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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 26, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: HERBIRT L.. PORTER
J. CURTIS HERGE

FROM: PATRICK E. @DONNELLC”GD '
SUBJECT: "Surrogate Attack Plan"

]
.

In response to a request for comments issued with distribution of

the "Surrogate Attack Plan'', we have put together a chronological
listing of selected events taking place during the period September 4
through November 7, 1972. They were chosen for a number of reasons
and are oriented towards but not limited to large national organizations,
key states, major local events and miscellaneous but politically advan-
tageous forums. Input came from such special voting blocks as youth,
labor, blacks, aged, farmers, veterans, Jews, ethnics, etc., etc.

On comparing this list with the assignments set forth in the Surrogate
Plan, we find a plethora of occasions where cither the party scheduled
into the geographical area is not appropriate for the job or there is no
one allocated to the area at all, Nonetheless, a substantial number of
these meetings will demand and, as in the past, must receive Cabinet
level Administration representation. Accordingly, we are concerned
that the *ilexibility" for covering events not included in your plan, as
cited in page two of your memo will be, in reality, an unattainable
factor. If the lead surrogates are scheduled by 1701 to campaign
three days a week, primarily on a key state and geographic basis,

it is extremely unlikely they will be available to do further travelling
and/or speaking to cover numerous major events not yet taken into
considerxtion by your scheduling operation.

In short, the plan is at lecast a first step towards thoughtful and
intclligent utilization of our top spokesmen during the campaign
crunch period. However, we definitely feel that it is a matter
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of some priority to cover as many of these important forums as
possible with Cabinet level spokesmen rather than attempting to
create events on a wholesale basis simply to adhere to a rough

plan which, by its very definition is oriented towards percentages
and geographic distribution. Therefore, it is incumbent upon the
re-election effort that all interested parties resolve these and other
logistical difficulties before signing off on or formalizing the plan.

We have not addressed the inevitable issue of the reluctant or
choosy surrogate. Past experience has proven these individuals
to be a most disconcerting thorn in the side of progress. If they
are not properly and fully motivated, the best plan in the world
will crumble in execution. It will probably take at least onc
"head-bn'' meeting with the President to sufficiently ignite the
fire. We can discuss this at a later date.

/@Go rdon Strachan ¢



ADBIHISTRATIVELY COUPIDUNTIAL

June 13, 1972

HEHORARDUM FORg i, R, HALDEMAN
FPROM+ GORDON STRACHRN
8SUBJLCTs Humphray-MeGovern Debatea -

and the Democratic Frémaxy
Resuits in Calirornia

(aastions
The quastion is whether the three debates between BHumphyey

and McGovexn mocomntad foxr the 14-20% point incraanse from
the pollaters® projection to Humphraey's final vote,

Conclusiony

The Hart Survey in tho Post found that 538 of the Democrats
saw at laast one debatep 17% thought McGovern won while 163
thought Hunphrey wonp 20% felt neither wanr 30% of Humphrey's
voters thought hae won and 30% of McGovern's votersa thought
ha won, ’ .

rinch, Colaon, Dant, Magruder/La Twe, Safire, Teeto:.
Buchanan, and Harperfliorey believe the debates inoreased
Humphrey's wvote total, Moore disagrees,

Analysigss

umphrey increased his position from 26 to 40% bacause the
debates enabled him to drive home hia points en jobs and
MeCovern's furzy welfare proposals and Defonse cuts (Finch,
Dant, Buahanan)ﬁ

The debates and resultant media coverage “socared hell out
of Jews™ (5afire)., Although the debates may not have had
a large sudience, the California media began emphasizing
Humphrey's attack (Magruder, Dent, Buchanan)},



The debates enabled Humphrev to shift the undecideds to
his column by hitting McGovern on his "extreme" positions,
However, the debates did not cut into McGovern's fairly
constant 45% total (Agreet Teeter, Buchanan, Safire,
Yankelovich; Disagrees Finch, Hart).

Whether the Field poll was wrong to start with was also
considered. Finch, Colson, and Moore believe Pield was
wrong, Buchanan says the Fleld poll was not wrong and

" he has reason to believe McGovern's lead may have been

larger, .

A more detailed analysis ia attached as well as the original
memoranda from Finch, Dent, Magruder/La Rue, Safire, Teeter,
Buchanan, and Harper/Morey., Also attached are newspaper

- reports of the llart and Yankelovich surveys.

ety



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 10, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: - H, R. HALDEMAN
FROM: GORDON STRACHAN G
SUBJECT: Humphrey-McGovern

Debates and the Democratic
Primary Results in California

The question is whether the three debates between Humphrey and
McGovern accounted for the 14-20% point increase from the pollsters’
projection to Humphrey's final vote, Finch, Dent, Magruder/La Rue,
Safire, Buchanan, Teeter and Harper/Morey submitted analyses
(attached). Their summarized comments should be considered in

light of the Hart Survey which found that 53% of the Democrats saw at
least one debate; 17% thought McGovern won while 16% thought Humphrey
won; 20% felt neither won; 30% of Humphrey's voters thought he won and
30% of McGovern's voters thought he won. The Hart and Yankelovich
surveys are also attached. -

Finch believes:

1. The Field poll showing McGovern with a 20 point lead was
patently wrong, if not dishonest. In the past, Field has tradi-
tionally "over sampled' in the northern part of the state. But,
there is no question that approximately two weeks prior to the
election, McGovern had a clear lead probably -- 10 points --
over Humphrey and this was fortified by unlimited money and

a superb organization. Even if the Field poll was taken at face
value, it would have to be argued that the 13% undecided went
over enmasse to Humphrey -~ an unheard of phenomena.

2. While Humphrey was clearly "up tight and on edge" in the
first debate, talking too much and reaffirming the prevalent
impression that most voters have of him, he did drive home
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bis points with regard to jobs, the high or uncertain
costs of various McGovern proposals and other extreme
_positions taken by the S outh Dakota Senator.

3. In the second debate, Humphrey was much more appealing

and plausible, kept his answers more brief, did not have to be
interrupted to close his sentences and had a more confident air,
He did separate himself from McGovern on the Prisoner of War
issue and was clearly appealing to the orthodox Democratic New
Deal constituencies of labor, the farmer, the old and the minorities,
4, The third discussion, with the five participants, had its impact
on the election in a peculiar way. Yorty tended to buttress
Humphrey on his strong defense position (and, of ¢ourse endorsed
HHH the day before the election), and Chisholm improved her
visibility picking up 4% out of the vote of the Black Community on
which Humphrey had been relying,

5. Humphrey's showing in Los Angeles, San Diego and Orange
Counties, as well as in the San Joaquin Valley, showed that he
"wrang' the most out of the orthodox New Deal appeal and
leaned heavily on his arguments on Defense levels and California
jobs. He also appears to have scored well with Catholics,
although he probably did not exploit sufficiently McGovern's
“vulnerability in the "Three A's" -- Abortion, Acid and Amnesty,

Dent believes:

1. Humphrey's attacks on McGovern's extremist positions,
especially welfare and Defense spending, made the Democrat
primary closer in California than expected.

2. Dent notes that the Hart Survey minimized the impact of
the HHH atacks but pointed out that undecideds were influenced
more by HHH in the closing days.

—

. b



3. Yankelovich supports the view that McGovern's
positions on Defense and welfare cost him votes. One

in five found the debates important in voting, the majority
of these going to HHH, The most damaging position of
McGovern was his plan to drastically reduce Defense
spending, Among all voters, more than 1/3 expressed
disapproval here.

4. An interesting point is that McGovern edged HHH out

of the black vote and did even better with the chicanos.

This could mean they learned more of McGovern's ""handout"

views through the debates and ads., If so, this could also mean

that the more affluent voters moved away as they became better

informed, since McGovern barely won, even with a bigger than

ever black and brown vote,.
. . "

Safire believes: .

1. The media has not emphasized the fact that McGovern
won by far less than had been ekxpected. They clobbered
Muskie after New Hampshire because he got "only' 48% --
no such bad luck for McGovern. Lesson here is that we should
expect less tear-down-the-frontrunner help than usual, since
McGovern is better attuned to most reporters than say, Muskie
(too careful) or even Lindsay (too obviously charismatic) or
Humphrey (old story, no news). Why? Oddly, McGovernis

* now enjoying much of what we had-in 1966 and 1967 -- the man
who came out of nowhere, who worked hard and long, who
deserves recognition. Also, Frank Mankiewicz is a pro with
the press. Also, most reporters who mold or follow liberal
opinion (Wicker, Appel, Haynes Johnson) are ideologically in
his camp. In the news backwash, however -- newsmags and

columnists -- we can do a lot to slow his momentum by pointing
to his fade-out at the end.

2. Humphrey's last two weeks must have scared hell out of
Jews who had been leaning toward McGovern. The switcher
issue here probably was Israel, and the threat of McGovern's
softness in the Middle East. I have a hunch that Jews will not
vote for a candidate because he is for aid to Israel (they all say
they are) but will vote against one whom they think is against
Israel, or more accurately would be weak in a showdown.,




3. Disenchantment should now become the anti-McGovern
keyword. Fifteen percent of the California Democratic
voters became disenchanted with McGovern in the final two
weeks, when they had their first close look at him, Why?
My guess: Four-fifths became frightened at his positions
because of the Humphrey attack, A radical in sheep's
clothing, and all that. One fifth may have been disaffected
because he backed off his positions -- thatis, he's not the
purist he used to be; no longer a wirgin.

Buchanan believes:
1. The Field poll was not wrong. He has it from a source that the
. Field poll actually played down the McGovern spread, which was

larger than twenty pomts.

2, Humphrey attacks begin to pay off -- his attacks primarily

on Defense cuts and jobs in California, on the welfare give

aways of McGovern, on Israel and POWs. Despite the Humphrey
stridency and panicky approach -- he must have sufficiently
frightened many people to convince 300, 000 to come his way.

This I believe explains it coupled with:

@) The Jackson and Yorty endorsements of HHH,
which tended to reinforce the Humphrey attacks
on McGovern as a radical; and

(b) The surfacing in the California press of increasing
numbers of national Democrats calling McGovern an
extremist, a guy who will sink the whole ticket, etc.

3. What seems interesting is that McGovern who was 46-26 over
Humphrey got just about that: 46%. But Humphrey was who went
from 26% to 40% in a week -- so, did McGovern really lose any
votes? Or, did HHH simply pick up from all the other Democrats
and pick up all the undecideds as well -~ by scaring the hell out of
them?



Teeter believes:
1. There was not a major shift from McGovern to
Humphrey, rather, there were a large number of
voters who were originally predisposed to Humphrey
prior to the Campaign and temporarily moved into the
undecided column by the McGovern Campaign., When
they actually voted they voted their basic predisposition
to Humphrey. The fact that McGovern was a new, unique
and relatively unknown commodity and the fact this Campaign
was a much larger, more obvious and better financed effort
than Humphrey's would have contributed to the shift to the
undecided category. The fact McGovern actually got about
the same percentage in the election as he did in the Field
poll and also the fact that the undecided voters in the Field
poll were demographically similar to the Humphrey voters
would support this conclusion. )

2. The debates seemed to sharpen the focus on several of
McGovern's extreme positions ‘apd locked him into those
positions. This contributed to a movement of undecided
voters back to Humphrey. :

Colson believes:

1. The debates had a very significant effect, but both
candidates lost. Humphrey because he looked mean and
vicious as the attacker and McGovern because he lost
debating points on the issues to Humphrey. In retrospect,
while Colson had thought McGovern came out better because
of his '"good guy'" image, Colson now believes Humphrey
scored significantly on McGovern with his attacks.

2. The Field Poll was off, as was the ABC poll. McGovern

did not have a twenty point lead a week before the Primary.

He peaked early plus the fact that the debates did expose some
extreme positions., Particularly, in the third debate, McGovern
looked very weak on the POW issues and Colson suspects that

to anyone who was not a confirmed partisan for either candidate,
the debates had a significant effect.



Magruder and LaRue belicve:

s

1. Although neither the public nor the media ever

declared Humphrey the winner of the debate, substantial
damage was done to McGovern. The media began to
emphasize the attack by Humphrey. McGovern then
occupied the least advantageous position in the political
arena -- that of being on the defense. He spent the next
several days trying to explain his programs while Humphrey
kept up the attack. This was all news to Californians.
Humphrey had little, if any, paid commercials at this point
while McGovern had begun saturation,

2. The second debate in prime time, presented Humphrey
in a much more conciliatory light. However, he kept
questioning the economic impact the McGovern Dédfense cut
would have on the working man of California. Again the
results of the debate were a toss-up, but the media still gave
maximum coverage to Humphrey's attack,

3. The Yankelovich survey reveals that one out of five voters
considered the debates important in deciding for whom to vote.
The majority of those who relied on the debates favored
Humphrey. More voters voted against McGovern than against
Humphrey. One-fourth of the voters preferred their candidate
because they disliked their opponent. Senator Humphrey

- received one-half of these votes while Senator McGovern received
one-third. The survey also states that 40% of Humphrey's vote -
would go to the President on November 7, while 40% would shift
to McGovern and 20% is undecided.

Moore believes:

1. The debates by themselves were not a major factor accounting
for the difference between the Field poll and the final results.

2, Other reasons for the Humphrey increase include:
(a) The Field poll itself generated over-confidence
by McGovern workers and greater effort by

Humphrey workers,

{(b) McGovern's refusal of a final debate and his departure
for New Mexico and Texas on Monday hurt him seriously
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indicating over-confidence and taking
California for granted.

(c) As Teddy White told David Wolper, Humphrey
has a knack for a strong finish., On the last
two days, Humphrey campaigned strenuously
up and down the state with good T, V. coverage,
while McGovern was absent,

RECOMMENDA TIONS:

All believe the debates increased Humphrey's vote total. The old
rule -- if ahead, don't debate -- applies. As to specific recommen-
dations: )
bR
1. Finch urges no attempt to label McGevern a "flaming
radical', rather argue he's naive, otherwise his soft- spoken
T.V. manner will destroy the label;

2, Dent suggests a "drip, drip" campaign on McGovern's stands
without Presidential involvement;

3. Safire suggests a general appeal to Jews and a specific
attack on McGovern's honesty by distributing his WALL STREET
JOURNAL ad to students;

4. Buchanan implies we should follow Humphrey's example and
scare the hell out of the voters;

In addition to the debates, the other reasons for the Humphrey/McGovern
results are:

1. McGovern peaked too soon and left California for New Mexico
and Houston indicating he took California for granted;

2. Polls gave Humphrey sympathy and hard-working labor types';

3. Proposition 9's (environment) two-one loss brought out
Humphrey voters.
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MEMORANDUM
3 THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R, /HALDEMAN
FROM: GZRDON STR ACHAN
SUBJECTL Humphrey-McGovern Debates

and the Democratic Primary
Results in California

The question is whetjfer the three(bates etween Humphrey
and McGovern acc ted for the 14-20% point increase from the
pollsters' projecfon to Humphrey's final vote. Finch, Dent,
Safire, Buchan#n, Teeter and Harper/Morey submitted analyses
(attached). ¢ Their summarized comments should be considered
in light of the Hart Survey which found that 53% of the
Demo®P4aw at least one debate; 17% thought McGovern won
while 16% thought Humphrey won; 20% felt neither won;
30% of Humphreys voters thought he won and 30% of
McGovern's voters thought he won. The Hart 8 and
X¥HKS¥X Yank@lovich surveys areyattached.

JLinch believes{fhe Field poll showing McGovern
with a 20 point lead was patently wrong, if not
dishonest. In the past, Field has traditionally
"over sampled" in the northern part of the state. But
there is no question but that a-peimt approximately two
weeks prior to the election McGovern had a clear lead
probablyve semewhere—tn—ihe—mergmitude—alf 10
points=over Humphrey and this was fortified by unlimited
money and a superb organization. Even if’the Field poll
was taken at face value, it would have to be argued that the
13% undecided went over enmasse to Humphrey =-- an unheard
phenomena.

a)While Humphrey was clearly "up tight and on edge" in the
first debate, talking too much and reaffirming the prevalent
impression that most voters have of him, he did drive home
his points with regard to jobs, the high or uncertain costs
of various McGovern proposals and other extreme positions
taken by the South Dakota Senator.

i)ln the second debate, Humphrey was much more appealing and
plausible, kept his answers more brief, did not have to be
interrupted to close his sentences and had a more confident
air. He did separate himself from McGovern on the Prisoner-
of-War issue and was clearly appealing to the orthodox Demo-~
cratic New Deal constituencies of labor, the farmer, the old



and the minorities.

QThe third discussion, with the five participants, had its
impact on the election in a peculiar way. Yorty tended to
buttress Humphrey on his strong defense position (and, of course
endorsed HHH the day before the election), and Chisholm improved
her visibility picking up 4% out of the vote of the Black
Community on which Humphrey had been relying.

thmmmrey's showing in Los Angeles, San Diego and Orange
COunties, as well as in the San Joaquin Valley, showed that he
wrang the most out of the orthodox New Deal appeal and
leaned heavily on his arguments on defense levels and
California jobs. He also appears to have scored wll with
Catholics although he probably did not exploit sufficiently
McGovern's vulnerability in the "Three A's"™ -- Abortion, Acid and

Amnesty.
tilized in not havin r
cGovern as a “flamz%ge?adical.“

is terrlblv nai¥e (1.fE.,
relea our

recommends that care
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' Dent believes%hmmmrey s attacks on McGovern's extremist
positions, espe01ally welfare and defense spending, made the
Democrat primary closer in California

9bent notes that the Hartfg::gu2fu&&—?eﬁi—aztic?e—attucheﬁ+

minimized the impact of the HHH attacks but pointed out that
undecideds were influenced more by HHH in the closing days.

ome 5% of the pewp voters sajd thow™yatched Qf 3 debgtew

ey /Split on o woy -- 1l¢% HRH, % Govehm aNd 203
shig evex. The rest @gidnJt watkh Of INd oters, »¥T% said he won
and of Mclovgrn's, 30¥x2f8id he Wdn.

gYankelovich.%i%ﬂﬂ?1ﬁﬁF4ﬁ&RK—TTMEs-articﬁes—attatheéﬁ supports
the view that McGovern's positions on defense and welfare
cost himyvtesy, One in 5 found the debates important in voting,
the majority of these going to HHH. <¥erketovreh—sewse—tirts
rai-ged-Hii-r—vete—loy—sererat—potmies-— The most damaging position
of McGovern was his plan to drastically redue defense &
spending. Among all voters, more than 1/3 expressed dis-
approval here.



