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Democratic Race Takes Shape

The race for the Democratic Presidential nomination is
taking on clear definition for the first time. Most of the
non-serious candidates have dropped out, and those who
have entered, or are about to enter, will be the main
factors at least through the primary season.

The most notable development of recent weeks has
been consolidation on the party’s left wing. As Battle Line
predicted when Mayor John Lindsay became a Democrat
in August, his prospective entry has cleared much of the
deadwood out of the left. Harold Hughes, Birch Bayh,
William Proxmire, and Fred Harris have dropped out in
surprisingly short order. The only Democratic leftist who
has survived the Lindsay specter——Sen. George McGov-
ern—has done so because he has raised his money by
direct mail, rather than from a few fat cats as was the
case with all the dropouts. The big money on the left
wing—and there is plenty—will mostly be with Lindsay.
McGovern has the backing to last a couple of primaries,
but his vote must be comparable to Lindsay’s for him to
survive beyond Wisconsin. The guess here is that it won’t,

Aside from McGovern, Lindsay’s only problem on the
left is the possible entry of former Sen. Eugene McCarthy.
Unlike McGovern, the Minnesota poet has access to some
fat cats. If McCarthy runs in New Hampshire where he is
well known, he could get a head start on Lindsay, who is
disinclined to run in Edmund Muskie’s back yard. But
McCarthy faces a viciously hostile national press for such
heterodoxies as his vote against Edward Kennedy for
Majority Whip.

While the party left has been consolidating rapidly,
center-right contenders have been proliferating almost as
fast. Last month Sen. Henry Jackson of Washington and
Mayor Sam Yorty of Los Angeles joined McGovern as
the only officially declared Democrats, and indications
are growing that Alabama Gov. George Wallace will enter
most if not all of the Southern Democratic primaries, in-
cluding Florida, North Carolina, and Tennessee, This is
bad news for Jackson, the only moderate with a chance.
Yorty will be splitting the non-leftist vote with Jackson in

Sen. Henry Jackson (D-Wash.), who last month became the
third announced candidate for the Democratic nomination

New Hampshire, and Wallace (no doubt) in Florida.
This is likely to prevent Jackson from winning either of
the psychologically important first two primaries.

But Jackson is a formidable man. His announcement
statement November 19 suggested that he has rejected
the advice of aides who urged him to tone down his dif-
ferences with the Democratic disarmers and social liberals,
including Muskie. He described America as “the only
Western industrial democracy where people are afraid to
go out on the streets at night. Talk about civil rights!
Talk about civil liberties! What about the civil rights and
liberties of Americans—of ALL races—who don’t feel
safe in their own neighborhoods?”

Despite this, Jackson said, “many politicians whine at
the public’s demand for law and order. They say law and
order is a code word for racism, for repression. I say



that until we are prepared to acknowledge that law and
order is a real problem, we just won’t solve it.” In recent
weeks Jackson has also been moving toward a more con-
servative position on forced school busing. He has ex-
pressed concern about possible arms-limitation conces-
sions by the Nixon Administration to the Soviet Union,
and has said he will continue to oppose a withdrawal
deadline in Indochina.

Jackson Plays Tough

Perhaps most important for his chances, Jackson gave
some indication that he will not play possum when it
comes to his liberal-left competitors. Quoting from a
recent Muskie speech which said the Attica prison riot
indicates something “is terribly wrong” with America,
Jackson said: “A prison riot does not prove that some-
thing is terribly wrong in America. That kind of talk is
part of the problem, not part of the cure.

“This society is not a guilty, imperialist, oppressive
society. . . . This is not a sick country. This is a great
country. This is a country that is conscious of wrongs
and is capable of correcting the wrongs in our society.
But those wrongs won’t be corrected by throwing bombs,
by trying to stop the government, or by attacking police-
men. Nor will these wrongs be corrected by politicians
who apologize for extremists. Let's remember that
the first victim of extremism is justice.”

This is the kind of campaigning, if sustained, that gives
Jackson an outside chance of carrying several primaries
and perhaps of winning the nomination. He is not a
charismatic figure, and the hostile national media will not
impart to him a charisma that is not there. Jackson’s
only chance of serious contention is to emphasize his dis-
agreements with his competitors, not his similarities. Of
all the serious Democratic contenders, Jackson has the
most to gain from openly expressed ideological cleavage.
Whether this tough, attacking stance will be enough to
overcome Muskie’s early lead and the competition from
Yorty and Wallace on the center-right is highly doubtful,
but it is Jackson’s sole hope of success. His strong em-
phasis on the economic issue will help him in the already
friendly ranks of organized labor, and will provide him
with his major issue should he manage to win the nomi-
nation, but in terms of getting the nomination itself he
must cut into the “centrist” constituency of Muskie and
possibly Hubert Humphrey as well. He can do this, not
by moving to the left, but by showing that Muskie and
Humphrey are not centrists,

Humphrey is the largest remaining imponderable in the
Democratic race. He has sounded like a candidate one
day and a spectator the next, but there is no question his
statements have averaged out more and more on the side
of candidacy as 1971 has progressed. But even lately,
Humphrey has been showing a tendency to pick and
choose which primaries he will enter, This is a mistake.
Humphrey’s single biggest handicap is a widespread im-
pression that he is strictly a bosses’ candidate—he has
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never won a Democratic Presidential primary, either in
1960 or 1968—and he desperately needs strong primary
showings in order to win.

If he gets them, it is Muskie who will suffer the most.
Right now, the Maine Senator holds the middle ground in
potential constituencies. Part of his strength is that he is
the only Catholic running in a heavily Catholic party, but
he is also helped by the division on each of his flanks:
Lindsay and McGovern on the left, Jackson and Wallace-
Yorty on his right. The entry of Humphrey would bring
serious competition to the center as well; and if Hubert
stays the route, the likely dropout of McGovern, Yorty,
and Wallace could give Jackson and Lindsay uncontested
bases on either side in the later primaries, especially
California and New York.

Primary Importance

The overriding importance of the primaries, in absolute
terms and in comparison to 1968, is mot widely under-
stood. Because of reforms pushed by the McGovern
Commission, approximately two-thirds of all Democratic
delegates will be chosen in party primaries. In a few
scattered areas—most notably Mayor Daley’s Chicago—
strong local organizations can probably beat any outside
candidate with slates of unpledged delegate candidates,
but in 1972 this will be an exception rather than the rule.
If anyone, even Jackson or Lindsay, puts together a pri-
mary sweep of the type mounted by John F. Kennedy in
1960 or Richard Nixon in 1968, he will be the nominee
barring accident or death,

At this time, Muskie appears to be the only candidate
capable of achieving a sweep of Kennedy-Nixon propor-
tions. Despite some rather wide national poll fluctuations
in recent months, Muskie is far ahead in every Northern
primary state in which a reliable poll has been taken, and
he is stronger than any other single candidate even in
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much of the South. The misleading thing about the Gal-
lup and Harris polls showing Muskie’s decline is that they
all match him against three men: President Nixon, Sen.
Kennedy, and Sen. Humphrey. But Muskie does not have
to run against Nixon or Kennedy in the Democratic pri-
maries, and he may not have to run against Humphrey
in more than a few., Thus there is no question that
Muskie is the only primary entrant so far with broad sup-
port in the states that matter. No one else has “caught
fire.” The main cloud on this horizon is that the two
newest factors, Jackson and Lindsay, are capable of doing
so. The fact remains that they have failed to do so as
yet, and this is why Muskie is very likely to be the
nominee.

He is helped particularly by his apparent mastery in
New Hampshire, a small primary with large implications
simply by virtue of being the first. If Muskie’s big lead
holds up in the Granite State, it could set off a chain
reaction that carries its Maine neighbor right through the
remainder of the primary route. This is exactly the kind
of boost New Hampshire gave to Nixon in 1968. Candi-
dates like Humphrey and Lindsay who have downplayed
the importance of New Hampshire had better think twice.

A conspicuous absentee in this discussion has been
Edward Kennedy—and with reason. Whatever Kennedy
and his closest aides may be thinking privately, the new
structure of the Democratic Party, with its emphasis on
direct election of delegates, makes it extremely unlikely
that Kennedy can win without running. And his dis-
avowals of candidacy have been too convincing to be sud-
denly disowned without serious loss of face, and probably
ultimate disaster. Kennedy’s only hope is a shattering
fragmentation in the primaries, in which no one would
win more than two or three and the convention would
begin deeply deadlocked. This has not happened in either
party since 1952, and the “bandwagon” psychology of
the primary route renders it highly improbable in 1972.

If Muskie holds his big lead for much longer, specu-
lation will begin to focus on his Vice Presidential running
mate. Muskie has already ruled out a Negro candidate,
and his own background makes him unlikely to choose
either a Catholic or a Northeasterner, though a very
strong second-place showing by Lindsay could change
this.

Half of the elected Democratic politicians in the South
are preening themselves these days, but a Southern run-
ning mate for Muskie is even more unlikely than an East-
ern one. The Democrats carried one Southern state in
1968, and polls matching various Democrats against Nixon
and Wallace suggest that they may carry none in 1972, The
fact is that the Democrats have moved too far left in
their national policies to have much of a chance in
the South with anyone but Jackson; and if Jackson bulls
his way to the nomination the South will be the last place
he would look to gain strength., With Jackson, the Demo-
crats will contend strongly in the South without a South-
erner on the ticket. With anyone but Jackson, Democratic
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planners will almost certainly write off the area to Nixon
and Wallace as the very first “given” of the campaign.

