took up a second conference 

report on the Emergency Energy Bill which substituted price roll backs 

for the windfall profits tax. In a series of votes in February the 

House refused to remove the most stringent language in this version of 

the bill, despite opposition from the president and from the oil 

industry. The pattern of strong consumer and party influence is 

maintained in these votes. The Emergency Energy Bill, after passage 

by both the House and the Senate, was vetoed by President Nixon 

because of the price rollback provisions. The House did not attempt 
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to override the veto but did attempt to revive the bill in May (vote 

704; Table 13). This attempt failed. 

Table 13 

House Voting ~ Provisions of the Emergency Energy Bill, 1974 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
581 (2-27) 
to eliminate ns 3.1 8.0 3.8 -6.3 -4.9 
price rollbacks (.82) (1.2) ( .04) (-.05) (-.02) 

582 (2-27) 
to kill ns 2.6 ns ns -5.1 -3.2 
energy bill (.55) (-.06) (-.02) 

583 (2-27)' 
to strike rat- 3.0 3.0 9.8 5.3 -4.2 -2.2a 
ioning p~ovision (.66) ( .80) (1.49) ( .04) (-.03) (-.01) 

584 (2-27) 
passage of 
Energy Emerg. ns -3.3 -7.3 -5.3 4.6 4.4 
Act (-.81) (-1.0) (-.04) (.03) (.02) 

592 (3-6) 
Congressional 

2.2a veto on ns 9.0 5.7 ns ns 
rationing plans (.43) (1.2) (.04) 

593 (3-6) 
roll back ns ns -7.6 -5.4 5.2 5.2 
oil prices (-1.0) (-.04) (.04) (.03) 

704 (5-21) 
authorize rat- ns -3.2 -10.1 -5.5 4.5 2.6 
ioning and (-.81) (-1.51) (-.04) (.03) (.02) 
roll back prices 

asignificant at .05 level. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

The most severe aspects of the energy crisis faded nearly as 

quickly as they came on. With the end of winter came the end of the 

Arab boycott and the end of shortages. The end of the crisis created 
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an ambivalence about action on energy matters. In March the House 

considered a measure to establish the Federal Energy Administration. 

This measure was requested by the president and passed by the Senate 

in 1973. The only significantly disputed measure relating to energy 

was an amendment introduced by John Dinge11 (D. Mich.) to roll back 

oil prices. The House adopted the amendment March 6, then reversed 

itself the next day (vote 593; Table 13). The vote on price roll 

backs was an attempt to add provisions of the vetoed Emergency Energy 

Bill to other legislation. The decline in the energy crisis, as well 

as continued presidential opposition, contributed to the defeat of the 

amendment. 

The House also began to insert the congressional veto into 

energy matters. Energy policy had become important enough that members 

wanted to retain oversight control of any authority granted the presi

dent. The vote on a congressional veto of rationing plans (vote 592; 

Table 13) is the first instance of many such votes during the decade. 

While much of the immediate pressure of the crisis was gone 

the House retained some concern for and memory of the energy policy 

questions of the previous year. In May the House returned to the 

other significant portion of the Emergency Energy Act when it con

sidered a suspension of the Clean Air Act provisions relating to auto 

emissions and increased coal usage. In a near repeat of the previous 

year, the House rejected the most extreme changes in the Clean Air Act 

but passed compromise modifications (see Table 14). It is interesting 

that while the auto emission standards seem to retain their environ

mental character, the bill as a whole, which included provisions to 
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allow greater coal use, is treated as an economic measure. Coal 

consumers especially were concerned with these provisions, since they 

broke from the usual pattern and voted with Republicans ~nd conserva-

tives (vote 683; Table 14). 

Table 14 

Clean Air Act Amendments, 1974 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 
VOTES 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

682 (~5-~1~)----------------------------------------------
suspend auto 
emissions for 
2 years 

683 (5-1) 
passage of 
bill to suspend 
some standards 

2.8 
(.57) 

ns 

3.2 
(.76) 

ns 

4.5 
(.57) 

3.8 
(.90) 

7.2 
(.06) 

3.4 
( .04) 

-2.6 
(-.01) 

ns 

asignificant at .05 level. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

2.2a 
( .01) 

When the House took up legislation concerning the regulation 

of surface mining (strip mining), it was treated primarily as an 

environmental measure. A coalition of coal producers and sympathetic 

interests were active in their opposition to the legislation. Rai1-

roads and oil companies, both as coal producers and as energy related 

industries, were active in the coalition (Vietor, 1980). While they 

were not successful in blocking the legislation, they were successful 

in reducing the negative impact of the legislation before it left the 

Interior Committee. When these battles were fought again on the floor 

of the House, the results were essentially the same. The most 
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stringent anti-coal amendments were defeated, but so were the amend-

ments most favorable to the coal industry. 

Table 15 

House Voting ~ Strip Mining Regulation, 1974 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 
VOTES 
824 (·~7-~1~8~)---------------------------------------------

reduce impact 
of regulations 

825 (7-18) 
to phase out 
surface mining 

827 (7-18) 
to reduce 

2.8 
(.60) 

-2.2a 

( -1.2) 

environmental 2.4 
effect of bill (.51) 

831 (7-22) 
create interim 
fed. standards 

832 (7-23) 
to retain 5 
year permit 
period 

833 (7-23) 
to allow more 
uses of recl
aimed land 

837 (7-25) 
motion to 
recommi t bill 

ns 

2.3a 

(.49) 

ns 

2.6 
(.59) 

3.5 
(.73) 

ns 

2.5 
(.63) 

-2.0a 

(-.51) 

2.4 
(.84) 

ns 

2.0 
(.49) 

7.2 
(1.05) 

-6.2 
(-1.7) 

7.8 
(1.13) 

-6.8 
(-.93) 

7.4 
(1.11) 

9.0 
0.53) 

6.8 
(1.08) 

7.9 
(.07) 

-6.1 
(-.07) 

6.7 
( .06) 

-7.1 
(.06) 

8.2 
(.08) 

8.6 
( .09) 

6.4 
(.06) 

-2.3a 

(-.02) 

3.6 
(.03) 

-3.2 
(-.02) 

2.7 
(.02) 

-4.8 
(-.04) 

-3.9 
(-.03) 

ns 

asignificant at .05 level. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

-2.S 
(-.01) 

ns 

-3.8 
( -.02) 

-4.0 
(-.02) 

-2.3a 
( -.01) 

Despite the largely environmental tone to the debate there is 

a significant energy context to the legislation, as indicated by the 

importance of energy consumption as a factor in the voting and as 
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indicated by President Ford's eventual veto of the legislation. When 

the coal industry was unable to defeat the legislation, it began to 

emphasis the energy costs of the legislation and urged the president 

to veto the bill. In his veto message President Ford referred speci

fically to the adverse impact the bill would have on the nation's 

energy problems (Vietor, 1980, p. 112). 

Energy did not fade entirely from the minds of House members, 

however. This can be seen in the mixed dominance of partisanship and 

ideology in strip mining regulation; an area which would formerly have 

been dominated by the ideological voting of other environmental 

questions. 

Tqe same pattern of variation in constituent influence can be 

seen in mass transit funding. The earlier mixed pattern of partisan 

and ideological dominance became strongly partisan in 1974 because of 

the increased emphasis on the energy savings from mass transit (see 

Table 16). The only energy policy question to remain unaffected by 

the crisis is nuclear power, which retains an ideological dominance 

(see Table 16). 

The irony of the 93rd Congress is illustrated in the final 

energy vote taken, a vote to extend the emergency energy allocation 

act (vote 1015; Table 16). The 93rd Congress had a history of con

frontation with the president on energy policy. The oil embargo 

provided the incentive for Congress to seize the initiative on energy 

policy and to ignore a president weakened by Watergate. However, 

because of the president's veto, Congress was not successful in most 

of its initiatives. 
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Table 16 

Miscellaneous House Energy Votes, 1974 

Produc tion of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
665 (4-23) 
fund fusion ns ns 3.0 -3.4 ns ns 
research ( .35) (-.02) 

812 (7-10) 
extend nuclear 
insurance 5 -2.2a -2.8 -4.5 -7.8 ns ns 
years (not 10) (-.49) (-.87) (-.59) (-.06) 

846 (7-30) 
to kill Mass 2.6 ns 8.0 6.2 -6.0 -3.9 
Transit bill (.58) (1.1) (.05) (-.04) (-.02) 

907 (8-15) 
cut mass ns ns 9.1 6.8 -5.0 nB 
transit (1.4) (.06) (-.03) 

909 (8-15) 
expand mass ns ns 10.6 4.1 -2.3a ns 
transit (2.3) (.04) (-.02) 

918 (8-20) 
halve funds nB ns 9.3 6.6 -4.6 -3.2 
for mass transit (1.6) (.06) (-.03) (-.02) 

1015 (11-19) 
extend energy nB -2.4 ns -2.8 4.6 4.2 
allocation act (-.62) (-.01) (.03) (.02) 

asignificant at .05 level. All other 
coefficients significant at .OL 

Increased constituency concern and the partisan division 

between the president and Congress increased the partisan character of 

congressional voting on energy. An alternative pattern of voting can 

be seen in vote 1015 (Table 16). In an environment of partnership 

with the president and decreased concern on the part of the general 

public, energy voting would have been dominated by the voting of the 
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most affected constituencies. This was, however, a situation which 

did not occur often during the energy decade. 

When the votes in the House of Representatives are compared 

across the two years and with the votes of the Senate, the basic 

patterns of voting are the same. As the saliency of the energy crisis 

increased and as the policies became more concerned with economic 

matters, partisan voting became more important than ideological voting. 

The greatest difference between the House and the Senate comes in the 

area of the influence of energy constituencies. 

There are only two votes in the House in which at least one of 

the energy constituency measures is not significant, one concerns 

appropriations for fusion research by the AEC and one concerns the 

provisions of a congressional veto over rationing plans in the crea

tion of the FEA. Neither of these are concerned with mainstream 

energy matters. 

There are several interesting general patterns in this data. 

The first is that on energy votes members are often attentive to the 

character of their constituencies. As mentioned, only two of the 52 

votes analyzed for the 93rd House did not show some constituency 

influence. A second generalization is that there is a conflict 

between producers and consumers. Only once during the period is there 

a similarity in the direction of votes between increasing consumption 

and production. This is on an amendment offered to the 1973 AEC 

appropriations bill to provide increased funding for geothermal 

research (vote 226, Table 8). On this amendment coal producers and 

those most dependent on coal voted against the amendment, presumably 
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because funding for geothermal research meant less funding for coal 

research. 

There is also a general alliance between types of producers 

and an opposing alliance among types of consumers. While there are 

many votes on which one or another type of constituency interest is 

not significant, whenever both types of producers or both types of 

consumption are significant, they vote in the same direction. 

Producers, both coal and oil, vote with Republicans and conservatives 

for less governmental regulation, higher prices, and relaxed environ

mental controls. On the other hand, as consumption of either oil or 

coal increases in a member's district, the member votes for controls 

on prices and allocation and for environmental protections. The only 

exception to this pattern is when large coal consumers voted to relax 

the Clean Air standards on coal burning (vote 683; Table 14). 

The importance of constituent interests indicates the partic

ular character of energy voting in the 93rd Congress. Energy is a 

very parochica1 issue. The conflicting needs of different types of 

consumers and producers of energy is often given as the paramount 

reason for the difficulty that Congress had in passing any energy 

policy (see, for example, Oppenheimer, 1981; Rosenbaum, 1981). These 

observations lead naturally to the question of how well the findings 

of this study correspond to the findings of other studies of Congress, 

both with regard to what was accomplished by Congress and the pattern 

of voting observed in this study. 

Comparing this study of congressional voting with other studies 

can best be approached by examining three questions. The questions 
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are: 1) what, if any, patterns can be found in congressional voting?; 

2) do these patterns correspond to any of the predicted patterns found 

in the literature on congressional voting?; and, 3) did Congress 

succeed in passing any major changes in energy policy in the first 

session of the energy crisis? 

Voting Patterns in Congress 

Energy constituencies are more important in the House than in 

the Senate. With the measures of energy production this is not at all 

surprising. While many states produce energy for national consump

tion, few of them are so dominated by energy production that those 

interests are not balanced by other forces within the state. Thus, 

many senators from energy producing states are expected to follow the 

urgings of other interests in their ~tates, simply because those other 

interests wield more influence with the senator. On the other hand, 

because House districts are less heterogeneous, it is not surprising 

that members from producing districts are more responsive to the 

important interests of their districts. 

Because the figures used for energy consumption for both the 

House and the Senate are based on statewide consumption, it is more 

difficult to explain the differences in impact of the energy consump

tion variables. However, the explanation of the greater homogeneity 

of Senate constituencies works here as well. With few exceptions, the 

direction of the vote indicates that as consumption increases members 

are more likely to vote for lowered costs or for environmental con

trols. While it has been argued that consumption interests should 
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favor higher prices because higher prices mean more available supplies 

(Mitchell, 1977), it is logical for high consumption districts to 

favor price limits and environmental controls. 

Since most senators represent more diverse constituencies, an 

individual senator is less likely to feel the sharply focused 

pressures to reflect particular constituent interests than is a member 

of the House. While a given state is not necessarily more diverse 

than a House district, the general pattern is that House members are 

more responsive to the pressures of their districts. 

If one concentrates on the similarities in voting patterns 

between the House and Senate, it is obvious that, in general, members 

of both the House and the Senate show a similar response to the energy 

crisis. In both chambers party and ideology share the position of 

dominant influence. ~urther, the shift in dominance between party and 

ideology follows the same pattern in both chambers. As the energy 

crisis increased in saliency and as the focus of energy policy changed 

from environmentally related to economically related questions, party 

became more important than ideology. 

While the analysis of one Congress does not prove any absolute 

pattern, it is possible to suggest reasons which explain the pattern 

that appears. An analysis of changes in voting based on a change in 

attention paid to the member's reelection constituency accounts for 

several shifts in emphasis between party and ideology. 

The greater responsiveness of House members to energy consti

tuencies fits with this explanation of different constituencies. 

Members of the House from districts with significant energy concern~ 
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are likely to have both supportive elites and a reelection constitu

ency which encourages them to cast their votes with others from 

similar districts. Even senators from energy producing states have a 

more diverse population from which they must forge a winning 

coalition. Practical observers of Congress have always been able to 

identify certain representatives and senators who 'represented the oil 

industry,' but it does not contradict these observations to suggest 

that House members may be more closely tied to their energy constitu

encies than are senators. 

If it is possible to identify a pattern of voting and offer an 

explanation for this pattern, the question that arises is how well 

this pattern corresponds to the descriptions of voting offered by 

previous studies of Congress. A study of only two years is not enough 

to make an absolute statement, but this ftrst impression suggests that 

energy voting does not fit exactly any previously suggested pattern of 

voting. 

The basic character of previous studies Qf voting emphasize 

stability while this study identifies a changing emphasis in voting. 

Further, most studies suggest that a single influence dominates while 

this study demonstrates a mix of influences. 

The greatest contrast with the present findings can be found 

in those studies which emphasize the dominance of ideology in voting 

(Mitchell, 1979; Nivo1a, 1980; Schneider, 1979; Shaffer, 1980). While 

ideology is found to be important in this study, it never assumes the 

dominant or exclusive influence suggested by these other studies. 
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Further, it is important to recognize that in this study party and 

ideology are separate variables, so that a showing of a shared 

influence comes from the independent character of each variable and 

not the collinearity which normally e~ists between these variables. 

Several studies suggest that ideological voting represents a 

shift away from older patterns, a shift which only began to occur 

during this period (Sinclair, 1981). If the findings of this study 

are put in the context of a period of transition, when normal patterns 

are disrupted, it is possible to explain the differences between the 

present findings and the findings expected, based on previous studies. 

Only the analysis of later Congresses can settle this question. 

However, the change away from ideology to party dominance and then 

back to a more ideological pattern suggests that even the predicted 

pattern of change is not being followed. 

The suggestion that the 93rd Congress represents a transition 

period, when normal patterns are disrupted, can also reconcile the 

present findings with those models of congressional behavior which 

suggest stable patterns of voting (Asher and Weisberg, 1978; Clausen, 

1973; Dodd and Sullivan, 1981; Jackson, 1971). Again, further analy

sis of later Congresses is necessary to settle this question. 

The observation that members of Congress do not always use the 

same criteria for voting has been made previously (Elling, 1982; 

Sinclair, 1981). The idea of varying patterns of voting over time and 

across issue areas can be used to explain the differences in findings 

among previous studies of Congress. If members of Congress vote 

differently at different times because of perceived changes in the 



97 

saliency of their votes, then it is to be expected that a pattern of 

voting in one policy area is not duplicated in all other policy areas, 

All statements regarding energy voting in the 93rd Congress 

must, therefore, be considered in light of the particular circumstan

ces of the 93rd Congress. Whether the patern observed here will carry 

over into later Congresses must be determined in later chapters. For 

the present it is enough to note the important characteristics of the 

present findings. 

The 93rd Congress represents an unusual situatio~ Relations 

between president and Congress were worse than they had been for a 

hundred years. At the same time, the nation was faced with a severe 

crisis which led to widespread demands for governmental action. In 

such circumstances, it would not be surprising if Congress was espe

cially sensitive to public concerns. 

The fact that congressional action is the result of constit

uent pressure is seen in the significant influence of constituent 

measures, particularly in the House of Representatives. The crisis 

nature of this pressure is demonstrated by the relative weights of the 

consumption measures. As might be expected from the nature of the 

crisis, oil consumption is usually more important than coal 

consumption. 

In addition, the consumption figures had their strongest 

impact on the votes concerning short term solutions to the crisis. On 

the positive side of solving the crisis the most important policy 

concerned the allocation of available supplies. On the negative side, 

the most immediate response was to impose a windfall profits tax on 



the oil companies. In both of these areas consumption votes were 

generally more influential than in other areas. 
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The fact that there was public demand for action raises the 

question of how much was actually accomplished during the 93rd Con

gress. While there were no claims then and can be none now that 

Congress took actions which would solve the crisis, it is possible to 

say that Congress did respond to the crisis and that its responses set 

the boundaries for energy policy debate over the next decade. 

As a response to the short term crisis, Congress did create 

the authority to allocate fuel supplies. In reality, beyond this 

allocation and waiting for the crisis to go away, there was little 

that Congress could have done in the short term, since the crisis was 

the product of a number of forces outside the immediate control of 

Congress. 

In developing long term solutions to the energy problem, 

Congress accomplished less. Congress did establish a governmental 

agency to support research into alternative energy supplies. It also 

passed legislation to expedite the construction of the Alaskan pipe

line, to relax Clean Air Standards, and to increase subsidies for mass 

transit systems. Among the many actions that it might have taken, it 

specifically chose not to decontrol energy prices. 

These choices created a conflict between energy policy and the 

other policy areas of environmental protection and economic stability. 

These conflicts and the poor relations with the president created the 

most important limits on congressional action. 
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In this first examination of energy voting in Congress more 

questions are raised than can be answered. The analysis of the votes 

indicates clearly that energy constituency is important in congres

sional voting, particularly in the House of Representatives. The 

conclusions drawn from the results of the statistical analysis suggest 

numerous conflicts with established expectations concerning congres

sional voting. Whether these conclusions are based on the anomalies 

of the situation faced by the 93rd Congress must be determined after 

the examination of later Congresses. 



CHAPTER. IV 

THE NINETY-FOURTH CONGRESS 1975-1976 

The ninety-fourth Congress illustrates the difficulties that 

Congress faces when it seeks to initiate policies in the face of 

presidential hostility. This Congress also illustrates the difficul

ties that a president has gaining a partnership with Congress when 

.Congress and the president disagree on the best method to achieve a 

policy goal. 

During 1975 and 1976 there were parallel decisions by the 

president and both houses of Congress that the solution to America's 

energy problems could be found in conservation. Beyond this, however, 

there was little consensus. Congress ignored many of President Ford's 

energy policy requests and altered others to fit their idea of how to 

solve the energy crisis. President Ford responded to these modifica

tions, and to other congressionally initiated proposals, with a 

vigorous use of the veto. Considerably less energy policy was passed 

by the 94th Congress than one would expect, given the resolve to deal 

with energy problems and the congressional effort expended. 

The public's concern with energy contrasted sharply with the 

concern of Washington policy makers. Energy did not completely disap

pear from the public mind, but it did decrease in importance since the 

height of the energy crisis. In February 1974, 46% of those polled by 

Gallup listed energy as the nation's most important problem (Gallup, 

Number 104, p. 2). By September 1974, this decreased to two percent 

100 
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but it increased again to seven percent in March 1975 (Gallup, Number 

118, p. 2). During 1976 public concern again decreased; energy was 

not mentioned as an important national concern in the October 1976 

survey (Gallup, Number 137, p. 29). 

Replacing concern over energy were economic concerns about 

inflation and unemployment (Gallup, Number 118, p. 1) and a growing 

conviction that the energy crisis was created by the oil companies to 

increase their profits (Corrigan, 1976, p. 441). Both the economic 

problems of the nation and the suspicion of the oil companies had an 

impact on the character of congressional voting on energy. 

President Ford indicated the importance of energy policy in 

1975 by devoting much of his State of the Union address to energy 

proposals. These proposals were submitted to Congress as the Energy 

Independence Act of 197.5. The thirteen parts of the proposal included 

deregulation of the price of natural gas and oil, the creation of a 

strategic petroleum reserve, increased powers to force utility con

version to coal, and partial suspension of the Clean Air Act. In 

addition to these proposals, President Ford announced that he would 

impose a one dollar per barrel fee on imported oil for each of the 

next three months. There was a strong free market philosophy behind 

the Ford proposals (de Marchi, 1981, p. 488). The intent of the 

proposals was to reduce oil imports by decreasing oil use wherever 

possible, to encourage more domestic production of energy, and to 

foster conservation through higher prices. 

Congress responded to these proposals with alternatives 

designed to ke~p controls on energy prices and to control consumption 
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through increased governmental involvement. The disagreements between 

Congress and the president led to two years of struggle and com

promise. The policies which came out of this struggle were more a 

continuation of past policies than the creation of new policy 

solutions. 

The central debate during the 94th Congress was over the 

controlled prices of oil and natural gas. While the Democrats in the 

House and the Senate attempted to develop new proposals, the Repub

licans and the Ford administration emphasized price decontrol as the 

solution to the energy crisis. Neither side had its way. The energy 

initiatives of the Democrats were transformed into debates over 

decontrol, which the Ford administration lost. 

The first action in 1975 was taken by President Ford. In 

January Ford announced that he would impose an import fee on oil, 

beginning with a $1 fee in February, and the same again in March and 

April. Congress responded immediately with legislation suspending the 

president's authority to impose such fees. President Ford responded 

with a veto of the legislation. The Ford adminstration then used the 

promise of a delay in imposition, coupled with later imposition of the 

fees, in an attempt to gain favorable action on energy from Congress. 

Eventually the fees were removed as a part of the compromise involved 

in the signing of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act in January 

1976. 

The Senate continued the energy debates of th~ 93rd Congress 

into 1975. Senator Jackson (D. Wash.) reintroduced the price control 
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and allocation bill which had been vetoed by President Nixon in 1974. 

The bill granted the president less authority to control supplies than 

either Presidents Nixon or Ford wanted, extended price controls to all 

domestic oil, and directed the president to set conservation goals to 

reduce consumptio~ None of these provisions were satisfactory to the 

Ford administration. 

Despite the objections of the administration and various 

interest groups, the Senate passed this legislation, along with a 

companion bill to set fuel efficiency standards for autos. The admin

istration's proposals for energy labeling of consumer goods and for 

the creation of a strategic petroleum reserve were also adopted as a 

part of the Senate's energy package. After considerable negotiation 

with the House and the Ford administration this package emerged as the 

Energy Policy and Conservation Act. 

Other Senate action fared less well. The attempt to pass 

strip mining regulations was again vetoed by President Ford. The 

Senate passed legislation regulating coal leasing and offshore oil 

drilling, but neither hill made it out of the House during the first 

sessio~ In the second session the coal leasing regulations were 

passed over President Ford's veto. 

Despite the list of disagreements with President Ford, the 

Senate was more willing to assume a partnership role with the pres

ident tllan the House. The Senate passed the adminstration sponsored 

loan guarantees for synthetic fuel research, but the HOllse refused to 

do 80. Supported by the adminstration, a coalition of Senators was 

able to turn a short term change in natural gas policy into a measure 
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to decontrol the price of natural gas entirely. This measure also 

died in the House. 

Many members of the House saw energy as an opportunity to take 

a leading role in the House (Malbin, 1980). In contrast to the 

Senate, numerous committees in the House wanted to influence energy 

policy. The result was a plethora of proposals, all of which were 

subject to the criticism that they had received too little considera

tion. In the short run the dilution of Congressional attention com

bined with jurisdictional barriers to defeat most of these proposals 

(Vogler, 1981; Jones, 1979; Oppenheimer, 1980, 1981). In the long 

run, however, many of these ideas became part of the energy policy 

proposals of the Carter administration. 

The Democratic leadership was aware of the potential for 

problems created by the fragmentation in the House and created a 

special task force to propose energy legislation. The first efforts 

of this task f()rce, as well as the proposals for an Energy Production 

Board to expedite domestic energy development, never made it to the 

floor of the House. Instead, floor debate centered on proposals 

developed by the Ways and Means Committee for a comprehensive set of 

energy taxes and proposals from the Interior Committee which extended 

price controls to all oil, mandated automobile efficiency standards, 

and established other conservation goals. Eventually the House passed 

the Interior Committee bill, with modifications, but rejected the tax 

changes proposed by Ways and Means. 

The outcome of all these struggles was a new bill, created in 

conference, which established three levels of price controls for oil, 
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gave the FEA the authority to move the price levels upward gradually, 

and created a broad set of conservation goals. Although he objected 

to many of its provisions, President Ford signed the Energy Policy and 

Conservation Act (EPCA) in December 1975. 