An interesting point is that McGovern edged HHH out on the
black vote and did even better with the chicanos. This could
mean they learned more of McGovern's "handout" views through
the debates and ads. If so, this could also mean that the
more affluent voters moved away as they became better in-
formed, since McGovern barely won, even with a bigger than
ever black and brown vote.

o HHH attacks were not alone in closing the reported lory
gap. ~Here are other factors:

A

1) McGovers peaked too soon.

2) Polls gave lathy to HHH and cgwSed labor and others to
work harder. TheyNdid a better "gef out the vote" job than
McGovern's people, wis did a ggel canvas job.

3) The President's tripgMurt McGovern, and HHH acted and
talked like the Presidefit. :

4) Proposition 25 2-1 loss broudkt out people opposed to
leftist extremitm.

5) Califefftnia isn't as liberal overall as™NgGovern.

6) McGovern left for trips to New Mexico and Hous®sg on
& day.

ire

1) The media has not emphasized the fact that McGovern

won by far less than had been expected. They clobbered

Muskie after New Hampshire because he got "only" 48% -- no such
bad luck for McGovern. Lesson here is that we should

expect less tear-down-the-frontrunner help than usual, since
McGovern is better attuned to most reporters than say, Muskie
(too careful) or even Lindsay (too obviously charismatic)

or Humphrey (old story, no news). Why? 0ddly,

McGovern is now enjoying much of what we had in 1966 and 1967--
the man who came out of nowhere, who worked hard and long, who
deserves recognition. Also, Frank Mankiewicz is a pro with the
press. Also, most reporters who mold or follow liberal opinion
(Wicker, Appel, Haynes Johnson) are odeologically in his camp.
In the wews backwash, however-- newsmags and columnists -- we
can do a lot to slow his momentum by pointing to his fade-out
at the end.




—l

2) Humphrey's last two weeks must have scared hell out of
Jews who had been leaning toward McGovern. The switcher

issue here probably was Israel, and the threat of McGovern's
softness in the midEast. I have a hunch that Jews will not
vote for a candidate because kxg he is for aid to Israel (they
all say they are) but will vote against one whom they think
is against Israel, or more accurately would be weak in a
showdown. Shig—eetid—ire—errormorsivsiguificantJia—Newr—romrk,
Adtipeis—and—Catformta ot oIy I findrai-sing—bub—dnzote
~PpabbosaerK =

3) Disenchantment should now become the anti-McGovern key-
word. Fifteen per cent of the RXH California Democratic voters
became disenchanted with McGovern in the final two weeks, when
they had their first close look at him. Why? »

<3;;_gﬁess: Four-fifths became frightened at his positionsg because
of the Humphrey attack. A radical in ® sheep's clothing, and
all that. One fifth may have been disaffected because be backed =£
off his positions -- that is, he's not the purist he used to be.
No longer a virgin. .

.

SN\ Buchanan ¥ :

k) The Field Poll was‘wrong; GE-T diStaune—tTy -- es—f—irmve
N-auauait from a source that the Field Poll actually played down the
McGovern spread, which was larger than twenty points.

) Humphrey attacks begin to pay off -- his attacks primarily
on defense cuts and jobs in California, on the welfare give-
aways of McGovern, on Israel and POW's. Despite the Humphrey
stridency, and panicky approach -- he must have sufficiently
frightened many people to convince 300,000 to come his way.
This I believe explains it coupled with:

Q) The Jackson and Yorty endorsements of HHH, which tended
to reinforce the Humphrey attacks on McGovern as a radical;

and Yﬂcﬁ "

!» The surfacing in the California pyé;s of increasing
numbers of national Democrats callingf@&M an extremist, a
guy who will sink the whole ticket, etc.

4What seems interesting is that McGovern who was 46-26 over
Humphrey got just about that: 46%. But Humphrey was who went
from 26% to 40% in a week -- So, did McGovern really loose any
votes? Or did HHH simply pick up from all the other Democrats
and pick up all the undecideds as well -- by scaring the hell

out of them.



—_————

- _Teeter —axeaes that:

1. There was not a major shift from McGovern to Humphrey,
rather there were a large number of voters who were
originally predisposed to Humphrey prior to the campaign

and temproarily moved into the undecided column by the
McGovern campaign. When they actually voted they voted their
basic predisposition to Humphrey. The fact that McGovern

was a new, unique and relatively unknown commodity

and the fact khis campaign was a much larger, more obvious
and better financed effort than Humphrey's would have contri-
buted to the shift to the undecdded category. The fact
McGovern actually got about the .same percentage in the
election as he did in the Field poll and also the fact that
the undecided voters in the Field poll were demographically
similar to the Humphrey voters would support this conclusion.

2. The debates seemed to sharpen the focus on several of
McGovern's extreme positions and locked him into thos
positions. This contributed to a movement of undecided voters

back to Humphrey. .

& _Colcon believes'swmetYThe debates had a very significaft effect,
but both candidates lost. Humphrey because he looked mgan and
vicious as the attacker and McGovern because he lost de ating
points on the issues to Humphrey. 1In retrospect, while'$ had

thought McGovern came out better because of his "good gu? image,
(LﬂaunGM”ﬁﬁ§!2=ﬂew—appaﬁen¢-¢e-me—thet Humphrey scored significantly on

McGovern with his attacks.

QSThe Field Poll was off, as was the ABC poll,amé—slmt McGovern
did not have a 20 point lead a week before the primary. He
peaked mamX early plus the fact the debates did expose some extreme
positions. Particularly in the 3£§:debate, McGovern looked
very weak on the POW issues and suspectgthat to anyone
who was not a confirmed partisan for either candidate “itreilad.
O eX8diiciulaiase

10 had a significant effect. Tee—NEW-YORK TIMES Yankelqyic

s o = ™ \/ A DD EDLELY

Lattachsd+1;‘

Lk

€\ believe:ékﬁ%éalthough neither the public
nor the media ever declared Humphrey the winner of the debate,
substantial damage was done to McGovern. The media began to
emphasize the attack by Humphrey. McGovern then occupied the
least advantageous positdéon in the political arena -~ that of
being on the defensive. He spent the next several days trying to
explain his programs while Humphrey kept up the attack.. This

was all news to Californians. Humphrey had little if any ?aid
commercials at this point while McGovern had begum saturation.
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19'The second debatem in prime time, presented Humphrey ® in a
much more conciliatory light. However, he kept
questioning the economic impact the McGovern defense cut would
have on the working man of California. Again the results
of the debate were a toss-up, but the media still gave
maximum coverage to Humphrey's attack.

—aalysis
The Hart Survey shop hat 53% of the Democratic voters watgh€&d
at least one dgh#te. As)previomsly stated,th} public o e
surface did_abt perceivg either candidgi€ as e clearZut
winner. _JMe Hart Survely pointed out at 17% though# McGovern
won, 16¥ thought Humphfey won, 20%-Telt that/ it wpf a stand off,
and e remainder had{no opinige? 30% of ¥he HPdhmphrey voters
thgfight that Humphrey \had wo# & the debatghk ypfile 30% of the
MCGovern voters thoughtMfGovern had won t¥e debates.

ree

ast three
f those voters, 5 to 4

v for Humphrey.

ijhe Yankelovich Survey revealdd that 1 out of 5 voters considered
the debates important in deciding for whom to vote. The majority

of those who relied on the debates favored Humphrey.
VeSS i it pammppr e rrteerimaie ‘MO Te VOters voted

against McGovern than against Humphrev. One fourth of the
voters preferred their candidate because they disliked their
opponent.Sen. Humphrey received 1/2 of these votes while

Sen. McGovern receive 1/3. The survey also states that 48%
of »s vote would go tn the President on November 7, while

40% Ywould shift to McGovern and 20% is undecided.
\

WompPet?

ﬁ;;r\v <LAQore argﬁe$<¢het0the debates by themselves were not a
major factor accounting fe&. the difference between the
Field Poll and the final results.

Los Angg4eg xBkXRY audience.xatings were 12% fog% flirst
debatg/, 13%\for second apd onfly 6% for thipd debafe. Ratings
in ofher California ciies pyobably somegwhat higffer but still

ea debatefwas probably notf seen by 8% of the foters Reasons
giffen by vafious olfservers jfn Califefnia for the difference
pkwk betwegn the 20% McGovern legd and actual Qi#ference

$f only 5% \ing¥ide the follluisG: . 'Wllt“
2) oA NMMM‘@L WW unAla4R °
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ﬁgaaEield Poll itself generated over confidence by McGovern
workers and greater effort by Humphrey workers.

g%overn's refusal of a final debate and his departure fW
New Mexico and Texas on Monday hurt him seriously indicating
over conflidence and taking California for granted.

) as Teddy White told David Wolper, Humphrey has a knack for
a strong finish. On last two days, Humphrey campaigned
strenuously up and down State with good TV coverage while
McGovern was absent.

- RosdnDicaa SR T P N oW IR R T o T - = % ST Mo resx

= ryesl)that significant sources of MeGovern's strength wgee
identified\ by Hart Research Associates. Thea* figures sgh6w that
while Humph®ey had been running as a two to one favorj#e among
blue collar wsrkers in prewvious primaries, McGover aptured their
vote by 46% to \8%. In addition, Humphrey showegr’Fa decline among
Black voters from 72% in the April Pennsylvanje primary to 34%

in California. McQovern's popularity among~the Blacks increased
over the same period from 13% to 36%.

%)The data also demostrades that urbgs voters feel that McGovern
is a better candidate by a margix”of more than two to one; less
than two months ago, Humphre eld the advantage by similar
margin. Humphrey seems toMfave increased his surburban strength
(29% up to 43% ) at the #%kpdgse of core city support.

j)ﬂumphrey did well agmong the el{lerly (taking California's senior
set by two to ope’margin) slighly less than half his voters
classify them ves as conservat\ves, accounting perhaps in part
for his stxehgth in surburban Los\ Angeles County.

%)McGove on the other hand captured\more than 70% of the 18 to
24 yvedr old vote, and among liberals\and professional -
exgfutives he ran two to one ahead of\Humphrey. In previous
pyimaries, McGovern had been finding cdnsistently stronger
Fupport among women; in Californima he &id 15% better among the

en than did Humphrey, and only 3% better~among Z wonmen .
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 7, 1972
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: RAY PRICE

\

SUBJECT: Debates

You asked for my recommendation on how to handle the
question of debates.

First, on timing: If you were going to debate, I would
recommend letting it be known as soon as possible, so as not
to seem later to have been backed into it, Assuming you will
not, however (and I see no reason why you should), I would
urge not answering the question publicly now; to do so would

-gm-ﬂmm}-se to ride at your
expense, and allow it to build up pres yre. For the present,
you can simply smmﬁgﬁss campaign matters

until after the convention.

As for rationale, there are three basic arguments that I
think have powerful logic behind them -- the first two of which
you could make publicly, and the third of which could be made
in a background manner on your behalf:

1} It's unwise. A President, in the ultimate sense,
cannot and should not engage in free ""debate.' His comments
must always be somewhat limited, according to a President's
sense of their potential impact around the world and according
to his private knowledges about sensitive, tentative situations
in stages of delicate development here and abroad. The national
policies of the United States should not be directly risked because



of domestic politics (they are indirectly risked, of course).
Even a no-comment or a decline-to-discuss posture by a
President could have major ramifications of an undesirable nature.

If it were possible to separate the incumbent as candidate
from the office of the Presidency, it would be another kettle of
fish; but this is not possible, and the office shouldn't be subjected
to it. Ewven though speaking as a candidate, you would be heard
as President not only in the U. S., but around the world -- and
people abroad might not be able to draw the distinctions.

2} It's unnecessary, There is no need for a debate to
clarify the details of a President's positions. His views, unlike
those of a non-incumbent, are already spread out in exact detail
on the public record of his actions in the office he seeks. It is
the challenger's views, and his differences with the President's
record, that the public needs to learn -- and the challenger can
educate the public on these points better or:just as well by himself.

3) It's silly. A debate is a bit of campaign theatrics that
clarifies nothing and does not contribute to public education on
the issues; in fact, it can do the opposite according to the trend
and emphases of the subject matter covered or not covered by the
debate. The only real purpose is to give a good forum to the
non-incumbent and any serious challenger should be well-financed
enough to purchase that forum himself. There is no requirement
or precedent anywhere that a President should help his opponent
campaign.

As for your 1964 insistence that LBJ should debate, I'd
answer that quite straightforwardly by saying that now that you
view it from the perspective of the Presidency, you think LBJ
was right.
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" As the G.0.P. candidate in 1960, Mr, Nizon participated in the / ion's first
pre.szdenl:at‘ TV debates. A former vongressman, senator and Vied#re:
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ONTV

By Richard M. Nixon

A reporter at President Kennedy's second

S %W Robert Kennedy,
-said the reporter, had “expressed some
doubt that one who was already President
would agree to debate with one who wants
to be President.”

;5 “Could you tell us,” the reporter asked,

. *“to clear the air on this, whether, if you
are a candidate in 1964, you would agree
to debate?”

The President replied, **I would, sir.”

. On two other occasions before his

‘v death, President Kennedy stated une
equivocally in press conferences that he

,‘ would participate in tekevision debates
= with his Republican opponent.

_ -, cent of Americans want to see the 1964
- - candidates debate on television. The net-

gress has removed the last legal obstacle
by waiving the equal-time requirement.
~ .. —.¢ But at this writing it appears that there
w7 will be no debates, because President
. Johnson has repeatedly refused to partici-

- pate in them.

‘f;‘.‘f Mr. Johnson’s position is difficult to

- . understand, not only because it is a re-

* pudiation of President Kennedy’s deci-

sion, but also because it is a complete

flip-flop from his own position in 1360, *

"". when he urged me to debate and even
called for more than four debates,
On 'this issue 1 believe the great major-

that President Kennedy was right and
President Johnson is wrong.

i 1 suppose I should be the last person

 to advocate television debates, in view

of what happened in 1960. Most observers

agree with Earl Mazo of The New York

Times, who wrote, “If there had been no

.. debates on television, Nixon would have

been elected President.” As the late

Claude Robinson, who did the polling

for our campaign, pointed out in a con-

. fidential memorandum to me, *Kennedy

A man who admits that a TV debate cost
him the Presidency attacks Lyndon Johnson for refusing
o confront the Republican candidate this fall.

A recent Gallup poll shows that 71 per-

“  works have offered free time, and Con- -~

: ity of the American people would agree -

started the campaign as the less well-
known candidate. By participating in
debates with him, Nixon gave him the
opportunity to remove that liability and
-to fight the campaign out on even terms.”

President Johnson faces the same prob-
lem I did, He is better-known than any
one of the potential Republican nominees.
_He will be urged, as I was, not to give up
this advantage by participating in tele-
vision debates. Or as Julius Duscha of

- the Washington Post reports, he may fee] -

that “he can do without debates because
he believes he does better in other kinds
of campaign appearances.” e

But the issue of debates this year, as
in 1960, is much bigger than whether they
will help the Democratic or thc Repubh-

can nommcc.’l“clews: 0 debg

: th ned %’ L3N g 3
As 'Rosooe 5mnmmd recently wrote,

“President Johnson . . . would, I believe,
be doing a great disservice to the cause
of bringing the campaign closer to mil-
lions of voters if he stands out against
the debates.”

America’s most distinguished political
observers have expressed similar views
with regard to the public interest in tele-
vision debates. “The country gained in a

ique and promising experiment,” wrote
columnist James Reston., Walter Lipp-
mann saw the debates as breaking down
“the synthetic candidates, the men who

communicate with the public only by -~

reading speeches that other men have
written,” And, to Dr. Malcolm Moos of
Johns Hopkins, the debates *“‘presented
an opportunity for the voters to make
judgments between the half-tints, the
semitones, the frequently small, but sig-

- - nificant, nuances that make up the differ-

ence in American politics.”

I believe that television debates con-

tribute significantly to four major objec-
tives which are in the public interest:
a bigger vote, better-informed voters,
lower campaign costs, and, in the end,
a better President.

1t has been estimated that over one
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hundred million people saw at least part
of the Kennedy-Nixon debates. Interest
in the campaign, according to polls, rose
12 percent from the time of the first de-
bate on Scptember 26 until the last one
on October 21, compared to a one per-
cent increase in interest during the same
period in the campaign of 1956. Almost
seven million more people voted in 1960
than in 1956, whereas less than half a
million more voted in 1956 than in 1952,
This spectacular increase in the number
of voters, according to most observers,

was due in large part to the interest -

created by the television debates.
Moreover, millions of Americans who

would never go out to herr a political |

speech, or even listen to one un television,
tuned in to the debates to st a fight and

. stayed to learn about the issues. As a re-

. sult, the electorate in 1960 was probably

the best-informed in the nation’s history.
As one who has been through the rigors

of a prcsxdcntxal race, I am convmced

that tel

are av

E_Surn_xgzgfg;»ln 1860 Abraham Lincoln
ran for President without ever leaving

Springfield, 1ll. One hundred years later-

John Kennedy, from the time of the
convention to the election, traveled
44,000 miles in 43 states. In that same
period 1 traveled 635,000 miles through
50 states. As the nation approaches the
200 million mark in population, only
television holds the key to less frantic
and more contemplative campaigns.