In the West, the only Protestant Democrat of national
stature is Jackson. But given Jackson’s apparent decision
to emphasize his differences with Muskie, a Muskie-
Jackson ticket would look more than a little schizophrenic
—~far more so, for example, than the Kennedy-Johnson
ticket of 1960. In 1960, Kennedy and Johnson disagreed
very little on the issues; it is hard to recall a single impor-
tant area where they disagreed on substance, rather than
style or emphasis. This will not be the case with Muskie
and Jackson in 1972. Moreover, Muskie will know that
the nomination of a fellow liberal-dove will almost cer-
tainly not alienate either Jackson or the AFL-CIO-—but
that the nomination of Jackson would almost certainly
cause a schism with the party’s powerful Left.

Midwesterner Likely

Aside from Humphrey, the only presentable Protestant
Democrats to hold statewide office in the Midwest are
Sens. McGovern and Hughes from the Farm Belt; and
Sens, Proxmire, Mondale, Bayh, and Stevenson from the
Lake states. Muskie’s choice will almost certainly come
from this group. Humphrey, who has already been Vice
President and very nearly President, can be ruled out. So
can Proxmire, if only because of his two divorces. Mc-
Govern and Hughes are from smaller, non-strategic states
where the Republicans will be favored no matter what;
furthermore, the selection of either one would not be
taken kindly by George Meany. That leaves Bayh, Mon-
dale, and Stevenson as the front-runners.

Bayh dropped out of the Presidential race because of
the illness of his wife, but it was an open secret in polit-
ical circles that his campaign was dead well before the
announcement. Despite his good looks, glibness, and
national reputation, Bayh appears to lack an indefinable
“big-league” quality that makes for a serious national
politician. The odds appear to be against his selection.

Mondale is handsome and articulate, and may have
the “national” quality Bayh lacks. He is a real possibil-
ity, probably with a better chance than Bayh, but he has
been very liberal on the wrong issues—like busing,

Without having any of the others’ disadvantages, Adlai
Stevenson III has one strong recommendation which they
all lack: he is a proven vote-getter in a large state that
Muskie must carry to win nationally. The nomination of
Stevenson would also be a significant bargaining card with
Daley—who probably would like to see Stevenson ad-
vance beyond the lllinois political scene for more reasons
than one. Then there is the name, which for Muskie
would be a symbolic gesture to the party’s past—a past
which, in defense and foreign policy, Jackson is trying to
revive substantively rather than symbolically. A Muskie-
Stevenson ticket, because it is the path of least resistance
and least pain to so many elements in the Democratic
Party as now constituted, is the likeliest outcome as of
now,
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prayer or meditation in U.S. public schools:

DEMOCRATS
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Anderson {Calif.)
Anderson (Tenn.)
Annunzio
Ashley

Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Begich
Bergland
Binggi
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brosco
Brooks
Burlison (Moe.)
Burton
Cabell

Carey

Celler
Chisholm
Clay

Collins (111)
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Daniels (N.J.)
Danielsen
Davis (Ga.)
Dellums
Denholm
Dingell

Dorn

by Human Events,

DEMOCRATS
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Annunzia
Ashley
Badillo
Begich
Bergland
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boliing
Brademas
Brasco
Burke (Mass.)
Burton
Byrne
Carey
Celfler
Chisholm
Clay
Collins (I1L)
Conyers
Corman
Daniels
Danielson
de la Garza
Dellums
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Dow

Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards (Calif.)
Eilberg

Evans (Cole.)
Evins (Tenn.)
Fascell

Foley

Ford, William
Fraser

Fulton {Tenn.)
Gallagher
Gonzalex
Grasso
Green (Pa.)
Griffin
Griffiths
Hamilton
Hanna
Hansen (Wash.)
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Helstoski
Helifield
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson (Calif.)
Jones (Ala.)
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kluczynski
Koch

Kyros
tandrum
leggett

Link

Long (Md.)
McCormack

Congressmen For Busing

Below is o list of 122 Congressmen who voited with pro-busing forces on of least two of three House tesf voies Jasi month, This compilation was made

Denholm
Dent
Donchue
Dorn

Dow

Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards (Calif.)
Evans (Colo.)
Fascell
Foley

Fraser
Gallagher
Gonzalez
Green (Pa.)
Hanley
Harrington
Hathoway
Hawkins
Hechler
Helstoski
Hicks (Wash.)
Holifield
Howard
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kyros
Leggett
Link
McCormack
McFall

McFall
MeKay
Macdonald
Madden
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mikva

Miller (Calif.)
Mills (Ark.)
Minish

Mink
Mitchell
Moorhead
Moss

Nedzi

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Podell
Preyer (N.C.)
Rangel

Rees

Reuss
Redino
Rooney (N.Y.)
Rosenthal
Roy

Roybol

Ryan

St Germain
Satterfield
Schever
Seiberling
Sisk

Smith (lowa)
Stanton, James V.

Madden
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Minish

Mink
Mitchell
Moorhead
Morgan
Moss
Murphy (1if.)
Murphy (N.Y.)
Nix

Obey
O'Neill
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Podeli
Preyer

Price (1)
Rangel
Reuss
Rodine
Roncalio
Rooney (N.Y.)
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roy

Roybal
Ryan

Congressmen Against Prayer

Below is o list of the 162 House members who vofed ogainst, ond fhus defecled, o consfifufional amendment fhaf would have permitfed voluniary

Steed

Stephens
Stokes
Symington
Thompson (N.J.)
Tiernan

Udall

WHiman

Van Deerlin
Vanik

Waldie

Wilson, Charles
Yates

REPUBLICANS

Anderson (111.)
Biester
Dellenback
Findley
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Gude

Hansen {idaho)
Heinz

Horton

Keith
McCloskey
McCulloch
Mailliard
Mayne

Morse

Mosher
Peyser
Railsback
Reid (N.Y.)
Riegle
Robison (N.Y.)
Schwengel
Steiger (Wis))
Whalen
Wiggins

Seiberling
Smith (lowa)
Stokes
Symington
Thompson (N.J.)
Van Deerlin
Waldie

Wolff

Yates

REPUBLICANS
Anderson (NL.)
Bell

Conte
Dellenbock
Erlenborn

Fish

Frenzel

Gude

Heckler
McClory
McCloskey
Mailliard
Mayne

Morse
Mosher

Quis

Reid

Riegle

Steiger (Wis.)
Whalen
Zwach
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Nix on Prayer

The House of Representatives rejected last month a
constitutional amendment which would have permitted
schoolchildren to participate in “voluntary prayer or
meditation.”

The amendment, sponsored by Rep. Chalmers Wylie
(R.-Ohio) and modified slightly by Rep. John Buchanan
(R.-Ala.), received 240 votes to 162 against. It thus
fell 28 votes short of the two-thirds majority needed for
passage of constitutional amendments.

Expected to pass earlier in the year, the amendment
was scuttled by an hysterical lobbying campaign by
liberal-controlled church groups and denominations,
These included the National Council of Churches, the
U.S. Catholic Conference, the American Baptist Con-
vention, the Episcopal Church Executive Council, the
American Jewish Congress, the United Presbyterian
Church, the United Methodist Church, the Friends Com-
mittee on National Legislation, the Church of the Breth-
ren, and the Unitarian Universalist Association. This
ponderous array led Rep. John Hunt (R.-N.J.) to
remark, “Everyone is against voluntary prayers in our
schools except the people.”

Indeed, every reputable poll has shown that an over-
whelming majority of the American people favor school
prayer. The idea that a practice as old as the Republic
itself is a threat to church-state separation, as the Supreme
Court ruled in 1962, is ludicrous to most Americans.

This issue is far from dead. The Conservative Victory
Fund, an affiliate of the American Conservative Union
which gives financial aid and advice to Congressional
candidates around the country, will encourage candidates
it supports to revive the school-prayer issue in campaigns
this fall. In the meantime, we publish on the adjoining
page a list of all Representatives who voted against the
amendment. Conservative organizers, workers, and can-
didates would be wise to regard quite a few of these
gentlemen as vulnerable in their home districts, whether
in primaries or general elections.

Busing Setback

In a series of amendments to the Higher Education
Act of 1971 last month, House busing foes won a string
of overwhelming victories. Unfortunately, though, the
margins were not sufficient to pass Rep. Norman Lent’s
constitutional amendment banning forced busing that may
be voted on early next year. Unless a half dozen or so
Congressmen who voted for busing this year can be
persuaded to vote against it next year, the amendment
will fall short of the two-thirds majority it needs.

The most important amendment passed last month was
introduced by Rep. John Ashbrook (R.-Ohio), a Board
member and past chairman of the American Conserva-
tive Union. The Ashbrook Amendment, if passed by the
Senate and signed by the White House, would bar the
use of Federal funds for busing students or teachers for
“racial balance,” or for purchasing buses for that purpose.
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It passed on a vote of 233 to 124.

A key amendment to the Ashbrook measure was intro-
duced by Rep. Edith Green (D.-Ore.). It would bar any
Federal employee or agency from forcing or inducing the
use of state or local funds for any purpose for which
Federal funds could not be used. In other words, if
Federal funds cannot be used for busing, Federal bureau-
crats cannot use their leverage to divert local funds to
that purpose. The Green Amendment passed by a similar
vote, 231 to 126.

A third amendment was offered by Rep. William
Broomfield (R.-Mich.). It would postpone the effective-
ness of any Federal court order requiring busing until all
appeals, or all deadlines for appeals, have been exhausted.
It passed, 235 to 125.

On the adjoining page, Battle Line publishes a list
of all Congressmen who voted against two or more of
these three amendments. ACU members who live in the
districts of these Congressmen are urged to oppose in
letters and wires further pro-busing votes, and demand
that they resist busing by backing the Lent Amendment
next year.

States Can Handle Welfare

While President Nixon’s Family Assistance Plan re-
mains stalled in the Senate Finance Committee, evidence
continues to mount that the radical guaranteed-income
scheme should never have been proposed in the first place.

One of FAP’s main assumptions, for example, is that
states and localities have proven themselves incapable
of keeping their welfare rolls within reasonable bounds.
If FAP is passed, all welfare programs will be transferred
to a new 65,000-man bureaucracy in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, to be administered by
liberal Richard Nathan.