All the energy battles of 1975 resulted in one bill which 

essentially maintained the status quo of energy policy (the EPCA) and 

separate bills which ended the depletion allowance for large oil 

producers, appropriated $4.5 billion for energy research, and extended 

the Price-Anderson nuclear insurance program for ten years. Disputes 

over the proper committee jurisdiction in the House had defeated or 

delayed programs to open the naval petroleum reserves, to regulate 

offshore oil drilling, and to fund research for advanced automobile 

technology. Congressional policy initiators and the president had 

largely failed in their efforts to restructure energy policy. 

In contrast to 1975, 1976 was a quiet year. The most signif

icant activity surrounded a measure to extend the Federal Energy 

Administration (FEA). The Senate turned a simple extension of the FEA 

into a further modification of energy policy. The previous year's 

extension of price controls to certain types of difficult to obtain 

oil was removed, and the FEA was given the power to gather energy 

information and develop plans for more efficient operation of the 

nation's electric utilities. The Senate also added provisions con

cerning the energy efficiency of new buildings. 

Little else was done. There was a veto override of a congres

sional developed plan to regulate coal leasing. Further authorization 

for energy research was defeated in the Senate because of a dispute 
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over membership on the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Legislation 

to deregulate natural gas and to provide loan guarantees for synthetic 

fuels development were defeated by the House. The stripped down 

version of the 1975 Ways and Means tax proposals died in conference 

with the Senate and the administration proposals to allow private 

development of uranium enrichment facilities died for lack of time in 

the Senate. 

The discussion of congressional voting which follows does not 

fully detail the characteristics of the policy struggles between the 

president and Congress. There are numerous histories of this period 

and this particular Congress. (See, for example, de Marchi, 1981; 

Vietor, 1984; Energy Policy, 1979.) The intent of this chapter is to 

examine the pattern of votes in the 94th Congress to determine the 

similarities between this Congress and other Congresses, and to dis

cover the importance of some of the influences which affected congres

sional voting. Not all of the approximately 260 contested energy 

related votes taken in the House and Senate for the 94th Congress are 

presented. Instead, the discussion focuses on the general pattern of 

voting and some of the more interesting deviations from that pattern. 

The basic pattern of voting in the 93rd Congress involved a 

shift from ideologically based voting to more partisan voting and then 

a return to ideology. The two explanations offered for these changes 

in the previous chapter involve changes in saliency and changes in the 

character of the energy policies before Congress. The changes in 

voting were the result of the waxing and waning of public concern for 

energy policy and/or the result of differences between economic and 
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environmentally related policies. Hoth of these possibilities are 

tested in the analysis of the 94th Congress. The relationship between 

economic and energy policy dominated the consideration of energy 

policy during the 94th Congress. While environmental matters were not 

ignored they were less important and they too were touched with concern 

for the economic consequences of action. Public concern about energy 

policy remained stable and low during the entire period of the 94th 

Congress. 

Senate Energy Voting, 1975 

Partisanship dominated the Senate's energy voting in 1975. 

The Democrats in Congress and the Republican Ford admintstration 

engaged in a struggle to determine who would define the nation's 

energy policy and, therefore, who could add energy policy to their 

list of policy successes. Established producing interests were not as 

important as they had been previously. Oil producers were sharply 

divided about the advantages of continuing the allocation of oil and 

most of the policies debated did nor directly concern coal, so coal 

producers also usually did not differ from other members. 

Energy consumption was the key issue in 1975. Whether 

defending the status quo in seeking to defeat President Ford's import 

fees or demonstrating initiative in extending price controls to all 

types of domestic oil, Democrats and the large consumers of coal and 

oil often formed an alliance against those who supported the adminis

tration's proposal to end price controls and encourage conservation 

through higher prices. 
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The first response of the Senate to President Ford's proposals 

was negative. A group headed by Senator John Pastore worked with the 

House Speaker's Task Force on Energy and Economic Policy to produce an 

alternative plan which maintained price controls and encouraged pro

duction and conservation through governmentally mandated programs 

(de Marchi, 1981~ p. 491). In addition, the Senate took up a reso

lution nullifying the import fee President Ford had announced the 

previous month. 

The vote to suspend the president's authority to impose import 

fees (vote 21; Table 17) demonstrates the most common pattern in 

Senate energy voting for 1975. There is some influence by party, 

ideology, and energy constituency, with party having the strongest 

influence. The imposition of import fees would most directly effect 

the largest oil consuming states. The relationship between oil con

sumption and this vote indicates that even in the absence of a crisis 

atmosphere, senators still vote according to the energy concerns of 

their constituents. 

The fate of this bill also illustrates the difficulties of 

energy policy formulation in 1975. After swift passage by Congress, 

President Ford vetoed the bill and announced that he would postpone 

imposition of the second tariff increase, pending development of an 

alternative energy program by Congress. Over the summer the addi

tional tariff increases were imposed. T1ley were finally removed in 

January 1976, as part of the compromise surrounding passage of the 

Energy Policy and Conservation Act (PL 94-163). 
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Congress too got an early start on energy policy. In the 

Senate the proposals of the ad hoc House-Senate committee were not 

given the attention they received in the House. However, the Senate 

Interior Committee reported out its own bill which extended price 

controls, directed energy conservation goals, and gave the president 

standby powers for another emergency. Debate on this bill and related 

measures occupied the majority of the Senate's energy policy efforts 

during 1975. 

Table 17 

Senate Votes on Presidential Energy Proposals, Early 1975 

production of consumition of 
VOTES I ideology I party I oil I coal I oil coal 

21 suspend Pres. 
authority to impose -2.7 -3.9 ns ns 2.5 ns 
import fees (2-19) (-.03) (-1.2) ( .05) 

116 table amend to 
remove price 
on oil(3-21) 

controls -2.7 -3.8 -2.3 ns ns 
(-.03) (-1.2) (-.77) 

All coefficients significant at .01. 
(Coefficients represent the amount and direction that 

conservatives, Republicans, energy producers, and 
proportionally larger consumers differed from their 
opposite numbers. See Chapter II for a further 
discussion.) 

On the floor the provisions extending price controls on oil 

received the most attention. Earlier, during debate over the dep1e-

ns 

tion allowance (to be discussed later), President Ford's proposals .for 

decontrol and a windfall profits tax were offered as an amendment. 

The motion to table this amendment (vote 116; Table 17) shows the same 

pattern found in the later votes on oil decontrol (votes 131, 144, 

170, 171, 291, 297, 363; Table 19). Party has a stronger influence 
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than ideology on all but one of these votes, while measures of energy 

constituency are significant on most of the decontrol votes. 

One of the interesting differences between the Senate energy 

votes in the 93rd and the 94th Congress is the increased importance 

of consumption as a constituency variable. During the 94th Congress 

the policy focus was different from that of the 93rd. The crisis 

atmosphere of the 93rd Congress caused the focus to be on the problems 

of shortages and short range solutions designed to increase stability 

in supply. During this period it was also less clear what effect 

changes in energy policy would have on energy consumption. By 1975, 

Congress was attempting to construct a long range policy. The petro

leum shortages of 1973-74 were replaced with surpluses an~ the effects 

of ~he energy crisis on the consumer became clearer. While much o.f 

the debate on energy policy centered around oil, coal consumption was 

also affected by the energy crisis. The average price of coal went 

from $8.53 a ton in 1973 to $19.23 a ton in 1975 (FEDS, 1979, p. 143). 

Because the policy focus shifted and because the effect on 

consumers was evident, senators from states with the largest 

consumption of fossil fuels voted differently from those with less 

dependence on fossil fuels. While, in general, the direction of the 

votes of liberal and Democratic senators parallels the votes of sen

ators from high consumption states, consumption is not an alternative 

means of measuring party and ideological identification. This is 

indicated by those occasions when consumption deviates from the 

general pattern. 



111 

For example, perhaps because they were convinced that the oil 

companies would put their increased revenues into energy research, the 

largest consumers of coal were more likely to vote with Republicans 

and conservatives against the repeal of the depletion allowance (votes 

80, 96; Table 18) and against requirements to force divestiture of 

vertically integrated oil companies (votes 441, 458; Table 18). 

Table 18 

Anti-oi1 Industry Votes, 1975 

VOTES lideo10gy I party 
production of 
I 0:1,1 I coal 

consumption of 
I oil I coal 

80 Table the repeal 
of depletion 
allowance (3-18) 

82 end allowance for 
large producers 
(3-18) 

-3.8 
(-.07) 

-3.S 
(-.07) 

96 to retain allowance 
for small producers 
(3-20) 

4.0 
(.07) 

441 to require 
vertical divest. 
of oil co. (10-8) 

458 to require 
vertical divest. 
(10-22) 

459 to require 
horizontal divest. 
(10-22) 

-3.9 
(-.09) 

-3.8 
( -.11) 

-3.9 
(-.OS) 

-2.7 
(-.92) 

-3.7 
( -1.1) 

2.9 
(.97) 

-4.4 
( -2.4) 

-4.0 
( -2.7) 

-4.2 
(-2.1) 

-3.4 
( -2.2) 

-2.7 
- (-. 9S) 

3.6 
(1.3) 

-3.2 
( -1.3) 

-3.3 
(-1.9) 

-3.0 
(-1.3) 

ns 

-2.0a 
(-.03) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.1a 

(-.04) 

ns 

a significant at the .05 level. All 
other coefficients significant at .01. 

The influence of increased oil consumption is seen in the 

-2.5 
(-.02) 

ns 

2.2a 

(.02) 

-3.2 
(-.04) 

-3.1 
(-.06) 

votes on the decontrol of oil. The original Senate bill to extend the 
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allocation and price control authority of the Federal Energy Adminis

tration (S 622) ignored President Ford's request for a phaseout of 

price controls by mandating an expansion of price controls to cover 

all domestically produced oil. Several amendments were offered to end 

allocation and price control authority. Reflecting the doubt in the 

minds of the general public that there was an actual shortage of oil 

which could be cured by price increases, the largest consumers of oil 

voted to continue price controls (vote 131; Table 19). Senators from 

large oil consuming states also voted to extend price controls to 

enhanced recovery oil (oil obtained by special measures) and to extend 

price controls to newly discovered oil (votes 170, 171; Table 19). 

In contrast to the increased importance of energy consumption 

is the decrease in importance of energy production. The industry was 

deeply divided regarding the continuation of allocation and price 

controls. While the largest companies opposed controls, the Inde

pendent Refiners Association, the National Congress of Petroleum 

Retailers, the New England Fuel Institute, and the Society of Inde

pendent Gasoline Marketers of America all lobbied for continued con

trols (Vietor, 1984, p. 248). In a political climate deeply suspi

cious of large oil companies, these associations representing small 

refiners and thousands of gasoline station operators had a stronger 

impact on Congress. 

Oil production was, however, significant on two votes where 

oil consumption was not. In July 1975, the Senate voted on the con

ference committee report of a House bill which extended price controls 

through December 1975 and rolled prices back to the January 1975 level 



113 

(vote 297; Table 19). Oil producers and President Ford opposed this 

bill which the president vetoed. 

Table 19 

Oil Price Control Votes, 1975 

VOTES I ideology 
production of 

party I oil I coal 
consumption of 
I oil I coal 

131 end allocation and 
price controls on oil 
(3-21) 

144 2 step phase out 
of oil price controls 
(4-10) 

170 place a ceiling 
price on enhanced 
recovery oil (5-1) 

171 extend controls 
to all oil (5-1) 

291 extend emergency 
allocation authority 
(7-15) 

297 conference report 
on extension of oil 
price controls (7-16) 

363 Table the resolu
tion disapproving 
decontrol of oil 
prices (7-30) 

398 veto override of 
emergency allocation 
bill· (9-10) ** 

2.7 
(.05) 

3.0 
( .07) 

-4.0 
(-.10) 

-3.1 
(-.07) 

-2.7 
(-.06) 

-3.2 
(-.07) 

3.0 
(.06) 

-2.2 
(.23) 

4.1 
(l.6) 

4.1 
(2.0) 

-4.2 
(-2.1) 

-4.4 
(-3.0) 

-4.3 
(-3.0) 

ns 

4.5 
(3.2) 

-1.3 
(-11.5) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.6 
(-1.3) 

ns 

-2.4 
(-1.2) 

2.6 
(.96) 

ns 

-1.9a 

(-.03) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

2.1a 

( .03) 

2.0a 
(.03) 

2.?a 
(.04) 

ns 

ns 

1.6 
(.06) 

a significant at the .05 level. All 
other coefficients significant at .01. 

** All coefficients indicated for this vote are significant 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

1.2 
(.03) 

at the .01 level. The low value of the coefficients results 
from unusually high standard errors. See textual discussion. 
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President Ford was no more successful with Congress than were 

the large oil producers. The first bill extending price controls was 

passed in the face of a divided Republican party and the threat of a 

veto (vote 297; Table 17). Earlier the Senate passed a similar exten

sion, without the price rollback (vote 291; Table 17) but this version 

was also vetoed. By promising not to veto a shorter extension of price 

controls, the president was able to have his veto sustained in the 

Senate by six votes (vote 398; Table 17). President Ford proposed as 

a compromise to extend controls to all types of oil and then to 

decontrol over 39 months, but the Senate rejected this offer as well 

(vote 363; Table 19). 

Vote 398 indicates the unusual character of veto override 

votes. The normal patterns of voting are disrupted by the intense 

pressures involved. On this vote, for example, the reported stan

dardized coefficients are all significant at the .01 level even though 

they are smaller than the coefficients reported for other votes. The 

decrease in the size of the coefficients is caused by the unusually 

large standard errors of all the variables. While there are signif

icant differences among senators based upon the variables measured, 

these differences are obscured by the disruptive pressures caused by 

the unique character of the vote. Only when partisanship is for some 

reason compromised does ideology emerge as the strongest factor in 

energy voting during this period. Close votes on veto overrides are 

possible only when there is bipartisan support for the actio~ 

Similarly, votes on conference reports often involve bipartisan com

promises in which voting is based on ideological predisposition. 
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In a Congress dominated by Democrats, ideology may also 

increase its importance when there is a change from initiator to 

partnership with a Republican president. In October 1975 the Senate 

took up a bill to allow a temporary modification of price controls on 

natural gas to meet the expected shortages during the coming winter 

(Witt, 1975a;1975b). However, an alliance of conservatives, Repub-

licans and members from gas producing states was able to amend the 

measure to call for complete decontrol of natural gas (votes 436, 437, 

461, 462; Table 17). On the final vote (462), there was some support 

from consumers of coal. Coal consumers would be among those most 

interested in increased availability of a clean, easily transportable 

alternative to coal, which was exactly what the proponents of natural 

gas deregulation offered. 

Table 20 

Senate Voting ~ Natural Gas Price Deregulation, 1975 

VOTES 

436 Table amend to 
remove controls on 
natural gas 00-1) 

437 Table bill to 
remove controls on 
natural gas ( 10-2) 

461 amendment to 
deregulate natural 
gas (10-22) 

462 passage of bill 
to deregulate 
natural gas (10-22) 

I ideology 

-3.0 
(-.11 ) 

-4.1 
(-.15) 

3.7 
( .08) 

3.7 
(.09) 

production of 
party I oil I coal 

-3.9 
(-3.5 ) 

-4.3 
(-3.9) 

4.6 
(2.5) 

4.0 
(2.2) 

-2.2 ns 
(-1.4) 

-2.9 ns 
(-1.5) 

2.4 ns 
(.97) 

ns 

consumption of 
I oil I coal 

2.5 
(.07) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

2.0a 
(.02) 

------------------- -- ---------------,---
a significant at the .05 level. All 

other coefficients significant at .01. 
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The Senate also returned to the question of the decontrol of 

oil prices. In December the Senate voted to pass the conference 

report on S 622, the bill introduced months before, largely in 

response to the president's State of the Union message. After the 

prolonged struggle and the vetos of other legislation extending price 

controls, great care was put into the conference committee's work. 

The administration was involved in the negotiations, represented by 

Frank Zarb, chairman of the Federal Energy Administration (de Marchi, 

1981b). The result was not entirely satisfactory to the adminis

tration. The bill did give the president much of the energy authority 

that he requested, but it also extended price controls to all types of 

oil produced in the United States and provided that such controls 

would continue for 40 months. 

Despite opposition from major oil producers, the Treasury 

Department, and the Council of Economic Advisors, President Ford 

signed the Energy Policy and Conservation Act. The general consensus 

is that the bill was signed by the president based on the political 

considerations of the upcoming presidential campaign (see, for 

example: de Harchi, 1981b, p. 507; Vietor, 1984, p. 252). 

In nearly all of the votes considered thus far, the partisan 

identification of senators is more important than their ideological 

position. There are some areas, however, where ideology is more 

important than party. For example, when the Senate voted to remove 

the oil depletion allowance, ideology is more influential than party 

(votes 80, 81, 95, 98, 119; Table 18). The depletion allowance had 

long been a contentious issue in energy policy (see, Oppenheimer, 
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1974). Attempts to remove this special advantage had failed before, 

but now, with oil company profits rising along with the suspicion that 

the crisis had been manufactured by the oil companies, the question 

was not whether the depletion allowance should be removed for the 

major oil companies, but whether the depletion allowance would remain 

for smaller producers. Interestingly, the largest consumers of coal 

voted to support the oil industry's position. These votes parallel 

the votes on natural gas deregulation, where increased coal consump

tion also led to votes for more available energy. 

The importance of consumption in these votes and the compar

ative reduction in the influence of ideology brings these findings 

directly into conflict with other studies of energy voting (Ka1t, 

1981; Mitchell, 1979). The most common conclusion of these studies 

is that ideology is the most important, or the sole decisive, 

influence on energy votes. The energy position of constituents is 

either not considered or is dismissed as unimportant (i.e., Mitchell, 

1979). There are several explanations for the contradictory findings 

of this study. 

The first explanation concerns the statistical analysis used. 

Logit analysis is less subject t~ the errors which plague the use of 

regression on a single roll call vote. Because 10git is designed to 

deal with dichotomous variables, in the absence of special circum

stances, its results are more reliable than regression. 

A second difference between this study and those with contra

dictory findings lies in the variables used in the analysis. In this 

study the ideological position of members separate from the 
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ideological component of the political parties. Therefore a finding 

that party is more influential than ideology is, in reality, a finding 

that the various components of affiliation with a national political 

party, including the ideological differences between the parties, is 

more important on a particular vote the individual ideological predis

position of the member of Congress. The particular constituency 

variables used also differ, in that the variables used in this study 

are designed to measure the general energy concerns of the state 

rather than the momentary connection between a particular vote and 

conditions in the district at that time. 

The final difference between studies concerns the number of 

votes examined. As the results of this study demonstrate, there is 

not a single, uniform pattern in congressional voting on energy. Even 

party and ideology are not always significantly related to a par

ticular vote. Because of this, using anyone vote may be misleading. 

The lack of a significant relationship between a variable and a vote 

does not mean that 'party or ideology or constituency positions ~re not 

taken into consideration by members when they vote. The lack of a 

significant relationship merely means that members who differed on the 

characteristic measured by a particular variable--for example, energy 

producers and nonproducers-~did not take a consistently different 

position on this vote. Only when a variable is not significant for 

most or all votes can it be concluded that it is unimportant in 

voting. 

The use of one vote to characterize congressional voting often 

leads to misleading results. The outcome of any vote depends on the 
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particular circumstances of who is present to vote and on the votes 

cast for reasons not related to the policy character of the vote. 

Final votes on a measure often show a different pattern than previous 

votes on the same subject. By the time the measure is voted up or" 

down, compromises have been made and the nature of the bill is often 

changed enough so that those who previously opposed it now support it. 

Furthermore, it is not unknown for a member of Congress to vote one 

way on the more obscure amendments to a bill and then to switch his 

vote when the vote which attracts the most attention comes up. 

For all these reasons, no single vote can be taken as 

completely indicative of congressional feeling about an issue. Even 

the results reported in this study do not completely demonstrate 

congressional energy voting, because space prevents the listing of the 

results of the analysis of every vote. However, because this study 

does report the results of a more extensive analysis of Congress, the 

results differ from other studies not merely because different mea

sures of party and ideology are used, but also because they indicate 

more fully the pattern of voting. 

Despite the differences in technique and in the variables used 

by this and other studies, the most important differences are in the 

findings. Mitchell (1979), for example, finds no relationship between 

natural gas shortages and votes on natural gas deregulation. This 

study shows a strong relationship between natural gas consumption and 

votes on natural gas deregulation. 

While on most votes analyzed, gas consumption is not as impor

tant as oil or coal consumption and is therefore not reported, it is 
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worth noting that gas consumption is significantly related to most of 

the votes in the Senate and all the votes in the House concerning the 

deregulation of natural gas. (See Table 21 for these results.) The 

particular vote which Mitchell (1979) uses for his conclusions that 

ideology dominated voting and that constituency concerns were unimpor

tant was a vote taken in the House in 1976 (CQ vote number 25, QQ 

Almanac, 1976). A logit analysis of this vote shows that the measure 

of party identification used is more important than ideology and that 

natural gas consumption is signifi~antly related to the vote (vote 

647; Table 21). 

The shifting importance of party and ideology raises the 

question of whether there is a pattern behind the shift in emphasis. 

During the 93rd Congress the change in importance corresponds to 

changes in saliency and changes in emphasis between environmental and 

economically related policy matters. Neither of these changes are 

evident in the 94th Congress. During the two years of the 94th Con

gress there is little change in the saliency of energy policy. While 

·Congress and the president spent much time dealing with the issue, the 

public was not as concerned about energy as they were about inflation 

and unemployment. 
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Table 21 

Natural Gas Deregulation Voting: 
Measuring the Impact of Natural Gas Consumption 

production of consumption of 
VOTES lideology I party I oil I coal I natural I coal 

sas 

SENATE, 1975 

436 table removal -3.3 -4.3 ns ns -2.7 ns 
of controls on (-.09) (-2.9) (-.08) 
natural gas (10-1) 

437 table removal 
of controls on -4.1 -4.3 -2.9 ns ns ns 
natural gas (10-2) (-.15) (-3.9) (-1.5) 

461 deregulate 3.5 4.5 ns ns 2.3 ns 
natural gas (10-22) ( .08) (2.5) ( .05) 

462 passage of 
bill to dereg- 4.0 4.0 ns ns ns ns 
ulate natural gas ( .09) (1.91) 
(10-22) 

HOUSE, 1976 

643 keep FPC 
power to reduce -7.6 -9.8 ns -2.4 -5.9 ns 
prices on n. gas (-.07) (-1.34) (-.50) (-.05) 
(2-4) 

646 to make indus-
try a priority -6.4 -6.4 ns ns -5.4 -4.8 
user of n. gas (-.06) ( -1.1) ( -.04) (-.03) 
(2-5) 

647 to extend . 
controls to intra- -7.5 -9.6 ns ns -5.7 ns 
state gas, to (-.07) (-1.3) (-.04) 
decontrol small 
producers (2-5) 

650 passage of 
natural gas bill -5.9 -7.0 ns ns -4.9 ns 
(2-5) (-.05) (-1.2) (-.04) 

All coefficients are significant at .01. 
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The concern over economic matters accounts for the lack of a 

stronger ideological influence, even on environmental issues. When 

the Senate again turned to strip mining regulation in 1975, the anal

ysis shows that party was more important on most votes than was ideo

logy. The most Significant exception to this is the vote on the 

Mansfield amendment. This amendment banning strip mining on federal 

lands where the surface rights were owned by private parties had been 

accepted by the Senate in previous years, but now it was rejected 

(vote 66; Table 22). Aside from this most controversial aspect of the 

bill, party is more influential than ideology. Lobbyists from the 

unions and the coal producers concentrated on the employment impact of 

the bill, including a caravan of two to three thousand miners driving 

to Washington to express their concerns (Vietor, 1980, p. 116). 

Again, in the most important votes on nuclear power party 

replaced ideology to some extent. Congress voted to extend the Price

Anderson Act for ten years, thereby continuing the insurance protec

tion afforded to nuclear power plants. On most votes the ideological 

character of nuclear power voting predominates (i.e. vote 606; 

Table 22), but when the Senate considered the question of whether the 

industry should have to contribute more to the insurance fund (vote 

609; Table 22), party was more important. 

The most obvious basis for the division between votes where 

party or ideology is more important is a division between pocketbook 

and esoterical issues. The more likely it is that the general elec

toral constituency of a state will be paying attention to an issue, 

the more likely party is to dominate. If, on the other hand, the 
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issue is not one of general concern but is an issue to which a spe-

cialized constituency will be paying attention, ideology is more 

important. Thus some environmental issues which concern jobs became 

party ·issues, while the economic question of continuing the depletion 

allowance for oil producers is most influenced by ideology. 

VOTES 

66 Mansfield amend. 
to limit strip 
mining (3-11) 

67 Waivers for 
strip mining in 
national forests 
(3-11) 

68 no power by 
surface owners to 
block mining (3-11) 

606 remove the 
liability limits on 
nuclear power plants 
(12-16) 

609 to increase 
contribution from 
nuclear plants for 
liability funds 
(12-16) 

614 passage of 
Clean Air Act 
amendments (12-17) 

Table 22 

Energy Related Votes, 1975 

'ideology' party 
production of 
'oil , coal 

-3.2 
(-.04) 

3.0 
(.07) 

2.3 
( .03) 

-3.6 
(-.05) 

-1.9a 

(.03) 

-3.2 
(-.06) 

-2.5 
(-.73) 

4.4 
(2.6) 

3.6 
(1.5) 

-2.6 
(-.77) 

-2.8 
(-1..5) 

-4.8 
(-2.5) 

-2.7 
(-.86) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-3.1 
(-1.4) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

consumption of 
, oil , coal 

ns -2.7 
(-.02) 

-2.2a ns 
(-.04) 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

a significant at .0.5. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 
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When an issue is on the policy agenda because policy makers 

are convinced that more needs to be done in the area, even though 

there is a lack of public concern, voting patterns are less clear. 

Members of Congress are less tied to their electoral constituency and 

more subject to the influences of others, both in Washington and at 

home. Often, however, great public concern over other issues, such as 

the economy, spills over into related policy areas. Because of this, 

energy policy votes became economic policy votes and senators were not 

as free of electoral constituency concerns as might have been supposed. 

This is seen in the dominance of party and in the increased importance 

of energy consumption. 