But television has become almost pro-
hibitively expensive. It now costs $11,000
to buy 10 one-minute spots on a New
York City station; the same time sells for
$3,150 in Portland, Oreg., and 33,500 in
Dallas, Tex. A large part of the almost
20 million that was the reporied cost
of the 1960 campaigns went for the pur-
chase of television time. Such an addition
to the already astronemical expenses of
running for office has menacing implica-
tions for a socicty that should be con-
cerned with the potmt:aﬂy corrosive
influence of money in politics. 1t was thes

*One measure of a democracy’s strength is the freedom of ils cilizeus to speak
oul—to dissenl from the popuiar view, Although the editors aften disagree with
theopinions expressed in Speaking Oul, they dedicate the series tathat freedoiw.
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_L.B.J. Should Debate

" * President.
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concern that caused President Kennedy
to appoint a blue-ribbon panel hcaded by
Chancellor Alexander Heard of Vander-
bilt University to find ways to improve
the financing of presidential campaigns,
The Heard Commission, aware of the
$6 million worth of free time given by the
television industry for the 1960 dcbates,
recommended that the law again be
changed to allow debates in 1964. Con-
gress has voted to change the law, but
unless President Johnson changes his posi-
tion, there will, of course, be no debatcs,

i beheve thc stronest argument for

o wins becomes a better
As Prof. Harvey Wheeler
pointed out: (1) Dcbates prevent a can-
didate from waging a campaign on the
basis of special-interest appeals——no
longer can hesay ongthing when address-
ing labor and something else when ad-
dressing business. {(2) Debates force a
candidate to present a systematic pro-
gram; it becomes increasingly difficult,
for example, for a candidate to promisc
a welfare program that is inconsistent
with his tax program. {(3) Debates tend
to make election issues out of problems
for which there is no organized lobby,
such as foreign policy.

And, as Professors Elihu Katz and
Jacob Feldman concluded, “The debates
mnght makc for a greater acceptance of

the winning candidate.”. The reason for -

this, they say, is that .“voters learned
something about the candidate they op-
posed~—they learned that he was human!™

Voters also have the opportunity to see

the real man, not the synthetic product .

of public-relations experts. For example,
in our four, hour-long debates, President
Kennedy and 1 discussed over 50 major

national and international issues without -

benefit of notes or ghost-writers. The

voters could justifiably conclude that they

were hearing our own views on each issue,
. rather than the views of someone else.

Some who oppose debates argue that -

it would not be in the best interests of the

-§ country for the President to participate

| because, having knowledge of so much

B secret information, he might be forced
into making a statement that would be -

¥ detrimental to the national interest.
- President Kennedy obviously did not

and, mn L Whe

and the National Security Council, I also
did not share this view, althou h"}"‘m*
KNew Al The nation's top sccrets.
lcggswwbg
in debate differs significanlly ip this.rc:

mww
confercnces. When faced by his political

opponent or ncwsmen, he always has the
option of turning a question aside and
saying, “No comment.” And, in vicw of

the fact that President Johnson has of- |
fered complete briefings to the Republi- -
can nominee on all secret information, ~

his opponent would not try to gain an
unfair advantage in case the President
was forced to answer a question involving
classified information in this mannecr.
Some object that when two candidates
confront each other on television, one
may have an unfair advantage—if only
because some people look better on tele-
vision than others do. I certainly can
sympathize with this objection. 1 will
never forget my frustration after my first
" debate with Senator Kennedy, when 1
learned how arbitrary factors of this sort
had affected the result,

Was'
" Yice President, a member of the Cabinet

1 had left the studio confident that |
had driven across my arguments and sug-
cessfully met my opponent's. Polls later
indicated that a majority of those who
heard us on radio or read the debate in
the newspapers felt that Nixon had out-
scored Kennedy. But of those who saw
the debate on television, a solid majority
feit Kennedy had won. What irritated me
was that while I had put all my emphasis
on content, the thing that influenced the
teicvision audicnce was my appearance.

1 suppose 1 should have anticipated
that I might look worn and washed-out
on camera, Laid up for two weeks with a
scrious knee infection, I had left the hos-

--pital four or five days before my doctor
wanted me to and embarked on two
weeks of intensive campaigning, prop-
stopping across the country, making six
and cight speeches a day, Two days before
the debate I got a bad case of flu and was
still running a temperature during the pro-
gram. I had lost so much weight that my
shirt collar hung loosely on my neck, and
ny suit looked baggy. But although I was
physically exhausted, 1 didn't feel tired.
As my doctor explained to me later, when
your morale is high, you can go on fight-
ing battle after battle, even though you
are physically spent, o

I was so intent on the battle that I
never stopped to think about how 1
looked. 1 have always detested makeup,
1 don’t like the feel of it or the idea of
wearing it. All 1 did before the program
was to shave as closely_ as I could and

apply some powder with a “beard stick.”
If § had had a makeup man—as my op-
ponent quite properly did—he could

“hive predicted the result: The powder
" failed to hide my beard but made my skin

look even paler. . S

A dlet of milkshakes

" After the program, as the unfavorable
_reports on my appearance began to come

plained that makeup for television is not
" the same as makeup for the stage. Its
purpose is not to make a person look
better than he really does but to correct
. for unnatural effects produced by the
TV ‘cameras. So for the other debates we
got the best TV makeup people we could
Aind. My doctor put me on a diet of milk-
/ shakes, and by the next program my
~weight was up, and | looked a great deal
better.

_rect my televised appearance, 1 still think

it wouldn’t have made a crucial difference.
It is the man himself and what he says
that ultimately affcct people.

In this conncetion, 1 recall my first
impressionof Khrushchev. Heisdecidedly
not an attractive-looking man. The first
time you see him, you wonder how a man

who fooks so unprepossessing could run -~

a mighty nation. But, whatever we may
think of him, his strength gets across to
you. You feel the power of his personality.

Some people object that 4 meeting of
candidates on television puts too much
emphasis on debating skill. Perhaps it
does. But a President today must be
quick on his feet, must be able to respond
10 questions under pressure, must be
articulate. It may not have been nec-
cssary in the world of 50 or 100 ycars ago,
but it is today. Voters want to sec the way
a man handles himsclf under firc. A con-
frontition on television is an execlient
test of a candidate,

One might wonder who would have
won if Eisenhower and Stevenson had
debated on television, Some think Steven-

H

son—but I'm not too sure. Stevenson
might have won the first debate, but over
three or four debates Eisenhower would
have worn better. The force of his per-
sonality would have come through.

A very clever debater does not nec-
essarily make a good President. On the
other hand, he is not likely to be elected,

if debatmg skill is all he has, It's easy -

enough to debate well, but on television
other things come through. The TV
camera shows the man, and the people
sense his qualitics,

As a resuit of our experience in 1960,
I belicve there could be some improve-
ments in the format for the television
debates in 1964,

1. In 1960 the candldates were ques-
tioned by newsmen. 1 believe that, in ad-
dition to this format, the candidates
should participate in some debates where
they alone appear and are given the op-
portunity to question each other,

2. Instead of having all the debates
cover the water(ront, it would sharpen
the discussion to limit the debates toward
the end of the campaign to single subjects _
of greatest interest. One debate might be
devoted entirely 1o the subject of civil
rights; another might be devoted to the .
subject of our policy in Vietnam,

3. To assure that the debates are de-
cided to the greatest extent possible on
the basis of what the candidates say, *
rather than how they look, arrangements
could be made to place the candidates
in separate studios so that lighting and -

other technicul fuctors could be adjusted
to suit each one’s needs. (Such anarrange-

ment might have prevented an awkward .

situation that arose during my dcbates
with Senator Kennedy. I tend to perspire
in a warm room, and I perspired all oo

“freely in the first debate. So before the

_second debate, my staff arrived at the
studio first and got the air-conditioning
going strong. When Kennedy's staff dis-

. _covered this, the two sides almost came
".in, I changed my attitude. TV experts ex- - to blows. 1 remeniber that Bobby Ken.-

nedy had a fine row with our TV man,
trying to get the room warmer.) -

4. There should be at least one debate
between the two candidates for Vice
President. President Eisenhower’s three
serious illnesses, together with President
Kennedy's assassination, have brought
home to the American people with shat-

. tering impact the immense importance

of the Vice Presidency. This year, more

. - than any other time in American history,
But even if 1 hadn’t been able to cor- -

the voters will be giving the qualifications
of the vice-presidential candidates the
same thoughtful study that they give
those of the presidential candidates. A
television debate between the vice-
presidential candidates will assist the
voters in making that evaluation.

Four years ago the United States took
a bold new step forward in politicul
campaigning. While the Kennedy-Nixon
debates were compared to those of
Lincoln-Douglas in 1858, the analogy
was faulty., Lincoln and Douglas were
running for the Scnate; 1960 marked the
firstdebate between American presidential
candidates. The Japanesc even did us the
honor of copying our innovation, though
with a slight variation—when Prime
Minister lkeda and his opponcnt de-
bated before TV cameras, they paused
10 sip grcen tca bgt\secn questions!

America has d
ciingy tcm i i - 3
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in our own countr)’
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: ROBERT H. FINC
SUBJECT: Impact of the " ates" on the

Democratic Presidential Primary
in California

A

The guestion
"debates" wegpd

] .. I " L
s . - v ,
answer is unequivd€ally: Yes
: fore a ngCUSSion of the

debates themselves. Elksk.,f the Field poll showing McGovern
with a 20 point lead was patently wrong, if not dishonest.

jh the past Field has traditionally "over-
sampled" in the northern part of the state. But there is
no question but that at a point approximately two weeks
prior to the election McGovern had a clear lead probably
somewhere in the magnitude of 10 percentage points over
Humphrey, ¥ and this was fortified by unlimited money and
a superb organization. Even if syev-seeepmedsthe Field §
poll‘%@‘ are value, it would have to be argued that the
13% undecided went over enmasse to Humphrey--an unheard
phenomena.

The £ i i two debates

e represent

While Humphrey was clearly "up-tight and on edge"” in the
first debate, talking too much and reaffirming the prevalent
impression that most voters have of him, he did drive home
his points with regard to jobs, the high or uncertain costs
of various McGovern proposals and other extreme positions
taken by the South Dakota Senator.



In the second debate, Humphrey was much more appealing
and plausible, kept his answers more brief, did not

have to be interrupted to close his sentences and had

a more confident air. He did separate himself from
McGovern on the Prisoner-of-War issue and was clearly
appealing to the orthodox Democratic New Deal consti-
tuencies of labor, the farmer, the ol¢ and the minorities.

e @SR Ee third discussion, with the five
participants, had its impact on the election in a peculiar
way. Yorty tended to buttress Humphrey on his strong
defense position (and, of course, endorsed HHH the day
before the election), and Chisholm improved her visibility,
picking up 4% out of the vote of the Black community on
which Humphrey had been relying.

Frseene~—so—me—bra+- Hunphrey's showing in Los Angeles,

San Diego and Orange Counties, as well as in the San Joaquin
Valley, showed that he wrang the most out of the orthodox
New Deal appeal and leaned heavily on his arguments on
defense levels and California jobs. He talso appears to

have scored well with Catholics although he probably did

not exploit sufficiently McGovern's vulnerability in

the "Three A's" -- Abortion, Acid and Amnesty.

he Los Angeles Times reported:

McGOwgrn ran up big margins in San Francisco,
Alameda™~NQd Santa Clara counties, among-Others,
and this m®kg than made up for the Refting he
took from HumPhrey in Los Angele Orange and
San Bernardino cOwpties.

McGovern cut into HumpWgey”s strength in the
black communities but pp&Niminary figures showed
he did not do as well As exPected with Mexican-
Americans nor with gfme suburbPwsy voters.

A check of thregpredominantly Jewr precincts --
No. 2236 on BgXerly Blvd., No. 2230 o . Crescent

Heights and #o. 2226 on Stanley Ave. --gvering
different glonomic groups showed Humphrey Winning
by a comfbrtable 20 percentage points -- 582\to 38%.

A chegk of blue-collar precincts in South Gate,
Bell/Gardens and Bellflower showed Humphrey
beafing McGovern 54% to 33%.



McGovern staffers said the decision to go into
the three televised "debates! wi
into campaign time which h en allocated to
the blue~collar area

ack vote, a check of four key precincts
- tw the Watts area and two in Willowbrook ==

$: . n shofed almost a dead-even split between the candidates.

i G S eieieenre- that carc-mwst be utilized
in not having our people attempt to characterize McGovern
as a "flaming radical." Rather, it can be argued that
he is terribly naive (i.e., his position on hoping that
North Vietnam would release our Prisoners-of-War once
we left), and totally unrealistic about fiscal matters.
In othter words, his positions are "extreme" or "far out."”
The reason this is important is that he does come across
on television as a plausible, soft-spoken, trustworthy
sort of a man from the mid-West and this appearance
belies the gross stupidity of some of his statements
and programs.

Charle Actual results a Poll

(May 30-31)
McGovern 54% 46%
Humphrey 26% 40% 26%
Wallace 9% % 8%
Muskie % 2% 1%
Chisho 3% 4% 2%
Yor 2% 1% 1%
Jackson 23 1% 12



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM TO: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: HARRY S. DENT w
SUBJECT: . Analysis of California Primary

rey's attacks on McGovern's extremist positions, especially
welfare and defense spending, eeweeaw~to-heme made the Democrat

primary seesmss closer in California thaa—@&egeeéed—bg—gﬁlls
ARciidieaen Fais conclusion is based o

fornia leaders, newsmen ils _in The New York
Times (Yankelgws and the Washington Post {Hart) and a tele-

ph (attached) taken by the RNC.
Mos el the BPIE 011 has n too accurate. It
owed & -point lead. McGovern, claimed his poll showed 16.

Field Jtmise told UPI his ed HHH to "get off his

e and hit h o e thinks the 13% i t for HHH.
The RN of 112 Democra ded the debates had a mini-
ma mpact fo¥X HHH, hose who were undecided tended to go

ore for HHH. OJ-DLQ"L)

Qurt s Qs . (ull foaF 0 ilagalle

inimized the impact of the HHH attacks but
pointed out that undecideds were influenced more by HHH in the

5

c1081ng days g ebia—arf—3—vo Tttty T ettt 1 —
ST TG L 160 these 5-4.,

Some 53% of the Demo voters said they watched 1 of 3 debates.
They split on who:won--16% HHH, 17% McGovern, and 20% said
even. The rest didn't watch. Of HHH voters, 30% said he won

and of McGovern' s, 30% said E a D 9\

Yankelovich supports the view that McGovern's positions on defense
and welfare cost him votes. One in 5 found the debates important
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in voting, the majority of these going for HHH. Yankelovich
says this raised HHH's vote by several poinie

(;;;—most damaging position of McGovern was his plan to drasti-=
cally reduce defense spending. Among all voters, more than
1/3 expressed disapproval here. AQQRcreiiaermme—mmrtm e SR oS —
P xioazan T e e L o2

HHH hit vy With full page newspape
ore though\t these attacks e effective. Tom Reed and
Nofziger : gre i Nofziger.

News - eel HHH hurt McG e Keyi trrTTips, Bob
No . and Bol\ Semple.

’zn interesting point is that McGovern edged HHH out on the
black vote and did even better with the chicanos. This could
mean they learned more of McGovern's "“handout” views through
the debates and ads. If so, this could also mean that the
more affluent voters moved away as they became better informed,
since McGovern barely won, even with a bigger than ever black
and brown vote.

~
Novak suggested at the Governors' Conference t GOP begin
a stead rl drip" ca : ainst vern's extremism and
kee } ction day.

Contagts with othe wEornians confirzm the view that HHH's
atffacks .

The HHH attacks were not alone in closing the reported big gap.
Here are other factors:

1) McGovern peaked too soon.
2) Polls gave sympathy to HHH and caused labor and others to
work harder. They did a better "get out the vote" job than

McGovern's people, who did a good canvas job.

3) The President's trips hurt McGovern, and HHH acted and



talked like the President.

4) proposition 9's 2-1 loss brought out people opposed to
leftist extremism.

5) c¢california isn't as liberal overall as McGovern.

6) McGovern left for trips to New Mexico and Houston on
Monday.

RECOMMENDA TIOMN~% i urrogates
without



L&yxgé’
Republican

National s
Committee. /

To:

From: u

Re: Survey on Effect of%ﬁg hrey-McGoverpf
Debates on the CaT7ifor

nia Primary

As you requested this morning, the RNC PolitAcal/Research Division
has attempted to measure the effect of the Aactics employed by
Hubert Humphrey in the televised McGovernsHumphrey debates.

During the day several hundred homes in
nando Valley area around Los Angeles w
contacted. The results were as follo

he San Gabriel, San Fer-
e selected at random and

Number of registered Democrats/contacted 112
Number voting 77
Number that did not view at Yeast one debate 51
Number influenced by debate 3

Due to the time factor the queftionnaire had to be brief and the
sample selected at random. wever, in general our survey indicated
that most voters had made their decisions prior to the debates and
that the debates by themselfes had Tittle impact on the outcomes.

Undertaking a project of Athis magnitude required the virtual shutdown
of the Research/Politicgl Division for the entire workday.

The results of the suyfvey and an analysis follow.

Dwight D. Eisenhower Republican Center: 310 First Street Southeast, Washington, D.C. 20003. (202) 484-6500.