A year or so ago, the incompetence of states and
municipalities did seem a provable contention. It was
under their stewardship, after all, that national welfare
cases more than doubled in the decade of the 1960s.
But there was, it turned out, a limit. More and more
governors, mayors, and legislators were finding that either
welfare would have to be cut, or taxes would have to
be raised. Not surprisingly, more and more are choosing
the former option.

In the month of July, 84,000 people were dropped
from state welfare rolls, according to figures recently
released by HEW. It was the third straight month this
had happened, a reversal of a decade-old trend. Since
more and more states have adopted tougher welfare
practices, it is likely that later figures will show further
declines,

Passage of FAP, which would add 14 million Ameri-
cans to the welfare rolls as well as federalize the system,
would be particularly senseless coming at a time when
the states are proving their ability to bring the problem
under control. ACU members are reminded to write their
home-state Senators urging opposition to FAP, and sup-
port of an anti-FAP filibuster if necessary.
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Toughness on Indochina

President Nixon’s Vietnam-oriented press conference
November 12 provided an encouraging contrast to his
disastrous China policy.

The acceleration in the troop-withdrawal program was
not unexpected—and, considering the progress of our
South Vietnamese allies, probably not imprudent. What
was welcome and more than a little unexpected was
the President’s firm articulation of our reasons for standing
by our treaty commitments, together with the concrete
pledges he outlined toward achieving that end.

Perhaps the most important departure in Mr, Nixon’s
remarks was the explicitness of his commitment to a
“residual force”: “If we do not get a negotiated settle-
ment, then it is necessary to maintain a residual force
for not only the reason . . . of having something to
negotiate with, with regard to our prisoners, but it is also
essential to do so in order to continue our role of leaving
South Vietnam in a position where it will be able to
defend itself against a Communist takeover.” In this
statement, the President underlined the immorality of
using a residual force merely as a device to obtain POW
release. In addition, it is clear that he has no intention
of eliminating the residual force by stages, and then using
vital air support as the only remaining bargaining chip for
prisoner release, as some have speculated. That is a for-
mula for Communist victory that Mr. Nixon rightly rejects.

Regarding air power, “we will continue to use it in
support of the South Vietnamese until there is a negotiated
settlement or, looking further down the road, until the
South Vietnamese have developed the capability to handle
the situation themselves.” This goes a long way toward
complete detachment of air power from the prisoner
issue, a policy Battle Line strongly urged last month.
American air power is too vital a part of the South
Vietnamese military machine to become part of the
political equation, at least for quite a while.

Later in the week, in signing the military procurement
bill, the President announced he would not be bound by
the newly enacted Mansfield Amendment making it the
“policy of the United States” to withdraw from Indochina
subject only to prisoner release. His decision was not
only good policy, but good law. The Mansfield measure
was passed in language which makes it non-binding, and
to carry it out would mean overt betrayal of our allies.

The President’s new toughness was rewarded later that
day in Congress. By a surprisingly one-sided vote of
238 to 164, the House of Representatives rejected an
amendment of Rep. Edward Boland (D.-Mass.) that
would have been binding: a cutoff of all funding for the
war by June 1, subject only to prisoner release. ACU
members are urged to contact their Senators urging
rejection of any similar measure. America’s role in Asia,
not to mention the credibility of our anti-Communist for-
eign policy on every continent, depend on continued
toughness by the President and continued resistance by
Congressional hawks.
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State Politics

California: Up for Grabs

Gov. Ronald Reagan and the Democrats who control
the California Legislature have come to tentative agree-
ment on a Congressional redistricting plan that gives both
parties a shot at significant gains. The state’s reapportion-
ment maneuvering has been one of the most closely
watched in the nation, since California gains five House
seats in the new Census.

None of the 38 incumbents—20 Democrats and 18 Re-
publicans—will be seriously hurt by the new plan, and
only a mammoth sweep could affect even a handful of
these seats. But at least three of the five new seats could
go to either party.

One district will include the “Inland Empire” east of
Los Angeles, including San Bernardino County. The rapid-
ly growing suburban area has Democratic traditions, but
has had a Republican trend in recent years. President
Nixon rolled up a 22,000-vote plurality in San Bernardino
in 1968 in the context of a close race statewide.

Another marginal district will lie in the San Joaquin
Valley, sprawling all the way from Sacramento to Bakers-
field. This is traditionally Democratic “Okie” country,
but conservative Republicans have won here recently.

A more problematic district will include Santa Clara
County, a booming suburban area south of San Francisco.
The key figure here is Rep. Paul McCloskey, the liberal
Republican who is challenging President Nixon in the
primaries. If McCloskey runs and wins renomination in
what is left of his old district, Republicans would be
favored in the new one as well as the old one. But if
McCloskey runs in Santa Clara, his old district will prob-
ably go Democratic as a result of Census shifts.

The two other new districts, one in the Sun Belt area
of Orange and San Diego Counties, and the other in a
Negro section of Los Angeles County, will not be mar-
ginal. Barring a cataclysm, the first will go Republican
and the second Democratic.

The likeliest outcome is that three of the new seats will
go Republican, and two Democratic. This would leave
the Democrats in narrow control of the nation’s largest
House delegation, 23-22.

As in Illinois (see November Battle Line), the situation
would have been much worse if state Republicans had
heeded the advice of their Congressional colleagues. Rep.
Phillip Burton, a very liberal Democrat from San Fran-
cisco, asked the Republican Congressmen to carve out
their own seats. After they had predictably given them-
selves ultra-safe districts, in the process gobbling up al-
most every spare Republican precinct in the state, Burton
took the leftovers and produced four sure Democratic
seats and a single, unavoidable Republican one. The en-
tire delegation then united behind this monstrosity and
presented it to the state. The Governor, to his credit,
wouldn’t play, and insisted on the more equitable map
now headed for passage.
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Louisiana: Familiar Split

There was something old and something new in the
outcome of Louisiana’s Democratic gubernatorial primary
November 6. But Bayou State observers were betting that
the old patterns will triumph in the two-man runoff De-
cember 18.

The novel side of things, which received most of the
attention in the national press, consisted in the striking
fact that the race issue was absent from the campaign and
that the two front-runners, Rep. Edwin Edwards and State
Sen. J. Bennett Johnston, are both considered political
moderates by Louisiana standards.

But a more traditional element, less commented upon
outside the state, was present as well: the two survivors
of the wild 17-man race are a Catholic from the southern
and a Protestant from the northern part of the state.
Whenever this situation has arisen in the past two genera-
tions, and it has done so often, the northern Protestant
has always won the governorship.

So the smart-money favorite in the December election
is not Edwards, the Catholic who ran first with 24 per
cent of the vote, but Johnston, the Baptist who ran second
with 18. Another moderate, former Rep. Gillis Long, ran
third with 15 per cent. More conservative candidates like
two-time former Gov. Jimmie Davis, Lt. Gov. Taddy
Aycock, State Sen. John Schwegmann, and Rep. Speedy
Long, were well back in the pack. But their combined
strength adds up to nearly 30 per cent of the ballots, while
the votes of the liberal also-rans do not exceed 20 per cent.

This has led some observers to predict that Johnston
will take a more conservative line as the eclection ap-
proaches, since conservative social views have been a
major factor in the Protestant domination of gubernatorial
runoffs. This pattern obtained in 1964, when the present
Governor, John McKeithen, moved to the right to over-
take the moderate Catholic Mayor of New Orleans, the
late deLesseps Morrison, who had finished far ahead in
the first primary. Johnston is considered somewhat less
liberal than Edwards to begin with.

David Treen breezed to victory in the Republican pri-
mary with 93 per cent of the vote. Treen, who twice came
within a hair of unseating House Majority Leader Hale
Boggs in New Orleans, is an articulate conservative with
strong financial backing. His chances of winning the Feb-
ruary 1 general election would dramatically improve if
Edwards wins the runoff, or if Johnston wins it without
moving toward the right.

Vermont: Mallary Wins

Candidates from the more conservative wings of Ver-
mont’s two partics were nominated for the state’s only
House seat November 17. Richard W. Mallary, a 42-year-
old dairy farmer, took the Republican nomination with
15,011 votes in a six-man field. His nearest competitor,
Secretary of State Richard Thomas, got 10,833, while con-
servative-turned-liberal State Sen. John Alden placed a
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distant third with 5,660. Mallary, a former state senator
and representative, was an aide to Gov. Deane Davis until
recently.

Probate Judge J. William O’Brien, 45, won the Demo-
cratic nomination with 5,744 votes, or 45 per cent, in a
race against three liberals. But Mallary is heavily favored
to win in a state where Republicans have lost only one
Congressional race since the party’s founding. The gen-
eral election is January 7.

The contest was necessitated by the death earlier this
year of Sen. Winston Prouty, a Republican. Robert Staf-
ford, the state’s Congressman since 1961, was appointed
to succed him and is a sure winner in January for the re-
maining five years of Prouty’s term.

If Mallary wins, he will be in line for a Senate seat in
the near future. Sen. George Aiken, a 79-year-old Repub-
lican, is expected to retire in 1974. Both Aiken and Staf-
ford are liberals.

Massachusetts: Bad Scene

Massachusetts has completed its Congressional redis-
tricting—and the outlook for Bay State conservatives of
both parties is worse than ever.

No conservative has represented the state in Congress
since the 1969 death of veteran GOP Congressman Wil-
liam Bates, whose House seat was taken over by radical
Democrat Michael Harrington. Just last year, one of the
less liberal {and most hawkish) Democrats in the delega-
tion, Philip Philbin, was unseated in the primary by an-
other radical, Father Robert Drinan, In this year’s interim
ACU Key Issues Index, only two members of the 12-man
delegation had conservative ratings higher than 15 per
cent,

It is precisely these two members that the bill signed
November 13 by way-out GOP Gov. Francis Sargent, and
drafted by the Democratic-controlled legislature, is likely
to unseat. Rep. Hastings Keith, whose 50 per cent ACU
rating is liberal for most Republicans but unequalled in
Massachusetts, watched helplessly as his home town of
West Bridgewater was lifted from the already shaky 12th
District, which comprises Cape Cod and much of south-
eastern Massachusetts. Keith is now rated a slight under-
dog to peace Democrat Gerry Studds, who nearly unseated
him last year.