Senate Energy Voting, 1976 

The Senate spent much less time on energy policy in 1976 than 
. 

it had in 1975. Having given the FEA the authority to propose deregu-

lation of some petroleum products while retaining the power to veto 

these deregulations, the Senate took no action when the FEA proposed 

the deregulation of airplane fuel, diesel fuel, home heating oil and 

other products. For the most part these actions were not considered 

at all by the Senate, but when they were, they were approved. The 
J 

energy consequences of these proposals were recognized in the Senate. 

For example, analysis shows that when the Senate considered an attempt 

to discharge a motion disapproving the FEA action removing the small 

refiner exemption to the oil entitlements program all energy related 

variables are significantly related to the vote (vote 822; Table 23). 



125 

Table ~ 

Ear1y Energy Votes, 1976 

VOTES lide010gy I party 
production of 

I oil I coal 
consumption of 
I oil I coal 

673 to remove tie 
between loans and 
building energy 
standards (3-9) 

675 bill for 
mandatory energy 
conservation 
standards (3-9) 

4.5 
( .08) 

-4.1 
(-.06) 

3.3 
(1.1) 

-3.2 
(-.92) 

ns ns ns ns 

ns ns ns ns 

822 vote on FEA 
ending small 
refiner exemptions 
to oil cost sharing 
(5-27) 

3.3 
(.05) 

-2.1a 
( -.78) 

2.2a 

(.69) 
2.0a 

(.71) 
-2.0a 

( -.04) 
-2.1a 

( -.02) 

911 passage of 
mandatory conser
vation standards 
for buildings (6-15) 

-3.2 
(-.04) 

-3.6 
(-1.0) 

-2.4 
( .72) 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

In his 1976 energy message President Ford requested congres-

sional action on 16 specific points, including the deregulation of 

natural gas, loan guarantees for synthetic fuels, amendments to the 

ns 

Clean Air Act to allow greater use of coal and to delay auto emission 

standards, and changes in the law to allow the private enrichment of 

uranium. In all, Congress sent four of the 16 requests to the presi-

dent. These concerned the relatively minor matters of a route se1ec-

tion for the Alaskan natural gas pipeline, increased production from 

the naval petroleum reserves, thermal building standards, and weather-

ization assistance. 



While the Senate sought to avoid controversies concerning 

energy in 1976, this was not always possible. In 1975 the House 

126 

--·passed--a bill setting conservation standards for new buildings. In 

1976 the Senate added amendments which made these standards mandatory 

(votes 673, 675; Table 23). This roused the opposition of those who 

feared that this would be the first step toward national housing 

standards. The result was that the bill died in the conference 

committee (Energy Policy, 1979, p. 58-A). The character of the 

opposition to these provisions shows in the importance of ideology as 

an influence. 

When the Senate took up the bill extending the life of the 

Federal Energy Administration (FEA), the mandatory standards for 

energy conservation in buildings were added by amendment (vote 911; 

Table 23). On this vote partisanship was more important than ideo

logy. The general partisan nature of the FEA extension may account 

for the difference, or the combination of presidential support for an 

amendment introduced by Senators Kennedy (0. Mass.) and Hollings (D. 

S.C.) may have diffused the ideological divisions on the previous 

votes. 

Except for the votes concerning the extension of the FEA, 

which included votes on ending price controls on oil recovered from 

nearly depleted wells and the formation of an Office of Energy 

Information with authority to gather energy information from energy 

producers (votes 912, 913, 915, 916; Table 24), 1976 differs from 1975 

in the increased importance of ideology and the decreased importance 

of energy constituency. The general character of the energy related 
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issues changed. With the exception of the FEA extension, the issues 

of 1976 would not have an immediate pocketbook impact on most voters. 

Table 24 

Extension of the Federal Energy Administration, 1976 

VOTES lideology I party 
production of 

I oil I coal 
consumption of 
I oil I coal 

912 to create an office 
of energy information, -4.0 -4.5 

(-3.5) 
-2.1a 

(-.93) 
ns ns ns 

empowered to gather (-.12) 
data from oil cos. (6-15) 

913 reduce the 
period of the ns 
extension of FEA (6-15) 

915 end price 
controls on 4.0 
enhanced recovery ( .09) 
oil (6-16) 

916 passage of bill ns 
to extend FEA through 
1977 (6-16) 

3.9 2.6 ns ns 
(1.1) (.86) 

4.0 ns ns ns 
(1.8) 

-3.1 ns ns ns 
(-1.3) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

The best example of this is the proposed amendments to the 

Clean Air Act. President Ford had proposed that the deadline for 

reduced auto emissions be extended and that the standards for nonde-

gredation of clean air be relaxed to encourage greater use of coal. 

The Senate rejected an amendment to limit the extension to one year, 

ns 

ns 

ns 

instead of two (vote 1099; Table 25). Ideology is more important than 

party identification on the votes concerning the amendments to the 

Clean Air Act because of the environmental character of the issue. 

The connections to energy policy were also clear to senators, however. 

On this vote and the accompanying vote to maintain the same emission 



128 

requirements (vote 1103; Table 18), the larger consumers of coal are 

significantly more likely to vote for increasing the availability of 

energy. 

The Senate also considered a number of amendments to the Clean 

Air Act designed to encourage coal usage by relaxing the standards in 

areas where there was no present degradation of the air quality (votes 

1076, 1086, 1088, 1102; Table 25). The pattern of voting on the Clean 

Air Act amendments demonstrates the variation in constituency influence 

when the saliency o.f issues varies. On what might be regarded as the 

most important issues, votes on the entire package itself and on the 

most extreme measure (votes 1103 and 1102 respectively; Table 25), 

partisanship is the most important influence. On those issues where 

there is less public importance to an individual vote, ideology is 

more important. 

Ouring 1976 ideology dominated energy voting because the 

policy concerns centered on long range, less immediately important 

actions. In addition there was less congressional initiative on 

energy during 1976. As the presidential and congressional elections 

approached it was obvious that energy was not going to be a major 

issue in the most important campaigns. Therefore, there was no longer 

as much incentive to use energy policy as an appeal to the general 

electorate. On some matters, such as the extension of price controls, 

party still did dominate since this was directly relevant to voters. 
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Table 25 

Amendments ~ the Clean ~ Act, Nuclear ~ Questions, 1976 

VOTES 

1076 delete pro
tection of pristine 
air (8-3) 

1086 suspend non
degredation standards 
Clean Air Act (8-4) 

1088 consider all 
pollution sources 
in setting Clean 
Air standards (8-4) 

1099 extend auto 
emission standards 
one year (8-5) 

1100 maintain auto 
emission standards in 
Clean Air Act (8-5) 

'ideology , party 

2.7 
(.03) 

3.5 
(.05) 

-3.8 
(-.07) 

-3.6 
(-.08) 

ns 

ns 

-2.0a 

(-.65) 

-3 •. 3 
(-1.4) 

-3.7 -3.2 
(-.08) (-1.3) 

1102 nullify Clean Air 
Act standards in all 
pristine areas (8-5) 

2.7 
( .04) 

3.7 
(1.3) 

1103 passage of 
amendments to 
Clean Air Act (8-5) 

962 increase private 
support of Clinch 
River Breeder Reactor 
(6-25) 

1299 table bill to 
allow private 
uranium enricrunent 
(9-29) 

-1.5 
(-.02) 

-3.6 
(-.06) 

-3.3 
(-.14) 

-2.6 
(-.91) 

-2.6 
(-.• 90) 

-3.2 
(-2.4) 

production of 
'oil , coal 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-1.9a 
( -.74) 

ns 

2.0a 
(.69) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

consumption of 
, oil , coal 

ns 

ns 

, 
ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.5 
(-.04) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-3.2 
(-.03) 

-2.2 
( -.02) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 
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Another momentary exception to the dominance of ideology is 

the difficult matter of allowing private industry to take over the 

present government monopoly of uranium enrichment. By September 29, 

1976 the rush of last minute business and the differing positions of 

the presidential candidates on the spread of weapons related nuclear 

technology caused partisanship to have an equal influence with ideo

logy. The motion to table consideration was accepted, even though the 

larger oil consumers voted in favor of the idea of increasing alterna

tives to oil (vote 1299; Table 25). These momentary political factors 

contributed to the deviation from the normal ideological pattern of 

voting on nuclear power, as illustrated by vote 962 (Table 25). 

In general, energy policy in 1976 focused on issues which were 

outside the public's concern over energy. Unlike 1975, when the 

immediate questions of oil and gas prices and the employment effects 

of limiting strip mining had a direct appeal, the issues of 1976 were 

esoteric enough that senators were less concerned about the reaction 

of the public in their states, and therefore were more concerned about 

the demands of their supportive elites. 

House Energy Voting, 1975 

As with the 93rd Congress, the votes in the 94th Congress cast 

by the House of Representatives show a stronger influence from energy 

related constituencies than do the Senate votes. Most of the issues 

considered in the House and the Senate are the same. Like the Senate, 

the strongest factor in explaining House voting is partisan 
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identification. The similarities in voting patterns in the House and 

Senate outweigh the differences. 

Some of those differences, however, are worth noting. Ideo

logy is less important in the House than it is in the Senate. For 

example, in 1975 there are only two issue areas where ideology is 

consistently more important than party: strip mining and energy taxes. 

The environmental coalition which favored strip mining regula

tion was more successful in the House during 1975 than it was in the 

Senate (Vietor, 1980, p. 116). This supports the explanation that the 

House took a more environmental view of strip mining, rather than 

mirroring the Senate's concern with the economic aspects of the bill. 

However, two of the votes demonstrate that environmental con

cerns did not entirely dominate the House. When the House considered 

an amendment to pay for the reclamation of strip mines through fees on 

offshore oil leases, partisanship is more important than ideology 

(vote 44; Table 26). It is also noteworthy that on this vote coal 

producers and consumers joined to support the attempt to lessen the 

impact of the regulations on :he cost of coal. Not surprisingly, 

representatives from oil producing districts opposed the plan. 

Partisanship is also as important as ideology when the House 

considered the conference report on the strip mining bill (vote 143; 

Table 26). ~y this time the coal industry's campaign against the bill 

had concentrated on the employment aspects of the bill, while the 

miners' truck convoy was in Washington to emphasize the jobs 

threatened (Vietor, 1980, p. 116). 
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Strip Mining Regulation Voting, 1975 

VOTES !ideology Y
roduction of 

party oil! coal 

44 finance strip 
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consumption of 
! oil ! coal 

mining reclamation 4.4 
from oil leases (3-17) (.04) 

9.9 -2.0a 

(1.5) (-.61) 
2.4 

(.50) 
ns 3.7 

(.02) 

45 ban strip mining 
on steep slopes 
(3-17) 

47 prohibit strip 
mining in National 
Grasslands (3-18) 

143 passage of 
conference report 
on strip mining 
bill (5-7) 

210 veto override 
of strip mining 
bill (6-10) 

-8.2 
(-.08) 

-7.1 
(-.05) 

-5.3 
(-.04) 

-7.1 
(-.06) 

-6.9 
(-1.3) 

-5.7 
( -.78) 

-5.1 
(-.66) 

-7.9 
( -1.1) 

ns -3.7 
(-1.3) 

ns ns 

-3.9 ns 
(-.76) 

-2.9 ns 
(-.59) 

ns 

3.5 
(.02) 

2.2a 
( .01) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients s:J.gnificant at .01. 

The other area of ideological dominance in the House for 1975 

concerns the package of energy taxes developed by the House Ways and 

Means Committee. These taxes were part of the House Democrats' 

attempt to seize control of energy policy. As developed under the 

ns 

3.0 
(.01) 

ns 

ns 

direction of the chairman, Al Ullman (D. Ore.), they were designed to 

encourage conservation through a steep tax tied to gasoline consump-

tion and through other steps, including oil import quotas and taxes on 

autos which did not have the mandated fuel mileage. 

The consumption taxes on gasoline were unpopular and were 

stripped from the bill in a vote in which party is more important than 
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ideology (vote 217; Table 27). This vote also saw the larger consum-

ers of oil and coal join with oil producers to vote against the tax. 

Table 27 

Energy Taxes, 1975 

VOTES 'ideology , party 
production of 
'oil , coal 

consumption of 
, oil , coal 

214 House tax bill 
amendment to delete 
import quotas (6-10) 

217 delete con
sumption based 
gasoline tax (6-11) 

ns 

2.1 
(.02) 

219 add tax on inef- -6.4 
ficient autos (6-12) (-.04) 

220 prohibit 
inefficient 
autos (6-12) 

222 impose fines 
on manufacturers 
of inefficient 
autos (6-12) 

-6.2 
(-.04) 

-6.9 
(-.04) 

10.9 
(1.8) 

4.5 
(1.1) 

-4.5 
(-1.0) 

-4.6 
(-1.1) 

-7.0 
(-1.5) 

2.8 
(.60) 

2.4 
(.81) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

3.6 
( .02) 

2.3a 

(.02) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .05. 

ns 

2.9 
(.02) 

-3.8 
( -.03) 

-2.3 
( -.02) 

ns 

Another important debate on the energy tax bill concerned how 

fuel efficient cars were ~o be encouraged. After much debate, the 

committee decided to place a tax on each inefficient auto produced. 

On the floor a number of attempts to strengthen these provisions were 

defeated in a largely ideological struggle (votes 219, 220; Table 27). 

Finally, in a move supported by the auto unions and manufacturers 

(Energy Policy, 1979, p. 46-A), the House voted to substitute a 

general fine based on the fleet of autos produced (vote 222; Table 27). 
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The greater influence of partisanship on this vote indicates 

the similarity of patterns of voting between the House and the Senate. 

As the likelihood that a vote would have electoral results increased, 

members are more likely to act based on their party affiliation. 

Interest group activity makes one vote on gas guzzlers different. 

Similarly, the economic consequences of a tax on consumption and a 

limit on imports (votes 214, 215; Table 27) make these votes more 

partisan. 

Partisanship also dominates the debate in the House concerning 

the depletion allowance. This is in contrast to the Senate, where 

ideology is more important. The removal of the depletion allowance 

became possible in the House when the Ways and Means Committee was 

unable to get a closed rule for the 1975 tax bill. In a series of 

votes in which consumption and production interests, as well as party 

and ideology, are significant, the House voted to retain the depletion 

allowance for small producers and for natural gas produced under 

federal price controls (votes 28, 29; Table 28). Despite presidential 

opposition and strong lobbying from oil interests, however, the House 

voted to end the depletion allowance for large oil producers (vote 31; 

Table 27). 

The greater importance of partisanship and the fact that in 

the House the larger consumers of coal voted against the oil compa

nies, while in the Senate these interests supported the depletion 

allowance, suggests a different perspective on issues in the House and 

in the Senate. It is commonly recognized that the shorter period 

between elections has an effect on the behavior of House members 



135 

(Davidson and Oleszek, 1981). One such effect is to force House 

members to be more concerned with the electoral impact of each of 

their votes. 

Table 28 

House Votes ~ the Depletion Allowance, 1975 

VOTES 

28 retain the 
depletion allowance 
for natural gas 
(2-27) 

29 retain the 
depletion allowance 
for small oil prod. 
(2-27) 

31 repeal the 
depletion allowance 
(2-27) 

lideology I party 

. 9.4 
(1.85) 

5.7 
( .04) 

-6.1 
(-.05) 

7.5 
(.08) 

6.1 
( .80) 

-8.3 
(-1.2) 

production of 
I oil I coal 

4.3 
(1.53) 

3.3 
(1.8) 

-2.5 
(-.66) 

2.8 
(.66) 

4.5 
(1.0) 

-2.0a 

(-.43) 

consumption of 
I oil I coal 

-3.3 
(-.03) 

-2.7 
(-.02) 

4.5 
(.04) 

-2.2 
(-.01) 

-2.7 
(-.01) 

3.8 
(.02) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

If, as assumed in this study, partisan identification is more 

closely connected to the views of a member's electoral constituency, 

while ideology reflects a member's supportive elite constituency, it 

is to be expected that partisanship has a larger role in the House. 

Further, the greater immediacy o~ House elections forces representa-

tives to give more consideration to the short run bitterness of energy 

consumers who blamed the oil companies for the energy crisis. The 

different perspective of senators makes them more open to the argument 

that in the long run greater oil revenues means more energy development. 

The other major issues of 1975 had an immediate impact on 

voters; and the House, like the Senate, placed a partisan interpretation 
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on these issues. The vote to block President Ford's import fee 

(vote 15; Table 29) and the votes concerning the continuation of price 

controls and allocation authority for oil (votes 318, 325, 398, 399; 

Table 29), also had significant consumer involvement. Similarly the 

Table 29 

House Voting ~ Price Controls for Oil, 1975 

VOTES lideology I party 

15 to suspend 
Presidential 
authority to impose 
import fees (2-5) 

318 block President's 
plans to lift price 

-3.5 -11.1 
(-.03) (-1.9) 

-7.6 -10.6 
controls on oil (-.07) (-2.1) 
(7-22) 

319 allow controlled -3.3 2.4 
prices to rise (7-22) (-.02) (.29) 

322 add windfall 
profits tax to 7.7 8.9 
decontrol (7-23) ( .07) (1.7) 

325 delete all oil 
price provisions 7.5 9.6 
7-23) (.07) (2.1) 

398 delete extension 
and expansion of 6.3 10.4 
oil price controls (.06) (2.2) 
(9-17) 

399 delete fuel 6.4 10.5 
allocation powers ( .06) (2.5) 
(9-17) 

production of 
I oil I coal 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns 2.2a 
(.33) 

3.3 ns 
(.54) 

2.2a ns 
(.39) 

asignificant at 005. All other 

consumption of 
I oil I coal 

ns 

2.4 
(.02) 

ns 

-4.6 
(-.03) 

-5.2 
(-.04) 

-2.8 
(-.02) 

-2.7 
(-.02) 

-2.5 
(-.01) 

4.5 
(.02) 

3.6 
(.01) 

-3.4 
(-.02) 

-4.4 
(-.02) 

-4.3 
(-.02) 

-4.3 
(-.02) 

coefficients significant at .01. 

attempt to tie a windfall profits tax to the decontrol of oil prices 

(vote 322; Table 29), was resisted by consumer interests, probably 
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because they resarded this proposal by President Ford as a means of 

making decontrol more palatable. 

4n indication of the complexities involved in the votes on the 

decontrol of oil caq be seen in vote 319 (Table 29). This vote 

involved a proposal to allow the price of all oil to increase but to 

remain controlled. More Republicans than Democrats and more large 

consumers than smaller consumers of coal supported the measure as a 

means of increasing the incentives for exploration without a complete 

loss of control over prices. If accepted this would have defused the 

issue, just as the Federal Power Commission's increase in the price of 

natural gas on July 27, 1976 forestalled further action on natural gas 

deregulation (de Marchi, 1981b, p. 509). The proposal was overwhelm

ingly (93-324) defeated, however. Conservatives refused to support 

the continuation of price controls, while other Democrats did not 

support the idea of an increase in prices. 

House Energy Voting, 1976 

Energy policy was less debated in the House in 1976 than it 

was in the previous year, but the pattern of partisan dominance con

tinued. The House sought to deal with the problems of the leasing of 

federal lands for energy development by modifying the laws concerning 

coal leasing and offshore oil leasing. The House rejected the admin

istration's proposals to modify the bill and was successful in over

riding the veto of the coal leasing act (votes 630, 1081; Table 30). 

The bill concerning offshore oil leasing fared less well. The 

House rejected administration attempts to change the bill (vote 899; 
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Table 30) and other attempts to weaken limits on speculative purchases 

of offshore leases (votes 1020, 1023, 1024; Table 30). Ultimately, 

however, the House rejected the conference report on the bill, because 

of Senate provisions for governmental exploration for offshore oil 

(vote 1248; Table 30). 

Table 30 

House Voting ~ Coal and Offshore Leasing, 1976 

'ideology , party 
production of consumption of 

VOTES , oil "' coal , oil , coal 

630 modify coal 3.6 9.5 2.5 ns" -3.3 -4.3 
leasing bill (1-21) (.03) (1. 7) ( .41) (-.03) (-.02) 

632 passage of 
coal leasing bill -4.0 -5.7 ns -2.0a 2.0a 3.4 
(1-21) (-.04) (-1.0) (-.40) ( .02) (.02) 

899 amend OCS bill 
to meet adminis- 6.5 9.6 ns ns -2.4 ns 
tration proposals ( .07) (2.3) (-.02) 
(6-14) 

1020 limit govern-
ment's power to 6.9 10.4 ns ns -3.1 -3.4 
cancel OCS leases ( .07) (2.5) (-.02) (-.03) 
(7-21) 

1023 recommit 
Outer Continental 5.9 10.5 ns us -4.8 -3.4 
Shelf (OCS) leasing (.06) (2.4) (-.04) (-.02) 
bill (7-21 ) 

1024 passage of -7.0 -9.4 ns ns 5.2 4.5 
OCS bill (7-21) (-.07) (-1.7) (.04) (.02) 

1248 recommit 
OCS bill to delete 6.2 9.7 ns ns -4.5 -3.4 
federal exploration (.05) (1.7) (-.03) (-.02) 
(9-28) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 
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On all these votes consuming interests are significant, as 

they are on the votes for the deregulation of natural gas. The House 

began consideration of its natural gas bill by adopting a rule which 

would allow an amendment to completely deregulate natural gas (vote 

642; Table 31). After voting on a series of amendments concerning the 

complete deregulation of natural gas (votes 644, 649; Table 31), the 

House passed a bill to deregulate small producers while extending the 

controls on large producers to gas sold in intrastate markets as well 

(vote 650; Table 31). 

Table 31 

Natural Gas Decontrol, 1976 

production of consumption of 
VOTES 'ideology party 'oil , coal , oil , coal 

642 adoption of 
rule for natural 7.1 9.1 ns ns -2.6 -3.1 
gas regulation bill (.06) (2.0) (-.02) (-.01) 
(2-3) 

644 amend to allow 
FEA to set varying -8.0 -9.0 ns ns 3.2 2.4 
prices on N. gas (-.08) (-1.8) (.02) ( .01) 
(2-5) 

649 recommit to expand 
decontrol of n. gas 8.3 9.5 ns ns -3.1 -2.9 
(2-5) (.09) (2.2) (-.02) (-.01) 

650 passage of -6.7 -7.0 ns ns ns ns 
natural gas bill (-.05) (-.94) 
(2-5) 

All coefficients are significant at .01. 

The consistent pattern in the House in 1976 is that any issue 

concerning energy availability or pricing is a partisan dominated 

issue with a significant relationship to energy consumption. This 
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pattern even affected the traditionally ideological area of nuclear 

power. This, in part, accounts for the distinction between the ideo-

logical vote cast concerning the Clinch River Breeder Reactor (vote 

833; Table 32), and the votes on uranium enrichment. There is also an 

important distinction between a partnership role on the Breeder 

Reactor and the more confrontational role of defender of the status 

quo on the enrichment proposal. The House cast several votes on the 

administration's plan to allow private companies to operate nuclear 

enrichment plants (votes 1058, 1076, 1077; Table 32). On the most 

important of these votes consumer interests are significantly related 

to the vote. On all these votes, party is more important than ideology. 

Table 32 --
~ Votes ~ Nuclear ~ Questions, 1976 

VOTES 'ideology' party 

833 reduce the 
safety requirements 
for Clinch River 
Reactor (5-20) 

1058 delete authority 
for private uranium 
enrichment (7-30) 

1076 separate the 

7.8 
(.08) 

-7.7 
(-.07) 

provisions concerning -7.4 
private enrichment (-.07) 
of uranium (8-4) 

1077 passage of 
bill including 6.6 
private enrichment ( .06) 
(8-4) 

6.1 
(1.0) 

-8.4 
(-1.5) 

-9.5 
(-1.9) 

8.6 
(l.5) 

production of 
'oil , coal 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

a significant at .05. All other 

consumption of 
, oil , coal 

-2.a 
(-.02) 

ns 

2.9 
(.02) 

ns 

-2.2a 
(-.01) 

ns 

3.4 
(.02) 

ns 

coefficients significant at .01. 
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The only area of consistent ideological importance in 1976 

concerns the amendments to the Clean Air Act. The House amended the 

act to postpone auto emission requirements (votes 1178,1179; Table 

33) and to allow some changes in the protection of unpolluted areas 

(votes 1150, 1152, 1160, 1181; Table 33). On all of these votes 

members from large oil consuming states voted against relaxing the 

standards. 

Interestingly, large coal consumers voted to relax the auto 

emission standards, in opposition to the large oil consumers (vote 

1178; Table 33). The general pattern is for large consumers of both 

oil and coal to vote in the same way. However, the large consumers of 

coal occasionally, as here, show an interest in voting to increase 

other supplies of energy. The interest shown by large coal consumers 

in alternative" supplies"of energy does not support the idea of energy 

independence through increased coal use, but it is not surprising 

given the rapid increase in the price of coal. 

Similar examples of consumer interests voting in a way designed 

to increase the supply of energy rather than voting to continue the 

status quo have been noted. Most significant are the votes concerning 

natural gas deregulation (see Table 21). Members of Congress from 

states with the largest consumption of natural gas were more likely to 

vote for deregulation than were those from smaller consumption states. 

The major criticism of price controls of natural gas has always been 

that it decreases the amount of gas available (McAvoy, 1974). 
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Table 33 

Clean Air Act Amendments, 1976 

'ideology , party 
production of 
'oil , coal 

consumption of 
, oil , coal VOTES 

1150 require more 
stringent controls -6.5 -4.7 ns ns 5.0 
in pristine areas: (-.06) (-.83) (.04) 
Clean Air Act (9-8) 

1160 set less 
stringent standards 5.2 4.8 ns ns -3.2 
in pristine areas ( .04) (.71) (-.02) 
(9-9) 

1178 to shorten and 
tighten the extension -5.7 -5.2 ns ns 2.8 
of auto emission (-.07) (-1.8) (.02) 
standards (9-15) 

1179 to postpone 
auto emission 8.2 6.6 ns ns -5.0 
standards (9-15) (.08) (1.1) (-.03) 

1181 to recommit 
Clean Air amendments 6.8 6.6 ns 2.2a -2.1a 

to relax stationary (.06) ( .91) (.31) (-.01) 
source standards (9-15) 

dsignificant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

-2.0a 
(-.01) 

ns 

ns 

These votes demonstrate that members of Congress are aware of 

the particular energy characteristics of their constituents. Usually 

all large consumer interests are the same, and thus the pattern of 

voting will be the same. Occasionally, however, consumer interests, 

like producer interests, vary. The findings of this study demonstrate 

that representation of these interests follows a logical pattern 

particular to each issue. 