KNG KESLAKUH DIVISIUR
JUNE 8, 1972

DEBATE SURVEY: ANALYSIS

A special telephone survey of Los Angeles County voters conddcted

on June 8, 1972, revealed the Humphrey-McGovern debates had/a minimal
effect upon the vote preferences of those surveyed. Resulfs of the

poll indicated that only 61 of thosc surveyed even watched any of the
debates and of those that did only 3 said these debates Anfluenced

their final choice. (These results are hardly surprisifig considering
that Neilsen ratings showed that a Marcus Welby rerun gnd Cannon outdrew
the second debate among television viewers. As a campaign worker

stated after one of the debates, "The loudest noise y California
tonight was the clicking of television sets to othey channels.")

In a survey taken by the Field Corporation at the ¢nd of May, Humphrey
was trailing McGovern by 20% (McGovern had 46% to Humphrey's 26%).

If the debates did not significantly contribute Humphrey's gain in
the Tast week of the campaign, then one must ask/what factors did con-
tribute to the Minnesota Senator's late surge. fFirst, some overcon-
fidence among the McGovern forces was evident dfiring the latter days of
the campaign. McGovern left California for twg days during this period
to make visits to New Mexico (which held its primary on the same day as
California) and Houston, Texas, where he met fiith several Democratic
governoys. Second, Humphrey probably picked fup approximately an addi-
tional 2% of the votc through Mayor Yorty's fndorsement (whose final vote
was about 2% below his showing in the Fieldfpol1). HHH may also have
been aided by the complicated write~-in progedure of the California
primary, thus driving a few Wallace voterg*into the Humphrey camp.

Finally, if the Field poll is accurate, the bulk of Humphrey's gain in
the final days of the campaign must have come from undecided voters.
According to the Field surv.y, many of these undecideds were elderly and
black -- groups where Humphrey has traditionally enjoyed strong support.
Their final decision to vote for Humphrey appears to be more a product
of their traditional Toyalties than of the influence of Humphrey's cam-
paign, particularly his strong attacks against George McGovern. (Nor
does our survey indicate that llumphrey's blasts at McGovern played a
decisive role in securing the votes of our respondents who voted for
Humphrey, since many of them (29} had decided to vote for him early

in the campaign before the initigtion of Humphrey's attack strategy).

As is so often the case, many of the undecided voters appear to have
gone with their traditional favbrite (Humphrey) on election day, after
having experienced some doubt pver their choice when confronted with
McGovern's relatively "new" fAce and, perhaps, Humphrey's aggressive
attacks upon the South Dakotf Senator.

CONCLUSION

The television debates yere viewed by a relatively small percentage of
the Democrat voters infthe statc and even fewer have cited it as a
decisive factor in thedr final decision. It is more Tikely that other
factors i.e. overconfidence by McGovern forces, a cut-back on spending
in the closing days by the McGoverr campaign, etc., resulted in Humphrey
gaining ground while McGovern held the 45% attributed to him by the Ficld
Corporation poll a week before the election.




RNC RESEARCH DIVISION
JUNE 8, 1972

DEBATE SURVLEY RESULT

Date of Survey: June 8, 1972
Actual Democratic turnout: 72%
True percentage of Democrats in L.A. County (excluding city) = 57%

I. Question: Are you a registered Democrat?
Yes No
Total 112 (53%) 8 (47%)

( If a registered Democrat, ask following qufstion )

IT. Question: Did you vote in the recent California Democratic primary?
Yes No
Total 77 (68%) 35 (32%)

( If answer is yes, ask following queftions)

ITI. Question: For whom did you vote inf the Democratic primary?

Total
Humphrey 33
McGover 29
Wallac 5
Other 10
Iv. Question: When did you make your mind to vote for the Democrat

candidate of ypur choice ... a month or more ago;
two weeks agof or one week ago?

Humphrey McGovern Wallace
Supporters Supporters Supporters

One month or more 25 14 . 4
Two weeks 4 11 1

One week or less 4 3 0



V. Question: Did you watch all, some, or none of the debates between
the Democrat candidates? /
/
/
All 3
1l-2
None 35
VI. Question: Did the debates betwecen the Democrétic candidates affect

your decision in voting in t California primary?

McGovern
Voters
Yes 2
No 27

Total registered voters in L.A. coynty (excluding city): 3,223,825
Total registered Democrats ~ 1,864,216

Republicans-1, ¥45,172

Unidentified+y 215,437
Sample
N = 210 = (D) =73
D = 112 = (D) = 49
R = 75



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

-June 8, 1972.

. R. HALDEMAN
FROM:

SUBJECT: ssons of the California Prima

&#\_& MWW(\\%W oy

The media has not emphasized the fact that McGovern won
by far less than had been expected. They clobbered Muskie after New
Hampshire because he got '"only'' 48% -- no such bad luck for McGovem.
Lesson here is that we should expect less tear-down-the-frontrunner
help than usual, since McGovern is better attuned to most reporters
than, say, Muskie (too careful) or even Lindsay (too obviously
charismatic) or Humphrey (old story, no news). Why? Oddly,
McGovern is now enjoying much of what we had in 1966 and 1967 --
the man who came out of nowhere, who worked hard and long, who
deserves recognition. Also, Frank Mankiewicz is a pro with the press.
Also, most reporters who mold or follow liberal opinion (Wicker, Appel,
Haynes Johnson) are ideologically in his camp. In the news backwash,
however -- newsmags and columnists -~ we can do a lot to slow his
momentum by pointing to his fade-out at the end.

2. Shirley Chisholm turned out to be Humphrey's spoiler.
Her could have mad e\differencg umphre roke
eyén with th adks o did ot e for Shirley, but I think he
ave go most of hers.

3. Humphrey's last two weeks must have scared hell out of
Jews who had been leaning toward McGovern. The switcher issue here
probably was Israel, and the threat of McGovern's softness in the Mideast.
Woemsrormid e ke BT T F e Hmdioiizit b thm o Colis orth
bivbebiiauinmeieny | have a hunch that Jews will not vote for a candidate
because he is for aid to Israel (they all say they are) but will vote
against one whom they think is against Israel, or more accurately
would be weak in a showdown. This could be enormously significant
in New Ygrk, Illinois and California, not only in fundraising but in

vote patternsg wemeripmameilintinnitmi ittt trmtmbebmpbnbimivingealiaiin A




iy

4, Disenchantment should now become the anti-McGovern key-
word., Fifteen per cent of the California Democratic voters became
disenchanted with McGovern in the final two weeks, when they had
their first close look at him. Why?

My guess: Four-fifths became frightened at his positions because
of the Humphrey attack. A radical in sheep's clothing, and all that.
One fifth may have been disaffected because he backed off his
positions -- that is, he's not the purist he used to be. No longer a
virgin,

I{would like us to exploit both these leads. Owur tendency will he to
neg¥ect the latter, figuring the radicals will never vote for s, and
conceMyrate on showing the centrist Democrat that he's o the hands of
leftists. \This would be missing a good bet, because p/large part of
his enthusiysm comes from the kids, and a lérge p#rt of his basic
appeal comeX from "honesty'' -- if we can dramp#ize and ridicule the
McGovern Shiy, we can erode both enthusiasgfand honesty.

One specific way\right now: Have the Yo Division of the Commitee
for the Re-Electidg of the President pt#pare this cheap flyer: a full-
sized reprint of the\May 22 Wall Streft Journal McGovern ad, in
which he shows he's ™t really a thfeat to free enterprise and says
that besides, Congress¥Would neyer pass his proposals. Fold it in
quarters and headline it: N'Hepf is McGovern's Special Message to
Wall Street: Not to Worry.y¥ Then, in the margins around the re-
printed ad, write in the Gdyern quotes that sharply conflict with
what is said in the ad, gBmplet\ with red arrows between the two.
Message on the back: aybe nom\Wall Street will trust McGovern --
but now, can you trst him?'' Dist™Npute heavily on campus and in
areas where the JPemocratic left is sthongest. Best, of course,
would be to ha some other Democratidcandidate do this, but that
is unlikely tghappen, and it is too good a Yhot to miss.

Then w¢/could use something like this to illust™Nte the point about
"disep€hantment'' (that's a liberal vogue word, a®gociated with
F. gcott Fitzgerald, and can hang around McGovern®g neck like an



albatross) -- with something to peg it to, media will go for it

in a big way, because it is perfect fo e next swing of the pendulum:
the story about maybe George ai the man he's cracked up to be.
We could help that along, takifig the offensive on '"credibility. !



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM TO: H. R. HALDEMAN

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN

From my knowledge only these can explain the precipitate McGovern

drop of fifteen points; N .

a) The Field Poll was wrong; I discount this -- as I have it from a
source that the Field Poll actually played down the McGovern spread,
which was larger than twenty points.

b) Humphrey attacks begin to pay off -- his attacks primarily on

defense cuts and jobs in California, on the welfare giveaways of

McGovern, on Israel and POWs. Despite the Humphrey stridency,

and panicky approach -- he must have sufficiently frightened many

people to convince 300, 000 to come his way. This I believe explains

it coupled with:

1. The Jackson and Yorty endorsements of HHH, which tended

to reinforce the Humphrey attacks on McGovern as a radical;
and

2. The surfacing in the California press of increasing numbers
of national Democrats calling GM an extremist, a guy who
will sink the whole ticket, etc.

What needs t ation, George
McGove
leas impressions are favorable -- but they

are not firm impressions.

What seems interesting is that McGovern who was 46-26 over Humphrey
got just about that: 46%. But Humphrey was who went from 26% to 40%
in a week -- So, did McGovern really lose any votes? Or did HHH
simply pick up from all the other Democrats, and pick up all the
undecideds as well -- by scaring the hell out of them. -

Buchanan



McGovern "Weakness’
Located in Voter Poll v

By JACK ROSENTHAL £ The debates appeared to be | /
New York Times News Service §

¢ unimportant, however, com-
1LOS ANGELLS -~ Substan-

. , Latar * pared with the substance. And ;
tial voter displeasure with his =), single most damaging sub-
stantive point for McGovern,
taccording to the survey, was
;his proposal to recalculate—
and sharply reduce—the na/
tion’s defense budget.
Among all volers, more
a third expressed strong dis-
agreement with this pregposal.
Among those who vgted for
candidates other thaf McGov-
ern, the disapproval rate rgse
to two-thirds.

positions on defense spending
rveductions and welfare re-
form appeared to have cut
deeply into Sen. George Me-
Govern’s margin of viclory
in Tuesday’s California presi-
dential primary.

This was the major conclu-
sion of a survey of 570 Dem-
ocratic voters as they left the
polls in 11 counties. The sur-
vey was conducted by the
New York Times and Daniel
Yankelovich, Inc., a major
social and market research
concern.

The McGovern positions be-
came a focus of attack from
his principal rival, Sen. Hu-
bert H. Humphrey of Minne-
sota, notably in three na-
tionally televised debates be-
fore the election.

Proposal Ridiculed

In those debates, Humphrey
sharply assailed his South
Dakota opponent’s call for a
reduction in defense spending
to $55 billion and ridiculed
his proposal to grant a $1,00
allowance fo every nee
American,

phrey. In the final election
returns, McGoverry came out
5 poinis ahead, ftotaling 45
percent of the/ Democratic

“voter volatil-
for the discre-
1d Uniled Press

the undecided
were listed at 13
the poll a week be-
primary, probably

pancy. He

defted impact on the cam-
pifign itsell. We have nof wit-
ssed in the 26 years we have
een polling in this state any-
thing like the attenfion it re-
ceived in the media.”

One in Five

The Times-Yankelovich sur-
vey suggested that one voter
in five found the debates im-
portant in deciding which can-
didate to vole for. The major-
ity of these voters turned to
Humphrey. This appears to
have raiscd the Minnesotan's
pronortion of the vote hy sev-

, ‘“created an unprece- |

\

EVENING STAR -- 6/8/72



Committee for the Re-election of the President

MEMORANDUM June 8, 1972
CORFIPERSEAT™
MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER
SUBJECT: California Primary

This memorandégwull outline my observations with regard to the
effect of the Humphrey-McGovern debates on the apparent shift of
voters to Humphrey late in the campaign. My thoughts are largely
based on what I have gleaned from the Washington Post, the New
York Times, and the CBS polls and not on any data which I have
collected or had a chance to analyze. The following are the
important points:

1. ii-doubiftgat there wag§a major shift from McGovern to Humphrey,
rather «bmguepass there were a large number of voters who were
originally predisposed to Humphrey prior to the campaign and tem-
porarily moved into the undecided column by the McGovern campaign.
When they actually voted they voted théir basic predisposition to
Humphrey. The fact that McGovern was a new, unique, and relatively
unknown commodity and the fact his campaign was a much larger, more
obvious and better financed effort than Humphrey's would have con-
tributed to the shift to the undecided category. Flatrammemamnhanan—
IO Tl e Bimmetio e e e T T e AP e ol e G ey 2. S
ruRning. 20alns il O A S Sl Ot driniilviiriri bW T .
The fact McGovern actually got about the same percentage in the
election as he did in the Field poll and alsoc the fact that the
undecided voters in the Field poll were demographically similar to
the Humphrey voters would support this conclusion.

2. The debates s scemed to sharpen the focus on several of
McGovern's extreme p051t10ns and locked him 1nto those positions.
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‘fﬂe active business-labor campaign against the environmental pro-
position may have caused some disproportionate turnout of people

fe on the California study
ould give us some insj
rn support.

We will, of course, pi

which we are stayid next week which

into the na of the Humphrey and McGo
4
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MEMORANDUM FO R. HALDEMAN

53
*
o
&

¥

CHARLES COLSON" %,

£
ra

FROM:

SUBJECT: Cilifornia Bs#nary

%elie‘ve the debates had a very significant effect, ” «lromi-iwdrented
“rrerrirer-rreno ramtes both candidates lost. Humrhrey because
he looked mean and vicious as the attacker and McGovern because
he lost debating points on the issues to Humphrey. In retrospect,
while I had thought McGovern came out the better because of
his "good guy'' image, it is now apparent to me that Humphrey
scored significantly on McGovern with his attacks.

—Ee Field poll was off g as was the ABC poll and
that McGovern did not have a 20 point lead a week before the
primary. ;

5 poitrt-rrrEepirty—ItCh Tie won. He peaked early plus the fact
the debates did expose some extreme positions. Particularly in
the 3rd debate, McGovern looked very weak on the POW issue and
I would suspect that to anyone who was not a confirmed partisan
for either candidate that that would have had a significant effect.
ink Humphrey also scored very well not only j
but in Mg general campaign on the aerospa nd jobs iss¥e.
reports fr labor sources indicate phrey was finally beg;\f-r
ning to gain m

ates

entum in the clogis days on thatissue witR the

blue collar worke

The New York Times' Y,
on this point (attached),

kelovich survey today is very revealing
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Committee for the Re-election of the President

MEMORANDUM

June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. H. R. DEMAN
FROM: JEB 8. MAGR

SUBJECT: Impact of Caliifiornia Debates

: \J
R end Mm-&

alifornia debate between McGovern and ~ o

nuch ne®Wedufgrum for Humphrey to sharpen the issues betwedn
e two candidates., amshigueh the first debate did not have

brge viewing audience, it serViwmgg an opportunity for Humpfrey

b put McGovern on the defensive concer melllis stand on redpcing
dpfense spendlng to $55 million and welfare reform roremagl/a
S WATATANEER IS LRy sicivacamyivic = 19‘!Although neither the
public nor the media ever declared Humphrey the winner of the
debate, substantial damage was done to McGovern. The media
began to emphasize the attack by Humphrey. McGovern then occupied
the least advantageous position in the political arena -~ that of
being on the defensive. He spent the next several days trying
to explain his programs while Humphrey. kept up the attack. This
was all news to Californians. Humphrey had little if any paid
commercials at this point while McGovern had begun saturatione

The second debate, i g prime time, presented Humphrey in a
much more conciliatory light. However, he kept questioning the
economic impact the McGovern defense cut would have on the working
man of California. ed

f1 ks?” Again the results of the debate were

a toss-up, tut the media still gave maximum coverage to Humphrey's
attack. Jumpleeymasntdesmmr e it tdsiilliisai e

e R e AL, G e e oA O i et i e P e T S,
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Analysis .

The Hart Survey shows that 53% of the Democratic voters watched

at least one debate. As previously stated, the public on the
surface did not perceive either candidate as the clear cut

winner. The Hart Survey pointed out that 177 thought McGovern

won, 16% thought Humphrey won, 20% felt that it was a stand off,
and the remainder had no opinion. 30% of the Humphrey voters
thought that Humphrey had won the debates while 307 of the McGovern
voters thought that McGovern had won the debates.

The most revealing clue of the Hart Survey was one out of three
voters decided for whom they would vote during the last three
weeks (many during the debates). Of those voters, 5 to 4 voted

for Humphrey. 0‘ n“ &k .
The ch Survey revealed that 1 ocut of 5 voters considered

the debates important in deciding for whom to vote, The majority
of thosg\who relied on the debates favored Humphrey.

The Survey also indicated that more voters voted
against McGovern than against Humphrey. One fourth of the voters
preferred their candidate because they disliked their opponent.
Senator Humphrey received one half of these votes while Senator




Conclusio

It is our feeNling that the debates served to put MEGovern
on the defensi¥%e and to dampen the momentum of s well-
organized and we&l-financed campaign. McGovepfi probably
peaked several da\s before the election. It/fis difficult
however, to determipe how much they contriplited to Humphrey's
surge on Election Day. Other important fdctors were present:

10

The impact of\the California #oll may have
spurred Humphréy workers ang caused complacency
in the McGovern amp.

McGovern's get-outXhe-fote activity was not as
well coordinated as Wp& voter identification
canvass.