Boston-based Congresswoman Louise Day Hicks (ACU
Index: 33) is fresh from a disappointing showing in her
second run for Mayor and may be in for more frustrations
in her second race for Congress. Not only has her Ninth
District seat been extended far out into suburban areas
where social conservatism is likely to be less appealing,
but most of her strength in working-class Dorchester has
been removed. Her main hope for renomination lies in
the proliferation of more liberal Democrats aching to
challenge her. These include State Sen. Robert Cawley,
architect of the redistricting plan; State Sen. John Joseph
Moakley, who made a strong showing against Mrs. Hicks

(Continued on Page 8)
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Chairman’s Comment

Affairs of State

By M. Stanton Evans
Chairman, American Conservative Union

These words are written on a return trip from the first
annual banquet of the New Jersey Conservative Union—
a state affiliate of ACU.

In one year’s time NJCU has written an organizational
success story with few parallels anywhere in the country,
one which may provide an example to conservatives in
other states concerned to take effective grass-roots action.
My own conviction is that the long-term future of the con-
servative movement will chiefly depend on state and local
groups established on this pattern,

Some 300 leaders of the NJCU assembled at the Nep-
tune Inn in Paramus to mark the anniversary of the group
_ and to hear reports on state and national issues. The pro-
gram featured remarks by Prof. Henry Paolucci, vice-
chairman of the New York Conservative Party, Vietnam
hero Dr. James Walker Ralph, and NJCU chairman Dr.
Heinz Mackensen. Progress of the organization was re-
counted and plans charted for the coming year.

NICU claims 3,000 members and a well-balanced
executive board including figures from the academic
world, businessmen, media representatives, and practicing
politicians. An active membership committee seeks out
new recruits and a steady flow of names is received by
state headquarters in Hackensack. Participation of young
conservatives is solicited and campus representatives are
prominent on the board,

NICU interviews and endorses selected candidates for
state and local office and acts as a lever of conservative
influence on both major parties. It publishes a regular
newsletter, and has special divisions responsible for
women’s and youth activities. Its major objective for
1972 is to come up with a conservative replacement, re-
gardless of party label, for ultra-liberal Republican Sen.
Clifford Case.

It was apparent from the size and enthusiasm of the
Paramus meeting that this is a strong and growing or-
ganization—precisely the kind of organization which can
bring victory to the conservative cause, New Jersey has
been under liberal bi-partisan dominion for so long that
the process will not be easy, but there is little doubt from
what I have seen that Dr. Mackensen and his legions will
eventually get the job done.

ACU is a Washington-based group with a national con-
stituency, and its energies are focused on events and per-
sonalities in the national capital. But the balance of forces
in Washington can in the final analysis be altered for the
better only by action in the states, and the total sum of our
distress alleviated only by attention to local as well as
national issues. In both respects, state conservative groups
are of crucial importance.

Such groups are important in another sense as well.
Despite its heterogeneous political population, Washing-
ton is a strangely insulated city. Its fads and delusions
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have a way of affecting not only the orthodox liberals who
abound in government, but Republicans and conservatives
as well. Solid common sense from state and local con-
servatives must penetrate the miasma of liberal confusion
if any sense of balance is to be maintained.

For all of these reasons, ACU seeks to encourage for-
mation of state affiliates—an undertaking in which NJCU
and other state conservative unions have promised their
assistance. Just as Dr. Mackensen’s group began with
timely help from Bill Duff and the leaders of the Pennsyl-
vania Conservative Union, so the experience of these state
leaders can prove invaluable to conservatives in other
localities. Those who would like to start such groups are
invited to contact national ACU headquarters for further
information.

(Continued from Page 7)

in the old district last year; Boston School Committeeman
James Hennigan; and David Nelson, a Negro attorney who
also ran in 1970. But even if an opposition split enables
Mrs. Hicks to survive the primary, she will be vulnerable
to challenge from a liberal Republican such as State Sen.
John Quinlan of suburban Norwood.

The ten liberals in the delegation, seven Democrats and
three Republicans, all have safer districts than before. If
a state ever needed a Conservative Party, this is it.

Pennsylvania: PCU Grows

Elsewhere on this page, ACU Chairman M. Stanton
Evans comments on the growing muscle of the New Jersey
Conservative Union, one of ACU’s most active affiliates.
It's™ appropriate to add that NJCU’s elder sister, the
Pennsylvania Conservative Union, has been equally
active across the state line.

The group has just issued a first-rate analysis of the
bloated state budget of liberal Democratic Gov. Milton
Shapp. The PCU study recommended cuts of
$942,978,000 from Shapp’s $5.7 billion budget. PCU
Chairman William Duff charged that the Shapp budget
“is, in truth, a master plan for the socialization of Penn-
sylvania and should be of great concern to all Pennsyl-
vanians who are jealous of their freedom.” The PCU
study, modelled on ACU’s study earlier this year of the
Federal budget and one of the first such analyses by a state
conservative group, should add to the level of that con-
cern.

On other fronts, PCU has joined with the Pennsylvania
chapter of Young Americans for Freedom, as well as the
national headquarters of both groups, in a protest cam-
paign against the reported decision of Mack Truck, Inc. to
build a truck assembly plant in the Soviet Union. PCU
has notified state business leaders of the proposed deal
and urged them to write Mack in opposition.

PCU announced last month the establishment of a state
speakers’ bureau. Like NJCU, the group has joined ACU
in suspending support of the Nixon Administration.
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Catholic Vote & 1972

(Political Strategy - 1972 file)
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While this memorandum, for stylistic and cbvioas 1 225015, is noL scaw /7
to the President -~ would hope that the dissenting views herci L CN ,u\.,:;b\.,u,
would be gotten 10 him -~ before he makes any decision uno

remarkable document I have in hand entitled, " The Catiiolic Voie aund .74,
For if we are making scheduling, budget and political decision
of this remorseless nonsense, then we are goinc ¢ have to count upoa a
Chicago repeat to be back in 1972,
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Points that come up aiter only a rapid reading of the Mo‘ey memoranduwin:

1. Nowhere does one see proper recognition of the hard politic” fact that
hile there are six million Jews in this country, 22,000,000 blacks -~

there are some 46,000, 000 Catholic. Not only are the Catholic by far the
hugest bloc of available Democratic votes to win for us ~- they .

by Mr., Morey!s statistics, the easiest to convert.

)
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2, Here is another hard political fact that does not emerge: I the Presicent
could raise himself {rom say 25 percent of the Catholic vote to 40 percent
of the Catholic vote -~ that would be worth more in terms of absoluie voric
than if the President went from 0 percent of the Jewish vote to 100 perce:.

Since Catholic Democrats are more numerous and easier 10 win over ihan
black Democrats and Jewish Democrats, clearly this is where our emphasis
should be placed.

3. Morey contends that "Catholicism'' is no longer so binding a iactor as it
once was in 1960 -= with JFK. That is precisely our point. We are not
asking that the President throw in with the mackerel snappers, converi anc
become a daily communicant. We are saying that since "Catholicism, "
per sc, "religious ffiliation,‘ is le s important than it was in 1960, RN
has a fax bcttcr chance in 1972 of taking away Catholic voters {rom a
Cuathoilic cxnmcmtc, ioe., {(Muskic). Indeed, much of Mox cy s analysis,
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4. Says Morey, things other than Catholicism are more impoyiaat 1o

Catholics, He mentions ethnicity; we don't dis

it one hundred BC“ cut. The Pre sident should
1
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c
{he schools in Wu.ich so many of them believe an
millions of Catheolics and ethnics have place

O

t
“media’s minorities" (‘Blac;\s, Mp\;can Americans, S >“nis}
are tough to crack, azlmost solid Democratic -- and begin focusin, oun tas oo,
ethnic minorities (Irish, Italians, Poles, Slovaks, etc.), the bizg minorilics
where the President's name is not a divvy woxd, where the Presidends
personal beliefs and political actions are more consistent with their own,

I begin to v ize an 1 on the i that there are as man
When we begin to recognize and act on the idea that there are as
Italian~Americans in the Bronx as there are Black Amevicans in Harlem,
we will better begin to serve.the Presidentls interests,

As noted in previows memoranda, and proved by Senator Buck
York, there are more "Queens Democrats'! than there are !
Democrats' and they are a hell of a lot easier for a Repuohcan Lo

5. Morey contends that Blacks and Jews and Catholics woun for JFK ~- but
that is like comparing tangerines to g'”pe;rm»s to watermelons. Cne can
say that the "Maltese~-Americans' won it for Kennedy. The crucia. points
are a) the size of the bloc and b) the winnability of the bloc. Oun bota
counts any politician wili tell you the Catholics are where the ducks are.