In general during the 94th Congress consumer interests were 

more strongly represented than were producer interests. This is 
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itself reflective of the fact that the economic situation caused 

significant changes in the previous position of consumers. During 

this period prices were increasing greatly, as were the profits of 

most producers. The policy proposals before Congress did not affect 

the interests and positions of producers as much as they would directly 

affect consumers. For this reason it is not surprising that producer 

interests were not as active as were consumer interests. However, it 

is important to note that producer interests did not disappear 

entirely. On the most important votes on every policy issue, producer 

interests often were evident as an influence on the outcome. 

Conclusions 

Energy voting in the 94th Congress is characterized by an 

increase in the importance of party and consumer interests and a 

decline in the importance of ideology and producer interests. The 

environment for energy policy included a relatively low public concern 

with energy combined with a great concern for the economy, which had 

been directly affected by the change in energy prices in 1973-74. 

In response to these concerns both Congress and the president 

proposed important changes in energy policy. Because of the partisan 

and ideological differences between Congress and the president, the 

result was a series of confrontations with little change. The most 

significant action of the 94th Congress was a continuation of price 

controls over oil and natural gas. The difficult questions of encour

aging energy conservation and greater energy production were largely 

avoided. 
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Congressional initiative was fueled by consumer concerns over 

higher prices and a suspicion that the energy crisis was a contrivance 

of the energy companies. Because of the different pressures on members 

of the House and the Senate there are differences in the response to 

these consumer pressures. In the Senate increased coal consumption 

occasionally encouraged senators to vote for anything that might 

increase energy supplies, while in the House increased consumption 

always encouraged voting for limits on the energy producers. However, 

whenever the question of increased prices for energy was confronted by 

either house, consumer interests always pressed for controlled prices. 

The 94th Congress represents an interstitial period. Coming 

after the immediate crisis of the Arab boycott and before the natural 

gas shortages of 1977 or the gasoline shortages of 1979, there was 

less direct pressure to consider the need for a long term solution to 

the energy problem. Because of the impact of energy on the economy 

there was pressure on Congress to consider energy policy, but the 

severe political division between Congress and the president prevented 

any cooperative approach to energy problems. After two Congresses had 

confronted energy policy, members developed a pattern of voting, but 

they did not accomplished much. 



CHAPTER V 

THE NINETY FIFl'H CONGRESS: THE FIRST YFARS OF THE CARTER PRESIDENCY 

Congressional action on energy during the Carter presidency 

has been the subject of much examination (see, for example the 

articles in Lawrence, 1979; Malbin, 1983; Cochrane, 1981; Yager, 

1981). Conclusions regarding the nature and extent of the accomplish

ments of these years vary greatly. However, it is beyond dispute that 

energy dominated the domestic policy agenda for the four years of the 

Carter administration. 

Three events had an important influence on the character of 

the energy debate during these years. The winter of 1977 was 

unusually harsh, which led to shortages of natural gas in many states. 

These shortages again reminded the nation of the energy crisis and the 

lack of a unified national energy policy. The spring of 1979 brought 

more shortages, this time of gasoline. The curtailment of shipments 

from Iran led to long lines at gas stations across the United States. 

In response to the disparity between supply and demand, prices of 

gasoline again rose, despite the presence of price controls. The 

third event of significance to the energy debate was the accident at 

the Three M~le Island nuclear power plant in March 1979. While no 

shortages or significant price hikes resulted, this incident gave a 

boost to the criticism of nuclear power and led to a reexamination of 

the important questions surrounding the future of nuclear power. 

These crises led to an increase in public concern about 

energy, although concern did not rise again to the heights it had 

145 



146 

reached during the 1973 crisis (46%). In March 1977 23% of the public 

listed energy as the nation's most important concern, but by July this 

dropped to 15% (Gallup, 1978). The following years saw public concern 

rise and fall, climbing in the winters and falling in the summers." 

After 1979, however, energy began to disappear as an issue of public 

concern, so that by the election of Ronald Reagan, the public was no 

longer concerned with energy (see Table 34). 

35 
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18 

Table 34 

Percent of Americans Listing Energy !! 
"The Nation's ~ Important Problem" 

33 

22 
14 

12 
4 4 5 

o ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~O 0 
3/77 10/77 2/78 5/78 2/79 5/79 10/79 2/80 9/80 2/81 10/ar:278Z--

Source: (Gallup, 1978; 1979; 1980; 1981; 1982) 

The effect of public opinion on the Carter energy proposals 

was not positive. Public concern was relatively high when the pres-

ident introduced his energy proposals in April 1977 and July 1979, but 

the declines which followed did not serve to keep public pressure on 

Congress. Throughout these years the item listed first in every 

Gallup poll was public concern about inflation (Gallup, 1982). This 

also served as a disincentive for Congress, since a major factor in 

all of President Carter's energy proposals was an increase in energy 

prices. 

The struggles prior to the Carter presidency had started 

energy policy toward consistency, but the bulk of energy policy still 
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consisted of piecemeal policies, some several decades old, which 

pointed in contradictory directions. Despite a near universal recog

nition that reduced consumption was a necessary first step in solving 

America's energy problems, excessive consumption was still encouraged 

through mandated low prices for natural gas and most petroleum pro

ducts, especially gasoline. Despite a recognition that the ever 

increasing reliance on imported oil endangered national security and 

economic stability, the country had no programs to encourage domestic 

exploration or to develop alternatives to oil consumption. The 

increased demand for and use of energy threatened the progress made in 

environmental protection and repair, but most attempts to reconcile 

the conflicts between the two policy areas had not succeeded. 

Congress faced proposals to deal with all of these problems 

before Jimmy Carter became president, but their failures outnumbered 

their successes. Many in Congress regarded the accession of a Demo

cratic president as an opportunity to create a comprehensive set of 

energy policies and to demonstrate what a united Congress and pres

ident could accomplish (Vogler, 1980). Because the outcome of the 

energy debate during the four Carter years is very different from the 

original proposals made, the efforts of the Carter administration and 

of Congress are usually described as a failure (Malbin, 1983; Katz, 

1984). However, at the end of the four years there was an energy 

policy in place which was somewhat comprehensive and which had been 

created primarily during the Carter term (Kash and Rycroft, 1984). 

While much was left undone at the end of the first year, 

energy policy began changing rapidly very early in the Carter 
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administration. Congress began the Carter term with the natural gas 

emergency, which led to emergency allocation powers for the president. 

In actions largely unrelated to the new president, Congress abolished 

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and passed a~other strip mine 

regulation bill. The change in presidents became significant with 

regard to strip mining regulation when the bill was signed, rather 

than vetoed, by President Carter. 

The most significant victory for President Carter during his 

first year was the creation of a Department of Energy. Presidents 

Nixon and Ford had also proposed a cabinet level department to oversee 

energy policy but Congress was not interested in such a change. How

ever, President Carter's proposals were adopted with only minor 

changes. 

The successful creation of a Department of Energy can not 

obscure the fact that throughout the Carter administration, the pres

ident's legislative victories occurred because his proposals matched 

the energy agenda of the majority in Congress. By 1977 Congress had 

dealt with energy policy long enough to have its own notions of what 

should be done. When the president's proposals did not match Con

gress' ideas, success was more difficult, if not impossible. 

The most obvious examples of this difficulty are found in the 

history of the major energy proposals which President Carter submitted 

in 1977 and 1979. The basic pattern is also seen in the history of 

the Clinch River Breeder Reactor. Beginning with his first budget, 

President Carter sought to end this project. However, Congress con

tinued to insist on funding the Reactor. When President Carter left 
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office four years later, the reactor was still being funded, despite 

the continued opposition of the president and a history of vetoes and 

confrontations between the president and Congress. 

With the exceptions noted, the congressional debate on energy 

policy during the 95th and the 96th Congresses was a debate over the 

energy proposals made by President Carter. While energy was not a 

major topic in the 1976 campaign, the new president announced that he 

would have a comprehensive energy plan before Congress within ninety 

days. Without consulting Congress (Davis, 1983; Malbin, 1983), 

Carter's advisers developed a plan and the president presented it to 

the nation April 20. The plan sought to encourage conservation by 

imposing a tax on domestic oil to bring it up to imported prices, by 

imposing a tax on inefficient automobiles, by setting mandatory levels 

for the efficiency of appliances, and by raising the controlled price 

of natural gas. The plan was also designed to force a switch from oil 

and gas to coal by taxing noncompliance in industry and by mandating 

utility compliance (see Cochrane, 1981, for a comprehensive examin

ation of the development of this plan). 

Two years later President Carter signed into law a greatly 

modified version of these proposals. The extent of mandatory conser

vation was reduced, domestic oil remained at controlled prices lower 

than the world price, and natural gas prices were to be gradually 

decontrolled. The struggle had been intense and the changes from 

prior policies were significant. However, they did not at all 

approach the scope of change suggested in President Carter's April 

1977 proposals. 
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Because the House of Representatives was the first to consider 

the president's energy proposals, it is discussed first in this 

chapter. The House was much kinder to the president's programs than 

the Senate, especially during the 95th Congress. The contrasting 

character of voting in the House and the Senate led Charles Jones 

(1979) to develop the models of partner to the president for the House 

and facilitator of interests for the Senate. The relationship between 

these roles and congressional voting is examined in this chapter. 

House Energy Voting, 1977 

The first problem which confronted the Congress in 1977 was 

the natural gas crisis. The Federal Power Commission responded to the 

crisis by allowing emergency sales to the interstate pipelines at 

higher than normal prices. This did alleviate the crisis somewhat, 

but the FPC had the power to allow these sales for only 60 days. On 

January 26, 1977, President Carter requested authority to continue 

allocating gas to the interstate ma~{et at higher prices as long as 

the emergency lasted. The vote in the House shows that there was no 

consistent opposition to the measure based either on partisanship or 

ideology (vote 16; Table 35). Oil producers did oppose the emergency 

plan, however, whi!e members from the larger fossil fuel consuming 

states strongly favored the proposal. 

Prior to taking up President Carter's energy proposals, the 

House devoted some time to what might be termed the unfinished busi

ness of the last Congress. The House quickly took up and passed a 

bill to regulate the surface mining of coal. The seven years that 
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Congress spent with the question of strip mining regulation did not 

serve to resolve the conflict. Originally, as an environmental issue, 

strip mining regulation was dominated by ideology. Now, however, the 

situation was less clear. Strip mining was more common and more mines 

were unionized. Among other changes, this caused the miners' union to 

switch from supporting the bill to opposing it (Vietor, 1980, p. 121). 

VOTES 
16 (2-2) 
Natural Gas 
Emergency 

162 (4-29) 
prohibit mining 
in alluvial 
valleys 

165 (4-29) 
use OCS funds 
to finance 
reclamation 

165 (4-29) 
passage of 
strip mining 
bill 

Table 35 

Early Energy Voting, 1977 

Production of 

coal oil 

ns -4.3 
(-.90) 

-2.5 -2.5 
(-.55) (-.56) 

3.9 
(.70) 

-2.9 
(-.98) 

-2.9 -2.7 
(-.71) (-.69) 

party 
ident. ideology 

ns 

-6.4 
(-.95) 

6.8 
(1.26) 

-4.2 
(-.73) 

ns 

-5.3 
( .04) 

2.0 
( .02) 

-4.5 
(-.04) 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

4.7 
(.04) 

2.7 
(.02) 

ns 

2.7 
(.02) 

5.3 
( .03) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

All coefficients significant at the .01 level. 
The signs of the coefficients indicate the 
direction of the votes cast by coal and oil 
producers, Republicans, conservatives, and 
proportionally larger consumers of oil and coal. 

Because of these changes the bill reported out of committee in 

the House was weaker than previous bills. The support of the adminis-

tration for amendments offered on the floor which would have 
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strengthened the bill increased the impact of the partisan character 

of the votes (vote 162; Table 35), and nearly balanced the partisan 

and ideological impact of the final vote (vote 165; Table 35). The 

consistent opposition of coal producers to the strip mining bill and 

the amendments offered to it demonstrate that the regional differences 

concerning which provisions in the bill were the most distasteful (see 

Vietor, 1980, p. 119) did not undermine the unity of the producers' 

opposition to the bill (see also Mecham and Krogmann, 1982). 

The behavior of producer representatives on strip mining 

issues indicates the character of the producer coalition on energy 

issues. While there was an occasional energy issue which affected oil 

and coal production equally, for the most part the effect of any 

individual proposal is greater for one than for the other. Despite 

this, however, both producer interests usually vote in a similar 

fashion. Coal producers are less often distinguishable from noncoal 

producers than are oil producers from their counterparts, but they do 

sometimes appear on votes related to oil policy. The similarity of 

votes results from logrolling more than from a universal commitment to 

energy producers. 

The extent of producer loyalty is illustrated by issues in 

which coal and oil production interests conflict. For example, while 

the coal producers supported the proposal to finance stripmining 

reclamation from offshore oil leases, oil producers opposed this plan 

(vote 163; Table 35). The same division is seen in the vote on the 

rule for the final vote on the Carter Energy Plan (vote 1522; Table 

43). While the coefficient is not quite significant at the .05 level, 
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the direction of the coal producers vote is the opposite of the oil 

producers, representing a differing assessment of the value of the 

plan. When the deviations occur it is the coal producers who change 

their pattern of voting. While the oil producers continue to vote 

with conservatives and Republicans, the coal producers are willing to 

switch and vote with consuming interests and the more liberal and 

Democratic members of the House. 

Part of the explanation for the shifting character of voting 

by members representing coal producing areas comes from their repre

sentation of miners as well as mine owners. While often the interests 

of the miners and the mine owners are the same, when they differed, 

coal representatives represented the miners rather than the mine 

owners. This tendency is seen in the votes concerning compensation 

for black lung disease (vote 532; Table 36) and the extension of the 

mine safety act (votes 402, 403; Table 36). While coal producers are 

not as often significantly different from nonproducers as are oil 

producers, their voting pattern serves as a clear demonstration that 

the character of energy constituencies is reflected in voting on 

energy policy. 
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Table 36 

~ Miner Representation ~ Coal Related Votes, 1977 

Production of 

coal oil 
VOTES 

party 
ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

402 (~7-~1~5~)---------------------------------------------

apply act only 
to non-coal 
mines 

403 (7-15) 
allow state 
regulation 

532 (9-19) 
rereading of 
black lung 
x-rays 

-2.4 
(-.64) 

-2.6 
(-.75) 

-2.7 
(-.82) 

2.5 
(.82) 

3.0 
(1.1) 

ns 

8.6 
(2.0) 

8.6 
(2.4) 

10.7 
(2.6) 

7.8 
(.09) 

6.9 
(.08) 

5.9 
(.06) 

-2.3a 
(-.O::!) 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

-2.4 
( -.01) 

Coal and oil producers were united on the question of the 

relaxation of the Clean Air Act. This was the second energy question 

taken up by the House in 1977, and like strip mining regulation it 

mixed energy and environmental problems. Although amendments designed 

to change the nondegradation standards and to relax the auto emission 

requirements were considered in the 94th Congress, they were not 

passed. With the support of the Carter administration they were again 

taken up, with the hope that these changes would encourage greater use 

of coal and greater fuel efficiency in cars. As is the case with 

strip mining, partisanship intrudes into a formerly ideologically 

dominant area, but the intrusion is not as great. Ideology is still 

most important on questions concerning auto emission standards (votes 

274, 277; Table 37), but party becomes a stronger influence on the 
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votes concerning air pollution from stationary sources (votes 272, 

273; Table 37). These amendments were very popular. On the final 

vote (326-49) the only significant difference among members of the 

House was between large and small consumers of fossil fuels (vote 278; 

Table 37). 

Table 37 

Clean Air Act Amendments, 1977 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
272 (5-25) 
allow excessive -2.3a -3.6 -7.6 -6.2 3.4 ns 
S02 pollution (-.55) ( -1.4) (-1.2) ( .05) ( .02) 

273 (5-25) 
allow states 3.2 3.0 7.0 7.2 -4.3 -2.6 
to exempt (.65) (.76) ( 1.15) (.06) (-.05) (-.02) 
polluters 

274 (5-25) 
postpone auto 3.2 3.2 5.6 6.9 ns -2.0a 
requirements (.66) (.82) (.73) ( .05) (-.01) 

277 (5-25) 
delay and relax 2.1a 2.0a 5.1 7.8 -5.3 ns 
auto req. (.59) .(.66) (.86) ( .07) (-.03) 

287 (5-25) 
passage of ns ns ns ns 4.4 2.2a 
amendment (.06) (.01) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

One of the differences between these votes where the president 

supported the actions of others and the votes that Congress took on 

the proposals made by the president is the mixed influence of party 

and ideology and the greater influence of constituency factors. As 

the House assumed the role of partner to the president, p~rtisanship 
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became the consistent dominant influence and energy constituencies had 

less of an independent influence. Such a reaction could be predicted. 

Congress was dealing with issues which had national attention and 

which were supported by the leader of one of the parties. In such an 

atmosphere members were most concerned with the attitude of their 

electoral constituencies and thus were most influenced by 

partisanship. 

There is little to say of most of the energy votes taken 

during the 95th session of the House of Representatives. Playing the 

role of partner to the president, the House cast mostly partisan 

dominated votes. 

During previous administrations, Congress refused to consider 

proposals to create a Department of Energy. However, the proposals 

made by President Carter were adopted with comparative ease. The 

substantive differences in the proposals were no more important than 

the partisan differences in administra~ions. Debate in the House 

reflected experiences derived from previous administrations. Members 

sought to limit the authority of the DoE and to prevent the develop

ment of interest group attachments (votes 286, 290; Table 38), but 

refused to kill the bill (vote 468; Table 38). 

The only deviation from the dominance of partisanship in House 

voting on the Department of Energy came in a vote by members of 

to transfer control of energy leasing of federal lands from the 

Interior Department to the new Secretery of Energy. The narrow con

stituent interests most concerned with the established pattern of 
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Table 38 

Establishing the 'Department 2! Energy, 1977 

Production of 
party 

% of electricity 
generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
286 (~6-~2~)-----------------------------------------------

limit DoE ns 
authority 

287 (6-2) 
delete transfer ns 
of authority 
over leases 

288 (6-2) 
give Congress ns 
a veto of regs. 

290 (6-3) 
prohibit DoE ns 
employees leaving 
for energy jobs 

468 (8-2) 
to recommit 
bill 

ns 

ns 6.3 
(1.1) 

-2.3 ns 
(-.44) 

ns 

-2.0a 

(-.53) 

3.7 
(.85) 

6.8 
(1.3) 

-5.2 
(-.71) 

9.0 
(1.3) 

ns 

-3.0 
(-.02) 

6.6 
(.06) 

-4.4 
(-.03) 

7.8 
( .06) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

control sought to keep the power solely within the Department of 

Interior. Tue final result was that the Interior Department retained 

the power to grant the leases, but the new Secretary of Energy gained 

the power to establish the economic terms of the leases and to veto 

any energy leases because of unsatisfactory terms. The importance of 

this shift in power to the directly affected constituencies trans-

formed this vote into an ideologically dominated vote (vote 287; 

Table 38). 

-' 
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The House votes concerning the Carter energy proposals further 

demonstrate the importance of partisanship when Congress plays the 

partnership role. Having experienced the difficulties of steering an 

energy bill through the jurisdictional jungle of the House, Speaker 

O~eill pushed the various parts of the proposal through the standing 

committees. To insure a single, comprehensive package, the Speaker 

created a special ad hoc energy committee (see Vogler, 1981; Oppen

heimer, 1980; 1981). This committee unified the reports of the other 

committees and sent the bill to the Rules Committee which attached 

a rule designed to keep the package together. 

Because of the Speaker's actions the House as a whole received 

a package similar in form to the proposals originally offered by 

President Carter. The Ways and Means Committee removed the standby 

gasoline tax and reduced the effect of the mandatory coal conversion 

proposals by reducing the number of industries covered. However, the 

controversial oil equalization tax survived. This tax would have 

increased the price of all domestic oil to world market levels by 

adding a tax equal to the difference between the controlled domestic 

price of oil and the uncontrolled world price. 

The other committee with substantial jurisdiction over Car

ter's energy proposals, the Commerce Committee, also reported out the 

proposals with little change, although not without a close fight. The 

Energy and Power Subcommittee amended the bill to allow for the dere

gulation of all natural gas instead of the extension of controls to 

all natural gas proposed in the Carter plan. The full committee, 

under pressure from Speaker O~eill and the president, reversed this 



action by one vote and sent out a bill similar to the Carter 

proposals. 
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The ad hoc committee put the various parts together and voted 

along party lines to send out a bill which corresponded to the Carter 

proposals in all aspects, with the exception of the changes made by 

Ways and Means. Included in the package were two possible amendments 

to be considered by the House. The amendments offered by the leader

ship were an amendment to expand the definition of new natural gas and 

an amendment to increase federal taxes on gasoline. The debate on the 

floor was intense and the votes were often close, but Speaker O~et11 

succeeded in appealing to party obligations in his effort to guide the 

bill through the House (QQ Almanac, 1977). 

The pattern of voting demonstrates that there was a division 

among the most affected constituents. The heightened public attention 

and the efforts of the leadership made partisanship the dominant 

influence on all the votes, but the partisan divisions did not absorb 

the other constituent divisions. The only vote on which there are no 

energy constituency divisions is the vote on the ad hoc committee's 

proposal to increase the tax on gasoline (vote 482; Table 39). 

The success of the energy plan in the House is usually attri

buted to the skillful leadership of Speaker O~ei11 (see Malbin, 1983; 

Jones, 1983). Certainly the plan itself and the actions of the Carter 

administration did little to create a favorable climate. While the 

problems created by the plan and the Carter administration are dis

cussed elsewhere (see Malbin, 1983; Jones, 1983; Cochrane, 1981), 

examples of the failure to take advantage of the political situation 
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are shown in the voting patterns. Despite the fact that there were 

divisions in the natural gas industry regarding deregulation (Vietor, 

1984), all energy producers were united in their opposition to the 

Carter proposals (vote 478; Table 39). Consumers were able to over-

come their opposition to the Carter proposals for flexible pricing of 

Table 39 

House Voting ~ the National Energy Act, 1977 

Production of % of electricity 
generated by party 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
463 (·~7-~2=9~)---------------------------------------------
rule for 
energy bill 

478 (8-3) 
end controls 
on natural gas 

482 (8-3) 
increase 
gasoline tax 

484 (8-4) 
give funds from 
oil tax to 
oil producers 

489 (8-5) 
Republican 
energy bill 

491 (8-5) 
delete oil 
equalization tax 

492 (8-5) 
passage of bill 

ns 

ns 

2.1a 

(.48) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-3.2 
(-.75) 

4.0 
(1.5) 

ns 

4.0 
(1.4) 

2.3a 

(.65) 

4.9 
(1.6) 

-4.5 
( -1.1) 

-10.9 
(-2.4) 

10.2 
(2.4) 

-4.9 
(-1.1) 

10.6 
(2.0) 

11.0 
(2.7) 

8.9 
(3.5) 

-11.0 
(-2.6) 

-4.8 
(-.04) 

7.8 
(.09) 

-3.5 
(-.02) 

5.4 
( .04) 

4.8 
(.05) 

6.8 
(.08) 

-6.8 
( .07) 

ns 

-3.9 
(-.04) 

ns 

-3.8 
(-.03) 

-4.3 
(-.05) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

--3.4 
(-.02) 

ns 

-3.1 
(-.02) 

-4.3 
(-.04) 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 
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gas because the alternative of complete decontrol was worse. However, 

those in the industry who favored extending regulation to all gas were 

unwilling to accept the Carter proposals (Vietor, 1984). 

Despite the attempts to deregulate natural gas, to remove or 

defuse the oil equalization tax (votes 484, 491; Table 39), and to 

substitute a Republican alternative bill (vote 489; Table 39), the 

House passed a bill similar to the proposals originally submitted by 

President Carter. All this was accomplished in a relatively short 

time. President Carter made his proposals the 29th of April, the 

final vote on the proposals occurred on the fifth of August. All that 

was left for the House was to wait for the conference repo~t. This 

did not appear for a year. 

After the struggle over the Carter plan, the House took few 

other energy related votes in 1977. The character of these votes does 

indicate, however, the continued dichotomy in energy voting and the 

extent of the president's influence in Congress. The most important 

energy votes of 1977 had all been dominated by party. When the House 

turned to environmentally related issues with less saliency, ideology 

became most important. In addition to a vote concerning oil spills 

(vote 514; Table 40), the House insisted on continuing the existing 

program of development of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor (votes 538, 

544; Table 40). 

The breeder reactor had survived earlier attacks because of 

the combined support of President Ford and members rallied by the 

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. The situation changed with the 

election of President Carter and the dissolution of the Joint 
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Committee, but the breeder reactor continued its troubled career. 

Despite a veto of the authorization bill containing funds for the 

breeder reactor, spending continued because of a provision for 

spending without authorization included in the appropriations bill. 

The partnership with the president that the House leadership had 

forged for the passage of the Energy Act lasted no longer than consid-

eration of that bill. 

Table 40 

Environmentally Related Energy Votes, 1977 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
514 (9-12) 
increase oil -2.0a ns ns -5.2 5.0 4.7 
spill liability (-.48) (-.05) (.05) ( .03) 

538 (9-20) 
reduce $ for ns -3.0 -6.6 -7.4 ns ns 
breeder reactor (-1.0) (-1.0) (-.06) 

544 (9-20) 
increase private 
support for ns -2.5 -5.7 -7.2 2.5 ns 
breeder reactor (-.70) (-.75) (-.05) (.02) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 
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House Energy Voting, 1978 

Following the pattern of previous Congresses, 1978 was a year 

of relatively little activity in energy matters for the House. The 

most important questions had been examined in the previous session. 

While they were not yet settled, the questions did not need to be 

reexamined on the floor. 