Proposition 9 on phe Califdnia ballot was a pro-
ecology issue. JMost McGoverdNgupporters were pro-9
and Humphrey sybporters anti-9,\Whitaker and Baxter
spent over ond million dollars in™gn anti Proposition
9 P.R. campglign. This may have broudght much of the
latent Humpfhrey support to the polls.

Humphref campaigned much harder in the lastN\days,
while AMcGovern went to New Mexico and to Housbton
to tfe Governor's conference.
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MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM: RICHARD MOORE

[eeng 6.7 o
i that#ebates by themselves weregAmajor factor

&jﬂﬂhﬁj‘ﬁ’ﬂdifference betweerMPicld poll an inal results.

poll w taken Ma 0 an an 1
co entified
D€mocrat ters.

Nl Gultomaiememinat first debate where Humphre as

on the at and generally considepsed most gffglctive had
alread akenf place whefifpoll wag”tafen g#fd segbnd deberfe

took #lace Mgy 30 wheh pgoll wage halff cafipleted ~—ely the
thipd debate|whjs¥ inclfided Xorty an® Shirley Chissom
tchk place cofMpletely a\ poll, Incidentally, Los
ffﬁngeles audience ratings were 12% for first debate,
13% for second and only 6% for third debate. Ratings
in other California cities probably somewhat higher
but still each debate was probably not seen by 80%
. of the voters. Reasons given by various observers
Wuhe,ae for difference between the 20% McGovern lead and
actual 2ifference of only 5% include the following:

1. 0ll itself generated over confidence by McGovern
workers and greater effort by Humphrey workers.

2. McGovern's refusal of a final debate and his
departure for New Mexico and Texas on Monday
hurt him seriously indicating over confidence and
taking California for granted.

3. As Teddy White told David Wolper, Humphrey has a
knack for a.strong finish. On last two days,
Humphrey campaigned strenuously up and down State
with good TV coverage while McGovern was absent.



4, Nofziger reports that Al _Barkan,polifical person from
COPE,came into State guting last twg weeks and the
labor effort appears to have been effective in closing
days particularlysin Los Angeles Cgunty which Humphpéy
carried.

Proposition 9 wh¥Ch lost by 2 to 1, atgracted non-lileral
voters who migktt not otherwise have vgted,.

Finally, mgfiy suggest that although field poll pay be
defective/in commerical marketing, jJt has spothy record
in poligical poll and was probably fsrong to Jegin with.

My total impression is that debatgs did hellp by generating
worgd of mouth of Humphrey's hard Jitting/attack and the
imgortamt factor was McGovern's d¢partyfe.

Incidentally, Los Angeles Times at®ributes Congressman
Schmitz' defeat entirely to his opposition to the President's
China and Russia initiatives which is very encouraging

news from Orange County. ¢
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FROM: ROY D, MOREY |
SUBJECT: Predictions vs. Results in

the California Democratic

Primary QI 2 El‘

e days prior to the clection, a:ervm rector of the syndic

Cal\fornia poll, found that as of 0~ 31 Mc overn was favor ¥

Significant sources of McGovern's strength were identified by Hart
Research Associates. Their figures show that while Humphrey had

been running as a two to one favorite among blue collar workers in
previous primaries, McGovern captured their vote by 46% to 38%.

In addition, Humphrey showed a decline among Black voters from

72% in the April Pennsylvania primary to 34% in California. McGovern's

popularity among the Blacks increased over the same period from
13% to 36%.

~N
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The data also demonstrates that urban voters feel that McGovern
is a better candidate by a margin of more than two to onc; less than
two months ago, Humphrey held the advantage by similar margin,
Humphrey seems to have increased his suburban strength (29% up
to 43%) at the expense of corce city support,

Humphrey did well among the elderly (taking California's senior
set by a two to onc margin) slightly less than half his voters
classify themselves as conservatives, accounting perhaps in part
for his strength in surburban Los Angeles County.

McGovern on the other hand captured more than 70% of the 18 to

24 year old vote, and among liberals and professionals - executives

he ran two to one ahead of Humphrey. In previous primaries, McGovern
had been finding consistently stronger support among women; in
California he did 15% better among the men than did Humphrey,

Qd only 3% better among the women,

A Last Minute Shift?

sen a number of explanations advanged fo better
than predicted HumpliTe wing: The M n decision to leave
the state the day before the minute sympathy vote for
. Humphrey; McGg position on the-issues as exposadi*th;m
isi *hates and elsewhere finally caught up with him.

T demadatdota t0 a5 ccas calhembalbhoss *knnﬁss,ﬂere is
some evidence which should cast doubt on the significance of the
television debates in influencing voter decisions,

It maykg argued that the debates and issues and positigpe=e€posed
in the debate®aggcount for the diminution of McGew®Tn strength during
the final days of the eaxpaign. This is apTausible theory, but difficult
to support. Only a little over~kagliefthe California Democrats (53%)
watched any of the three debet@s. ATagg those three watched, there
was a mixed reaction p#fthe outcome -~ 1674hQught Humphrey came
out ahead, 17% ga¥f McGovern was the winner, and 2% thought the
debate prodmc@ed a stand-off. In short, there does not scermMqbe much
evid € to suggest that the debate played an important role in eifher
Suring a McGovern'victory or in decreasing his winning margin,

There are scveral factors which are useful in attempting to account for
the better than predicted Hygwfphrey showing. First is the matter of
voter volatility in pri

y elections in general, and the California
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primary in particulaxg t has been demonstrated elsewhere that
public opinion poll#fy is a more risky enterprise in primary rather
than gencral ctions.

More important, however, in explaining the a rent shift toward
Humphrey in the final days is the undecided#ffote. A week before
the election, the undecided vote was 13%#h the Mervin Field poll
and most of this went to Humphrey o ection day. This was
especially true among older voter ho made up a majority of
the undecided group. The Hart #0011 conducted for the Washington
Post indicates that as much a third of the voters did not make
up their minds until the lagfthree weeks of the campaign and that
Humphrey picked up mog#of these late deciders.

In addition, there were early Wallace
decided to forego a write~in and vot
Humphrey picked up more of thes
did McGovern.,

pporters who eventually
or either McGovern or Humphrey.
ominal Wallace supporters than

Weighingy the Results .

In assessing the results of the Califofnia Democratic primary, one
should keep in mind the size and cofmpdsition of the electorate., Only

67% of California's 5.1 million
but in the 1968 contest between

as compared with the 73% tur
Kennedy and Hartke'

We cannot assume that the 67% who turjed out constitute a represent-
ative microcosm of the entire Califophiia Democratic electorate. As
Austin Ranncey reports in the curreft issue of the American Political
Science Review, the make up of tfe electorate in primary elections

differs from the voters who turf out for general elections. The
Ranney data indicates that thg/primary voters tend to be more affluent,
better educated, with an ovgr all higher socio-economic background.
They also tend to be morgidcologically committed. Although there
were a few voter groupfeversals for McGovern from his experience

in other states, the f#ct remains that his support in California tended
to be from those wlfo are more likely to turn out for a primary clection,

Among voters with incomes over $A5, 000 he did as well as he has in
other states. McGovern out polfed Humphrey among the better cducated
and profecssional groups and hif gained two out of three votes among

thosc who classificed themsgfves as liberals.,
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The VN war and the state of the cconomy (includinff unemployment)
were the major issues on the minds of both McGgvern and Humphrey
supporters., Hence, it is difficult to draw a shgrp distinction
between the two based upon positions taken onfthe issues. Humphrey
supporters felt he is committed to ending th¢’ war and favor his
stand on equality for Blacks and tax reformy, McGovern supporters
tended to mention withdrawal from VN, a fguaranteed minimal
income for the poor and his stand on tax feform., The distinction
drawn in voter's minds scem to be morg a matter of style than
substance,

Judging from the success McGovern/had with the more affluent

and professional groups, there does not seem to be much evidence
to support the contention that thogk with incomes above $15, 000 were
scared into the Humphrey camp py talk of McGovern's income
redistribution scheme.

This year, the primaries hayle given voters an opportunity to express
their feelings of discontent gnd concern., This is reflected in the
successcs of both McGoveyh and Wallace. Howewer, the voter will
have to make a consideralfly different kind of decision in the gencral
election., In'the final angdlysis he is called upon to pass judgment

on whom he thinks shouyfd be entrusted with the responsibility of

the Presidency.,

cc: Bradford Rich
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. Survey of California Voting

By Haynes Johnson
L Washington Post Btaff Writer

© LOS ANGELES, June 7 — Although
George McGovern did not win the
~California primary hy the landslide the
" pollsters had projecied, Demoeratic
_voters in the nation’s largest state
“handed him another kind of victory:
for the first time this year he has
emerged as the candidate with the
most broadly bascd constituency.

In other primaries his strength was
concenirated among young voters, af-
fluent suburbanites and liberals, Me-
Govern basically heid that constituency
yesterday, and ran significantly better
among voters who previously had been
the strongest supporters of his op-

ponent, Hubert Humphrey,
" Those voters who had formed the

Gé}w;@:

nucleus of the Humphrey strength in

other contests—the blacks, the poor,
the wurban dwellers, the blue-collar
workers, the ethnics—deserted him in
California, .

The most striking evidence of Me-
Govern's broader appeal came in {wo
voling groups, the blacks and the blue-
collar workers, In previous primarics
Humphrey had been getting anywhere
from 70 to 80 per cent of the black
vote.

Humphrey also had been running
about 2-10-1 ahead of McGovern among
blue-collar workers.

A survey by Hart Rescarch Asso-
ciates conducted for The Washington
Tost showed Humphrey actually losing
the black vote by 2 percentage points
in California and running behind Me-

Vew Constliluency

Govern among blue-collar workers by
a 46 per cent to 38 per cent margin.
(McGovern’s principal pollster, Pat
Caddell, estimated that McGovern took
47 or 48 per cent of the state’s black
vote to 43 per cent for Humphrey and
that he picked up 57 per cent of the
Chicano vole, 20 points ahead of Hum-
phrey. But Caddell said Humphrey
seemed to have won the Jewish vole
by 18 to 20 per cent and to have won
the blue-collar vote by 2 or 3 per cent)
The Hart survey, of 847 voters in 26
countics throughout the state, also
turned up other evidence of McGov-
orn’s increasing acceptance among di-
verse clements of registered Demo-
crals. Mexican-Americans voled for Mec-
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MCGOYERN BROADENS CONSTITUENCY

Govern by 81 to 31 per cént
for Humphrey.

Among voters with family
. incomes under §7,000 a vear,
the {wo major contmdcls
evenly divided the {iel a.”
Previously in the Pennsylva-
nia, Ohio and Maryland pri-°
maries the Hart/Post survey
showed Humphrey running
anywhere from 2-fo-1 {o 3-to- .
1 over McGovern iu 1hat
category..

Finally, Tumph rey s
‘standing among urban vot-
ers plummeted in Califor-
nia. In California the urban
vote represents one-third of
‘the potential  Democratic
electorate. Yesterday Hum- -
phrey took onfy 27 per cent .
‘of that vote. In Pennsyl-’
‘vania, by contrast, he had
‘held 45 per cent of the '
urban votc and in Ohm he
took 53 por cont ;

Mc(‘xmcms margin rose >
from 23 per cent of the ur-
ban voie in Peunsyivania to
52 per cent in California. =~

Suburban Vote Dividegd

The key to the closencess
of the California vote ironi-
cally lies in the one area |
that had been 'the bastion”
for George MeGovern: the
suburhbs. The {wo candidates
divided that vote vesterday.®
And in California this group
makes up nearly hall o{ the '
Democratic electorate.

In P(‘nns;l\?ma Humph-
_rey had carried 28 per cent .,
» of the suburban vote o Me-

Govern's 45. 1n California,
. Humphrey captured 43 per
cent of the suburban vofe
while McGovern won 41 per
cent.

Humphrey’s strenffth was
concentrated in one major
area—sprawling  Los . An-
1 geles County.

A reading of the Cali‘ -
"nla returns thus clearly
shows how successful ' Me
Govern hag been in cstab-
lishing himself as a candi-
date with wide political ap-
peal. His California standing

has to be measured against .

the time, only three months
ago, when he was largely re-
garded as a one-issue candi-
tdate who could not rise
above 7 per cent in the na-
. tional. polls. R

What is intriguing about
California—and unanswera-\
ble at this slage—is how the
polls erred so badly here.

McGovern came into elee-

, tion day seemingly headcd

for a landslide victory. The
respected  California  Poll

" conducted by Mervin Field

showed him ahead by 20 per-.
centage points. But as they ’
have demonstrated all year
in the privacy of the voting
hooth, citizens refused {o.be
catalogued in advance of the
election. .

‘Various Theories Offered

There are any number of

‘theories being advanced to

explain {he far-better Hum-
phrey {inal vote: that the in-
tensely pelsonal nature of ;

 his campaigning against the’

odds spurred a lastvminute
sympathy vote; that Me-
Govern's position on speexfxc .
issues, including income re.

,distmbutwn and cuts in de-

fense spending, cast, new,

. doubt on his candldacy, {hat’

{the television debates caused
a significant switch to ;Hum
phrey.

None of these can be veri.
{fied with any accuracy.
They remain theories.

The Hart survey data
does, however, give elues to
what was {aking place as the

election approached. Voters |
were asked when they made |

up their minds to subport ei-
ther  Huwmphrey  or _ AMe.
Govern. One out of three
voters said they decided on
their eandidate within the
last three weeks. Of these
voters, Humphre} beat
McGovem by a 5t04 mar-

gin. , T

In other words, people
who were undecided tended..
to be-more iufluenced by
Humphxm than McGovern

~in. “the elosing dnys af the
-gleétion.

The telcwsmn debates me,

- less conclusive. , .

Some 53 per .cent of” all
Democeratic volers 1n the:
state, representing well over:
a milllon persons, said {hey”
had watched at least one of
the three TV encounters.,
But despite such wlde expo”
sure, nelther candidate re.’

" cvived a clear signal of sup-
* port based wn the way he
_ came over the set

When asked which candi-,
date was the winner, the cit-’

¢ jzens responded this way:

Sixteen Spek eent of all-

- Democratic voters thought

Humphrey came out ahead.
‘aoventcen per cent naxd
McGovern. = ¢
Twenty pcl cent tl*ou '1t

" the debates weze a, stand

"off, S
. And the mmmndm duint
. wateh,

The some kmd of:mcon'
clusive breakdown camece
among those who voted for
either - ]\I((xovem or }{um-
~phrey, ‘e R

o . tnose x\ho backed”

: Humpme\ un Tucsday, only

30 per cent thought he was a
clear-cut winner *in the de-

" hates. Of those who voted

“for McGovern, the same fig-
ure of 30 per cent gave'their
‘man the clear edge. .
tMarked by Bifterness . 0
The Hart results do cast
,light on another element of |
critical” importance to net
only Humphrey and Mec-?’

. Govern, but to their party’s

chances against Richard
Nixon in the fall. This camn-
paign was marked by a cur-*
rent of bitterness, .some-
times muted,. sometimes
flaring into the.open, be-
tween the two senators who -
‘have heen longlime frxends
in Washington, - . | ...



On election day, that bit-
terncss was most notably ex-
pressed by the Humphrey
voters. Almost half of thosd
who voted for Humphrey
said they would support Mr.
Nixon if McGovern is the
Democratic nominec in Nov-
ember. Among McGovern's
supporters, ‘however, two
out of three said they would
“back Humphrey if he wins
the Democeratic nomination
next mionth in Miami Beach.
But a full 10 per cent of
the McGovern voters said
they would not participate,
at all 'in the presidential
election if the choices, are
the same as four yecars ago
—another Humphrey-Nixon
mat(‘.h. I
Implicit in thesc findings
is a potentially perilous situ-
ation facing-the Democratic
Party. They raise the pros-
pect of a party so badly di-
vided that the Republicans
could be returned to office
as a result,
- 0On the surface®that is
comforting news ~for the
President and his party. But
‘a careful qualification has
\to be added to that equa-
tion.
" 1In trial heals among Dem-
ocratic  votlers yesterday,
,both Humphrey and Mec-
‘Gavern  scored substantial
victories when pitted face-
ta:-face against MNr. Nixon,
The figure for Humphrey
was 68 per cent to Mr. Nix-,
on’s 21 per cent. McGovern
Aopped the President by 66
to 28 per cent. )
Findings Confirmed
These confirm the find-
.ings of other published polls
“this week that showed Me-
.Govern  beating Mr. Nixon
among all California voters,
-Simply put, this means that
'the President has probleias
‘in  California, the lergest
state and a state that he car-
ried in both 1960 and 1968.
Another way of looking at
the relative strength of the
 President in his native state
can Dbe seen in examining
the issues cited by the vot-
ers. In California, as in
other states, the war ranks

as the greatest concern of
most voters, But close he-

hHind that is another prob-

lem. To a striking degree,
California voters yesterday

singled out the problems ol

;unemployment and job secu-

rity as heing of paramouat
importance.

0—31—

In other states, the issues
of inflation or taxes ranked
high, but the California voet.
ers were saying yesterday
that their economic pron-
lems arc more acute and
more demanding of solution.

These two concerns, the

war and the economy, will
probably dominate the ac-
tual presidential campaign.
. When it comes to distin-
tguishing between the two
leading Democratic candi-
dates.- there is little in voter
Iresponses  to  distinguish
thom A majority of the
*fHlumphrey voters said they
thought he would honorably
end the war, Only two other
issues were strongly asso-
ciated with Humphrey in
their minds. These were his
positions on full equality {or
blacks and on tax reform.