6. Morey contends there is a trade-off, that aid to Catholic schools will
alienate some Protestants. No one denies this. We may lose some votes.
But where is there recognition of these points. Justas 1} pro-Catholicism
on the part of voters diminished since 1960 -- so, too, has anti-Catholicisim.
2) Aid to Catholic schools will no longer kill a candidate in Protestant
areas ~=- as is clearly evident from the fact that perhaps a dozen states in
the last decade mo ved that route. 3) Look closely at the trade-off. Ave
Protestants, traditionally anti- Ca.thohc going to vote against Richard Nixon
for some indirect assistance to parochial schools -- and then turn arounc
and vote for a Catholic Ed Muskie. Hardly., Many of them wili nov like it.
But very few will go the full route. Morey mentions Milliken gaining voies
amonyg Michigan Catholics, and losing them among upstate Protestants ior
coming out for parochial aid. Without any stat
this reason. I can't believe that a rcaciionary

Ay

vics I question that, Iovr

i N
Protestant will vote againsy
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Milliken for aiding Catholic schools -- when the choice is to turn around
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In short, our Protestant supporters will be angry, many of ihem, with ais
kind of aid, but fewer than every before, and the overwheiming ma
not soc angry as to desert a middle-oi-the-road Xepu

iiberal Democrat.
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A phrase used around here recently is appropriate. The WASPS have
"nowhere else to go. "

7. Wherein this entiTte memo is recognition of the problem this creates
for the other side ~~ the Democrats. That party is divide
Establishment liverals and increasingly mililant blacks on the one acaad --
and Roman Catholics on the other, foxr a sim

si
Democrats versus the New York Times Democrats if you wiil,
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When RN comes out for aid to parcchial schools, this will drive a weaze
right down the Middle of the Democratic Party, The same is true of
abortion; the same is true of hard-iine anti-pornography laws, For thosc
most against aid to Catholic schools, most for abortion, and an end w ail
censorship are the New York Times Democrats, And those most violenily
for aid to Catholic schools and against abortion and dirty books, are the
Jim Buckley Catholic Democrats.

Rockefeller, in coming out for parochial aid, has recognized this. In
1970 he won over Catholic Democrats in greater numbers, than ever -~ while
his upstate Protestants grumbled about aid to Catholic schools, but they

"had no place else to go." g

8, Morey mentions that 'a Gallup Poll conducted in July 1968 indicates ihal
the voter's choice between McCarthy and Humphrey was not guidec by
religious affiliation of the candidate. In fact it was slightly reversed,’

This shows an utter lack of understanding of the Catholic Community and
the Catholic issue -~ as we sée it.

f course, rank-and-file Catholics did not go for McCarthy. The reason
has nothing to do with his religion -- everything to do with his style.
McCarthy is an upper middle class liberal, who hobnobs with radical kics,
who writes poetiry, a post-Vatican II peacenik, snoboish, ecwmaniac wio
apes the Harvard Wasps., Your average lower middle and middle income
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Catholic cannot identi fy ith McCarthy and the Beautiful People; they arc
not Gene McCarthy men, they are Dick' Daley men. The fellows who j join
the K. of C., who make mass and communion every morning, who

retreats, who join the Holy Name Society, who fight against abortio
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their legislatures, who send their kids to C tholic schools, wino work on

assembly lines and live in Polish, Irish, Italian and Cazholic communitics
or who have headed to the suburbs -~ these are the majority of Catholics;

they are where cur voties are.

Morey's statistics on Catholic clergy uninterested in Catholic schools repea
the same error. The one-third of priests who are not interested in Catholic
schools probably contain the one hundred percent of Catholic clergy wiv
either endorse or '"uncderstand" what the Berrigan boys were trying o o.
What I am saying is that there is a deep division in the Catholic \,gmmu;:ix.;:.

We should be working the Catholic social conservatives -~ the clear majoai

As for the Catholic liberals, who ape the Wasp upper LZast Side liberals --
like Southern liberals, they are the worst kind. Converts to liberalisin,
to "right thinking'', they outdo the New York Times in their fanaticism iov
their '""New faith."

9. Morey contends that Catholic schools do not seem a veally strong issue
among Catholics. How can one say that? Surely, among some Catholics
who have ""made it" the impgGtance of Catholic schools has diminished. But
among those Catholics who deeply believe in their schools, among those wao
send 5,000, 000 of their children to Catholic schools, a 'religious education
is a burning issue, and in an age of '"permissiveness' bound tostay a
burning issue. Why do I say this? Comraon sense I think tells us that waen
Catholic pressure in the 1960s can bring Protestant legislatures in state
after state to vote aid for their schools that shows interest, concern and
paver. Secondly, running the Catholic school system in an “extra tax"

upon Catholics of -~ one estimates runs -- five billion dollars a year. Any
group willing to pony up an extra {ive billion in taxes, to educate iis
children a different way from the free public schools is a group whose
interests ought to be reckoned with.

10. Catholic schools as an issue can be compared with ""gun contreol" ana
""aid to Israel." It is an issue on which a minority of Americans, i.e.
conservative Catholics, are so deeply concerned that their votes can be
switched on that issue along. For the majority who may disagree, it is not
a ""voting issue."

. ":
Thus, while eighty percent of the people favor gun control, if you come out
too strong for it, you win next to nothing, but you have ten or fifteen percen
of the electorate working night and day to sece you defeated. (See: Joe
Tydings, circa 1970, and Joe Claii, circa 1968)



11. In 196 use he could not iose the Catholic vote; it was in his
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pocket, it nad '"no pilace elsc to go,'' JIFX could come out against aid

N

to Catholic schools -~ working the Protestant side of the s
was winere the ducks werce for him. Quite naturally, ours ave over thewve,
in the Catholic community. .

i2. Just look at Muskie himsell, and his tergiversations over ithe Caihollc
issue. He waffles on = “O':Lion; he has refused to speak out on Catholic
schools; he has a split party; and the more we force these "spiitting’ issuc:
the better for the President.

13. The final argument against aid to Ca“qolic scizools is that iv drew
"extremely negative responses' fro he NEA, and "others involv
public education''. that could "well alienace i, 8 miliion publiic school teacCaer
For Christ sake, anti-Catholic publis schools teachers are not the Prosider
constituent; as for the NEA, and its lobby they have made an avocationda
cutting the Presidentls throat, We are Never going 1o getl pecople like it
why should we be solicitious about ofiending them if it can get us voies
elsewhere, '
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Indeed, the fact that it would "frost" the NEA is one of the more appealin
arguments for going ahead with aid to parochial schools.

4. When we move on aid to parochial, schools, it can be done through the
mechanism of vouchers and tax credits, which is the least oifensive to
everyone, and most acceptable. Which would minimize any losses -- and
we could through the Catholic media and Catholic outlets, maximize the gals
If the President can go up 15 percent among Catholics, that would be worta
more than getting 100 percent of the Jewish vote, and worth more than
going from ten percent to forty percent among blacks,

Any my view is that it is one hell of a lot easier thing to do, because
conservative Republicans, i.e., James Buckley, la ve shown that it is a
realistic political alliance., Morey supports this point by indicating
Goldwater's gains among Catholics in New York.

or

4,

15. Finally, there is a potential, latent majority out there -~ available
the President which we have failed to put together. It consists of the
President's WASP and white-collar conservative base -~ added to it
Southern Protestants and Northern, Midwestern and Western Catholics.
Morey is right in that parochial school aid alone will not win it for us.
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When that is put together, not everyone in that coalition will agree on
every issue -- but they will agree on enough. Southern Protestants will
not like aid to Northern Catholic schools -- but the bonds that hold that
coalition togetner will be stronger than those forcing it apart. (Indeed,
Roosevelit’s coalition of Southera wiites plus Southern blacks had {ur more
inconsistencies than our potential coalition has).

And Morey is right in Lhuu we ought not to rely on one appeal -- wiether it
be aid to parochial schools or what., it should be multi-facetled; it ;

A mixture of social conservativism, which is a majority view nationally, »l
economic assistance and visability appointments and, {or the Democrats
who are willing to go half-way with the President, not the Democrats wi
detest him. Tnu&, instead of scncing the oz ae;b out o alil our L encics --
hire blacks and women -- the order should cro out -~ hire ethnic Caiholics’
preferable women, for visible posts, One example: Italian Amevicans,
unlike blacks, have never had a Supreme Court miember -- they ays due iy
concerned with their "criminal" mnaog,, they do not dislike the Presic
Give those fcllows the "Jewish scat”’ ov the ""black seal’ on the Court wain
it becomes available.

Regrettably, neither our budget or our :>ollt1<:a.l ermphasis scems 10 me 10
reflect these realities.,

True, there will be losses from this kind of strategy. Josiah Lee Auspiiz
will be very angry with us. But the Republican Party is a last-place ball
club; living in Washington, one can understand that., To win we have to
make '"trade-offs." To come out of the cellar we may have to give up
Frank Howard., One should recall that recently a poll showed that
Independents have passed Republican -- and we are now only 22 percent
of the vote. One reason why can be found sitting in the Legislative
Leadership meeting -~ and looking at all those WASPs.,

If the GOP is to become a national majority party it will be because of
fellows like Czhill in New Jersey and Volpe in Ma.s;s'. , who hold our base --
and add to it the Catholics who were Demeocratic from time immemoxial.

-There is a clear potential majority out there. The President could be the
new Roosevelt, who put it together, or he could be the last of the liberal
Presidents. But to put it together requires a ''leap in the dark,' it meaus
"pushing our skiff from the shore alone;" it means telling John Chancelior
and the New York Times that, no, we have not dorz anything for the blacks
this week, but we have named a Pole to the Cabinet and an Italian Catholic
to the Supreme Court.

»
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in an oversimplified way, the reason the President is at 42 percent of
whatever it is that we have not broken out of our minowrity base. Innay

heretical view, we are ncver, never going to do it with public reic
The President is not Eisenhower; he did not lead the armies ashore woolin
Hitler's Europe. We are not going to build any new majoritics on e
Nixon personality, or the ddmuwa Nixon personal political skill, We voud
to do it with issues and budget dollars, and we are not.

Let us assume that, for one, RN tubed OEQO the day he took office, and hzd
spent the $5 billion we have wasted on that pit since then -~ on providing

tax credits for non-public schools, That is just on
t does not appear we have a political "strategy'! which is bein
upon the burcaucrais and budget malkers; the latter sconn moi
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to media mressu"° than the imperatives of the Presideat’s and the DATW e
long run political intevests.