When the House returned for the second session of the 95th 

Congress, President Carter's energy program was still tied up in the 

conference committee. Pending a settlement of the issues of natural 

gas pricing and energy taxes, the other parts of the proposa1--coa1 

conversion, utility rate reform, and energy conservation--cou1d not 

be considered. While the House waited, it turned to other matters, 

including a few energy problems. 

Culminating four years of work, the House finally passed a 

bill changing the leasing procedures for offshore oil exploration. 

The administration supported the committee bill, which allowed more 

opportunity for small companies to enter the bidding process by 

creating an alternative bidding system. The partnership between the 

president and the Democrats in Congress was opposed by Republicans who 

sought to retain the existing bidding system (vote 727; Table 41) or 

to reduce the percentage of leases available to the alternative 

bidding system (vote 735; Table 41). 

Energy constituencies were also important in the voting on the 

offshore leasing bill. Oil ,roducing interests supported the bill 

while consumers opposed the bill. One of the few instances when 

energy consuming interests differed is found in the vote on sharing 
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the revenues derived from offshore drilling (vote 743; Table 41). 

While oil consumers favored the idea of giving the coastal states a 

portion of the revenues to offset the likely environmental damage, 

large consumers of coal opposed the idea. The difference in attitude 

reflects the fact that most coastal states are larger consumers of oil 

than are the interior states, who rely more on coal. 

VOTES 
727 0-26) 
retain old 
bidding system 

733 0-31) 
compensation 
for cancellation 
of leases 

735 (1-31) 
reduce alter-
native bidding 

743 (2-2) 
share $ with 
coastal states 

Table 41 --
Offshore Oil Leasing Amendments, 1978 

Production of % of electricity 

coal 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

party generated by 
oil ident. ideology oil 

4.5 9.7 7.8 -2.8 
(1.6) (2.1) (.08) (-.02) 

3.6 9.7 6.5 -4.2 
(1.4) (2.0) (.06) (-.03) 

2.9 8.8 6.8 -3.6 
(.86) (l.95) (.06) (-.03) 

ns ns ns 4.6 
( .04) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

coal 

ns 

-2.9 
(-.02) 

-2.2a 
(-.01) 

-3.4 
(-.01) 

By 1978 the administration had gained some experi~nce in 

lobbying. While there was significant industry opposition to the 

offshore leasing changes, the Carter administration played an impor-

tant role in creating the coalition which succeeded in modifying 

existing procedures (Energy Policy, 1979, p. 75). The offshore 

leasing alterations are another example of the way in which the 
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congressional role of partner gives a partisan influence to 

potentially ideological issues. 

When the House disagreed with President Carter the disagree-

ment was ideologically rooted. Again in 1978 Congress and the pres-

ident clashed over the Clinch River Breeder Reactor. The House 

insisted on preserving the status quo of continued construction of the 

breeder reactor. When the House considered the authorization bill for 

the Department of Energy for fiscal 1979, it defeated amendments to 

reduce funding of the breeder reactor (vote 1190; Table 42) and to 

recommit the bill to remove funding (vote 1196; Table 42). 

Table 42 

Breeder Reactor Votes, 1978 

Production of 
party 

·'Coa1 oil ident. ideology 
VOTES 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

1190 ~(7~-~1~4)~--------------------------------------------
reduce clinch 
river funding 

1196 (7-17) 
recommit energy 
department auth. 

ns 

-2.0a 

(-.51) 

-2.0a 

(.76) 

-3.1 
( -1.1) 

-6.7 
(-1.1) 

-6.4 
(-.99) 

-7.3 
(-.06) 

-7.8 
(-.06) 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

Earlier in the year Congress had conceded to the veto of the 

previous authorization by passing by voice vote the 1978 authorization 

bill without provision for the breeder reactor. This was a pyrrhic 

victory for the president, however, since the breeder reactor program 

continued to receive money because of its special appropriations bill. 
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In 1978 the same contortions of policy making were not pos

sible. While the breeder continued to receive funds no compromise 

authorization bill was passed for the Department of Energy. Negotia

tions on the president's energy proposals proved difficult and there 

was a threat that opponents of oil price controls would attempt to 

amend the DoE authorization to call for decontrol. The leadership 

feared that this struggle would undermine any possibility of forming a 

coalition to pass the energy package, 80 action on the authorization 

was put off until after the energy bill was considered (Energy Policy, 

1979, p. 99-A). Ultimately, there was no period after the energy bill 

because it was not brought before the House until the final day of the 

1978 session. 

When the compromise legislation which was originally the 

Carter program came before the House it was much changed. While the 

non-controversial parts encouraging energy conservation, fostering 

coal conversion and reforming utility rate structures were still 

present, the most controversial portions of the earlier House bill 

were much altered. Few mourned the disappearance of-the oil equali

zation tax, but the natural gas provision was a different matter. In 

1977 the House passed a bill which reflected the Carter proposal by 

extending price controls to all natural gas sold in the U.s. The 

Senate ignored the president's request and passed a bill which dereg

ulated all natural gas. After a year of struggle, the conference 

committee reported out a bill which extended controls to all natural 

gas, but also mandated a gradual program of decontrol. 
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In the House votes on the energy bill in 1977, the vote on the 

rule was crucial because the leadership wanted to prevent opponents 

from dismantling the bill. There was also concern that the coalition 

would fall apart over a move to gradually decontrol natural gas. In 

1978 the rule was again vitally important. This time it was feared 

that if amendments were allowed, opponents of decontrol would break 

the coalition which had only come together in time to bring the bill 

before the House on the last day of the session (Cochrane, 1981). 

Table 43 

Energy ~ Votes, 1978 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 
VOTES 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

1522 ~(9~-~2~4~)---------------------------------------------
b adoption of 1.9 -2.5 

rule (.50) (-.60) 

1540 (10-15) 
passage of 
energy bill 

ns -2.8 
(-.65) 

-9.4 
(-2.4) 

-6.6 
(-1.7) 

: significant at .05. 
significant at .06. 

ns 

-2.1a 
(-.01) 

ns 

ns 

All other coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

Once again, the House assumed the role of partner to the 

president and passed both the rule (vote 1522; Table 43) and the 

package of bills which represented the Carter energy plan (vote 1540;· 

Table 43). While it was different in many ways from the original 

package, it did represent a significant step in energy policy making. 

The plan gave at least a partial answer to the two most pressing 

energy problems facing the United States. It declared that the 

increasing use of scarce fossil fuels was to be reversed as far as 
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possible by increased conservation and by a change to the most abun

dant fossil fuel, coal. The proposals to discourage consumption by 

increasing the price of oil and by tying the price of natural gas to 

other fuels were defeated, but in place of the last was substituted 

action to allow the market to discourage use of natural gas. The 

energy package passed on the last day of the 95th Congress was not 

comprehensive but it was the most significant step taken toward 

altering the nation's energy policy since the onset of the crisis five 

years before. 

Senate Energy Voting, 1977 

The Senate, like the House, began the 95th Congress playing 

the role of partner to the president. It did not maintain that role 

for long, however. As in the House, the first energy matter to con

front the Senate was the natural gas shortage of the. winter of 1976-

1977. The votes in the Senate give an early indication of the dif

ference in voting patterns between the Senate and the House. While 

the House vote was nonpartisan and nonideological, the Senate 

responded in a partisan and ideological manner, with ideology most 

important (votes 29, 30; Table 44). 

These votes gave a hint of the future behavior of the Senate. 

While the House contented itself with simply debating and passing the 

legislation submitted by President Carter, some senators attempted to 

change the substance of energy policy. Thus, an amendment was offered 

which would have established the precedent of controling intrastate 

gas as well as interstate gas (vote 29; Table 44). Another amendment 
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sought to prevent gas suppliers from shutting off customers who were 

unable to pay their bills (vote 30; Table 44). While both these 

amendments failed, they indicate that the Senate was less willing to 

accept the president's energy proposals without adding its own policy 

ideas. 

Table 44 

Natural Gas Emergency Votes, 1977 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 
VOTES 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

29 (1--3~1~)-----------------------------------------------

extend a110ca- ns 
tion to all gas 

30 0-31) 
table prohibi- ns 
tion of shutoffs 

-2.3 
(-.81) 

-1.9a 

(-.75) 

ns 

-3.2 
(-.07) 

4.1 
(.09) 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

Thus, while the Senate did play the role of partner to the 

president in passing the basic bill, some senators also attempted to 

add their own policy preferences to the bill. The individual suppor-

tive elite pressures which led to such actions gave an ideological 

character to these votes and much of the rest of Senate action during 

the 95th Congress. 

Between the consideration of the natural gas emergency bill and 

President Carter's energy proposals, the Senate took up the same energy 

issues as the House and handled them in nearly the same fashion. The 

Senate votes on the strip mining regulation (Table 45) bill show a 

more mixed pattern of voting than in the House, with ideology most 
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important on the early amendments and party more important on the 

final votes. This pattern reflects the greater partnership role 

assumed by the Senate on the final votes in response to presidential 

support of the bill. 

Table 45 

Strip Mine Regulation Voting, 1977 

Production of 
party 

% of electricity 
generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
162 (~5-~2~0~)----------------------------------------------
ban stripmining ns 
in alluvial 
valleys 

164 (5-20) 
allow alter- ns 
native land uses 

319 (7-20) 
force owners -2.6 
to allow mining (-.73) 

320 (7-20) 
passage of bill ns 

2.6 
( .94) 

ns 

ns 

-2.6 
(-.85) 

3.5 
(1.2) 

-3.9 
(-1.2) 

-2.3 
(-1.3) 

-3.2 
(-.05) 

3.8 
(.06) 

-3.4 
(-.05) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

The Senate votes on the Clean Air Act amendments illustrate 

the continued division between environmental and economically related 

energy legislation. Most votes are dominated by ideology as illus-

trated by the votes concerning nitrous oxide emissions in cars (vote 

188; Table 46) and the maintenance of pristine air standards (vote 

193; Table 46). However, the votes with the most immediate or most 

obvious economic effect were less ideological and more partisan domi-

nated. Examples of stlch votes are the proposal to extend the 
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compliance deadline for auto emissions (vote 194; Table 46) and the 

amendment to allow the president to require the use of local or 

regional coal to avoid adverse economic impact from Clean Air stan-

dards (vote 197; Table 46). 

Table 46 

Clean ~ Act Amendments, 1977 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
188 (6-8) 
delete auto NOx ns 2.6 2.2a 3.3 ns 3.0 
requirements ( .86) (.67) (.05) (.03) 

193 (6-9) 
allow 18 days ns ns 3.0 3.4 ns 2.2"1 
excessive ( .81) ( .04) (.02) 
emissions annually 

194 (6-9) 
extend emission ns -1.9 -2.9 ns ns -4.0 
requirements (-.59) (-.78) (-.03) 

197 (6-10) 
encourage local ns ns -4.1 ns 3.3 3.0 
coal use (-1.2) ( .05) (.03) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

The source of the demands for modification of the clean air 

standards is seen in the importance of consumer interests in all the 

votes. The larger consumers of coal were especially affected by the 

Clean Air Act and were supportive of all efforts to reduce the adverse 

effect of the act. They voted with conservatives and producers to 

reduce the emission requirements on autos (vote 188; Table 46), they 

voted with those Republicans and oil producers who felt that a mere 

extension of present standards for autos did not go far enough 



(vote 194; Table 46), and they voted with oil consumers to make 

eastern coal more competitive vote 197; Table 46). 

Senate Voting ~ ~ Carter Energy Plan 
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The basic pattern of voting in the House during the 95th 

Congress was partisan domination when the House was playing the role 

of partner to the president and ideological voting when the House 

sought to defend the status quo against a presidential threat. In the 

Senate the same pattern exists, but it is overshadowed by the role of 

facilitator of interests, which exhibits a less clear pattern of 

voting. 

Because of differences in leadership and differences in the 

position of their representatives, the interests who opposed the Carter 

energy plan concentrated their efforts on the Senate (Vietor, 1984). 

Delay and alteration were the tactics of the opposition. 

After lengthy debate, including a filibuster, the Senate 

finally passed a series of bills which greatly modified Carter's 

original proposals. Least changed were the energy conservation provi

sions, which did impose a tax on inefficient autos. The administra

tion's proposals for encouraging conversion to coal were also pre

served, although the extent of the affected industries was greatly 

reduced. The energy taxes that President Carter had proposed were 

transformed into a package of industrial tax credits for energy con

servation and production. The proposals for a national rate structure 

for utilities was ignored by the Senate. The federal government was 

given authority to become an advocate in state rate-making actions, 
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but the only national programs would be in assistance to local indus

tries and state regulators. 

The most significant change that the Senate made in the Carter 

energy program was in the area of natural gas regulation. While 

President Carter had proposed extended regulation of natural gas, the 

Senate passed a measure to deregulate the price of natural gas. 

Some of these actions were done by a united Senate. The vote 

concerning utility rate structures passed the Senate 86-7. Many of 

the original proposals made by President Carter were ignored or 

dropped while the bills were still in committee. 

However, the most important actions were bitterly fought. 

Opponents of deregulation filibustered the natural gas bill for nine 

days before the leadership of the Senate and President Carter decided 

that further delay was worse than a deregulation bill. 

The mixture of consensual action and deep divisions is illus

trated in an analysis of Senate voting. Neither partisanship nor 

ideology dominates voting. On many votes none of the variables 

studied are significantly related to the outcome. Because of the 

consensual nature of some votes and the lack of significance of other 

votes, there is little to discuss concerning the votes on coal conver

sion energy taxes and utility rate structuring. The votes collected 

in Table 47 represent voting on four of the five areas considered by 

the Senate. They do not represent the decisive votes in most of these 

areas. Instead, they represent the few votes which can be subjected 

to analysis. As the comparatively low levels of significance 
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indicates, there were no decisive and permanent divisions within the 

senatorial structure analyzed in this study. 

Lobbying by the affected industries across the nation was in-

tense. While these industries did not form a part of the electoral or 

supportive constituency of senators, they were able to work through 

these avenues to influence the voting of most senators. In contrast 

to the efficiency of industrial lobbying, the Carter administration 

produced ineffective or counterproductive lobbying (Ma1bin, 1983; 

Davis, 1983). 

Table 47 

Carter Energy Proposals, 1977 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 
VOTES 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

377 (~9-~1~3~)----------------------------------------------

mandatory gas
oline rationing 

387 (9-13) 
utility insul
ation assis. 

590 (10-27) 
tax utility use 
of natural gas 

605 (10-25) 

ns 

2.2a 

(.74) 

ns 

tax credits ns 
for utility 
conversion to coal 

609 (10-26) 
equalization tax ns 
on oil declared 
unacceptable 

ns 

ns 

-2.9 
(-.91) 

ns 

ns 

ns -2.2a 

(-.03) 

-2.3 ns 
(-.84) 

-3.2 
(-.99) 

ns 

3.9 
(1.3) 

-3.5 
(-.05) 

-2.8 
(-.03) 

2.0 
( .03) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.4 
(-.03) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 
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The failure of the administration's efforts is most obvious in 

the Senate's action on natural gas. The question of natural gas 

deregulation was fought in the Senate before. In the 94th Congress 

the Senate passed a bill gradually deregulating natural gas. The bill 

never went to conference because Senate supporters of deregulation did 

not wish to compromise with the House version which extended some 

regulations. Despite this, the Carter administration was willing to 

propose that the Senate expand the regulation of all natural gas. 

The natural gas industry was divided in its attitude toward 

regulation. The major interstate pipelines objected to regulation 

only because the intrastate market was not regulated. There was 

considerable sentiment in the interstate market that extending controls 

to the intrastate market was preferable to the price increases and 

instability which would come with deregulation. The Carter proposals 

failed to capitalize on this potential support. Rather than merely 

extending controls to all gas, or protecting the stable price of gas, 

the Carter proposals tied all natural gas prices to the price of 

heating oil (Vietor, 1984). 

The result was that the Senate Energy Committee reported out 

the Carter proposals with no recommendation, after tying on a vote to 

establish a phase out of price controls. On the floor an amendment to 

phase out all gas prices was offered by Senators James Pearson (R. 

Kan.) and Lloyd Bentson (D. Texas). Debate then centered on how 

quickly controls were to be removed on various types of gas. Natural 

gas was divided into types: newly discovered natural gas (new gas), 

previously discovered natural gas (old gas), gas produced from 
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offshore wells (OCS gas), gas produced by small operators, and gas 

produced by large operators. 

Neither party nor ideology clearly dominate the voting as a 

whole. Amendments seeking to limit decontrol to small producers or 

which concerned the definition of new natural gas show a consistent 

balance between party and ideology (votes 437, 438; Table 48). 

However, the votes on the general issue of decontrol itself and amend

ments on offshore natural gas are dominated by party. As a general 

statement, one can only conclude that neither party or ideology showed 

the dominance that is found in other areas of energy voting. 

When the Senate played the role of facilitator of interests in 

an atmosphere of high presidential concern, ideological position and 

party affiliation are of equal importance. Senators were caught 

between the ideological pressures coming from their constituents and 

the pressures exerted by their political party. 

In sharp contrast to earlier voting on the Clean Air Act amend

ments, all hut the last vote cast on deregulation show a lack of 

significant consumer influence. It is obvious that the interests 

served in the Senate action were not consumer interests. Senators 

from large consuming states felt the same pressures as senators from 

small consumption states. Their responses to these pressures did not 

at all correspond to the energy consumption characteristics of their 

states. 
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Natural Gas Deregulation, 1977 

Production of % of electricity 
generated by party 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
VOTES 
399 (:~9-~2~1~)--------------------------------------------
first vote on 
Pearson-Benson 
amendment 

429 (9-26) 
continue OCS 
gas controls 

433 (9-26) 
limit profits 
of producers 

437 (9-27) 
limit decontrol 
to small prod. 

438 (9-27) 
change def in
ition of new gas 

456 (9-27) 
allow lower 
prices in consum
ing areas 

478 (9-28) 
allow sale of 
excess gas at 
oil prices 

511 (9-30) 
adopt Pearson
Bentson amend. 

ns 

ns 

2.0a 

(.77) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

1.9 
(.70) 

2.2 
(.03~ 

ns 

2.2a 

(.90) 

2.0a 
(1.0) 

2.2 
(.99) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

3.2 
(1.6) 

4.4 
(2.9) 

3.3 
(1.6) 

-4.0 
(3.0) 

4.2 
(3.1) 

4.2 
(2.5) 

2.1 
(.93) 

-4.1 
(-3.8) 

3.6 
(.08) 

4.0 
(.10) 

4.0 
(.13) 

-3.8 
(.10) 

4.3 
(.15) 

4.2 
(.12) 

3.4 
(.09) 

-3.8 
(-.14) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.2 
(-1.3) 

When the Senate assumes the role of facilitator of interests 

producers do not need to rely on their representatives to cast parti-

cu1ar votes. Thus, on most votes producers did not vote differently 
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from nonproducers. Occasionally, however, production was important. 

When an attempt was made to limit the profits to be made from decon

trol, producers and nonproducers split into different camps. Generally, 

there was a greater tendency for producers and nonproducers to split 

when the question involved the extent of the decontrol. Nonproducers 

were much less enthusiastic about exempting all kinds and size of gas 

producers from regulation. In this, the difference between a senator 

who is actually representing a constituency and a senator who has 

taken on a less representative role is quite evident. On the most 

extreme suggestions the facilitator may deviate from the true 

representative. 

After the passage of the Senate's package of energy bills the 

matter went to conference. The House and Senate versions were so 

different, and the conferees were so committed to their positions, 

that the conference took a full year to resolve. The final version 

reflected the need that the Carter administration and the House lead

ership felt for some form of an energy bill (Cochrane, 1980) in that 

it reflected more of the Senate's position than that of the House. 

The conservation and utility rate structure changes survived the 

conference committee. The oil equalization tax did not. Natural gas 

prices were deregulated, although not as quickly as the Senate 

suggested. 

Compromise is an essential part of the legislative process. 

Many of the proposals contained in the Carter energy proposals had 

been considered before by the Congress. Most of them had failed to 

pass either house before. Continuing natural gas regulation, for 
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example, was rejected by the Senate and avoided by the House because 

the leadership was unsure of the result. Therefore, it is not sur

prising that the original Carter proposals did not escape unscathed 

from Congress. By 1977 Congress had developed considerable expertise 

concerning energy, and not all of the congressional leaders supported 

the Carter proposals. In addition to the representatives from the oil 

and gas producing states, who strongly opposed Carter's natural gas 

and tax proposals, such senators as Henry Jackson (D. Wash.) did not 

support every aspect of the Carter proposals (Energy Policy, 1979, 

p. 44). 

While the struggles in the conference committee were protrac

ted in part because of the variety of view points the two delegations 

held, the one positive side of the length and difficulty of these 

negotiations was that the result represented a winning compromise. The 

modifications of the proposals satisfied enough of the interests of 

those who tied up the legislation in the Senate that they no longer 

sought to dominate the final debate. The Carter administration was 

more careful and more successful in its actions to support the legis

lation (Energy Policy, 1979, p. 24; Ripley, 1979). 

When the Senate too~ up the conference report, there was 

little resistance to most of the package. The majority of bills were 

passed by near unanimous votes. Prior to passage, however, there were 

some attempts to alter the basic agreements. In the one vote domi

nated by ideology (vote 1154; Table 47), the Senate refused to table 

the energy tax bill. The oil equalization tax was long dead. The 

major provisions left in the bill included tax credits for homeowner 
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and business energy conservation and a tax on gas guzzling autos built 

after 1980. 

VOTES 
1024 (9-19) 
recommit ~. 
gas bill 

1054 (9-27) 
passage of 
natural gas bill 

1112 (10-6) 
change utility 
rate structure 

1154 (10-12) 
Table energy 
tax bill 

Table 49 --
Energy Voting in 1978 

Production of % of electricity 

coal 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

party generated by 
oil :ldent. ideology oil 

ns 2.7 ns ns 
(.61) 

ns 2.6 ns ns 
( .61) 

ns -3.2 -2.5 ns 
(-1.3) (-.04) 

ns ns -2.3a ns 
(-.03) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients are significant at .01. 

coal 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

There was also some ideological opposition to the utility rate 

reform (vote 1112; Table 49), based on the fear of enlarging the power 

of the national government. However, the most important factor in 

voting on this measure was partisanship, as the Senate assumed the 

role of partner to the president.' 

The partnership role also explains the importance of party in 

the votes on the compromise on the deregulation of natural gas (votes 

1024, 1054; Table 49). This measure was the most controversial part 

of the energy bill. The most liberal members of the Senate objected 

to any form of deregulation. In their resistance to the bill, they 
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were joined by conservatives who felt that deregulation was not fast 

or thorough enough. This alliance of conservatives and liberals 

explains the lack of any significant influence of ideology on these 

votes. 

Conclusion 

The 95th Congress saw Congress playing two roles new to energy 

policy, that of partner to the President and facilitator of interests. 

The fact that the two could exist simultaneously demonstrates that the 

different branches of Congress respond differently to the same stimuli. 

Voting on energy was influenced by the role assumed by Congress. With 

a Democratic president, the partnership role was dominated by party 

voting. The partnership role dominated House behavior, but did not 

completely control voting. When the House disagreed with the presi

dent, especially when the status quo was threatened, ideology was most 

important. 

The role of facilitator of interests in an environment where 

there is pressure to play the partnership role leads to a mixed pat

tern of voting. The special, more narrow, interests might be expected 

to show their.most important influence in the area of ideology, since 

ideological voting is a member's means of representing the narrow 

constituency which sent him or her to Washington. However, the impact 

of the president emphasizing his interest in the legislation serves to 

increase the partisan character of the voting. 

There was some decline in the influence of particular energy 

constituencies during the 95th Congress. While the saliency of energy 
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was not as great as it had been at the height of the 1973-74 energy 

crisis, there was more sustained public attention directed at congres

sional actio~ Raising energy policy to the level of national attention 

reduced the differences between specific energy constituencies. When 

there was widespread debate on the merits of a national energy policy, 

large consumers of oil differed less from the small consumers than was 

the case previously, when parochialism was a more natural response. 

Previous attempts to create a comprehensive national energy 

policy failed because of the resistance of those interests which 

benefitted from parts of the existing set of policies. While particu

lars of each comprehensive proposal differed, there were common ele

ments in all policies. In order to be successful in establishing a 

comprehensive policy, the energy habits of the nation had to be redi

rected from consumption towards conservation. Domestic production of 

energy needed to be encouraged, while alternatives to oil and natural 

gas were developed. All of these actions would create economic dis

ruptions, which would in turn need to be controlled. 

The Carter proposals did contain a series of proposals which 

attempted to accomplish these goals. Conservation of oil was encour

aged by raising the price of domestic oil to world levels. Since this 

was done by taxes rather than through decontrol, the government would 

have the funds to lessen the impact of the economic disruption on the 

poor. There were few direct incentives for increased production in 

the Carter proposals, but it was felt that production would increase 

when price stability was assured. Specifically, natural gas production 
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was expected to increase because of the end to the divided markets and 

because of the recalculation of gas prices based on competitive fuels. 

While many of the other, less controversial proposals made by 

the Carter administration to consolidate the direction of all energy 

policies were accepted, the most important parts of the Carter pro

posals were reversed or ignored. Oil prices were not to rise. There 

was no expansion of public funds to offset the economic disruption of 

higher fuel prices. ~atura1 gas prices were increased gradually as 

controls ended. 

Because the Sena~e had not followed the House in partnership 

with the president, and had thus significantly diluted the effect of 

the House's partnership, not all of the energy problems contemplated 

in the Carter proposals were addressed. This situation increased the 

likelihood that the Carter administration would return to Congress 

with further energy proposals. Offsetting this was the experience of 

the effort made during the 95th Congress. The prestige of the president 

was tied to a difficult and protracted struggle. While, in the end, 

the president claimed victory, many saw it as a hollow victory. 

Public support for changing existing energy policy and for President 

Carter continued to decline (Gallup, 1979). 

Whether the Carter administration would have chosen to try 

again in the absence of changed circumstances can never be answered. 

The overthrow of the Shah of Iran and the oil shortage which followed 

renewed public concern over energy and made more energy proposals 

inevitable. In the 96th Congress the focus of debate was on oil, the 
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part of the energy picture which posed the most severe problems and 

which was least affected by the struggles of the 95th Congress. 