For McGovern, two out.of
threc of his supporters men-
tioned his call for immedi-
ate withdrawal of American
troops from Victnam, And
almost half cited his siand
on guarantecing a mimiraum
income for the poor. About
140 per cent mentioned his
tax reform proposals,

The voters scemed to per- '

ceive the men in different
ways. McGovern supporters
were more inclined to stress
-his stand on specific issucs

‘than his personal, qualities,
while the ITumphrey back-
ers spoko more about their

man’s personality, his speak--
ing ability, his wmmth ang

sincerity.
Support of Elderly

In only onc scgment of

‘the voling popuiation did
Humphrey  maintain the
strength  he has demon-
strated in other primaries.
Voters aged 65 and over,
and those who are retired,
gave him a lopsided 2tol
‘margin over McGovern,

His  California  consti-
tuency was marked by an-
other aspect. Slightly less
than balf of his votcrs clas-,

sified themselves as conserv- .
Alives. That, perhaps, ex.-

plains his strong showing
among Los Angeles County

suburban voters. Th Califor-

nia, and particularly South-
ern Californiz, the makeup
of the suburbs differs from
those in other scctions of
the country. Iere, the sub-’
urban voter generally is

morc conservative, :
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McGovern maintained his
position among voung vot-
ers, liberals, the more afflu-
ent and among professional
groups.

In California, as in other

primaries, he took better
than 70 per cent of voters
between the ages of 18 and
24, With voters earning
more than $15,000 a vear, he
did as well in Cahforma as
in other states.

Among voters classifying’
‘themselves as liberals, Me-
Govern received two out of
three. of the ballots cast. In
the  professional-executive
category of voters, Mec-
Govern received a clear cut
majority, running more than
2-to-1 ahead of Humphrey.

In a political scason of
contradictions and confu-
sion, these clements among
the voters remained con-
stant factors. Therc was one
group in the California elee-
torate, though, that defied
thg standards set in other
primaries.

McGovern had been doing.
consistently better among:
women voters all across the
~country, The Hart survey.
yesterday turned up yet an-
other contradiction to the
political norm.

In  California George
McGovern ran significantly
better among men than
women, holding a 15-point
spread  over  Humphrey
among men but only 3 per'
cent among women.

Whether tl:at is an mdlca--
tion of further change in a:
changing electorate or'
merely a qulrk of California
no one can say. Even the
pollsters won’t venture an’
opinion of why that is so. :

« This story is based on inter-
‘views conducted for The
Washington Post by Hart Re-!
search Associates of Wash-'
ington. The company inter-
viewed 847 California voters
in 26 of the state’s 58 coun-:
ties. These voters represent:
92 per cent of the potcnual
Démocratic electorate in Cali-
fornia. The voters were con-
tacted 1mmcdtately after they
cast their ballots in Tuesday’s
presidential primary election,
Thz purpose of the interviews
{1eas to determine why people
}vop ' ag they did and to de-
Jtermine the kind and depth
of support the wajor Demo-
Ceratic candidates anoyed
This is the last of a series of
 sinilar voter surveys carried
“out for Th» Post by art Re-
-search on the 1972 presiden-
“téal pripary elections,

1972
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" 4- Pmmary Record
of Rivals® Strength

2y & Washlngton Post Staff Writer
LOS ANGELES; June 7-~The changing nature of the
McGovern-Humphivey constituencies is. shown in the
. following table, based on voter surveys conducted in

four presulentml primaries by Hart Bescarch Associates
fox 'The Washinglon Post. -

S Pannw(vama Citto Maryland  California
N . Aprif 25 May 2 May 14 Juna é
Urb’an fVotcrx" - % Co Ch o

Humphrey ... . ... 45 53 48 27
McGovern .,....;. 23 34 13 52
Suburban Voters
~ Humphrey ........ 29 33 22 43
McGovern ....... . 4 49 37 41
Blue-Collir Workers R
Humphrey . . .. 43 - 54 33 38
« McGovern .- ... .. 19 .35 16 48
Jhlacks S .. .
 Humphrey, ... 72 - 80 67 34
McGovern ........ 13 16 12 36
‘Low-Incore Volers '
Humphrey ........ 44 59 34 42

MeGovern o, TEEE 20. 32 12 42

June 8,

1972



- To: L. Higby
From: Buchandn

—
~
Com
THE WHITE HOUSE prter
WASHINGTON -
[ ]
June 8, 1972 =
x ™
i:
SPEECH INSERT )
My friends, Senator McGovern's followers tell us that the
Senator is a sincere man, a candid man, an honest man -- a man

who means exactly what he says.

And when Senator McGovern says he is going to build the biggest
welfare program this nation has ever heard of -- one thousand dollars

to every man woman and child in the country -- and make the Middle

€

Class pay for it, I take him at his word.

And‘when the Senator not only introduces in the Senate, but twice
publicly embraces a $6500 guaranteed annual income -- I think the
Senator means it.

And when Senator McGovern tells us he would put on the scrap
heap nine of our fifteen aircraft carriers, 80 percent of our naval

squadrons, half our surface fleet and halt to two-thirds our American

bomber force -- I think he means exactly what he says.

And when Senator McGovern says that he would reduce the American

armed forces below the level of pre-Pearl Harbor, I think that's

exactly what the Senator would do.

4 e



And when Senator McGovern votes in favor of racial balance in
every major metropolitian area in America, and when he says that
forced bussing is an "essential' to achieve compulsory integration,
I think he means exactly what he says.

I think that some of the Senator's views are radical, extremist
views -- but I believe the Senator means exactly what he says. 1

believe he is an honest, sincere, committed radical.

HifH#H ‘
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MEMORANDUM FOR: The President

-
FROM: Harry S. Dent Qzﬁ’ég
SUBJECT: Primaries; California

New Jersey
New Mexico
South Dakota

George McGovern won all four primaries Tuesday to give him
over 900 delegates and clearly establish him as the biggest
vote getter, delegate winner, and primary victor on the
Democrat side. He appeared to be winning by 9% in California
with 56% of the vote counted. Wallace, getting a 5% write-
in vote there, pulled a surpris¢ in New Mexico, finishing
second with 29% and half the delegate votes -- all without
any campaigning.

The President held Ashbrook to 10% in California, while
McCloskey got 6% in New Mexico and one delegate vote.

Senators Eastland, Case, and Metcalf won their primaries.
In South Dakota, Rep. Abourezk will be pitted against
either ex-State Senator Robert Hirsch or Attorney General
Gordon Mydland. (Convention to decide because Hirsch didn't
get 35%).

James Meredith was defeated in the Mississippi GOP Senate
primary by VW dealer Gil Carmichael 80% to 20%.

McGovern won all 271 delegates in California, 9 (half) in
New Mexico, all 17 from South Dakota (no competition), and
at least 59 of New Jersey's 109, McGovern expects 80
votes from New Jersey.



Page Two
June 7, 1972

There was no direct head-to-head vote count in New Jersey.
McGovern's slate leader got 30,000 more votes than HHH's
leader with §0% of the vote counted. It was a defeat for
the old Demo machine.

CBS projected only a five point victory margin for McGovern
in California. He won big with youth and split the black
vote in California and New Jersey. Los Angeles and Orange
County almost pulled the Hump through.

HHH says he will keep on, but told his supporters he will
see that the Demos are united to beat RN.

CBS also projects 1266 delegate votes for McGovern at
convention time to 540 for HHH.

McCloskey beat his two primary opponents 24,000 to 17,000 each.

The President's delegate count now stands at 818, with
674 needed for nomination.

In New Mexico, the Demos nominated ex-State Rep. Jack
Daniels to contest with 1970 GOP gubernatorial candidate

Pete Domenici who easily knocked off Dave Cargo.--in the
U. S. Senate race.



VOTE FIGURES (UNOFFICIAL)

CALTFORNIA

DEMOCRAT PRIMARY (With 62% precincts reporting)

MCGOVERN
HUMPHREY
WALLACE
CHISHOLM
MUSKIE
YORTY
MCCARTHY
JACKSON
LINDSAY

969,243
791,034
109,979
91,162
46,161
27,420
21,808
18,320
17,456

47%
38%
5%
5%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%

REPUBLLCAN PRIMARY (With 61% precincts

RN
ASHBROOK

NEW MEXICO

1,200,921
130,787

90%
10%

271 delegates

reporting)

96 delegates

DEMOCRAT PRIMARY (With 96% precincts reporting)

MCGOVERN
WALLACE
HUMPHREY
MUSKIE
JACKSON
CHISHOLM
NONE SHOWN

48,812
43,378
38,260
6,497
4,241
3,168
3,417

33%
29%
26%
5%
3%
1%
2%

REPUBLICAN PRIMARY (With 96% precincts

RN
MCCLOSKEY
NONE SHOWN

48,793
3,300
2,557

10 delegates

OO OoOO W

reporting)

13 delegates
1
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE . CONTACT: DeVan L. Shumway
(202) 333-7060 #6-56a

WASHINGTON, June 15 -- More than 2,500 black leaders from all
parts of the country gathered in the nation's capital Saturday
and heard former CORE Director Floyd McKissick declare that,
"1f you have a two~party system o£ the semblance of a‘two~party
system, it's stupid for all black people to be in just one."

.

McKissick also told the guests at a $100 a plate dinner
sponsored by the Black Committee for the Re-election of the
President; ''It's a new day, brothers and sisters.”

- "Who created the ghetto?" McKissick asked. 'President
Nixon didn't create that ghetto."

"Who created the war? President Nixon didn't create the war
in Vietnam. But he's tried to get us out.”

McKissick was one of several mational black leaders who
praised President Nixon, prompting Paul R, Jones, Executive Director
of the Black Committee for the Re-election of the President to
note, "A lot of people are going to be surprised this year. The
President only received 12% of the black vote in 1968, but he's
going to do much, much better this time...because he's earned it."

Others attending the dinner were: Mayor Robert Blackwell of
Highland Park, Mich., who served-as Master of Ceremonies; Dr.
Charles Hurst, President of Malcolm X College, Chicago; Mark Rivers,

President of Watts Manufacturing Company, Los Angeles; former CORE

(more)



2~2-2-2

Director Floyd McKissick; professional football great and
motion picture star Jim Brown, C. A. Scott, Publisher of

the Atlanta Daily World, the oldest black newspaper in the
nation; W. 0. Walker, p&blisher of the Cleveland Call-Post;
baseball Hall of Famer Jackie Robinson; Arthur Fletcher, former
Assistant Secretary of Labor and ?resident of the United Negro

College Fund; jazz immortal Lionel Hampton, who presented a

Cavalcade of Music for the evening's entertainment; recording

star Billy Eckstein; former Dodger star Don Newcombe; and
. : ——
2,500 others.

-30-



FOR TMMEDTATE RELEASE CONTACT: DE VAN L. SHUMWAY
(202) 333-7060
#6-56b

WASHINGTON —- Although President Nixon could not be present at the
black fund-raising dinner for his campaign in the nation's capital
Saturday, he sent a message which was read to the more than 2,000
black leaders attending. The message was ‘read by his younger brother,

Edward C. Nixon.

The text of the President's message:

It is a special privilege as well as a great pleasure to send
my heartiest greetings to this gathering of supporters from across the
nation. I wish it might have been possible to join you this evening
so that I could tell you how deeply I share your sense of pride in the .
many achievements you have brought to the nation through your positions of
leadership in the black community. .

It is gratifying to know of your willingness to help in the
coming campaign, for 1972 will truly be a year of decision for all
Americans. It will be a year when we continue to move forward together
with the proposals offered by this Administration ~- to reorganize
government, to further our efforts in returning dignity to the common
man, and to bring prosperity to all our people and a lasting peace to
our troubled world.

We have an immense challenge before us, but with your backing we
will meet it entirely. For your support will inspire countless others
to join our cause, one which seeks to make govermment the effective
servant of all its citizens rather than to enslave them under the heavy
hand of bureaucracy. Ours is to insure freedom for all men and women
to pursue the vast opportunities of America oun an equal basis.

Richard Nixon

- 30 -



FOR IMMIEDIATE RELZASE CONTACT: DeVan L. Shumway
202/333-7060
t6-56¢

WASHINGTION ~-- "IT'S A NEW DAY, BROTHERS AND SISTERS," Floyd McKissick,

ormer virector oif CORE-and Developer ol Soul City, N.C., told more

Fh

that 2,000 Black Icadérs gathéfed at a fund-raising dinner for

President Nixon's campaign Saturday in the Nation's capital. 1In this
* .

puloto, taken at the dinner, McKissick 1s joined in conversation

by Special Assistant to the President Robert Brown (1), Nixon Campaign

Director John N. Mitchell (2nd from right) and Rev. Dr. William Holmes

Borders, Pastor of the Wneat St. Baptist Church, Atlanta,Ga. (R).

McKissick said, "President Nixon didn't create the war in Vietnam,

but he's tried to get us out."



THE WHITE HOUSE
™N WASHINGTON

June 13, 1972
2:55 p.m.

MEMORANDUM FOR: LARRY HIGBY

FROM: ALVIN SNYD

L]

cc: Charles Colson
Ken Clawson
Mort Allin



RADIO TV REPORTS, INC.

4435 WISCONSIN AVE. N.W., WASHINGTON, D. C. 20016, 244-38540

FOR COMMITTEE FOR THE REELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT
PROGRAM News STATION  WTOP Radio

CBS Network
DATE June 12, 1972 10:00 PM cITY Washington, D.C.

COMMENT BY SENATOR GEORGE McGOVERN

. STUART NOVINS: Presidential candidate George McGovern
said in New York he rejects the advice of those who want him
to moderate his positions. The story by Connie Chung.

CONNIE CHUNG: McGovern admitted tonight that even some
of his advisors, in addition to political leaders, have suggested
he move away from the left of the political spectrum. Speaking
in a Bronx rally, he added, however, "the people are not looking
for a leader who stands in the middle of the road. They are
looking, instead, for a man who stands for change."

SENATOR GEORGE McGOVERN: 1I'm being advised every day
by the poltical pundits, by some of my advisors, that I ought
to move toward the center. Well, let me say that we have demonstra-
ted in one election after another during the past year that
the center is moving to us.

CHUNG: McGovern will make his pitch to union workers
tomorrow when he tours factories and plants in upstate New York,
hoping labor will lean towards his way of thinking.

Connie Chung, CBS News, New York.

OFFICES IN: WASHINGTON, B. €, * LOS ANGELES * NEW YORK ¢ DETROIT * NEW ENGLAND * CHICAGO
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SONFIDENTIALTEYES ONLY
MEMORANDUM FOR : CHARLES COLSON
FROM 1 L. HIGBY

Aftar dlscussion with Bob and Buchanan regarding the Buchanan
sssanlt memovandum, ths following conslusions were reached:

1, It probably would not be that productive to forward
the memorvandum to Balisanc sad Rogers, and be suggests
that we not do it since Buchenan does not want the
memoranduza to receive wide circulation,

2. Asybody who does look at the memerasdum should do
so only for the basis of getling commmaents back in to you
and Bob as to thely thoughts., No setisns should be taken
based on the memorandum uatil some basic strategy
decisions have besn pnade and we all agree that it ie time
to move ahead,

3. It would be valushie for Hallett to take a lock at the

memoreadum o a confidential basis and write up his

critique of 18, plus cover any sdditiens] peints that he
feels should be made that Buchanan has overicoked.

In addition, Hallett should specifically address himself
to the following poiats:

2. The Buchanan memorsadum overicoks our

strong peiat in foreign pelicy. Wo need some-
ons to write the case in tds ares.

b. Wurmludoum»&om

!wdum &.




c. Somecne needs to develop a batile plan as to
what the holes are in the Buchsnsn plece.

d. What ave the four things that we wast to come
out versus how we refute McGoveran's points.

Have Hallett give this a try and forward his results to Bob.

LH:pm
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Republicans BIS f S

By UIZE SEARNAHAN N S

Aascctatad Troos Triter \ 4

EASHIKGTOH AP = For the zirst tire, Pepublicans char §ed with
re-clectins tha Prosident sre vilewing the potential carndideey of Sen.
Georms h:cheLﬂ 7ith gsouline’ concern.

Until the California “pri-ary most staff menobers on the’ Committee for
the Fa-oleciicn of the sresident were hopinz lcGovern would be the
nomines boczvse taey wars sure he could be beaten handily, according
to Rorublisan rolifizcl sources.

But bow the Scuth Iakoia serator is viewed dy political pros
inclnding cemraisn dircetor John N Mitchell, 23 a rcan vhogse siring

o b 2

- of nri*ﬂvv viziaTica z=2%a:him sn opponent to be reckoned withe

Commoundin~ this and roz3 fri;at*“l to 2 Pspubliean success, say
the gcurcca, is the 3338¢u111vg of Sen. Eiward . Xennedy, 3-hass.,

o doining the r"CGV ™ tizzet z2s a vice presidential candidatse.

Rocently, tacy say, Fcnnoﬁy had deen dropped fronm Bepublican-financed
polls tazen ©n noaﬁnt 121 obrponents to Iiion.

Bab since Fennedy call ina reuwznavyer inferview he wouldntt completely
€rcl éz tko nc:s:bil qy of accenzinz the vice presidential nomination,

-his nare ¢311 rrotadlsy bs added to the surveys th° sources salid.