If there must be unemployment to halt inflation, why are Southern Calllorni
aerospace workers unemployed -~ instead of liberal schocl icachers, socia.
workers and poverty conscessionaires. These latter aren' for us anyway.
Instead of buying off media hostility, that massive Federal budget slﬂouL&
have bought us by now a new majority, should have bought new iriecads iox
Richard Nixon, should have bought him a place in the history books as the
Republican who got it all together,

Chesterton once wrote in defense of his faith, that "It cannot really be said
that Christianity has failed; because it cannot really be said that Christianity
has been tried.'" The quote may be off; but is apposite. The new Republiican
Majority in this country is not a disproven myth; it has not seriously been
tried.

P.S, We are not doing the President any favors by sending in to him,
"uncriticized, memorandum on politics of the vapidity of the document that
came to me. I know the affection for Kevin Phillips is well contained in
the West Wing; but he is a genius of sorts; and the White House might well
hire him for one week -~ his political agency -- on a coniidential basis -=
to assess the labors of the Morey team.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
September 16, 1971

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR: KEN COLE |
ED HARPER

FROM: ROY MORE@@@/

SUBJECT: The Catholic Vote and 1972

This memo briefly outlines the voting behavior of Catholics in the
1960 election, the Catholic electorate today and political trade offs
involved in attempting to woo the Catholic vote in 1972.

I. The Catholic Vote in 1960

Before discussing the Catholic vote in 1972, it is necessary
to briefly review the 1960 election because it will be used
as an historic referent -- especially if either Muskie

or Kennedy is the Democratic nominee. The following is a
list of major conclusions about the voting behavior of
Catholics and the issue of Catholicism in the 1960 election:

1. There was a significant Catholic vote in 1960,

According to the Gallup poll Catholic support for

a Democratic nominee increased from 51 percent

in 1956, to 78 percent in 1960. Furthermore, 62
percent of the Catholics who voted for Eisenhower in
1956, actually voted for Kennedy in 1960. While only
3 percent of the Catholics who voted for Stevenson in
1956 switched to Nixon., This does not mean, however,
that during the mid-1950s Catholics were leaving the
Democratic Party only to return to the fold in 1960
when the Democrats offered a Catholic candidate, The
Gallup results show that in the 1958 Congressional
elections 75 percent of the Catholic voters supported
Democratic candidates. The GOP appeal to Catholics

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL




ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

2'

2

in 1956 seemed to be more attributable to the magic .
of Ike, rather than a desertion from the Democratic !
Party., However, as will be pointed out later, the
Democratic appeal to Catholics in 1960 may have been

a high watermark not to be achieved again.

The Catholic vote alone was not sufficient for Kennedy's
victory.

While it is true that there was a sizable shift in the

Catholic vote toward Kennedy, there were other shifts

in the electorate which indicate that in addition to the
Catholic vote, Kennedy relied on increased Democratic
votes among Blacks, Jews and other groups to win. Gallup
reports that on a national basis, the votes of Jews increased
from 75 percent to 81 percent Democratic over 1956 and

the votes of Blacks from 61 percent to 68 percent. In 1960,
Illinois and Texas together accounted for 51 electoral votes.
Out of approximately 4.7 million votes cast in Illinois,
Kennedy's margin of victory was only 8,858. A shift of
4,500 votes by any group -- Catholics, Blacks, Jews, etc,
would have been enough to make the difference, In Texas,
Kennedy's margin was 46,233 out of 2.3 million votes cast.
Here again, a shift by as many as 25, 000 Blacks, Catholics,
Jews, etc, would have made the difference in carrying the
state. The point is that the Catholic vote alone was not the
single factor which gave Kennedy a victory in 1960.

The religious issue cut both ways in 1960.

While some Catholics swung to Kennedy, it is clear that
Protestants who had formally voted Democratic swung
away. The best estimates indicate that probably as much
as 10 percent of the electorate shifted both ways on the
religious issue and in terms of aggregate popular vote,
the swing away from Kennedy because of his religious
affiliation cost him 1.5 million votes or 2 3%of the total
popular vote,
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4, The net results of religious shifting favored Kennedy.

While Kennedy's Catholicism lost him popular votes,

it still helped him more than it hurt him in the election.

This is due to the fact that Catholics were dispro*por‘:ionately
located in closely divided large electoral vote states., The
best evaluation of the probable effect of the religious'issue

in 1960 is the MIT simulation project conducted by Pool,
Abelson and Popkin (Candidates, Issues and Strategies,

1964). According to their calculation Kennedy lost, by

the religious issue, the following states he otherwise

would have won: Kentucky (10), Tennessee (11), Florida (10),
Oklahoma (8), Montana (4), Idaho (4), Utah (4), California (32),
Oregon (6), Virginia (12), and Washington (9), He won the
following states he would have otherwise lost: Connecticut (32),
New York (45), New Jersey (16), Pennsylvania (32), Illinois
(27), and New Mexico (4). Hence, according to this best-fit
simulation, Kennedy achieved a net gain of 22 electoral

votes because of the religious issue.

On balance, it appears that Kennedy was hurt somewhat

in the Southern and Border states and perhaps in the Midwest
andMowntain states as well, but he more than made up for

it in the Northern and Midwestern industrial states whose
electoral votes were far larger.

According to a study that was done several years ago on
Wisconsin, Democratic candidates for Congress in Wisconsin
suffered defeat in close districts probably because of Protestant
defection due to Kennedy's candidacy. This is interesting to
keep in mind in a state which is over 33 percent Catholic.

The Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan
published a study several years ago which indicates that

there was a net loss in the popular vote because of Kennedy's
religious affiliation, The study estimated what was the '"'normal"
votes of Catholics and Protestants for Democratic Presidential
candidates and then calculated the 1960 divergence from this
hypothetical norm, they concluded Kennedy lost about 2.2 %

of the two party vote, with the largest portion of the
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defections coming from the South. The two-edged
nature of the religious issue is an important factor

to keep in mind looking toward 1972. %

The Catholic Vote Today

The 1960 election was atypical, because not only was there

a Catholic candidate running, but Catholicism itself was an
issue. In fact, the Kennedy forces found it profitable to make
Catholicism an issue. According to an informal conversation
with Lou Harris, the decision by Kennedy on how to handle

the Catholic issue was based on key state polling. The decision
seemed to be to lay out Catholicism in full view as an issue as
a calculated risk to pick up Catholic votes in key electoral
states, knowing full well that other states were not going to be
picked up. This informed gamble paid off for Kennedy.

Today, the situation is substantially different. While it is

true that Catholics are still more likely to vote Democratic
than Protestants, they are less likely to vote as Catholics.

A Gallup poll conducted in July, 1968, indicates that the
votersd choice between McCarthy and Humphrey was not guided
by religious affiliation of the candidate. In fact, it was slightly
reversed. The religious affiliation of a candidate is simply far
less important (including Catholic voters favoring Catholic
candidates) than it was in 1960, In fact, Scammon and Wattenberg
contend that 'today Catholicism seems thoroughly dead as a
political issue.' There are several reasons for the decline in
importance of the Catholic affiliation,

1. 1960 was billed as a test case and now that that hurdle
has been cleared it is far less important in the minds
of most Catholics. In analyzing voting behavior, one
finds that a social factor like religion or ethnicity would
become important temporarily during the political campaign
and become relatively unimportant subsequently.
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2. Group identification is politically important if it is
in a group which has a bearing on social status --
such as race or ethnicity. Within recent years, religion
has become far less important in determining social
status than it once was; yet the same thing cannot be
said for race and ethnicity. Poles, Puerto Ricans,
and Mexican-Americans maintain ethnic identification
but do not necessarily look upon themselves as
Polish-Catholics, Mexican-American Catholics, etc.

3. There has been considerable movement and economic
mobility among Catholics in the past decade, and today
most Catholics are middle income types who do not
live in the central cities. As they have become more
affluent and have moved to the suburbs, they tend to
identify less with Catholicism as a political issue and
more with general social and economic issues. For
the ethnic blue collar Catholic who remains in the city,
issues such as race, community control of the schools,
crime and patriotism have largely replaced Catholicism
as a major political issue,

While it is true today that blue collar and retired Catholics
lean in the Democrat direction, one should not over look
Goldwater's gains among city Catholics in New York and
Nixon's gains among New York City Catholics and the

ethnic Catholic Congressional District of Pucinski and
Derwinski in Chicago. One may ask whether the voter

is Catholic or Protestant, but of much greater significance is
the question is the voter rich or poor, Black or White,
employed or unemployed an urban or suburban dweller,

etc.

III, Issues of Interest to Catholics

The point has been made previously that in attempting to woo
the Catholic vote, perhaps one need not appeal to Catholics
fﬁCatholics. In fact, as will be discussed in the next section,
there are definite risks in attempting to woo Catholics as
Catholics.
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According to Tully Plesser, President of the Cambridge
Marketing Group in New York, unpublished data he ,
collected in June indicates that the major issues among 1
Catholics are not related to Catholicism but rather to ‘
general economic and social conditions. Catholics seem
to be more concerned with tax levels, tax increases and
general problems in the environmental area. No doubt
most of those interviewed do not live in the central city
areas and these concerns would reflect a point made earlier
about the movement and economic mobility of Catholics.

It could well be that the issue of aid to parochial schools is

of concern to an increasing minority of Catholics who in fact

have their children in Catholic schools. The issue of parochial
" aid is of greatest importance to inner-city dwellers and at the

heart of their concern is the question of autonomy and

community control of the schools and racial separation. The

ethnic blue collar urban Catholics are on the firing line of

the racial problems that plague our city cores. They believe

in maintaining control of their schools, (parochial) as much

as they believe in the virtues of a Catholic education.