While much was left undone by the 95th Congress, much was 

accomplished. While the disagreements and delays are easy to recall, 

it is also important to recognize the joint character of the accom

plishments. The two prior Republican presidents had not gotten along 

with Congress as well as President Carter. While Congress was willing 

to consider Carter's proposals, most of the energy suggestions of 

previous presidents received little attention by Congress. By the end 

of the first two years of the Carter presidency, a cabinet level 

department was established to coordinate energy policy. Further 

excessive consumption by industry and the public was discouraged. 

Policies were in place to mitigate as much as possible the environ

mental damage which would inevitably accompany expanded energy 

development. Similarly, the inescapable economic effects of the energy 

crisis were recognized and softened to some extent. While relations 

between the president and Congress were not always harmonious and 

while more might have been done under different circumstances, the 

95th Congress represents not only the middle of the energy decade but 

also the heighth of congressional action on energy policy. 



CHAPTER VI 

FINALIZING AN ENERGY POLICY 

The ninety-sixth Congress serves to demonstrate how the pres

ident can place his imprimatur on energy issues despite congressional 

resistance to the president's suggestions. After the previous two 

year struggle over energy neither the president nor Congress planned 

to devote much attention to energy (Yager, 1981, p. 601). When events 

forced renewed attention to energy, another bitter two year struggle 

began. 

As a reluctant addition to the political agenda, energy was 

not a popular issue, but the attention that is always given to major 

presidential initiatives made the politics of energy in the ninety

sixth Congress more partisan than ideological. The administration's 

skills at handling Congress had not improved (Malbin, 1983; Davis, 

1983) and the end result was similar. Portions of the program were 

significantly modified, while other parts were never passed. 

The major difference in the patterns of the 95th and the 96th 

Congresses was that the central part of the president's agenda in the 

second confrontation with Congress was beyond congressional control. 

This increased the pressure on Congress to accede to the president's 

proposals, since this was the only way in which Congress could have an 

impact on policy development. 

Two major energy events of 1979 demonstrate the inability of 

the policy making process to respond to short term crises. The 

revolution in Iran, which began to have an effec~ on oil production in 

185 
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December of 1978, led to a sharp increase in prices for oil and to the 

reappearance of lines at gasoline stations around the nation in the 

spring of 1979 (Yager, 1981). These events revived concern for energy 

policy and initiated the two year struggle during the 96th Congress. 

In contrast to the revolution in Iran, the accident at Three 

Mile Island, while it received a great deal of public attention, had 

only a marginal effect on energy policy. Few new measures were intro

duced and several old and controversial programs continued. 

Oil policy and nuclear energy policy both represented portions 

of overall energy policy which had not been reexamined or redefined 

since before the beginning of the energy decade. Factors outside of 

Congress played an important role in both policy areas. In one area-

oil policy--the external factors acted to overcome the divisions and 

inertia in Congress. In the other--nuclear policy--the inertia of 

Congress continued to prevent the development of a comprehensive 

approach to nuclear power. 

After years of avoiding the issue, outside events forced 

Congress to take up oil policy and treat it as a redistributive issue. 

Nuclear power policy retained its distributive character in which both 

sides were able to protect or advance their own preferences, but were 

unable to defeat the other side. 

Because congressional concern for energy during the 96th Con

gress was primarily a concern for the present and future use of oil in 

the United States, that will be the major focus of this chapter. The 

issues of nuclear power and other energy matters will be discussed 

only briefly. The fact that congressional attention was focused on a 
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few issues does allow for a closer examination of the relationship 

between constituencies and voting. This chapter takes advantage of 

this opportunity to devote some attention to the question of consis

tency in voting and representation. 

The President's Energy Proposals 

The energy debates during the ninety-sixth Congress focused on 

oil, the one major energy source unaffected by the previous two year 

struggle. As part of his National Energy Plan in 1977, President 

Carter had proposed an oil equalization tax, designed to bring domes

tic oil up to world prices. Having failed to gain congressional 

support for that proposal, the president's strategy this time was to 

rely on actions which could not be blocked by Congress. 

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975, passed during 

the Ford Administration, mandated continued price controls on oil 

until June 1, 1979. After that date the president had the authority 

to modify the price controls. This power would exist until September 

30, 1981, when all authority to set prices would expire. 

Following the unrest in Iran, the president formed an inter

agency task force headed by domestic policy adviser Stuart Eizenstat 

to develop an Iranian response plan. When the Iranian situation did 

not develop into an immediate crisis, this group began to plan a new 

energy address by the president (Yager, 1981, p. 611). 

On April 5, 1979, President Carter announced that there would 

be a phased decontrol of domestic oil prices, beginning June 1, 1979. 

Decontrol was an action solely within the prerogative of the 
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p·resident. In the absence of new legislation there was little that 

Congress could do to prevent decontrol. 

In the same energy address President Carter also proposed a 

tax on the 'windfall profits' which would come to the oil companies as 

a result of decontrol. Revenue from this tax would be placed in an 

Energy Security Trust ·Fund, which would be used to moderate the impact 

of increased prices on low income energy users and to develop alter

native sources of energy (Energy Policy, 1981, p. 210). 

The first reaction of Congress was lukewarm. On May 24th, the 

House Democratic caucus voted 138-69 to retain price controls. 

Despite this declaration of opposition to the president's actions, 

however, legislation to retain price controls never reached the floor 

of either the House or the Senate (Energy Policy, 1981, p. 211). 

Hearings on the president's proposals began but did not progress far 

before the president readdressed the energy issue on July 15, 1979. 

Between April and July gasoline lines began to appear across 

the nation and the president continued to decline in popularity 

(Gallup, 1980). After scheduling and then cancelling one address to 

the nation, President Carter gave his famous 'malaise' speech July 15 

(Drew, 1979). In this speech President Carter made a series of more 

specific proposals to supplement those made in April. 

The president proposed the creation of an Energy Security 

Corporation to direct the development of synthetic fuels and an Energy 

Mobilization Board to expedite the construction of energy projects 

(Yager, 1981, p. 625). The president also proposed additional conser

vation measures and an oil import quota (Energy Policy, 1981, p. 210). 
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As was true of the proposals made two years before, none of 

the Carter energy proposals made in 1979 were particularly new. Some 

of the ideas, such as the Energy Mobilization Board and synthetic 

fuels program, had already been considered in 1979 by congressional 

committees. The unique character of the president's proposals lay in 

their size and fact of their combination into a more comprehensive 

approach to solving the energy problem. 

The Congressional Response 

Decontrol of oil prices, long the stumbling block to congres

sional action, was removed from congressional control. ~hree ques

tions remained: 1) should the government tax the resulting oil company 

profits?; 2) should this money be spent in part to provide for the 

future energy needs of the United States?; and 3) shou1n these energy 

projects receive any special priorities over established policies? 

Despite the logical connection between these questions in the Carter 

proposals, Congress treated each question separately, with different 

results. 

The House of Representatives, 1979 

Unable to prevent the decontrol of oil prices, the House moved 

rapidly to take up the windfall profits tax. President Carter had 

recommended a 50% tax on oil company profits. The bill reported by 

the Ways and Means Committee called for a permanent 70% tax, but this 

encountered serious opposition from the oil industry. Despite the 

announcement of a major OPEC price increase (Energy Policy, 1981, 

p. 222), the House abandoned the Committee version (vote 288; 



Table 48) and adopted a substitute which would tax profits at 60% 

until 1990 (vote 289; Table 48). 
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While the industry lost another vote on an amendment to allow 

credits for industry reinvestment in energy (vote 291; Table 48), the 

strength and concern of the oil industry is seen in the cohesion of 

members of the House from oil producing districts. The popular 

resentment against the oil industry and a presidential endorsement 

made the windfall profits tax a strongly partisan issue, but these 

factors did not prevent members from taking on the role of facilitator 

of interests. The industry could not defeat the tax outright, but it 

could gain a reduction in the percentage of the tax and, more signifi

cantly, it was able to limit the duration of the tax. The time limit 

on the tax became a major source of presidential concern when the 

Senate took up the measure, but the administration fared no better in 

the Senate than it had in the House. 

The collapsing popularity of the president and the continued 

poor liaison staff (Davis, 1984) reduced the amount of cooperation 

between the president and Congress. Public concern, the president's 

ability to control the agenda setting process, and the media's atten

tion insured that most energy votes during the 96th Congress were 

dominated by partisanship. This does not mean, however, that the 

Democratic majority assumed a partnership role. 

The House initiated action on a synfuels program before the 

preSidential endorsement of the program in July. The House version, 

which passed by a 368-25 vote on June 26, 1979, authorized $3 billion 

for price supports. Despite the fact that the president proposed an 
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$88 billion corporation, the House took no further action in 1979 

(Yager, 1981, p. 630). 

Table 50 

House Voting ~ Presidential Proposals 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
Vote 
288 (6-28) 
windfall tax ns -5.9 -11.0 -5.7 2.3 ns 
of 70% (-2.25) (-2.60) (-.05) ( .02) 

289 (6-28) 
60% windfall ns 4.2 9.7 5.9 -3.2 ns 
tax with (1.67) (2.01) (.04) (-.02) 
phaseout 

291 (6-2R) 
recommit to ns 4.2 11.0 6.2 -2.9 -3.0 
add p10wback (1.55) (2.65) (.06) (-2.9) (-.02) 

567 (11-1) 
elim. power to -2.2 ns -6.0 -8.4 3.4 ns 
waive Bub- (-.59) (-.88) (-.07) (.02) 
stantive law 

568 (11-1) 
passage of 2.0a ns ns 5.1 ns ns 
EMB bill ( .59) (.03) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

The failure of the House to play a partnership role with the 

president on the Energy Mobilization Board was largely due to mishand-

ling of the issue by the president. As with synfuels, the House had 

begun work on its own proposals for an Energy Mobilization Board 

before the president announced his support. Eventually, two a1ter-

native versions were reported out of two different committees. There 

were no major differences between the bill introduced by House 
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Interior Committee Chairman Morris Udall (D. Az.) and the board pro

posed by President Carter. An alternative bill reported out of the 

House Commerce Committee created a much stronger board, with the power 

to waive substantive federal laws. Most of the laws which would have 

been effected by this waiver procedure would have been environmental 

laws concerning clean air and water (Energy Policy, 1981, p. 232). 

Although the House passed a version of the EM~, the seeds of 

trouble were planted by the administration's mishandling of the nego

tiations in the House. Despite the fact that the bill authored by 

Udall was closer to the administration's proposal, in the end the 

administration supported the alternative, stronger bill. This incon

sistency left environmental and public interest groups, as well as 

supporters of state governments, feeling betrayed by the adminis

tration (Kat?, 1984, p. 138). This eventually led to the defeat of 

the measure in 1980. 

The important environmental consequences of this legislation 

give the votes an ideological character different from most other 

votes on energy in the House. ijoth the vote to eliminate the power to 

waive substantive law (vote 567; Table 50) and the final vote on the 

bill (vote 568; Table 50) show that ideology was the strongest factor 

in determining votes. As could be expected from the fact that the 

projects under the jurisdiction of the board would increase coal use, 

members from coal producing districts voted as a group to support the 

legislation. 

The one issue where presidential action had the most positive 

effect was in the area of price controls. Even after the president's 
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announcement of decontrol, the majority of Democrats in the House 

objected to decontrol. However, in the light of apparent presidential 

determination to procede, a majority of the House came to accept the 

idea of decontrol. As the votes taken by the House in October show, 

support for decontrol was stronger among Republicans and conservatives 

than it was among Democrats and liberals (see Table 51). In con-

formity with the pattern observed in earlier chapters, partisanship 

dominated these highly salient, economically relevant votes. 

Table 51 

House Votes on Price Decontrols, 1979 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
Vote 
505 (10-11) 
prohibit $ ns -2.5 -7.8 -6.0 2.7 2.3 
for (-.60) (1.74) (-.05) (.02) (2.3) 
decontrol 

506 (10-12) 
restore ns ... 2.4 -7.1 -4.2 3.2 2.0a 
controls (-1.3) (-1.47) (-.03) ( .02) ( .01) 

508 (10-12) 
prohibit $ 
for control ns 3.4 10.2 6.1 -4.2 -4.4 
of gasoline (1.27) (2.29) (.06) (-.04) (-.03) 

542 (10-24) 
prohibit ns 3.5 10.6 6.1 -4.3 -4.9 
continued (1.29) (1.44) ( .05) (-.04) (-.03) 
controls 

asignificant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

The winners and losers of the plan to decontrol prices can be 

seen in the votes of oil producers and in the votes of the larger 

energy consuming districts. Consuming districts, especially large oil 
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consuming districts, had an increasing incentive to join together 

during the Carter administration, because so many of the Carter pro

posals were designed to discourage consumption. Price decontrol 

serves as the epitome of the various proposals. As with many other 

Carter proposals, conservation was to be forced through increases in 

energy prices. On these votes, even large scale coal consumers were 

opposed to the idea of decontrol. 

Other actions were taken by the House in 1979. The rationing 

plan submitted by President Carter was rejected. New legislation was 

passed which attempted to make the process of developing rationing 

plans less political. A conservation plan, primarily involving tem

perature restrictions in public buildings, was passed. Despite the 

accident at Three Mile Island, the House rejected an amendment to 

impose a six-month moratorium on construction permits for nuclear 

power plants. 

However, the votes on these issues, while important, do not 

differ so much from the previously discussed behavior of the House of 

Representatives that they need individual discussion. Partisanship 

dominated the voting, although on some of the less salient, more 

parochical issues, as well as on the environmentally related issues, 

ideology increased its influence. Presidential endorsement made most 

issues partisan issues, but this did not induce the Congress to adopt 

the role of partner to the president. 
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~ Senate, 1979 

Because the Senate began work on an Energy Mobilization Board 

before the president endorsed the idea in July, this measure was the 

first to reach the floor. Originally introduced by several members of 

the Senate Energy Committee, the draft bill which reached the floor in 

October looked much like the president's proposals. The proposed EMB 

had the authority to set deadlines for decisions by federal, state, 

and local agencies and to make the decisions for these agencies if 

they failed to act. The board also had the power to alter procedural 

aspects of relevant laws. 

Voting on the floor of the Senate centered on the addition of 

the power to waive substantive federal environmental laws. A coali

tion of conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats opposed the 

bill because of its effect on local government and environmental laws, 

but they were unsuccessful in their attempts to defeat the legislation 

(Katz, 1984, p. 137). 

This unusual coalition explains the unusual pattern of voting 

in the Senate. While partisanship was the exclusive influence on 

final passage (vote 345; Table 52), the earlier vote to defeat the 

amendment giving power to waive substantive laws shows ideology as the 

exclusive influence (vote 340; Table 52). Most interesting is a vote 

on a procedural matter. The vote to table an amendment limiting the 

board's powers shows the effect of a coalition of liberals and conser

vatives against the middle (vote 338; Table 52). The unusual pattern 

of a partisan split in one direction and an ideological split in the 



196 

opposite direction illustrates an important characteristic of congres-

s ional voting. 

Members of Congress tend to vote in a consistent pattern. 

Their votes are predictable because they tend to respond to the same 

issues in the same way over time. This response cannot, however, be 

assumed to be a pattern based on the classification of a vote into a 

general category which has been previously assigned a particular 

response. 

Vote 

'Table 52 

Senate Votes ~ EMB and Fuel Allocation, 1979 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

338 7(1~0~-~3)~--------------------------------------------
limit EMB 
powers 

340 (10-3) 
waive sub
stantive 
laws 

345 (10-4) 
passage of 
EliB bill 

369 (10-15) 
emergency 
fuel assis 

413 (11-14) 
fuel 
allocation 

417 (11-14) 
fuel 
allocation 

ns 

ns 

ns 

2.5 
(.81) 

-2.2 
(-.66) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-3.4 
(-1.2) 

2.5a 
( .65) 

ns 

-2.1 
(-.48) 

ns 

-2.6 
(-.65) 

2.1 a 
(.64) 

ns 

ns 

2.8 
(.03) 

3.6 
(.05) 

ns 

-3.2 
(-.05) 

ns 

ns 

asignificant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns ns 

ns 2.0a 
( .01) 

-3.1 ns 
(-.04) 

.01. 
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Members of Congress appear to decide each vote on an indi

vidual basis. Any consistency which appears results from the limited 

way in which any vote affects the concerns of the member. As the 

impact of an issue varies from member to member, so the votes vary. 

Coalitions of particular energy constituencies appear and disappear as 

the issue in question increases or decreases its impact on these 

constituencies. 

So too, the normal distinction between conservative and 

liberal disappears when the character of a particular vote calls forth 

an alliance of the ends of the spectrum. Voting patterns in Congress 

on the issue of energy arise not because of the general character of 

energy as an issue, but because of the way in which each particular 

vote affects the relevant constituencies of the voting members of 

Congress. When constituent pressures deviate from their normal pat

tern in that normal constituent alliances canot be formed, members 

seem to depart from their normal alliances. Occasionally this means 

that there is no distinct pattern in the votes. Alternatively, there 

may be a pattern which underemphasizes traditionally strong influences 

and makes other, usually weaker, influences predominant. Finally, 

there are some votes where traditional allies vote against each other. 

As might be expected, these deviations from normal coalitions 

appear when issues are most parochial, so that local similarities 

exert an influence which overcomes any other differences. When the 

Senate considered an amendment to the emergency fuel allocation bill 

which would have mandated allocation according to fuel use, partisan 
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and ideological differences played no significant role in voting, but 

proportion of oil consumption did (vote 417; Table 52). 

These most parochical of all energy matters often produced 

disruptions in regular alliances. When the Senate considered the 

issue of allocation of money for emergency fuel assistance, Repub

licans and coal producers from the frostbelt found themselves allied 

against the conservatives and oil producers from the sunbelt (vote 

369; Table 52). In energy as in other issue areas, the questions 

concerning the distribution of funds most often produced a division 

between sunbelt and frostbelt (Dilger, 1982). A similar alliance was 

formed on another vote concerning emergency fuel allocation, when oil 

producers combined with large coal consumers and against coal pro

ducers to change the allocation formula (vote 413; Table 52). This 

change would have increased the competitiveness of bunker fuel with 

coal. 

These unusual patterns, which illustrate the overall pattern 

of consistent constituent representation, occur most often in the 

obscure corners of an issue area. The examples given here derive from 

congressional exercise of oversight as the Senate attempted to fine 

tune the administration of a stand-by program which no one expected 

ever to be implemented. On the issues of more immediate public atten

tion the coalitions are more predictable. They are more predictable 

because the nature of the constituent attention on these issues is the 

same and thus the response is the same. Minor adjustments call forth 

different constituent concerns and thus create different coalitions. 
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Response to constituency concerns takes several forms. This 

includes not only an extreme concern with the allocation of monies or 

fuel in an emergency, but also a willingness to demonstrate an ability 

to solve national problems. After the House passed a modest synfuels 

program, President Carter was urged to top the House's action with his 

own proposals (Katz, 1984, p. 136). The result was that the Senate 

received and considered a program $80 billion larger that that con-

side red by the House. 

The version of the synfuels bill reported from the Senate 

Energy Committee carried an initial authorization of $20 billion. The 

remaining funds would be authorized after three years. On the floor 

Vote 

Table 53 

Senate Votes on Synfuels Corporation, 1979 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

372 '(1~0~-~1~6)~--------------------------------------------
appropriate 
funds 

399 (11-7) 
substitute 
bill 

402 (11-8) 
government 
ownership 
of plants 

405 (11-8) 
passage 
of bill 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-5.3 
(1.38) 

3.5 
(.80) 

-5.2 
(-1. 98) 

-3.7 
( -1.55) 

ns ns 

ns ns 

-2.7a ns 
(-.05) 

ns ns 

a Significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.2a 

(-.02) 
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the amount of funding was not the major source of controversy. Repub

licans objected to the idea of a government owned corporation, but 

their amendments were defeated and the bill was passed substantially 

unchanged (votes 372, 399, 405; Table 53). 

The real fight in the Senate concerned the windfall profits 

tax. The version reported out of Russell Long's Finance Committee was 

much weaker than either the original Carter proposals or the version 

passed by the House of Representatives. Long supported a tax only 

because he felt that without a tax, price controls would be reimposed 

(Katz, 1984, p. 147). The floor fight to strengthen the bill was a 

battle between those who were playing the role of partner to the 

president and those who were facilitating the interests of the oil 

industry. Party, ideology, and the measure of oil production share 

the dominant role, depending on which senators were on the floor 

during the numerous votes interspersed among the filibuster waged by 

supporters of a weak tax (see Table 54). 

The greater than usual importance of ideology in these votes is 

contrary to the pattern shown previously. The tax on profits from 

decontrp1led oil, as an economic issue supported by the president, 

should have been dominated by partisanship. Two possible explanations 

for the strong influence of ideology can be offered. The first 

explanation concerns the popular resentment toward oil companies. In 

previous Congresses those votes which were most clearly an expression 

of scapegoating the oil industry showed an ideological influence. 

That same pattern is repeated here. 



Vote 
424 (11-20) 
reduce tax 
rate 

437 (11-27) 
exempt small 
producers 

459 (12-4) 
increase 
tax on 
old oil 

460 (12-4) 
delete phase-
out of tax 

480 (12-12) 
table 30% 
tax 

201 

Taable 54 

Senate Voting ~ Windfall Profits Tax, 1979 

Production of % of electric! ty 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 

ns 3.7 3.9 3.5 ns ns 
(1.6) (1.68) (.06) 

ns 3.5 2.4 3.0 ns ns 
(1.25) (.70) (.04) 

ns -3.5 -3.9 -3.9 ns ns 
(-1.32) (-1.48) (-.07) 

-2.2a -2.4 .... 4.4 -3.2 ns ns 
(-.88) (-.98) (-3.43) (-.78) 

ns 3.5 4.6 2.9 ns ns 
(1.63) (2.63) (.06) 

asignificant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

The second explanation concerns the ~igh degree of special 

constituency interest in the windfall profits tax. Liberals opposed 

to decontrol looked to a windfall profits tax as a means of recouping 

some of the gains which would be, reaped by the oil companies. Sup-

porters of the oil industry, as well as many others, objected to the 

tax as counterproductive. The ostensible purpose of decontrol--to 

encourage oil exploration and deve10pment--would be defeated if the 

industry had no funds to invest. 

President Carter appealed to the Senate to pass a stronger tax 

bill than the one passed by the House. The result of the Senate 
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debate was, however, a weaker bill than the House's. More types of 

oil were exempted and the Senate bill also provided for a phase out of 

the tax. 

The pattern of the 95th Congress repeated itself in the 96th. 

After a struggle over the president's energy proposals during the 

first year, the second session began with all of the president's 

proposals in conference committees. Unlike the 95th Congress, how

ever, the measures were reported out and dealt with quickly. 

The House of Representatives, 1980 

The first 'issue taken up by the House in 1980 was the windfall 

profits tax. After defeating a symbolic vote supporting the adminis

tration's proposal to spend 50% of the revenue on energy (vote 806; 

Table 55), the House passed the conference report (votes 809, 810; 

Table 55). 

The final version of the tax exempted more oil than originally 

proposed by President Carter. It also taxen the profits at a lower 

rate and was scheduled to be phased out after a given sum was col

lected. Although a windfall tax was passed by Congress, the final 

version could not be considered a major victory for the Carter admin

istration. 

Part of the reason for the difficulty in passing a windfall 

profits tax is seen in the pattern of voting on the conference report. 

The windfall profits tax and the underlying decontrol of oil prices 

aroused a great deal of interest. All of the constituency measures 

used were significantly related to the final votes on the tax. It was 
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difficult for either the president or the congressional leadership to 

form a winning coalition when all the relevant constituencies were 

concerned and active in seeking their own version of the tax. 

Table 55 

House Energy Votes, 1979 

Production of 
party 

coal oil ident. ideology 
Vote 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

806 ~(3~-~1~2)~--------------------------------------------

increase $ 
for energy 
production 

809 (3-13) 
exempt small 
producers 
from tax 

810 (3-13) 
adopt conf. 
report 

1018 (6-26) 

ns 

3.3 
(.77) 

-l.Sa 
(-.39) 

adopt synfuels ns 
conf. report 

1024 (6-27) 
recommit 
EMB 

ns 

-3.0 -9.4 
(-.64) (-1.29) 

4.3 
(2.3) 

-5.0 
(-1.4) 

-2.0a 

(-.39) 

-2.2a 
( -.52) 

10.5 
0.74) 

-7.0 
(-1.2) 

-7.2 
( -1.0) 

7.7 
(1.55) 

-3.7 
(-.02) 

5.1 
(.04) 

-6.0 
(-.05) 

-2.8 
(-.02) 

-4.7 
(-.04) 

ns 

-2.9 
(-.02) 

4.0 
(.03) 

ns 

asignificant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

-2.8 
(-.02) 

4.7 
( .03) 

2.4 
(.01) 

ns 

Greater agreement existed for the synfuels program. While the 

original bill passed by the House did not contain provisions estab-

lishing a solar and energy conservation bank, neither these provisions 

nor the significant expansion of the amount authorized sparked much 

resistance. The House passed the conference report by a vote of 317-

93 (vote 1018; Table 55). 



204 

One of the president's two major defeats in energy policy came 

when the House voted to recommit the conference report on the Energy 

Mobilization Board. The conference committee finally accepted a House 

generated compromise which gave the Board the power to suggest up to 

12 instances in a two year period where substantive environmental laws 

could be waived, if both Houses of Congress agreed within 60 days to 

the proposed waiver. 

When this report returned to the House, the same coalition of 

conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats combined to vote to 

recommit the report. This time the coalition's opposition was suc

cessful, in part at least because more Republicans were willing to 

vote against the Board in the hopes of embarrassing President Carter. 

Again, the unusual coalition disrupted the normal pattern of parallel 

voting on the partisan and ideological measures (vote 1024; Table 55). 

~ Senate, 1980 

Because the House defeated the Energy Mobilization Board, the 

Senate did not take up this measure, but the other two parts of 

President Carter's 1979 energy proposals were passed. Both the votes 

concerning the windfall profits tax (vote 585; Table 56) and the 

synfuels program (vote 746; Table 56) are worth noting. 