In a meatir~ wlin ire carnaizn siaff this wee liitchell, the former
attorn gcnc*al uged touzh izn~uage in outlininv the beginning

. of thc R:tnblican clzation carmaisne

Irﬁnieglig, i7itchell ordered heavy ¢mrvhasis on gr“ss-roots olitical'

organization, ths Lorxzala nost nolitiea enalyats anree is the ey >

tO‘I*Pﬂ"orﬁﬂh svrceess €0 far in collecting over two-thirds of the
dﬁlg?&%g ‘votes nceded to lock up the Temocratic presidential

ma.a na 0!30

Cas scarce quoted litchell as sayinv ¢¢coddarn 11, forzet all this -
media stuff. Lnt’s gat out and finrd out there the vote 18 and get it

'Outc”

A staff ran ;ms 2lso gulck ly disnatche& for the £irst time to stay

wwith the :~COV@*m ca—:iisn and £ind out the Btrenzth of his

orgzonizational st acturs, how 1% really works in tho states,
$¥1a vant to Tind cut vhat rakes it tick, on tho assumntion

£h§§911 do the samoe thing if he gets the nemination,” the B0 ree
eaide

Staff rombors once belicved Sen. n*~und S. Yuskie of aine or Sene.
Eabert . ;m'wrﬂy of lilnnczota woare the only two Tenoerate who had

the sli-~htcst chance of b:atin* Tresident Tixone ‘
Row thit toli~?, syparrid by ! Sitchellss talk is ont the window. - :
The Ca lllOLﬂA nrinary alco sca “rd near deluge of offers from

»

, ﬁnalang C“ﬂo-au“vﬂ"" Tarticularly frem ﬂali;ornia and Yew York.

$0nc rzn had to pake a hurrz-up trip to oz York to meet with 15
roonlo tboirwntcd to contribuie large amounts of nonocy,?*? snother
SGU.I\;G s.‘l.-.‘. *

Ee gcnid the contridbuters, mostly dbarkers end indusirialists, are
deonly disturbed by sone Of 1cGovern’s proposalse.
8r2.pcd June 15
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MEMORANDUM
THE WIHTE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

APRIL 25, 1972

FOR BOB HALDEMAN

John would appreciate having your thoughts on the

attached,

Many thanks,

Attachment
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 10, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR

JOHN EHRLICHMAN

Attached is Ed Harper's memo on the establishment
of a quick response research capability for the
Presidential campaign. I have made some marginal
notations, and would also appreciate any guidance
you might have before I sit down and review this
with Ed.

Please return.

KE OL

Attachment
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THE WHITE HOUSE

‘ g WASHINGTON
B0 0 hou, e L 15e102

By £ ~“.§/Zt£f?::'

GCONFIDENTIAL April 4, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR KEN COLE
FROM: ED HARPER

SUBJECT: Quick Response Research Capability

This memorandum describes (1) the need for a quick response
research capability to support the President during the coming
cam'paign, (2) the work already underway to develop that
capability, and (3) the decisions which need to be made in the
near future to insure that capability. This memorandum is not
designed as an action document, but as a discussion document
which we might use to define further our prbblems and alter-
native responses.

THE NEED

All speeches and statements the Presidentbﬂlak&must be backed
up by authoritative research to insure that e (1) factually correct,
(2) consistent with his established policy positions, and (3) issued
with full recognition of secondary programmatic, political and
budgetary implications. Present procedures for research back-up
for the President's speeches and statements may not suffice under
campaign conditions.

The nature of the President's participation in the campaign between
the convention and election day is as yet undecided. Campaign
requirements might differ little from present research back-up
requirements if the President strictly adhered to a rigidly set
schedule and only used speeches written in advance. On the other
hand, research back-up requirements would differ significantly

if the President travels for extended periods of time using a stump
speech with new sections for each stop and issuing statements on the
campaign trail.



Even if the President does decide on a rigidly set schedule for

his campaign involvement, Ray Price feels that special research
and writing support will be necessary for several reasons. First,
even if we plan to get the speeches done ahecad of time, Ray Price
doubts that we would get them all done. Second, the President
will probably generate new policy ideas on the campaign trail
which he will want to use immediately in his speeches. Third,
the President will probably want to issue statements from the
campaign plane commenting on the proposals of the Democratic
candidate.

The research support operation will need to have a wide variety
of data and analysis instantly available to the President no matter
where he is, The data which should be available include:
*
A. Issue and answer data including the opponents' arguments
on all major current issues.

B. Supporting data including-- *

Demographic data

Key issue and program data
Political data

. Historic background data

TR

C. Democratic contender's positions on the major issues.

The President should also have available wherever he is instant
(a few minutes) analytic capability as well as a fast (a few hours)
analytical capability.

Instant analytical services could be available by having a senior
research man aboard the candidate's plane. From their 1968 and
1970 experiences, Bryce Harlow, Martin Anderson, and Alan
Greenspan all see this as a necessity. Martin Anderson said that
the Administrative people ""will give you 10, 000 reasons why there
should not be a research man on the candidate's airplane, but you
must insist that there be a man exclusively devoted to research or
everyone will be sorry in the end. " Martin noted that on many
occasions, if he had not been there to check facts, they would not
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have gotten checked because everybody else was frantically busy.
Bryce felt a research man is important for other reasons: '"You
need to have somebody with a different perspective from the

speech writers, political people, and advance men when you are
cranking out messages and statements in the heat of the campaign. "

Fast (a few hours) analytical services can be made available to the

President by having the research man on the plane able to get in
touch quickly with our top Domestic Council policy person on each
issue. This requires good communications facilities. Based on
1968 and 1970 experience, the research man on the plane should
have available to him a telephone, a TWX, and a DEX.

In unusual emergency situations when the appropriate Domestic
Council staff member is unavailable, the research man on the
plane should work with the appropriate OMB or CEA issue analyst.
Peter Michel could be particularly helpful in assisting the research
man organize fast, analytic responses to specific problems. Only
if no Executive Office personnel are available should the research
man directly contact agency analysts. For emergency purposes,
the research man on the planc shoidld have a list of appropriate
OMBE and agency analysts to call on every key issue,

WORK UNDERWAY

A number of projects are underway to build a solid data foundation
and put in place a fast analytic response capability for the campaign
effort.

The following is a list of data gathering projects and their status:

1. Issues and Answers--A system for updating on a weekly
basis an ""Issues and Answers Book, " including the
opponents' arguments, has been established and will
be in high gear by campaign time.

2. Demographic Data--Standard demographic works as
well as political atlases are being collected.
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Key Issues and Program Data--F¥ederal program
expenditures on a state, county, and city basis are
being prepared. Significant statistics about each

of the major issues have been identified and will be
produced on a state-by-state basis and on a city and
county basis where available,

Political Data--Political data for each state is being
collected which will include electoral records, key officials'
and contenders' issue positions. Political and issue polls
are also being collected on a state-by-state basis.

Historical Data--Good reference works on U. S. history
and state histories are being collected.

Contenders' Positions--Records of the contenders’' issues
positions are already being kept and some analyses of their
most important policy proposals are being made. A major
effort to analyze the contenders' policy proposals will be
made as soon as the most likely Democratic candidate can
be identified.

Fast Response Capability--I shall put together an issue-
oriented phone book, as campaign time approaches, which
will list every concievable issue and the two or three top 4
who should handle that issue on the Domestic Council, in
OMB, and in the agencies.

The fast analytic response capability is being developed
through the issues and answers process described above.
The process established for developing the issues and
answers involves identifying key agency personnel who

are able to answer questions about each major contemporary
issue, Through this process we will have identified the
better analysts in the agencies as well as the Executive
Office and have them used to producing useful materials on

a fast turnaround basis.
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DECISIONS TO BE MADE

If you concur in my general assessment of the problem and how it
should be handled, I do not feel that we will need to add any staff
beyond some summer interns before the election. The key
decisions that do have to be made relate to logistics:

\U,—/ First, after having talked with Bryce, Martin, and Alan, [ feel

- } \ that I must strongly recommend that plans be made to have a
/*z 'ﬁ\xj;élj iresearch man travel on the campaign plane. Our earlier idea
\z)"x " A ./ that John Ehrlichman handle this responsibility will probably not
mg}f \.}\_}/u } work because undoubtedly if John is around, the President will
s :f‘*z{u’,\ { have him doing things other than checking out facts and doing

U{‘\" DR research.

i“

TR ,\i” Second, the campaign plane and the campaign stop-over places
{({Lb ‘ EA :*/ should have comumunications facilities for the research effort
Q 2 W including a telephone, a TWX, and a DEX system., Some of these
Vo TN facilities could be used for other purposes, but let us be sure not
éu”’b}y" to skimp on these critical [acilities.



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONPIDENTIAL

May 17, 1972
MEMORANDUM FOR: PAT BUCHANAN
FROM: H. R. HALDEMAN

During the Russia trip would be an excellent tiwme to
prepare the basic attack materials for the campaign.
Your periodic reports on the information gathering
systems on the Democratic contenders indicate that
the RHC, 1701 (MNovember Croup) and Mort Allin have
the raw data. This bulkX of material should now be
culled for the most egregious quotes by Humphrey,
MoGovern, O'Brien, et al,

As you may know, the Democratic fssue attack has already
bean descaribed in the DNC Pact booklet released last
month., 24 Harper on Ehrlichman's staff supervised the
preparation of a detailed point by point reaponse,

The Democrats' statements and our issue responses should
then be put into the moat usable campaign document, This
document or manual would then bhe updated after the Demo~
cratic Convention and pericdically during the campaign.,

John Mitchell and I have discussed this proiect in general
terma, and we look forward to reviewing the material upon
returning from Russia,

Thank yoni,

cc: John Mitchell

HRH/GS/4b
?P/C - 6/5
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 5, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN

FROM: FRED MALEKW

SUBJECT: Results of Meeting at
Camp David

The purpose of this memorandum is to review for you some
of the activities which took place at our recent Camp David
meeting and to indicate the results flowing from the meeting.

I had two goals in mind for the Camp David meeting: a) to
make the Voter Bloc Directors feel more a part of the top-
level campaign team and b) to bring closer together the
Voter Bloc Director and his counteri)art at the White House.
Both of these goals were met.

The meeting began at 4:00 p.m. on Thursday, May 25, with

a presentation by Bill Novelli on advertising in the campaign.
Bill began with an overall view of general advertising campaign
strategy, then related the role of advertising to each of the
voter bloc groups. Bill's presentation was outstanding and
many of the subjects discussed evoked a great deal of dis-
cussion from both the Voter Bloc Directors and the White
House Project Managers,

After dinner on Thursday evening, I conducted a lengthy
discussion on field organization. Fred La Rue was our guest
and he did a fine job. During the discussion period we zeroed
in on some of the existing coordination problems between the
Nixon field operation and the voter bloc activities, This was
a very beneficial discussion period.
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On Friday morning, May 26, Ann Dore gave a presentation
on the development of communication and press plans for
the voter bloc groups. Since the development of an overall
public relations program is the responsibility of the White
House Project Manager, I used this opportunity to discuss
the responsibilities of the Voter Bloc Directors and the
Project Managers, We had a lengthy and very frank dis-
cussion period and I identified some severe problems, and
developed action steps to correct these problems. While
some real weeknesses still exist, I feel the role of the
Director and Project Manager has now been clarified; and
there is now greater understanding between these two groups.

The second morning session dealt with administration efforts
to support the reelection., Stan Anderson and Frank Herringer
of my staff presented the various programs we have initiated
to make the bureaucracy more responsive and to take ad-
vantage of the incumbency to the maximum degree possible.

In the afternoon session Jeb Magruder and I held a discussion
on the overall campaign strategy. This session was par-
ticularly helpful to both the Voter Bloc Directors and

Project Managers. Each participant had an opportunity to
ask questions and to comment on the various topics as they
were discussed,

All in all this meeting was a huge success. Each participant
now has a far better knowledge of the overall campaign direction
as well as a better understanding of his responsibilities and
those of his counterpart. Finally, it was a great morale boost
for all participants, and their gratefulness was quite evident.

Liet me close by expressing my deep thanks to you for approving
the use of Camp David, In light of the new policy, I am par-
ticularly appreciative of your making this exception. I can
assure you that it had exactly the desired effect and was
enormously helpful,

Attachments



Alex Armendariz
Mike Balzano
Howard Cohen
Bud Evans
Larry Goldberg
Paul Jones

Bill Marumoto
Frank Naylor
Bill Rhatican
Ken Rietz

Don Rogers
Charles Shearer
Dan Todd
Clayton Yeutter

ATTENDEES

Spanish Speaking
Ethnic

Youth

Aging

Jewish

Black

Spanish Speaking
Veterans
Veterans

Youth

Liabor

Citizens

Aging
Agriculture

PARTICIPANTS

Stan Anderson
Ann Dore

Frank Herringer
Fred La Rue
Jeb Magruder
Bill Novelli



TAB B

CAMP DAVID AGENDA
May 25/26

Thursday - May 25

Time Event
3:00 - 4:00 Arrive
4:00 Opening Remarks

{Fred Malek)

4:15 - 5:45 Session I: Campaign Advertising
{Bill Novelli)

- Overall advertising strategy
- Use of advertising by the
Citizens Group

6:15 Cocktails
7:15 Dinner
8:30 - 10:30 Session Il: Field Organization

(Fred La Rue)

- A typical state organization

- The role of the Political
Coordinators

- Working relationships between
the Citizens Groups and Field
Organization

Later Movie

Friday - May 26

7:00 - 8:00 Breakfast



8:30 - 10:00

10:15 - 11:30

12:00
1:00 - 2:00
2:00 - 4:00
4:15 - 5:30
5:30

Session IIl: Press and Publicity
{Ann Dore)

The role of the Press Office

Development of Press Plans

Relationship with the Citizens
Group

Use of Surrogates

Session IV: Administration
Efforts to Support the Reelection
(Fred Malek, Frank Herringer,
Stan Anderson)

- Description of several programs
underway to better utilize the
incumbency

Lunch

Session V: ‘Summary and General
Discussion
{F.red Malek)

Free time

- Have baggage ready

Session Vi: General Campaign

Strategy
(Jeb Magruder, Fred Malek)

Leave for Washington
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WASHINGTON=-=JOHN N. MITCHELL SAID TODAY WHAT COULD BE EXPECTED FROM
A CAMPAIGN MANAGER WITH A CANDIDATE WHOSE NOMINATION IS ALREADY
ASSURED AND WHOSE OPPONENTS ARE BICKERING AMONG THEMSELVES:

HE EXPECTS TO WIN.

THE FORMER ATTORNEY GENERAL, IN HIS FIRST NEWS CONFERENCE AS
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE TO RE-ELECT THE PRESIDENT, TOLD REPORTERS
THAT PRESIDENT NIXON WOULD DEFEAT ANY DEMOCRAT THE OPPOSITION PUT UP.

ASKED SPECIFICALLY IF NNXON WOULD BEAT SEN. GEORGE S. MCGOVERN,

THE DEMOCRATIC FRONTRUNNER FOR THE NOMINATION, MITCHELL REPLIED:
"VERY VERY HANDILY."
"1 DON'T THINK ANY OF THEM WOULD BE TOUGH,™ HE SAID.
HE DENIED THE REPUBLICANS WERE HOPING MCGOVERN WOULD GET THE
4 NOMINATION,

HE DENIED THE REPUBLICANS WERE HOPING@ MCGOVERN WOULD GET THE
NOMINAT ION, SAYING HE WAS GOING TO LET THE DEMOCRATS DECIDE THAT. AS
FOR MCGOVERN'S CAMPAIGN POSITIONS, MITCHELL SAID HE WOULD LET THE
SOUTH DAKOTA SENATOR'S DEMOCRATIC CPONENTS TALK ABOUT THEM TOO. BUT
TO PUT A FINE POINT ON IT, MITCHELL SAID MCGOVERN'S OPPONENTS HAVE
CALLED HIS VIEWS ON DEFENSE SPENDING CUTS, WELFARE AND TAX REFORM
AND “A LONG LIST” OF OTHER ISSUES "EXTREME."

MITCHELL SAID MCGOVERN®'S LEADING POSITION IN THE DEMOCRATIC RACE
DIDN*T SURPRISE HIM. HE SAID THE SENATOR HAD DONE "REASONABLY WELL,"
BUT HAD RECEIVED LESS THAN A MAJORITY OF THE VOTES IN A NUMBER OF THE
PRIMARIES HE WON. HE ALSO CALLED MCGOVERN "AN UNKNOWN QUANTITY TO
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE WHO HAS BEEN PRETTY WELL PACKAGED BY SOME
EXPENSIVE MEDIA CAMPAIGNS."™ HE SAID THE “"PROLIFERATION OF CANDIDATES”
ALSO HELPED MCGOVERN.

MITCHELL, WHO ALSO MANAGED NIXON'S 1968 CAMPAIGN, SAID THIS
YEAR'S CAMPAIGN WOULD BE THE TYPE "AN INCUMBENT PRESIDENT
SHOULD RUN -- I SEE NO PLACE IN IT FOR BITTERNESS OR DIVISIVE
TACTICS.™ NIXON WILL RUN ON HIS RECORD, MITCHELL SAID.

6-8~-=W040G5PED
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HOMORAELE JOHN N. MITCHELL,

Naticnal Director of the Committez for the Reelection

of the Presideat; accompuznied by

Petite Ballroonm,
Roger Smith Hotel
Washington, D. C,

. MR, SHUMSIAY: Leodies end CGentlemen, I am Devan

Shwwray. Mr. Mitchell will have a bri

3

then will bz hapoy to take your guestions, and I will stop it

at ebout half am hour.,

MR. MITCHELL: Are yeu all g

This must be the only show in town from the looks of

the ovewd,
VOICZ: Coa't hoar you.

MR. MITCHELL: Why don't you

thare, snd nmaybe you will, It looks like the situstion is

o]
=3
ot
v

()

%4
Y

ef opening statement and

at?

gtop making noise back
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1 Who produced this one?
2 In case you gentlemen héven't taken cognizance of it,
3 I would like to make sure you know that Presidert Nixon now

4 has enocuch commitied delegates for his nomination at the

5 Republican Convention in Miami,
& " Secordly, I would also like to have you ladies and

7 gentlsmen ¥now that contrary to some published reports, the
o) Committee for the Reelection of the President is not engaged

in the selection of the Democrat candidate for the Presidency.

b4

16 ' and, having set the record ciear on that, I am

11 avazilable to take your questions.

i2 QUESTION: What do you mean by that last remark?