There are numerous reasons why Catholic elementary schools
are on the decline, and only some of these reasons relate to
higher operating costs. Other important reasons for their
decline include: a) movement of Catholic ethnic groups into
suburbs that already had academically superior public schools,
b) upward mobility, which places more emphasis on using family
funds for college, c) elimination of Protestant biases in public
schools, d) the loss of teaching clergy. The point is that the
issues of greatest concern to most Catholics may not be strictly
Catholic issues in nature such as aid to parochial schools.

Furthermore, the parochial aid issue is complicated and many
Catholics may either contribute to the decline of these schools,
or are relatively unconcerned about the problem. The same
may be said for Catholic clergy. A 1970 Gallagher Presidents'
Report Survey found that 35.4 percent of the active Roman
Catholic priests affirm that the Church should discontinue or
abandon its schools.
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Conclusions, Strategic Implications and Trade Offs

Since in the minds of many, winning the Catholic vote is
translated to a position on the question of aid to parochial
schools, many of the points in this section are related to

that issue. The point should not be lost, however, that

one can woo Catholics without favoring public aid to parochial
schools. One should recognize that most Catholics may not
rank the plight of parochial schools as an issue of major
concern to them, and that religious identification as a
significant political variable has declined in recent years,

1. The parochial school aid question is a two-edged sword.
While it may be possible to pick up a few votes among
urban Catholics, one stands the risk of alienating Protestant
voters. On the national level, one must remember that two
out of every three voters are Protestants and the proportion
would be much higher in most of our key states (see Tab A).

In Illinois and Michigan, for example, this is a sensitive
issue which cuts both ways. The strength of the GOP in
Illinois is in the largely Protestant suburbs and out-state
vote. In Michigan last year, Governor Milliken pushed
through the Legislature a program for aid to non-public
schools. This gained him a few Catholic votes in Detroit,
and probably lost him more among Protestant out-state
Republicans, The school aid program he favored was
overwhelmingly rejected in a referendum vote,

Where the parochial aid issue may mean the most, that is

among urban blue collar and largely ethnic Catholics, we

are least apt to attract strongly committed Democrats. In
the case of a few areas in Chicago, if we win these types,

it may be for reasons other than parochial aid, anyway.

The most heavily Catholic states like Massachusetts
and Rhode Island, went for Al Smith in 1928, Hubert
Humphrey in 1968, and no doubt will go Democratic
once again in 1972 regardless of the President's
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position on aid to parochial schools,

Even if a Catholic is nominated.by the Democrats

one must recognize that religious identification appeal

is not constant for all candidates. According to Tulley
Plesser, Edward Kennedy has a considerably stronger appeal
among Catholics as a Catholic than does Muskie, despite
the fact that they are both Catholics. The point here is
that part of the strategy of wooing the Catholic vote

must depend upon the Democrat opponent. If the opponent
is Muskie, his Catholic appeal per se, will be a reduced
factor. Jackson is a Presbyterian and the indications are
clear that Lindsay might have a difficult time pulling the
urban Catholic vote no matter what he does.

One may not have to agree with Scammon and Wattenberg
that Catholicism as an issue is dead, but the fact is that
1960 was a high watermark in the history of the importance
of this issue. In its decline, it probably still lingers in the
minds and hearts of anti-Catholic Protestants more than

it does among Catholics. If so, we must look carefully at
the Protestant strength found in most of our key states.

The parochial aid issue may not be that important in the
minds of most Catholics. There are approximately 4
million Catholic c¢hildren enrolled in Catholic schools,
and almost twice that number (approximately 7, 788, 000)
enrolled in public schools.

There are other appeals on general social and economic
issues which may be more significant to Catholics than
an appeal on parochial aid. These include taxes, crime,
basic values, patriotism, and equality of opportunity.
Obviously in many areas, there is a significant over-
lap between ethnic and religious affiliation. Ethnic

.identification is must the stronger and this should be

kept in mind in making an appeal. The same could
be said for Spanish-speaking Americans in Florida,
Texas and California,.

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL




ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

9

6. By coming down too hard on the issue of aid to
parochial schools, not only do we run the riskof
alienating Protestant voters, but more directly
we could alienate the well organized and active
1.8 million public school teachers in this country,
The President's recent statement on Catholic aid
drew extremely negative responses from not only
the NEA but others involved in public education as
well,
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Louis Harris and Assoclates, Inc,

Questions and results taken from material
prepared for use on "National Polling Day:
The Surprisinz Americans' produced by ABC
Televisiug News 1n associstion with Louils
Harris and Assceiszbes, Inc,

April 16, 1971



Page 1

Total
public Cathglics

1. 1In general, over the past ten years, do you feel that
America has become a tetter place to live, a worse place to
live, or is it Just gbout the way it was ten years ago?

Better place to live 30 33
Worse place to live hz 4y
About the same 2 21
Not sure 3 2

2. Compared with ten years ago, would you say morality in

the United States is lower today, higher, or not changed much?
Lower 65 70
Higher 10 9
Not changed much 21 19
Not sure i 2

3., Compared to what 1t was in your parents! day, do you feel

that respect by children for their parents has declined, increased.

or not changed much?
Declined 7Z T2
Increased 5
Not c¢hanged ruch 17 19
Not sure 2 L

L, Compared to what it was in your parents! day, do you

feel that the pressures of day~to-day living have increased,

declined, or not changed much?
Increased 84 84
Declined 5 5
Not changed nuch 9 9
Not sure : 2 2



Page 2

Total
public Catholict
% %

5. As an American have you often, sometlimes, or hardly ever
felt upset because (Read 1ist)?

(Often and Sometimes combined)

. Some people in' this country still go hungry. 85 88
b. Of the way blacks have been discriminated agalnst . .
for 300 years. 65 - 67
C. Of the way our highways and parks are pclluted by
empty beer cans and soft drink bottles, 89 90

6. Now I want to ask you about people you might personally
know about, Do you know anyone or not who (Read List)?

(For each "KNOW SOMEONE") Is that someone clcse to you or not?

(Close to me)

1. Overeats too much 55 50
2. Has a chronically 111 member of the family 29 28
3, Has family quarrels quite often 26 26
B, Has an unfaithful wife or husband 13 13
5. Is lonely most of the time 23 24
£, Gamblcc Loo much g g
7. Drinks too mruch 27 26
8. Has no real friends © 10 12
9, Hazs a child who has tried marijuana 13 14
10, Has a mentally disturbed member of the family 18 18

T Now let me read you some statements, For each, tell me
if you tend to agree or disagrees with the statement,

(Agree)
a. People with real get-up-and-go
never will go hungry. ' 82 81
b, Blacks are oo pushy sbout wanting
eguality now, before they are ready, 52 L7

¢, Heturnable bottles and cans are oo
much trouble to bother with, 30 34



Page 3

Total
publie Catholles
.
8., Would you te willing or nobt willing to (Read List)?
a, Ride to and from work in a car pool every day

to help relieve pollution and traffic congestion.
Willing 82 79
Not Willing 14 1Z

Not Sure g

€.

Pay 15% more for your groceries to insure that
all packaging could be recycled for use agaln,

Willing 23
Not Wiiling 68
Not Sure 9

Have a low~-cost housling project in your
nelghborhood,

Willing 60

Not Willing 36

Not Sure 4
Have children of z different race bussed to
nehnal In wour nelsobiorhood fo gohilove racinl
balance,

Willing 47

Not Willing TS

Not Sure T

Give up & wage increase to fight inflation,

Willing 48
Not Willing 4o
Not Sure 12

Cover up for a member of your famlly who
wazb an alcohollic¢ Yo protect hils Job,

Willing o8
Not Willing 60
Not Sure 12

«Inde

51
4y

5

58
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January 4, 1971

Memorandum For: H. R. Haldeman

. *wl\
From: Charlléi Whorter

In accordance with your kind note of December 11,
I am setting forth some additional comments about what
might be considered as we get ready for 1972, As I am sure
you are aware, the Administration currently has a serious
problem of GOP morale, but it is a situation which I believe
can be turned into a positive advantage. The problem stems
from many factors--some valid and a great many others of
lesser substance. 1In any event, I would hope that during
the intervening months steps will be taken to bring about a
much greater sense of identification with the President and
the Administration on the part of elected and party officials
and rank and file party workers.

The average voter is not greatly affected by the
type of things which need to be done in this regard since he
has no expectation of any particular interest by the President
or Administration in his individual problems. However,
elected and party officials do require special handling be-
cause of their established role in the political process.
Means must be found which are effective in accomplishing this
objective without alienating ordinary voters who more and
more seem to turn away from emphasis on purely partisan
concerns. This is not an impossible task, and in fact there
are many facets of this general problem which can be turned
into an advantage with the general public.

White House Liaison with Party

1. If possible, an informal event should be held at
the White House honoring the members of the National
Finance Committee, State Chairmen and National
Committee during their meetings on January 13-16, 1971.
The Vice President and members of the Cabinet and
their wives should be urged to attend if possible.
In addition, the President should attend the national
fund-raising dinner at the Washington Hilton Hotel
on March 24, 1971. 1In his participation in these



events the President should stress that he must
necessarily concentrate his interest in non-
partisan activities that contribute to the overall
success of his Administration for the next year

or so. He can emphasize that he is sure they will
understand and support his decision to provide the
broad-gauged leadership which Americans expect and
demand of the President during this phase of his
Administration.

2. The choice of a new National Chairman should be
handled in such a way that key members of the
Republican National Committee are included in the
process. Recognition should be given to the almost
unanimous view of party officials and Governors that
the National Chairman be a "full-time" Chairman and
not a member of Congress. If the President wants a
member of Congress as National Chairman in order to
have an effective partisan spokesman, then a very
strong full-time "Director of Organization" should
be designated to have the primary responsibility
for party building activity and be given prominent
leadership recognition.

White House Liaison with Governors

On several occasions the President has stressed
his intention to have close cooperation between the
Administration and the various Governors. The Vice
President's recent meeting with Republican Governors at
Sun Valley resulted in a positive statement which stressed
his interest in improving liaison procedures and his
commitment to attend all future meetings of both the
National Governors and Republican Governors. In my opinion,
the following should also be considered:

1. The President should take some active part in the
winter meeting of the National Governors Conference
in Washington on February 23-25, again stressing
his broad-gauged approach to public issues.