As in the previous year, ideology and partisanship were nearly 

equal in importance in the vote on the windfall profits tax. The 

strong interest group pressure involved in this issue accounts for the 

strength of the relationship between the vote and both ideology and 

oil production. The explanation that the importance of ideology is a 
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product of unified interest group activity is supported by a later 

vote on an attempt to exempt small 011 wells from the tax (vote 827; 

Table 56). On this vote, which concerns a more narrow question of the 

application of the tax, ideology loses its importance and the former 

unity among the oil producers declines. 

These votes further confirm the hypothesis that ideological 

and partisan voting are forms of constituency representation. Most 

energy votes in the 96th Congress were partisan issues because of 

their general concern to the ordinary voter. This level of concern 

existed because of the economic impact of the votes and because of the 

presidential emphasis. 

Vote 
585 (3-27) 
adopt conf. 
report on 
windfall tax 

746 (6-19) 
synfuels 
bill 

827 (7-23) 
exempt strip-
per wells 
windfall tax 

Table 56 

Senate Energy Votes, 1980 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 

ns -3.7 -3.9 -3.8 ns ns 
(1.44) (-1.45) (-.06) 

2.0a ns -2.9 ns ns -1.9a 
(1.09) (-1.68) (-.03) 

2.1a 2.5 3.0 ns ns ns 
( .87) (1.14) (1.47) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

There were some issues, however, which in addition to or 

instead of generating a general voter concern spoke most directly to 
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the supportive elites in the districts. These votes generated an 

ideological response. In some issue areas, such as the windfall 

profits tax, partisanship and ideology share an equally strong 

influence. In other areas, however, the usual pattern of dominance 

one or the other variable is maintained. 

Vote 
846 (7-30) 
nuclear waste 
storage 

876 (8-18) 
Alaskan 
lands bill 

893 (8-21) 
stripmine 
regulation 

896 (8-21) 
amend strip-
mine bill 

Table 57 

Environmentally Related Energy Votes, 1980 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 

ns ns ns 3.0 ns ns 
( .04) 

ns -2.0 -1.8a -2.4 ns ns 
(-.64) ( -.57) (-.04) 

ns ns 2.4 3.3 ns ns 
(.58) ( .04) 

ns ns 2.0a 3.0 ns ns 
(.55) ( .05) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

For most of the 96~h Congress the issues were dominated by 

partisanship. This does not mean, however, that members were not 

prepared to respond ideologically when the right issues were raised. 

The continuation of the ideological response to the environmental 
\ 

by 

issues involved in the strip mining amendments (votes 893, 896; Table 

57), the Alaskan lands bill (vote 876; Table 57), and the bill con-

cerning nuclear waste disposal (vote 846; Table 57) all demonstrate 
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the continued viability of the ideological response when the proper 

constituency pressures are present. 

By the end of the 96th Congress energy lost much of its glamor 

as an issue. Presidential concern and periodic crises still made 

energy an issue that must be dealt with, but public concern for energy 

as a major issue disappeared. Dire warnings about the future seemed 

to come and go as periodically as did gasoline lines, and nothing that 

Congress did seemed to have any effect on either. 

Vote 

Table 58 

Constituency Influence in the Senate, 1980 

Production of 

coal oil 
party 
ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

691 ~(6~-~4~)----------------------------------------------

disapprove 
oil import 
fee 

693 (6-6) 
veto over
ride, oil 
import fee 

769 (6-24) 
coal conver
sion assis. 

ns 

ns 

2.3 
(l.60) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.0 
(-1.22) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.9 
(-.03) 

-2.9 
(-.04) 

ns 

a significant ~t .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

ns 

-1.9a 

(-.03) 

The spirit of sacrifice called for by the president, if it 

ever existed, was replaced by more immediate concerns of how energy 

programs would directly effect constituencies. The only coalition 

which formed to support the president's proposed oil import fee were 

the larger consumers of oil, who supported any measure which promoted 
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conservation (votes 691, 693; Table 58). All the other elements in 

Congress united to hand the president a major defeat on these votes. 

Similar concern for constituent impact explains the support 

for the synfuels program (vote 746; Table 56) and the coal conversion 

program (vote 769; Table 58). Coal producers were united in their 

support for these programs which significantly increased demand for 

coal. The same possibility of an increased demand, and the parallel 

increase in prices, led the larger coal consumers to oppose the 

programs. 

Conclusion 

Constituency concerns dominated voting in the '96th Congress. 

On such distributive issues as the funding of an $88 billion synfuels 

program, coalitions formed around the question of the impact of this 
-

program on coal production and consumption. On the redistributive 

issues of the oil import fee or the windfall profits tax, the pattern 

of voting changed. Constituent concerns over the oil import fee 

created an alliance which cut across traditional divisions, bringing 

in all parties except those most in need of drastic steps. On the 

windfall profits tax, constituent concerns tended to intensify the 

ideological response to what would otherwise have been a partisan 

issue. 

Constituent pressure best explains the outcome of the 96th 

Congress' handling of energy policy. Congress and the president 

regarded such ideas' as a windfall profits tax or an Energy Mobiliza-

tion Board differently because they looked to different constituencies. 
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The agreement between the president and the 96th Congress on 

energy issues was more apparent than real. Despite the fact that the 

House passed a synfuels program before the president adopted the idea, 

and despite the fact that both the House and the Senate began work. on 

an Energy Mobilization Board before the president's endorsement of 

this idea, it was only after a difficult struggle that the Congress 

passed modified versions of some of the president's proposals. Like 

the 95th Congress, the result was a significant change in U.S. energy 

policy; but, also like the 95th Congress, whatever victory there was 

was tarnished by the major and minor defeats which accompanied the 

successes. The role of partner to the president was sometimes played 

by parts of Congress but only for short periods of time. The other 

roles combined to make Congress more Procrustes than partner, as the 

president's proposals were cut and trimmed to fit· each member's idea 

of what energy policy should be. 

Much of the cause for the defeats suffered by the administra

tion must again be laid at the feet of the president. The mishandling 

of the Energy Mobilization Board in the ~ouse demonstrated again that 

the president and the administration did not know how to deal with 

Congress. The embarrassment of the veto override of the resolution 

disapproving the oil import fee shows why the president did not learn 

to deal with Congress: he simply continued his assumption that he need 

not concern himself with congressional reaction. As long as he took 

what he believed to be the proper action, the president assumed that 

he would receive congressional support, despite his continued failure 

to gain that support. 
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As with the end of the 95th Congress, the comments concerning 

presidential failure must be mixed with an acknowledgement of impor

tant changes in energy policy. At the end of the 96th Congress, the 

end of the Carter term as president, oil prices began to be decon

trolled. Along with the decontrol of natural gas, this meant that the 

most significant governmental interference in energy policy was coming 

to an end. 

Michael Ma1bin (1984, p. 237) characterized the accomplish

ments of the four Carter years as incremental policy making, arguing 

that the legislation of the 96th Congress merely sped up events which 

would have led to the same effects on energy policy over the long run. 

Support for this proposition is found in the fact that little that was 

passed during the Carter administration had not been proposed in the 

earlier years of the energy decade. 

The best that can be said in defense of the Carter administra

tion is that it was a victim of its own rhetorical overindulgences. 

By promising so much and failing to deliver everything, the Carter 

administration obscured its real accomplishments. While it is true 

that most of what was passed had been proposed before, it was not 

passed until the Carter administration came on the scene. Prior to 

the Carter presidency energy policy was a confused and often contra

dictory set of policies, without a cohesive purpose or anything that 

could remotely be called a centralized administration. By the end of 

the Carter presidency, a Department of Energy was established, nearly 

all of the nation's energy policy was reexamined, and much of it was 

changed to some extent. Policies which encouraged dependence on 
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scarce supplies through artificially low prices ended. Additional 

steps were taken to encourage conservation and programs were created 

to develop alternative energy supplies less susceptible to inter

ruption. 

The least generous explanation of the president's influence on 

congressional actions is to suggest that it made little difference who 

was in the White House, as long as he was a Democrat. Because the 

president was a Democrat he was less likely to veto congressional 

proposals. This difference alone accounts for the contrast of failure 

under the Ford administration and success under the Carter adminis

tration. Along with the difference in vetoes, Congress relied on and 

exercised its oversight powers. A synfuels program similar to that 

which was ignored when proposed by the Ford administration became 

acceptable when it was to be administered by a Democratic adminis

tration. While still distasteful, price decontrol became just barely 

acceptable when it would be administered by Democrats. 

The exact relationship between the character of the president 

and the actions of the 96th Congress is difficult to determine. It is 

certainly true that significant changes were made in energy policy. 

Whether these were incremental and inevitable or revolutionary is 

unimportant. The fact is that Congress did not have an easy time 

making them. It is also true that at many crucial moments during the 

four years of the Carter administration those members of Congress who 

felt they were working with the president were harmed by the pres

ident's actions. 
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Energy policy making in Congress suffers from an especially 

convoluted division of jurisdiction, which makes successful action 

difficult to achieve (Oppenheimer, 1981). The strong effect of con

stituent pressures on energy policy making does not make the labyrinth 

of Congress any easier to negotiate. Because energy policy changes 

meant a change in the status quo, strong resistance was inevitable. 

Anything which strengthed the forces working for change were impor

tant. Whether a more effective president could have accomplished more 

is impossible to say with certainty, but a more effective effort by 

the president would have made the struggle for change easier. The 

importance of an effective president is clearly seen in the changes 

effected by the Reagan administration. Those changes are the-subject 

of the next chapter. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE END OF THE DECADE 

After Congress spent eight years developing an energy policy 

and establishing a pattern of dealing with energy issues, the last two 

years of the decade represent a major departure from this pattern. 

With the change in presidents came a change in the importance of 

energy policy. Energy disappeared from the public agenda before it 

disappeared from the congressional agenda, but by the end of the 

decade energy policy had returned to a position similar to its posi

tion at the beginning of the decade: an issue to be debated as a part 

of other issues. Gone were all concerns with further congressional 

action to solidif~ a coherent national ener?y policy. 

The election of a new president played an important role in 

all of these changes. President lteagan came to office with a dif

ferent policy agenda and a very different style, both of which affected 

Congress' response. The irony of President Reagan's affect on Con

gress is that his energy policy agenda called for very little congres

sional action. Because President Reagan placed less emphasis on 

energy policy, he enjoyed fewer successes in this policy area than in 

other areas. The care with which these diversions were handled, 

however, contributed to the president's image of skill and success, in 

marked contrast to President Reagan's immediate predecessor. 

Among the changes wrought by the election of President Ronald 

Reagan, a major change in the energy policy behavior of the Congress 

213 
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must be included. After spending the previous eight years debating 

energy, and the previous four years in bitter struggles to construct a 

semblance of a comprehensive national energy policy, Congress spent 

the next two years alternatively participating in and protesting the 

dismantling of this energy policy. 

The attitude of the Reagan administration toward energy was 

different from that of any previous administration. Even the prior 

Republican administrations had advocated a governmental role in the 

management of the nation's energy policy (de Marchi, 1981). The 

Reagan administration supported not only an end to price controls but 

also an end to all the incentives designed to encourage certain types 

of energy behavior, including conservation and environmental 

protection (Katz, 1984). 

Because previous Congresses and presidents had been successful 

in creating an administrative structure to implement the policies to 

which the Reagan administration objected, once these bureaucracies 

fell into the hands of the opposition, significant changes were 

possible. To say that the Reagan administration presented few energy 

proposals to Congress creates a false impression of inaction on energy 

policy. The Reagan administration used its control of the bureaucracy 

to bring about significant reversals in energy policy (Kash and 

Rycroft, 1984). Most of these actions required no congressional action. 

The actions of the Reagan administration also produced a 

significant change in congressional roles in energy policy. From an 

emphasis on the roles of partner, initiator and facilitator of inter

ests, congressional roleplaying became mixed, with the role of partner 
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being balanced by the roles of defender of the status quo and overseer 

(Kenski and Mecham, 1984). 

The strategy of the Reagan administration on energy meant that 

Congress took far fewer votes on energy matters. Many of the actions 

concerning energy came as a part of the larger budget reduction and 

tax reduction programs. For example, as a part of the negotiations to 

gain wide support for the Budget Reconciliation Act, amendments to the 

1978 Fuel Use Act were included. These amendments effectively removed 

the requirement that utilities end their use of natural gas by 1989 

(£g A1!anac, 1981, p. 449). 

In addition to the fact that energy was removed as a high 

priority on the president's agenda, there was not the widespread 

concern for energy matters among the public which had previously 

spurred congressional action. The gasoline lines of 1979 were a 

distant memory. The higher prices which came with the gradual 

decontrol of gas and oil fueled resentment and suspicion of the oil 

companies but did not generate any feelings of a need for change in 

energy policy (Gallup, 1981). 

Public resentment arose over actions taken by the Reagan 

administration regarding energy matters. Congressional opposition to 

the Reagan position often took the form of oversight hearings and 

other actions designed to preserve the policies which Congress had 

constructed during the energy decade. 

The few votes which were taken in Congress can be divided into 

two categories: 1) votes taken to support the few energy initiatives 

of the Reagan administration, and 2) votes taken on congressional 
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initiatives. The differences between these categories can be seen 

most clearly in the House of Representatives. 

Voting in ~ House of Representatives 

President Reagan had to rely on the ideological support of the 

conservative coalition in the House to overcome the numerical majority 

held by the Democrats. This coalition of conservatives from the 

Republican and the Democratic parties served the President well in the 

budget reconciliation and tax reform measures which composed the 

primary legislative initiatives of the 97th Congress. The ideological 

coalition also operated on those few occasions when the President 

supported changes in energy policy. 

During the budget battles in the House, a few votes were taken 

which directly concerned energy matters. In the one of these votes 

where there was administration lobbying, the vote to continue funding 

of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor, ideology dominated the voting 

(vote 160; Table 59). 

In one of the few areas where the president supported new energy 

legislation, the House approved granting waivers to allow the partici

pation of major oil companies and for early billing during t~e con

struction of a natural gas pipeline from Alaska (votes 332, 339; Table 

57). In addition to the influence of presidential support, the 

regional divisions between Democrats on this issue lessened the impact 

of partisanship on these votes (Plattner, 1982, p. 322). 



Vote 
160 (7-24) 
delete $ 
for Clinch 
River 

287 (11-5) 
delete nuc. 
power 
licensing 

288 (11-5) 
prohibit nuc. 
exports 

332 (12-9) 
natural gas 
waivers 

339 (12-10) 
final passage 
natural gas 
waivers 
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Table 59 

House Support for the President, 1981 

Production of % of electricity 

coal 

ns 

ns 

ns 

2.1a 
(.41) 

2.0a 
(.39) 

party generated by 
oil ident. ideology oil 

-3.0 -2.4 -7.0 ns 
(-.70) (-.28) (-.05) 

ns -7.0 -8.1 ns 
(-1.5) (-.09) 

-2.0a -6.6 -7.4 3.0 
(-.85) (-1.2) (-.07) (.02) 

2.9 2.4a 6.6 -2.9 
(1.1) (.28) ( .05) (-.02) 

3.0 ns 6.7 -3 •. 3 
(1.13) (.05) (-.03) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

coal 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-4.0 
(-.03) 

-4.6 
(-.02) 

The Reagan administration also sought a modification of pre-

vious policy regarding the licensing of nuclear power plants and the 

export of nuclear materials. Despite the disapproval of these propo-

sals by the House (votes 287, 288; Table 59), ideology dominated the 

voting. The same pattern of voting is seen in the vote taken on the 

floor of the House to restore funds for the Clinch River Breeder 

Reactor (vote 160; Table 59). Presidential support was a major factor 

in restoring the funds cut by the Appropriations Committee. On pre-

vious votes concerning the nuclear power issue, ideology dominated the 
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voting. Thus, it is not possible to attribute the ideological voting 

here to the influence of presidential support, but the president's 

position did influence the pattern of voting. 

In contrast to the votes taken with presidential support are 

the votes taken by the House when there was no statement of presiden

tial opinion or when the president opposed the vote taken by the 

House. These votes are dominated by partisan identification. 

Despite the Reagan administration's assurances that no legis

lation was needed, the House voted to create a standby petroleum 

allocation program. The new authorization was not as extensive as 

that which expired in 1981. It merely allowed the president to decide 

to develop allocation plans in case of an emergency. Despite the 

limited nature of the allocation authority and the strong concern for 

the passage of the bill, President Reagan vetoed the measure. 

The House's opposition to the president's will is seen in the 

dominance of partisanship in the vote (vote 354; Table 60). Partisan 

identification assumed the same importance in the other roll call 

votes taken by the House on issues which lacked presidential support. 

Early in the year, just after passing the budget reconciliation bill, 

the House considered a supplemental appropriation to increase the 

appropriation for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. On the floor an 

amendment was offered to reduce the appropriation in order to put it 

in line with the amount budgeted in the reconciliation bill (vote 45; 

Table 60). The president took no position on this issue and part

isanship dominated the voting. 
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Table 60 

House Votes ~ Energy and Budget Matters, 1981 

Production of 

coal oil 
Vote 

party 
ident. ideology 

% of electricity 
generated by 

oil coal 

45 (~5-~1~3~)-----------------------------------------------
reduce $ for 
strategic 
pet. reserve 

152 (7-22) 
delete $ 
for synfuels 
demonstration 

161 (7-24) 
reduce $ 
for nuc. 
reprocessing 

354 (12-14) 
standby 
petroleum 
allocation 

362 (12-16) 
moratorium 
on oil co. 
mergers 

-2.6 
(-.66) 

-3.4 
(-.88) 

-3.2 

2.4 
( .63) 

ns 

-2.6 
(-.83) (-.63) 

ns -3.7 
(-.87) 

ns 3.4 
(.79) 

8.5 
(1.28) 

3.6 
( .39) 

-8.6 

5.5 
( .04) 

-4.4 
(-.03) 

-7.0 
(-1.33) (-.05) 

-9.5 -5.6 
(-10-74) (-.05) 

5.1 3.7 
(.90) ( .04) 

a significant at .05. 

-3.4 
(-.05) 

ns 

ns 

ns 

-2.5 
(-.04) 

All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

ns 

-2.0a 

(-.01) 

ns 

ns 

-3.1 
(-.02) 

The same pattern of partisan domination of a vote is seen at 

the end of the year when the House considered a bill to prevent future 

mergers of large oil companies. The lack of a presidential statement 

and public concern over the behavior of the oil companies made the 

issue a partisan question. When an amendment was offered to merely 

impose a seven month moratorium (vote 362; Table 60), oil producers 

and Republicans combined in support of the measure while energy con-

sumers resisted a lessening of the punativeness of the measure. 
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Many of the energy votes taken during the 97th Congress 

occurred in the context of budget changes. These include the votes 

concerning the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, the Clinch River Breeder 

Reactor, and amendments to delete the funding of a synfuels demonstra

tion plant (vote 152; Table 60), and to transfer funds from the 

Barnwell, S.C. nuclear reprocessing plant to nuclear waste storage 

research (vote 161; Table 60). The energy character of these matters 

can be seen in the involvement of some of the direct energy consti

tuencies. Coal and oil producers favored continuing research on 

nuclear power. Coal producers and consumers favored a continuation of 

synfuels research. The decline of public concern about energy did not 

lessen the tendency of members to respond in a manner reflective of 

the specific energy constituencies when the issues called forth such a 

response. 

There are several votes in the House where the normal pattern 

of voting does not appear. One example is the vote on the synfuels 

plant (vote 152; Table 60). Unlike other votes where the president 

took no position, this vote is dominated by ideological voting rather 

than partisanship. It is also unusual in that there is deviation from 

the normal pattern of parallel partisan and ideological voting. The 

deviation in this vote reflects a regional division. Southern repre

sentatives, the conservative Democrats who usually vote with the 

Republicans in the House, chose instead to support their region's 

development. 

The relative paucity of roll call votes during the 97th Con

gress concerning energy matters does create the correct impression 
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that energy policy had slipped to a very low place on the policy 

agenda. However, it should not be taken as an indication that Con

gress did nothing on energy. The energy policy strategy of the Reagan 

administration--to dismantle the previously established energy policy 

through administrative action--did create considerable concern among 

members of Congress. The most active, although by no means all, 

opposition to the actions taken by the administration was taken by the 

House of Representatives. Oversight hearings were held on many of the 

administration's actions. Contempt citations were considered for 

several members of the administration for their refusal to cooperate, 

and some of the Reagan administration's plans were modified or aban

doned as a result of these actions (see, for example: ~nski and 

Kenski, 1984). 

The differences in the perception of Congress between the 

Reagan and the Carter administrations is seen in congressional exer

cise of the role of protector of the status quo. While the Carter 

administration suffered numerous public defeats because losing ideas 

were sent to Congress, the Reagan administration was more cautious. 

The immediate decontrol of natural gas prices and the abolition of the 

Department of Energy are two examples of items on the president's 

public agenda which either were not introduced in Congress or were 

allowed to die a quiet death because of obvious congressional resis

tance to the ideas. 
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The 97th Senate 

Republicans gained control of the Senate in 1981 for the first 

time since 1954. Because of this change, the Democrats in the Senate 

were much more willing to publicly express their disagreement with the 

Reagan program on energy policy. On numerous votes, most of which 

they lost, the Democrats offered amendments in attempts to preserve 

previous energy policy from the restructuring designed by the Reagan 

administration. 

Although more votes were taken in the Senate than in the 

HOllse, there is much less variation in the pattern of voting. With 

few exceptions, partisanship dominated all the votes cast in the 

Senate during the 97th Congress. 

One important exception to the dominance of partisanship is 

the vote taken early in 1981 concerning President Reagan's proposal to 

decontrol oil. Shortly after the president announced immediate decon-

trol of oil prices, Senator Howard Metzenbaum (D. Ohio) offered an 

amendment to reverse this action. The Senate defeated the amendment 

(vote 37; Table 61) when some conservative Democrats joined with the 

Republicans in voting against what Senator Metzenbaum acknowledged "was 

an attempt to expose the supporters of decontrol in the Senate (fg 

Almanac, 1981, p. 440). 

The Reagan administration and the Republican leadership in the 

Senate worked closely together to control votes in the Senate. Part 

of the strategy included wooing conservative Democratic senators to 

support the Reagan program. This strategy worked to increase the 

margin of victory, but it was not so important that the Republicans 



223 

allowed it to get in the way of controlling who would get the credit 

for victories. When Senator Benson (D. Texas) offered an amendment to 

exempt small producers from the windfall profits tax, most Republicans 

deserted the conservative coalition by voting to table the amendment 

(vote 219; Table 61). On the next vote, however, these same Republi-

cans returned to their normal pattern of voting when the issues con-

cerned a broader amendment to the windfall tax offered by a Republican 

(vote 220; Table 61). 

Table 61 

Senate Tests of Presidentail Support, 1981 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
Vote 
37 (3-31) 
oppose ns -2.5 -4.4 -4.6 ns ns 
decontrol (-.97) (-1.5) (-.09) 

219 (7-21) 
table ns ns 4,4 -2.7 ns ns 
exemptions (l.18) (-.04) 
to windfall 
tax 

220 (7-22) 
table phase ns -2.9 -4.8 -3.5 ns ns 
out of wind- (-1.2) (-1.7) (-.06) 
fall tax 

234 (7-27) 
home heating ns ns -4.5 -3.0 2.6 ns 
tax credit (-1.6) (-.05) ( .07) 

a significant at .0.5. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

The same pattern of close control is present in the votes on a 

tax credit for home heating costs. When Senator Kennedy (D. Mass.) 

offered an amendment to allow a credit based on a multiplier of 50% of 
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inflation, Republicans and conservatives voted together to defeat the 

proposal (vote 234; Table 61). When Senator Rudman (R. N.H.) offered 

a maximum tax credit of $200.00 based on a multiplier of 40% of 

inflation, Republicans put aside partisan differences to approve the 

proposal. 

The first session of the 97th Senate is an example of how a 

strong president and a strong party organization can shape all voting 

in the Congress. The popularity of the president, the careful control 

of the agenda of Congress and the desire of the president's party to 

support him and to demonstrate the value of Republican control of 

Congress all combined to make nearly every vote a partisan question. 

The president's electoral victory was reflected in the Senate voting 

along the dividing lines of their electoral constituencies. 

This does not mean, however, that other constituencies were 

ignored. The administration's strong pro-oil stance caused a division 

between coal producers on one side and oil producers and Republicans 

on the other side on some votes (votes 175, 244, 345, 662; Table 62). 

The most interesting of these votes is the vote on the synfuels demon

~tration plant in Kentucky (vote 345; Table 62). This is one of the 

few instances when the coal industry voted with the administration, 

since the Reagan administration wanted to keep the synfuels plant in 

operation. It is also, however, one of the few times when the Reagan 

administration had to rely on Democratic support for their proposals, 

since the majority of Republicans voted to end funding of the plant. 

Ideological divisions on the issue were masked by regional divisions 

among supporters and opponents. 
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Table 62 

Senate Energy Related Budget Questions, 1981 

Production of % of electricity 

Vote 
175 (6-24) 
increase $ 
for solar 
research 

244 (7-28) 
home heating 
tax credit 

345 (10-27) 
delete 
synfuels 
plant 

662 (5-26-82) 
slow filing 
strategic pet. 
reserve 

party generated by 
coal oil ident. ideology oil 

2.1 -2.1 -4.2 -3.5 ns 
(1.31) (-1.41) (-4.08) ( -.13) 

2.7 -3.3 ns -2.6 ns 
(1.04) (-.92) (-.04) 

-2.7 ns 3.1 ns ns 
(-.77) (.73) 

-1.9 ns 4.6 3.5 ns 
(-.65) (1.54) (.06) 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

coal 

ns 

ns 

2.1 a 
(.02) 

ns 

In the second session of the 97th Congress, the issues took on 

a more parochical character, while constituent interests took on 

increased importance. After several years of hearings and debate, 

Congress finally approved a nuclear waste storage bill. In the 

Senate, the final consideration of this measure was slowed by amend-

ments offered by senators from states which feared that a national 

sense of urgency would lead their states to be selected because of 

past studies rather than because they were determined to be the best 

site. These concerns led to several attempts to delay final selection 

of a site (votes 594, 597; Table 63). On these amendments, the 

regional differences among senators were expressed in a partisan 
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division. The unusual character of the votes is indicated by the lack 

of ideological division on one vote and the divergence from the usual 

pattern of ideological and partisan agreement on the other vote. 

Table 63 

Senate Nuclear Power and Natural ~ Voting, 1982 

Production of % of electricity 
party generated by 

coal oil ident. ideology oil coal 
Vote 
594 (4-29) 
give states ns ns 2.7 ns ns ns 
a veto on ( .61) 
storage 

595 (4-29) 
federal ns ns ns ns -2.1a ns 
temperary (-.03) 
storage 

916 (12-14) 
table amend. ns ns ns ns -2.2 ns 
allowing (-.03) 
new n. gas 
contracts 

917 (12-14) 
table 2 year ns ns ns ns -2.7 -2.4 
freeze of n. (-.04) (-.02) 
gas prices 

a significant at .05. All other 
coefficients significant at .01. 

While energy policy as a whole continued to be low on a list 

of national priorities, enough concer~ among energy consumers existed 

to spark several votes in 1982. Consumer concern with nuclear wastes 

was part of the reason behind passage of that legislation. Most 

obviously, at the end of the lame duck session of the 97th Congress, 

consumer concern over the rapid rise in natural gas prices sparked an 

attempt to halt the rise by allowing natural gas companies to 
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renegotiate their contracts to escape higher prices and to freeze 

natural gas prices for two years (votes 916, 917; Table 63). Partisan 

and ideological differences disappeared on these issues, as large 

consumers of fossil energy voted for the provisions while others 

supported the argument that unstudied attempts to solve the problem 

might make the situation worse. 

The defeat of these amendments demonstrates two important and 

related aspects of energy policy in the 97th Congress. The first of 

these is the reversal of policies established early in the energy 

decade •. The major struggles in the early portion of the decade were 

over price controls. A sense of national emergency led a Republican 

president to impose price controls on the entire economy. This 

feeling of emergency about energy allowed these price controls to 

continue even after others were removed. Fear of the consequences of 

decontrol persisted for the rest of the decade. nespite these fears, 

the argument that continued controls created inhibitions in the 

exploration for new supplies did force Congress to accede to gradual 

decontrol of natural gas in 1978 and oil in 1979. If the rapid price 

increases in the face of increased discoveries of natural gas had 

occurred sooner in the decade, the reimposition of controls would have 

been more likely. By the end of the decade, however, things had 

changed just enough so that amendments offered by Senator Kassenbaum 

(R. Kan.) were defeated. 
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Conclusion 

The election of Ronald Reagan had a major effect on energy 

policy in Congress. Prior to President Reagan's election, Congress 

and President Carter had finally come to an uneasy agreement about the 

direction of energy policy. Governmental interference in the private 

market for energy was to increase in one direction--by encouraging 

conservation and efficient usage of domestic supplies of energy--and 

to decrease in another--by gradually ending controls on the price of 

domestically produced energy. 

President Reagan possessed a different philosophy toward energy 

policy, one which advocated an end to governmental interference in the 

private energy market. His more successful methods of dealing with 

Congress allowed him to realign the direction of energy policy. Rea

gan was able to reverse the direction of increased involvement in 

conservation and to speed up the withdrawal of price controls on oil. 

The character of his strategy is illustrated by the issue of controls 

on natural gas. While the president announced his support for an end 

to controls, he did not introduce legislation in Congress to accom

plish this goal. Sentiment was definitely against such a move in 

Congress. Therefore, the president avoided a crisis by avoiding the 

issue. 

The president used essentially the same strategy in the House 

and the Senate, but the legislative bodies responded differently. The 

Senate, where Republicans dominated, treated all issues as partisan 

issues. This partisan treatment included congressional initiatives 

and votes on presidential initiatives. The House divided differently. 
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On presidentially sponsored votes, the ideological coalition in the 

House dominated, while on other matters the House divided along 

partisan lines. 

The effect of these divisions was the same, however. The 

president won nearly all the roll call votes. The most significant 

challenge to the president came on the issue of the emergency petroleum 

allocation. The president's opposition to this measure in the vote on 

the passage of this measure in the Senate only gained seven suppor

ters, but the attempt to override the president's veto failed by two 

votes. Eventually a compromise was reached which gave the president 

significant discretion in the creation of any allocation plan. 

This issue is the exception which proves the rule and illus

trates the general pattern. Congress was not willing to go along with 

several of the president's policy initiatives, but it was unusual for 

Congress to go on record in opposition to the president. Congres

sional opposition to the president took the less open form of hearings 

and statements in censure. 

The electoral victory gained by the president in 1980 forced 

members of Congress to respond to an altered constituency. The Repub

lican majority in the Senate could response in a partisan manner, 

directly reflecting the president's electoral constituency. The con

servative nature of the president's platform allowed conservative 

Democrats in the House more freedom to follow their supportive consti

tuents and ignore the traditional partisan loyalties which were more 

important in the past. When the House wanted to express its 
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opposition to the president, however, the partisan majority in the 

House responded in a partisan fashion. 

The 97th Congress is unusual in several ways. The 97th Con

gress saw the end of the energy crisis and the apparent disappearance 

of energy as a widespread public concer~ It allowed a reversal of 

earlier directions in energy policy. It represented a change in the 

partisan domination of the Senate. It saw the arrival in Washington 

of a president who was able to use the attributes of the office, in 

combination with a successful personal style, to exert much greater 

influence over Congress. In light of all these changes, and in light 

of changes in the constituencies of members of Congress, it is worth 

noting the continued pattern of constituent based responses to the 

most immediately relevant energy issues faced by the 97th Congress. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CONCLUSION 

Congressional energy policymaking, like the energy crisis 

itself, folded its tent and slipped away with little fanfare. The 

carefully constructed network of subsidies and other programs designed 

to soften the impact of rising energy prices was hurriedly dismantled 

with few roll call votes. Energy policies which had attracted the 

nation's attention for a decade were replaced by, and in the name of, 

budgetary simplification. 

Congressional action on energy policy illustrates the cyclical 

and often futile character of policymaking. The first energy crisis 

produced many proposals, but Congress and President Nixon could not 

agree on what should be done. The next three years saw many proposals 

advanced both by members of Congress and by the Ford administration, 

but little action. Consequently, there were high hopes when the 

Democrats took control of both the White House and Congress, but 

ineffective leadership undermined whatever potential for cooperation 

existed. 

Many of the proposals made by the Carter administration were 

restructured proposals from the previous years. After four more years 

of intensive struggle, Congress and the president had constructed an 

energy policy that was not much different than what might have been 

worked out between Congress and the Nixon administration. The 

differences in emphasis, especially the shift from nuclear to coal, 

can be explained by events external to Washington, D.C., such as Three 
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Mile Island, the fading of environmental concerns, and the Democrats' 

need to strengthen ties with the West and Midwest. 

During the Carter administration Congress finally agreed to an 

end to governmental controls on energy prices. To offset the increase 

in costs, Congress passed proposals which offered tax benefits and 

direct payments to energy users. Finally, Congress passed a series of 

laws designed to reduce the nation's dependence on imported oil. In 

the end Congress removed not only the controls on energy prices but it 

also reduced the effectiveness of the other energy policies. 

Congressional action did little to mitigate the immediate 

crises during the energy decade. If the changes in energy policy 

played any part in ending the overall energy crisis, it was through 

the forced conservation brought on by higher prices. Except for the 

end of price controls, Congress left the nation in nearly the same 

situation it had been in at the start of the decade: facing the future 

without a national policy to deal with energy shortages. 

The study of energy po1icymaking illustrates the inertia which 

dominates congressional po1icymaking. As an example, President Carter 

worked four years to end the funding of the Clinch River Breeder 

Reactor. At the end of the Carter presidency funding of the reactor 

continued. With a change in presidents came a reversal in roles, 

members of Congress began to make serious efforts to end the Breeder 

Reactor, while President Reagan supported continued funding. After 

two more years of struggle, the funding of the Breeder Reactor ended. 

The inertia of Congress contributed to the two year pattern 

which dominated energy policy in the later part of the decade. 
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President Carter succeeded in getting some policy changes out of 

Congress, but it took two years for each major initiative to pass 

Congress. President Reagan, on the other hand, was able to get a 

rapid response from Congress for his budgetary proposals, which did 

have an effect on energy policy. But by the end of the second year 

congressional resistance to the president's energy proposals increased 

significantly. 

Mass public opinion played only a minimal role in energy 

policy. Where public opinion was the driving force, such as during 

the 1973 energy crisis, its rapid dissolution lessened its influence 

on policy making. When policy makers sought public support for their 

energy policies, as during the Ford presidency, the competition 

between the president and Congress resulted in a deadlock. Finally, 

when policies were made without regard to public opinion, as during 

the Carter administration, the inability to create a unifying consensus 

created significant barriers to success. 

Congressional struggles over energy were bitter and difficult. 

Along the way, Congress did make significant changes in policy but 

only after hard fights. In the end, however, much of their success 

was laid aside to serve other purposes. For so much labor, the end 

result was disproportionately small. 

In contrast to the mixed success of congressional energy 

policymaking, the study of the process has proved fruitful. Congres

sional energy policymaking illustrates several important character

istics of congressional behavior. The methods used in this study 

demonstrate their utility in identifying these characteristics. 
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The application of logit regression allows a direct comparison 

of the influence of different variables on congressional votes. 

Because logit adapts to the dichotomous nature of roll call voting, 

the results of this analysis give a more certain indication of the 

factors which influence votes. In the analysis of energy votes, logit 

makes possible a comparison of the relative influence of the most 

important constituency characteristics. 

By eliminating the collinearity between party and ideology, it 

is possible to directly compare the influence of these two variables. 

It has long been recognized that partisan identification is composed 

of several components, including the same components that make up part 

of a member's ideology. A distinct and important characteristic 

remains when the ideological component is removed from partisanship. 

This characteristic does not carry with it the ideological overtones 

included in notions of partisanship. It does, however, represent the 

most significant influence in energy policy voting. 

While the basic measure of ideology is nearly as strong as the 

measure of nonideological partisanship, over the course of the decade 

the separate measure of partisanship proved to be the stronger force. 

The usual pattern of a consistent direction in the voting of Repub

licans and conservatives or liberals and Democrats nemonstrates that 

ideology and this measure of partisanship retain a close relationship. 

The difference in strength of the measures, the occasional instances 

when one variable deviates from the usual pattern, and the relationship 

between these variables and the other direct measures of constituent 

influence all support the suggestion that these measures represent 
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differing constituent influences on members of Congress. It was the 

combination of 10git analysis witl1 the removal of the collinear rela

tionship between party and ideology that enabled this study to document 

the relationship between party and ideology. 

The final methodological achievement of this study is the 

introduction of variables which represent the demographic characteris

tics of members' districts, which are significantly related to energy 

voting. Energy production and consumption are the variables most 

logically related to energy issues. The demonstration of their 

influence further supports the description of energy as a parochica1 

issue where members voted according to their constituency's needs. 

Findings 

The study of each Congress revealed individual variations in 

members' reaction to the issues of the moment. There were, however, 

several important overall patterns. The two competitors for most 

influential variable were party and ideology. Both variables were 

significantly related to most roll call votes and had a parallel 

influence in all but a few votes. 

In the early years of the decade, party and ideology were most 

important in different policy areas within the overall energy policy 

field. Partisanship dominated economically related issues, while 

ideology dominated environmentally related issues. As the decade 

progressed, this pattern became less distinct, but vestiges of it 

remained throughout the decade. 

The dichotomy between economic and environmental energy issues 
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reveals several characteristics of energy voting. The first of these 

is that energy policy is not a monolithic issue to which members react 

in the same fashion all the time. 'The overlap between economic and 

energy matters during the Reagan presidency further illustrates that 

the attempt to isolate a single policy arena is impossible. Each 

policy arena has connections with and implications for other policy 

arenas. Further, any policy arena contains within it further divi

sions, so that the ultimate reduction of voting patterns would result 

in each roll call vote being examined as an individual unit. 

Despite these limitations, the differences between economic 

and environmentally related energy issues serve to illustrate the dif

ferent types of representation practiced by members of Congress. 

Students of Congress, such as Sinclair (1982), suggest that a member 

of Congress must deal with several constituencies, including the 

supportive constituency which is responsible for making the member a 

candidate and the reelection constituency which is responsible for 

continuing the member in office. This study has found that the 

difference in partisan and ideological voting is best explained by 

reference to these different constituencies. 

When an issue has relatively low salience, or when concern is 

concentrated in a more narrow segment of the population, ideology 

dominates voting. When, however, the issue is one which affects t~e 

broader constituency, partisanship becomes more important. This 

suggests that a member's first response to an issue is an ideological 

one, especially when the ideological component of partisan identifi

cation is included in ideology. If, however, the issue is one which 
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has an additional impact on the member's reelection constituency, 

partisanship becomes more important. In energy voting partisanship is 

the best predictor of voting because the parochical character of most 

votes means that the concerns of the broadest constituency are recog

nized. In voting, as in most other congressional duties, when reelec

tion is at stake, party assumes primary importance. 

There are only a few votes throughout the decade where the 

normal pattern o~ parallel voting between partisan and ideological 

identification is disrupted. These votes represent incidences when 

alliances were made across ideological li~es to insure defeat of 

especially objectionable matters. These exceptions prove the rule 

that roll call voting is a means of constituent representation and 

that for most members most of the time there is no conflict between 

the demands of the reelection and the supportive constituencies. When 

such a conflict arises it is most likely to be a conflict created by 

the differing pressures of national issues and local concerns. In 

these circumstances members tend to look to their most basic concerns. 

Thus, when the Carter proposals for an Energy Mobilization Board were 

before the House, liberal Democrats allied with Republicans. The 

liberals feared the effect the board would have on environmental 

programs, while the Republicans sought an opportunity to embarrass the 

Democratic president. The similar desires of unusual allies resulted 

in a deviation from normal patterns of voting. 

At least in energy policy, members did not develop a single 

pattern of voting which determined each vote within the policy arena. 

There were the overall patterns of partisan and ideological voting 
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which formed the basic response to energy questions, but the shifts in 

the importance of these variables, as well as the occasional devia

tions from the pattern, suggest that members approached each vote 

individually. 

Further, the variation in the influence of the variables 

measuring energy constituency show the same tendency to examine each 

vote for its repercussions. As the immediate relevancy of the vote to 

different energy constituencies changed, the influence and the role of 

the constituencies changed. Given the close relationship between 

petroleum and the energy crisis, it is not surprising that those 

variables related to oil production and consumption showed the greatest 

influence. Finally, given that the majority of proposals concerned 

changes in the demand for oil products, it is not surprising that oil 

production was the single most active energy variable. These findings 

not only support the hypothesis of constituency representation in roll 

call voting, they also indicate the character of constituency align

ments in Congress. 

Other studies of coalitions in Congress (Brady and Bullock, 

1981; Dilger, 1982) sugRest that the success of these coalitions is as 

much a matter of the unplanned coincidence of a similarity of inter

ests as it is a conscious attempt to form an alliance. The appearance 

and disappearance of the energy constituency variables support the 

idea that such alliances are the product of the moment rather than a 

long term voting contract. The unification of oil producers, or coal 

producers, or large oil or coal consumers was motivated by a surge in 

members' protective instincts. The energy variables became signif-
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icant when, for example, oil producers put aside other differences to 

join in supporting a measure of particular interest, such as the 

depletion allowance. For the most part producers and non-produce~s, 

or large and small consumers, did not divide along those lines. When 

however, the issue was of particular relevance to these divisions, 

there was a shifting of other patterns to accommodate a division along 

these lines. 

These divisions among energy constituencies tended to be very 

parochical, appearing only when the issue was of particular concern 

and always in the direction designed to protect the particular consti

tuency involved. The only group that showed a tendency to represent a 

larger constituency was the oil producers, who did show a tendency to 

support coal production, even when this was not directly related to 

oil production issues. This results either from the close economic 

connection between oil producers and the coal industry (Vietor, 1980) 

or from a desire on the part of the representatives of oil producing 

district to forge a producers alliance. Whatever the motivation, such 

an alliance did not survive competition between coal and oil interests. 

When proposals were made which would benefit one at the expense of the 

other, for example when proposals were made to finance coal research 

out of increased taxes on offshore drilling, oil producers protected 

their own interests rather than make sacrifices to maintain producer 

unity. 

This same self interest is seen in a comparison of the voting 

of consumer and producer interests. When they appeared together 
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producers tended to align with other producers and against the consu

mer interests. This was not a universal rule, however. When the 

particular interests of producers and consumers were parallel they 

were willing allies. This happened, .for example, on proposals which 

encouraged the production of more coal. Coal producers and consumers 

supported the idea of greater production, so long as someone else 

absorbed the economic effects. 

Congressional voting on energy demonstrates that members 

respond to the forces within and outside Congress by keeping their 

constituents in mind. Alignments within Congress are reflective of 

the forces outside Congress. At least in energy, successful policy 

making needed to have been preceded by success in formulating a 

national consensus. The limited success of those who tried to make 

new energy policy came from the lack of conviction among the public 

that there was an energy crisis. 

The Implications of this Study 

While the methodological techniques used in this study make 

direct comparisons with other studies difficult, there are several 

areas where the findings of this study compliment other studies of 

Congress. This study supports the findings of other scholars of 

Congress that constituency representation and the drive for reelection 

are central to all congressional action. The method of analysis used 

here allows for a demonstration of how and when members respond to the 

different constituent demands made on them. 
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Further, this study shows that the most useful means for 

understanding Congressional behavior is what Kozak (1984) refers to as 

a contextual approach. Members of Congress respond to issues and roll 

call votes according to the nature of the issue and to the momentary 

political environment, rather than in a more abstract fashion. The 

variations in voting patterns observed during the ten years of voting 

on energy can only be explained by reference to the situation confron

ting Congress at the time the vote was taken. 

The contrast which exists between the findings of this study 

and others which reach different conclusions may be a result of the 

methods used and the policy areas studied. This study's examination 

of a large number of individual votes tends to heighten differences 

between votes, where other studies' combination of votes tend to 

obscure differences among individual votes. The transformation of 

ideology and party used in this study to gain the advantage of a 

direct comparison of influences in the same equation make these vari

ables different from those used in other studies. 

The success of the techniques used in this study suggest that 

they could be applied usefully to other policymaking arenas in Con

gress. Such a broader application would increase our understanding of 

energy policy in Congress as well as increasing the overall under

standing of policy making in Congress through an analysis of the 

similarities and differences among policy arenas. 

One of the ironies of the findings of this study concerns the 

mixed impact of public opinion on congressional policymaking. It is 

apparent that the individual publics of a member's district had a 
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great impact on that member's behavior. At the same time, however, 

the general public opinion in the United States as a whole had a 

lesser impact. General public concern served as a stimulant to action 

at certain times, while the disappearance of general public concern 

played an important role in making success less likely. At no time, 

however, is it apparent that public concern contributed to the success 

of any proposals. 

Certainly the parochical character of energy issues, which 

encouraged the public to think of these issues in terms of their local 

effect, played a role in the lessening of the impact of general public 

opinion. Similarly, the complexity of the issues and the use by both 

sides of authoritative technical arguments did not serve to encourage 

the kind of public certainty needed to have a national consensus. The 

one factor which has been mentioned most often in this study, as well 

as in other studies of energy policymaking, is the lack of clear 

national leadership on energy issues. 

Whether different presidents could have overcome the parochial 

tendencies to forge a national consensus on energy policy is impos

sible to say. The ability of President Reagan to build a national 

consensus which influenced energy policy suggests that a different 

leader might have had more success in energy policy. It should also 

be remembered, however, that when President Reagan attempted to apply 

his techniques to energy policy, he met with great resistance and less 

success than in other areas. 
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Perhaps energy policy is unique in its character. This 

question can only be answered through the comparison of energy policy

making with congressional practices in other areas. It is obvious 

that in energy policy the members of Congress voted their 

constituents' interests. 

The energy crisis forced Congress to examine a policy which 

had lain dormant for years before. While the crisis contributed a 

sense of urgency it did not help find a solution to the problem. 

Between the years of 1973 and 1980 energy was at the center of the 

policymaking stage. Hard and bloody battles were fought over large 

and small issues. After the first years few new ideas were introduced, 

despite periodic changes in the actors. The fact that debate was 

essentially limited in scope did not make it any easier to reach 

agreement. Those policies passed by Congress and signed by the presi

dent represented major accomplishments more because of the blood spilt 

in gaining them, than because of the changes that they brought about. 

When energy policy folded its tents and snuck ,~.way at the end of the 

decade, Congress' contributions to the end of the show were only a 

sidelight to the effect of the same outside forces which contributed 

to the origins of the crisis. 

Summary 

The study of congressional energy policy making provides an 

important laboratory for the examination of much congressional 

behavior in general. In the ten years of the energy decade Congress 

wrestled with several presidents and with numerous difficult issues. 
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Perhaps the particular character of energy issues made progress more 

difficult and made reverses easier. At any rate, energy policy ended 

the decade in a different position than when the decade began, but it 

was not so different that a policy maker in 1973 would not have 

recognized the outcome as a summary of proposals made at the very 

beginning of the decade. 

This study has not attempted to document all the struggles nor 

list all the changes and reverses made along the way. The volume of 

decisions and debates makes it impossible to study the decision making 

process and list all the decisions as well. Because Congress very 

nearly ended back where it began, it is not necessary to do more that 

describe the most important milestones along the way. 

The study of congressional progress on energy policy illumi

nates the constancy and the variety of congressional decision making. 

Overall, Congress exhibited the same pattern throughout the decade. 

The same type of issues generated the same type of response at both 

the beginning and the end of the decade. Within this constancy, 

however, is a variety of behaviors which demonstrate that the surface 

constancy overlies an internal inconstancy in special circumstances. 

Party, ideology, and energy constituency positions were all 

constant influences. Members tended to vote according to their con

stituency positions. Even when the col1inearity of party and ideology 

was neutralized, conservatives and Republicans tended to vote against 

liberals and Democrats. Such an observation is certainly not sur

prising, and its documentation in this study does not represent any 

major contribution. On the other hand, the statistical demonstration 
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of the commonly recognized fact does serve to validate the statistical 

methods used in this study. The use of residuals allows the direct 

statistical comparison of the influence of party and ideology at a 

more sophisticated level than previously available. The duplication 

of the common sense observation about expected direction lends 

credence to those occasions when the two factors point in opposite 

directions and to the observations regarding the relative and varying 

influence of the two variables. 

The patterns of the influence of party and ideology lend 

support to the notion that party and ideology are means of repre

senting different constituencies. The changes in patterns which 

correspond to changes in the saliency of energy policy and the type of 

issue involved demonstrate that members of Congress examine and 

evaluate issues brought before them in the light of how these issues 

will play at home. 

The varying influence of the measures used to represent 

member's energy constituencies also tells a great deal concerning the 

form of representation. Given the diverse character of most congres

sional districts, it is not surprising that members' energy consti

tuencies have a less immediate impact than do the general constituency 

coalitions represented by party and ideology. This is substantiated 

by the lesser influence of such specialized constituencies in the 

Senate when compared to the House. Nevertheless, there was a constant 

and important role played by these energy constituencies. It is not 

surprising that the largest consumer districts usually voted in 
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opposition to the larger producing districts. Again, this finding is 

not significant because it ratifies common sense, but it is important 

because it demonstrates that the measures used are representative of 

the forces involved in the energy debate, and it lends support to the 

specific findings concerning the influence of these constituencies on 

particular votes. Finally, the development of a group of variables 

which accurately and consistently measure the influence of direct 

constituency groups serves as a significant contribution in the study 

of legislative behavior. 

In addition to the general description of voting through the 

decade, each chapter used different Congresses to illustrate different 

aspects of congressional voting. The 93rd Congress served as a means 

to demonstrate the connections between party and ideology and the 

respective reelection and supportive constituencies. This Congress 

also demonstrated the relationship between economic and environmentally 

related issues and party and ideological voting. The 94th Congress 

provided the opportunity to elaborate on these patterns and to add a 

more detailed examination of the role of the direct energy consti

tuencies. The 94th Congress also gave the first indication that there 

were many constant patterns throughout the energy decade. Congress 

easily fell again into the pattern of a vicious and busy first year 

followed by a much more relaxed second year. 

Many expected that Congress and the president would be able to 

work together once they were both controlled by the same party. The 

95th Congress demonstrated that this was not to be. The effects of 

congressional role playing were most obvious during the 95th Congress, 
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but that Congress also provided an important indication that the 

representation of supportive constituents through ideology and the 

representation of direct energy constituencies did not disappear-when 

there was a partisan alliance available. The parochicalism of energy 

was amply demonstrated in the findings on the 95th Congress. 

The 96th Congress provided an opportunity to examine more 

closely the nature of the energy constituencies by studying the 

alliances and disagreements that gave these coalitions life. Usually 

a similarity of interest fostered an alliance. This was enhanced by a 

tendency to logroll. However, when the interests were directly opposed, 

there is clear evidence that the ties that bound the coalitions together 

were no stronger that the force of mutual interest. This pattern is 

most rare in the alliance between party and ideology, but even here 

the alliance was not unbreakable. 

The final Congress, the 97th Congress, demonstrated both the 

positive impact on Congress that a talented and dominating president 

can have and the degree of commitment that most members felt towards 

the accomplishments of the last decade. As might have been expected, 

President Reagan was more successful when he was able to build the 

ideological coalition he needed. The 97th Congress demonstrated in a 

different but no less important way that members of Congr.ess do 

respond to elections. 

Overall, this study of energy policy and congressional 

behavior shows the importance of a careful and extensive analysis of 

congressional behavior. The analysis of individual votes leads to a 
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greater understanding of congressional behavior than can be gained by 

a larger, less sharply focused study. The successful implementation 

of methods to identify direct constituency measures and to deal with 

the problem of multicollinearity allows a more comprehensive study of 

congressional behavior. The combination of the methods and the detail 

leads to findings which are strengthened by their correspondence with 

common sense expectations and which provide important insight into the 

complexities of congressional behavior. 
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