2. The Vice President should send a letter to the
various Governors indicating that he would be
willing, subject to scheduling convenience, to
spend a day at the State Capitol of each Governor
who desired this for the purpose of reviewing
with the individual Governor and key members of
his state administration the problems of Federal-
State programs. While it may be that not all 50
Governors would respond, I am sure there would be



a substantial response which would serve not only
a worthwhile substantive purpose, but would also
provide the Vice President with a positive and
noncontroversial reason for visiting in the various
states on behalf of the Administration.

3. A systematic procedure should be set forth so that
at least once each month a call is initiated by a
member of the Vice President's staff to the principal
assistant for each of the 50 Governors to keep in
close contact with their respective offices.

4. A systematic procedure should be set forth so that
at least once each month a call is initiated by a
member of Herb Klein's staff to the Press Secretary
for each Republican Governor to keep in close
contact with their respective offices.

Organizational Activities for 1972

In my opinion, there should be an immediate
examination on a state by state basis of the problems
facing our party between now and 1972. This would certainly
include an examination of the health of existing state and
local party organizations; prospects for various races for
state office and U. S. Senate and House of Representatives;
reapportionment of congressional and legislative districts;
party finances; and direction of the 1972 Presidential
campaign in each state. This examination should proceed
even though it is obviously not possible to resolve all of
the various problems which will be noted in the various states.
It may well be that there should be a division of responsibility
for those who are concentrating on the 1972 Presidential
campaign in a given state and those who are working on party
and statewide problems. The urgency of this matter is
increased by the fact that there has been a deterioration of
party organization in many states since 1968 and because the
Democrats are already setting up organization on behalf of
Presidential candidates in key states.

If you would like to have a more detailed develop-
ment of any of these or other related matters, I would
certainly be glad to cooperate.

cc: Robert H. Finch
John D. Ehrlichman
Herbert G. Klein
Harry S$. Dent
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STEPHEN HESS
3705 PORTER STREET., N. W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 200158

November 24, 1971

Editor
Washington Post

Sir:

In order to correct a bad situation -~ the way
presidential campaigns are now financed-- the Congress
appears about to create a system that may have even more
dire consequences. For the propdsal to establish a
public subsidy for presidential;ﬁominees could lead

"to a permanent multi-political-party arrangement in

this country.

v

This is what could result from the so-called

‘\ﬁhe ckoff plan’t

1. It guarantees that Geoage Wallace will run
for President in 1972 and givegSUGpporters a
c(ﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁigggghgﬁ_gﬁpolitical party. Under the
proposed law, Wallace, on the basis of his vote total
in 1968, would automatically receive in excess of

$6 million merely by decliﬁimg his candidacy, while,

at the same time, he could still raise nearly $14
million from the private sector .y yhowt c.mcm-{«\ W
Cadiral Snasidg,

2., It greatly increases the likelihood of a
fourthrg?ggidential candidate from the Far Left. For
if sucé a candidate received 5 percent of the popular
vote his expenseggwould be publicly reimbursed. Running
for President now becomes an acceptable gamble. And,
of course, once a party gets 5 percent of the vote
it is in business for the next presidential election.

3. Given the present dissatisfaction with Presi-
dent Nixon among some conservative leaders, it may also
be that the possibility of Federal underwriting could
produce a Far Right candidate for President next year.
Even if this failed to materialize, it is not hard
to hypothosize a national fifth party of this
persuasion some time in the future.
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In short, the Senate has offered a considerable
lure to those who would prefer not to resolve their
differences within the two-party system. Now
members of the House of Representatives, who
will have to vote on this bill next week, should
ask themselves whether potential proliferation of
political parties is in the public interest.

Clearly the inherent instability of a multi-party
system was amply demonstrated in pre- and post-
World wWar II France.

The proposed law not only assures the perpetua-
tion of a racist-oriented third party, with George
Wallace and his heirs on the ballot until such
time as their support drops below 5 percent, but it
could equally insure that future presidential
elections are decided in the House of Representatives,
where each state would cast one vote, and the balance
of power would swing to the small, low-population
states. '

Thus, it is ironic that many urban liberals,
rightly concerned with devising a more equitable
method of campaign financing, also well may be
creating a racist, anti-urban method of choosing
our Presidents.

Stephen Hess

.
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STEPHEN HESS
37085 PORTER STREET, N. W,
WASHINGTON., D.C. 20016

November 24, 1971

The Editor
New York Times

Sir:

Tom Wicker, in the Times of November 21,
rightly opposes the Senate-passed plan to
subsidize presidential campaigns from public
monies, but, in this observer's”qpinion, does so in

part for the wrong reason. ,

P

He writes of the income tax checkoff proposal:
"Obviously, with its greater benefits to the major
parties, it would tend to perpetuate them as major
parties; minor parties would be put at severe and
unwarranted disadvantage. Where is it written and
on what tablets of stone that Democrats and
Republicans are ordained from on high and endowed
with special privilege?"

The plan in practice would have exactly the
opposite effect: encouraging the proliferation
of splinter party candidates for president and
potentially creating the sort of multi-party
system that produced chaos in France before and
after World War II.

While there is no Constitutional sanction
for the two-party system, in fact it is highly
unlikely that either major party will go out
of business without a Federal subsidy. Neither
party has lost a presidential election in the
past because it lacked resources to tell its

story. This is not to say that the present system

of financing campaigns is any good. It isn't. I
am only trying to make the point that the proposed
subsidy does not really give the major parties

any advantage that they don't already have.

BRI




On the other hand, what will be the effect
of the tax checkoff on potential splinter
party candidates?

+

It will certainly guarantee that George
Wallace will run in 1973. Why not? Under the new
plan he would automatically get more that $6
million from the government without any restraints
on his raising an additional $14 million privately.
Moreover, there would continue to be a racist-
oriented third party in every presidential
election until its support drops below 5 percent.

There would be a greater chance of a fourth
party of the Far Left in 1974 becAuse the new
plan assures that if such a candidate receives
5 percent of the vote his expenses will be retro-
actively reimbursed from the Treasury. The same
applies to a candidate of the Far Right; while
this is politically less likely in 1972, it is
hardly inconceivable for 1976 or 1980.

The possibility of five substantial presidential

candidates, even four, greatly increases the likeli-
gopd that more and more elections will be decided
by the House of Representatives, where constitu-
tionally each state will cast one vote, and the
balance of power will swing to the rural, less-
populated states.

The grand irony is that the checkoff system,
strongly supported by urban liberals, could create

a racist, anti-urban means of choosing our Presidents,

Stephen Hess
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THE YOUTH VOTE AND THE CONGRESSIONAL ELECTIONS

+

BY STEPHEN HESS '

A front-page headline in the New York Times of September 20
proclaims YOUNG VOTERS MAY CHANGE MAKE-UP OF CONGRESS IN '72. A more
accurate, if somewhat more cumbersom;, headline would be YOUNG VOTERS
PROBABLY WILL MAKE LITTLE DIFFERENCE IN THE MAKE-UP OF CONGRESS IN

'72.

The substance of Times reporter Warren Weaver's story is that
young voters next year have the potential to defeat 31 of 33 Senators
up for reelectién and 70 per cent of the members of the House of
Representatives for whom figures are available. He reaches this con-
clusion by determining that in these districts "the number of newly

eligible voters exceeds the margin by which the incumbent was elected

the last time he ran...."

Fortunately for these legislators (£f not necessarily the nation),
the Times article--and a good deal of the conventional wisdom about the

youth vote--is hugel& misleading.
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With only modest refinement of Mr. Weaver's figures, .it is possible
to contend that the onslaught of youth ballots is more likely to defeat two

(not 319 Senators”and 1& Members of the House of Representatives (not 280).

. The only new factor in the 1972 election equation is the vote of those
enfranchised by the Constitution's 26th Amendment. Next year the number of
i3

18-, 19-, and 20-year-olds will be slightly in excess of 11 million out of a

voting population of 139,563,000, or 8 pér cent of the electorate.

’

Mr. Weaver rightly reports that "some political statisticians have made
a broad national estimate that only about half of the new young eligibles
will vote and that about two-thirds of those who do will probably vote

‘Democratic.” !

Voting participation in our societyzseems like fine wine to ripen with
age. Historically, younger people simply have not gone to the polls as
frequently as their elders. For example, in a Maryland Congressional election
last May to fill the seat vacated by Rogers Morton, the 18-to 20-year-olds
made up 2.5 per cent of the total vote cast, while comprising 8.6 per cent

of the district's voters.

Nevertheless given the novelty of voting for the first time and given
the special efforts that will be made to get youth registered, it is reasonable

to assume that there will be a 50 per cent turnout among young voters in 1972,

Public opinion surveys consistently show a 2 to 1 Democratic preference

among the young, although the links to both parties are weak. Ideologically

z

.
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youth also splits 2 to 1, liberal over comservative. The massive survey of
college freshmen conducted by the American Council on Education in the fall
of 1970%indicates 36.6 per cent on the left of the political spectrum and

18.1 per cent on the right.

Thus postulating a 50 per cent turnout and 2-1 Democratic split, what is

youth's likely impact on next year's Congressional races?

In Senate elections the application of this formula would produce the
defeat of two Republican incumbents, Oregon's Mark Hatfield and John Tower of

Texas., *

Yet here we see the difficulty of trying to fit the youth vote into a
statistical mold. Hatfield is a liberal. (Are young people liberals first
and then Democrats?) Tower is a Southener. (Are Soutﬂeru youth as liberal

as their Northern counterparts?)

Moreover neither Hatfield at 49 nor Tower at 46 is a senatorial fuddy-
duddy. And there is pl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>