12 MR, MITCHELL: It seem that some of the press thought
i4 T that the Committes for the Reelection of the President had been
1% | engagad in selezcting the Democorat candidate and I want to

% £flatly deny that.

QUESTION: Haven't you alrecady picked McGovern?

17

1 MR. MITCHELL: Wo, and I don't know anyone else that
10 i has, definltively.

20 | QUESTICN: Are you implying thak Senator McGovorn

21 ! would bz tho softest touch, the softest nominee they could

29 neminate?

5 MR. MIYCHELL: No, I anm not imploying that whatso~
o over. T oweln no shotsoammt with rospeooct to which of tho

nruerows Dowcerat eandidates that vwe ghould ran against, or

. e 6 N ot A

4 e, oo — et

W——-ray
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T} would like to., I think that is entirely within the process of
2 I the Democrat Party and we will refrain from that subject matter
33t until after this convention in Miami,

Al QUESTION: What. is -~

ey

QUESTION: How do you feel about the prospect of

5] facing McGovern?

7 i MR. MITCHELL: We are notlparticularly concarned who
g {i the candidate is. Wa think Prosident Nixon will be reelected.
o QUESTION: What will the possibility of Mr. Wallace
{94 going on a third ticket do to your»sﬁraﬁe§y?

1% MR. MITCHELL: Well, thi s, of course, is an open

12 1§ question. I think that it is one in which nobedy can speak

i3 1 to it with certainty. Covernor Wallace ran as a third party
84 candidata in 1958 and the debate is still going on among the

ezperts as tec whether or not he hurt or helped a Demccrat

e

*

16 ;i or Rapublican,

17 % ¥ think that at this particular time, as then, you

5 g have to look at it as a cewmpaign that iz divided into 50 parts
1% z ard the effect of a third party caxdidate, by Governor Wallace,

‘

o0 ? would depand uposn the particulsy states in which he might be

29 eataerad,

o0 il QUESTION: My. Mltchell, you seem to use the word
PR "Domeorat” az aun-adijoctive.  Is that golng teo be the style this

oo SRR QY

<5 MR, MITCHITZL: Xz thore another, boitteyr uze forit?

et i e

[ ——

-
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QUASTION: Well, it usvally is the word “"Democratic"”,
using the adjective.
IR, MITCHELL: Well, you can have my permission to
write it that way in your story if vou prefer it.
QUESTION: You prefar it the other way?

MR, MUPCUELL: It depends on the context in which I

o
2
¢
Eebs
e
k]

QUESTION: What will the issues be this year, Mr.
Mitchiell, in vour view?

MR, MITCHELL: Of course, it depends entirely on who
the opposing candidate may be and I would bzlieve that as far

as the cazmpaign for the reelecticn of the President, it will

o
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QGUESTION: What will be the issues if McGovern is

MR, MITCHELL: Well, I am not guite certuin what

fszuss [r, Hac may bring up. I don't think that we will have

[
iy
fuat
)
Loy
ot
&

any pre!

aczessing  what soms of his Democrat opponents
hava sald during the compeion in which thoev pointed out that he
hzs tokon extrens iesue on cutiing the defense budget, and his
co~enllicd welinve ad tes LIXL, his statonents oa the POWs
aad theve will ko a lewg liel of them.

GUISTIGCT: Eove vou mol uvilth tha President sinrce his

rothyn?
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MR, MITCHELL: Since his return from Moscow? No, sir

2 I have not. - '
2 QUESTION: Do veou regard Senator McGovern as an

4 extremist in his views?

5 MR. MITCHELL: I am neot quitae certalin what views the
5 I good Senator is going to stend with. I was referring to the

7 1 £act that pseplz within his cwn party have so characterized him

o ! as taking extreme positions and extreme views.

¢ I QUESTYON: Do you have reason to believe that

i0 % Vietnam will not be an issue?

gg;% MR. MITCHELL: X would beslieve that Vietnam could
Y

52 % very well not be aﬂ'issua, I would expact that the North

13 1 Vietnanese arve geing to have to come to the realization that

s,
-

14 7 the President haz put before them a very, very attractive
fu il pscue proposal that would ke in their intorest to accept and I

trust that before too long they will come to this conclusion.

LA

o,

o
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nator Mclovern's people have already

1 1 suggezted thay heve looked to ihis to be a rather bitter

5 ¢ compaign and they ewxpect it to be rathey bitter in nature.
25 k Cen yvou aliay tholivx Zesrc on that?
i f
§
, % MR, HIZTCHELG: I cen agssura you os far as the
!
23 Conmiitoe for the Reglection of the Pre=zident is concerned we

oo poa¥e going o run dhe typo of ecmpaign that an incumbent
es 0 President should xun and deal with the issves and we see no

place in it for bitiarneszs or any of the other divisive

s
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activities that may have been suggested.

QUESTION: 1Is the Committee planning for the President

to go out on the hustings anrd do any campaigning among the
pecple?

MR, MITCHELL: Well, the President has stated that he
will not even consider the subject matter cf politics cr
campaigning until aftcr the conclusion of thz Republican
Converntion in August. Iiﬁelievg that the decision as to what
he will do at that particular time will be made in relationship
23 Lo what is the state of the nation and what time he might
be able to allocate to campaign}ng as distinguished f£rom his
duties as Chief Exccutive.

QUESTION: If I can follow that up, Mr. Mitchell,
are you in ony shape at this time to recormend to what
extent he will go around to the various statss as an active
cendidate?

MR, MITCHELL: Quiie the contrary. The det Axminaﬁio*
in that arca will be made on the basia of the availability of

h

;»0
o
St
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2
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L
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QUESTICY: Mr. Mitchell, what specifically do you
ava in ningd doing to caryy to the peoplse your foeling about
the sueecss of the Moscow-Poking pummilt teips? Any spacific

coomelen plens in that connochion?

R, MITCURIL: I den't belicve they nacd the cawmaian

plons, I think the pzople in this country are quite avere of

’;’
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the accomplishment of the President in Peiping, in Moscow,

and of the agresmants that came out of Moscow, and their follow

on effect on the American people.

I baliasve that the Mrsvican people are well aware of
it znd you don't have to mercha ndisé that or package it to
try and sall it

QUESTION: Would that overshadow any diflersnces

5

ron iight hove politically with regard to the status of the
coonomy’?

Mite MITCIILLs I believe that the Presidont's

parformonca in offics is such that nothing nezds to be over-

%)
e
o

£

cwaed, including the econcmy, vhere every posaible indicator

»

Jebn
@

¥ -
ig ehowing thot the coonrom

4

on the upswring,

QURSTION: My, Mibtchesll, why do vou think Senator

MeGovera hos done oo wall azs he hag done?
MR, MINCIDIL: T ewm cozry: I can’'t haar yvou.

VIR ey e

FOTEWECT: Why Qo you think Sanatoz McCovaxn has done
o8 well as hiz hos done in the princries?

MR, MITCHELL: Well, I -wn not so sure I would put

oy

2 F o e BT orn o, Sy E P e, | L, LM o~
it dnuo thot conitoxt, I thinl o dato he hos dono romarkebly
.

Codl. Tow povk rooavboe that in his ge-cnlled winz in thase

CllTewont wwinorios hoe hod relatively lovw perecenteogaes, certaine

<«

.

Iy lozo fhon e mejoriiy throughout most of all of then.

g

I hzd to suggoest the thought, it would probably

i

X

bo on ths basis that Coorge MeGovern is an uuknown quantitcy to

o ARt i
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the aAmcrican people, wio has been pretty well packaged by soma
gxnensive media compalgns. If vou will just take a look at
California where I understand his file expenditures in the
middle of May were in excess of $1.6 million and add on the
greount that was expsnded £rom that time to the date of the
California primary, you can see vhat I am talking about.

QUESTION: HMr. Mitchell, do you have any idea what hi:
principal sources of finckal support are?

MR, MITCHELL: We have zome ideas as you gentleman
do in tho modia; gnd I iam sure that after he files his
report,that is vequired by tha pew electién law, this weckond,
that we will 211 know who they are.

QUESPICN: Whé did you cho&sa not 4o submit the
President's contributions prlor to April &, the cutoff date?

MR. MITCHELL: That is vary simple. W2 believe in
complying wich the dictates of Congwress that exist in the
legislaticn mad, as you kneow, under the Coxrrupt Practices
act, it wae in effect until the 7th of April. We did not have
to file them. We wlil, of couwse, comply fully with the new
cloction low that iz on the b '5 ckg and the £iling will be nmede
in the roguisgite tiwe,

QUESTX@U:' Is there anything to forbid filing

$
enything?

U}

MR, MITCHELL: Well, there is nothing to forbid anybo

frem filing avything, but it was not required and I would point

v

PUPQRUNENNIFIIRpSEP PP
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1 11 out that none c¢f the candidates who went about the so~called

2 {I £ilings complied with the provisions of this new law.

3 QUESTION: Would you give us a list of preferred

ﬂ'n running mates that might bae considered by the Presidé;t?

5 § MR. MITCHELL: I believe that the President--you are
€ ; talking about President Nixon, I presume?

7 é QUESTION: Yesz, the Republican,

o ; MR, MITCHELL: I don't think that you need a list., I
¢ # think what ycu should do is to go back to the conversation that

e
wasews il

t0 i Mr, Rather hers had with the President and some of the state-
€7 mante that have bean madez by the Vice President and you will

i2 ! come to the realization that thai detsrmination will be made

$g  at a later date.

(UBSTION: Eow ruch of a role will Mr. Connally

o R IR B

15 ) play, then, in the the developing campaign?

T MR, MITCHELL: Well, I, of course, have not gotten |
g7 1 te the point where I have talked zbout any assigned role to M,
j i
3 i
15 o Comnally. Az you knew, he is now on a very extensive trip for ;
- 5 ,

30 |1 the President. Undoubtedly, he will be undertaking further

e | twips for the President. I balieve tha® in what Connally has

PO
.

35 QUESTICH:s VWould you intzrprei the votes of George

21 e

i NzCovern ocnd Coerce Wallase  as protest voies and, Lf so, how !
At i

would you doal with them?

i TR 5. Wb D e T A M
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MR, MITCIHELL: Well, T den't know that they are

necessarily protest votes., I think that they are votes for a

rerticuloy cardidate and certainly they are candidates who are
elos eroxnt o2nd T o don't thirk that w2 have to daal with both

If vou will look at the popular vote that the

Progident veivaly uvncentested primaries, he

any cother mmév tes and I am

2ty
ols Fiids |

A]
o
0

from the primaries to the general

L
wiil

t'a., - A

hot he will recszive even more

what he has received
othar condidates.
QUESTICH:
¢f McZovewn os front runner for the

- P « o,
S GG QLRYIIIGEnQa

Hot particularly, no.

- - - e s
QUESTION: . Hitoholl, weould vou care to predict
“ fe 'ty P e ~ N -y e P - s 4 3
what the entoone would ke 40 Mr. Nixon ran against Mr. MoCovern
without any thizd pooty?
~ P g -~ Mt x ; s
IR, FIVCHEELL: Weould I predict the oubounne?
QUESRICH:  Yas.
el i " 3 LT, o - 3 "
Flle REYCILLL: X Lhoe Prosident wvould win vexy,
ST 1 f"s.:'“«'f 'tr
\.'.4 o foad oAy e wn _‘ L
b4 e o ew o > i~ .. ey
SUDETEOV . Voueld vouw glve vs sont mumboys, just
. e AThors?
clipaxi nuab y

M. Mitchell, were you parecrally surprised

§

ey

N T R

s
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MR. MITCHELL: I @i leaving that to you fellows. You
have such & good track record over the pazt six months.
QUESTICN: Evervbody else is surprised by George
Mag today. Why aron't vou surnpriecd?
MR, MITCHRELL: Well, T zm not surprised for a very

simple roascn: As I mentioned before, he is a candidate who

. ~

as reeaivod a niunosity of the votes in the Democrat Part

g

Fa hes had pove Sinenecing than any other candidate in the

Demoosat Perty. He has picked the gpots to go into and when

yoeu come 558 with 30 percent of & vote in a Stabw like VWiisconsin
;

alter the type of compaign that he ran, I am not surpriscd at !
!

all, It was preliferciion of the candidates in the other part ey
. :

that allowsd him Lo omaxce. %
: QUISTICN: Are you ssving, then, he is just lucky? f

!

¥

MR. MITCHDLL: I den't think luck has zaything to :

e - §
do with it, :
!

QUEBETION: Do vou agres with Mr. Finch's statement :

; . i

vestaerday adout Mr. Comally? ;
£

MR, MITCIOIN: ¥ dida’t hear Mr. Pinch's statancnt;

;

I am oolyye. f
GUESTICH: Mr. FPinch said it would be supremely !

P2 B £ .- Nl s - N -4 A pen o e
vnillzoly £o My, Connaly to be neainated as Viece President.
Yould vou egree wiil

caid I couldén't address

-t
3y
W
oot
-
o
o
-
£
s
i

myself to it hocause that is 2 matter that is to be decidod

?

TP

e e o
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down the recad, under ﬁhc circemstances that exisg at that time.
QUESTION: Do you find a3z he did that there is a
certain cunount of opposition within your party to the idea
of Mr. Coanally becoring Vice President?
MR. MITCHZLL: No, I haven't.

QUESSTICON: Mr. Mitchell, Mr. Nixon asked you your

advice on rurning mates four years ago and we assume he will
again.
MR, MITCHELL: How do you arxvive at that conclusion?
QUESTION: I heard about it; read it some place.

MR, MITCHELL: That, along with about 50 other E

3

people, a8 I recall.

QUESTION: Yes: at any rate, my question is,

W TS St

without nes&ﬂsgrily telling who are yoﬁr cholcas, are you
roady at this time £o make a recommendation?

MR. MITCHELL: No, I wouldn't want to do that
either ¢o him or to you. I think the appropriate time to make

that reconuosndastion wvorld be ¢loscr ¢o the convention.

44

URSTION: What is wrong with Mr. Agnew's recoxd?

MR, MITCHELL: As f£ar oz I am concernad, therxe ig

nothing wrong with My, Agnew's xocord. I think he has bcecsn an:

QUASTION: VWhy not rencminatas hin?
MRy MITCEULL: Woeldl, I say that that decision chould

bz modz furthor down thoe zrood, The nonlnating procoss
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deesn't take place in thic first week in June and I think

anvybody in politics ought to reserve all of their options.

QUESTION: Mr. Mitchell, do you see a rale for the
President after tha coavention is in helping elect a Republican
Congrass or Republicons to Congress?

MR. MITCHELL: I most assuredly do. By running
strony in the Prasidengy, it would provide broad coattzils to
halp in the election of a Republican Congress.

QUESTION: Where do you congider thé President is
valnersbhle? To put the question another way, where do you
expact the Democrats to attack,.on what issues--on the igsues
of the Presidemt’s personality?

Whare are ycu‘expacting the majer thrust of their
campaion?

MR, MITCHELL: I think that would bz dependent

entirely oa who thalr candidats was and how they proposed to

Y

approach it. Chvionsly, as I have said befoxe, they have thisg

nzaploviont which is more rheteoric than it is

[¥H
(5]
o3
]
o
o]
(8]
o]
o

& political ismuz., Whon you lock at the fast that this
Adininistrabion hoy previded sena §.5% million zdditional jobs

since it has beozn in office, that the heads of houscholds that

#

a 2.4 ox 5, 6 or 7 range, that the

Bt
)
i de
.
LN
€
p)
fo

ey Ml s - .
X VDALY aL

¢ o oy P g Bm PRI o o op fon Sy o s e % o~ e -
ceatisties rolate mostly Lo wonen who have coma into the labor

e APy e PR ol S oy - % v " o, -4
mamiet, tho ralr of uwnoopleoviment will deeronse and T think it

7111l bo more rhetoric thon it will ke a factual issue.
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QUESTION: Would vou consider Hubert Humphrey a

2%

; tougher candidate to besat than George lMcGovern?

3 MR, MITCHELL: I don't know as I could possibly
3 .
A

il answer that because it wouid depend uvpon what would happen afte:;

£ i the nomination of elther one of tham. CQuestion mark: Will
|4

labor suppor: the naninee? Will there be a third or fourth

7 party? You would have to make those determinations or

QUESTION: Mr. Mitvenell, by any mazsura that yeou wou?d

i
i
8 4 ascertain those facts hefore you could make a determination.
i |
o QUEETICH: Who do you think would be the toughest
13 1 Democrat candidate?
1% MR, MITCAILL: ¥ don't think aly of ¢them are tough.
12 : QUESTICN: How chount Ssnator Kennedy?
15 H MR, MIYCHELL:  WELl, I am net sure that the good :
: ;
% | U
17§ senator is interested in bocoming a candildate and I think if he!
{ ;
15 1 Aid boecons cas, we would have to as&ess where he stood and §
1 i
K i
iG % how the Zmoprlean people czsessed him before we could make that
g i
17 4§ Judgment. i
\g §
) § choose, do vou think the Ropublican Party is still as much
:
¢ i a minority party as it wvas four years ago?
% 3
I i
2% i MR, MITCHELL: I belicve that at the present time, ‘
v
£
ppoy coxtninly cn the bacis of zogistrotion, that it is. I belicve
22 ] alco, and eceruvninly derponding upon the condidatae of the othey |
!
g o

o i poarbiesz, that thore may bz considersble movement to the

55 Republican Party. Ve recogniza th

0]

foot that it 1s a minority

E dh Ak
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15
party aad that is why it is so important that our camnpaign be

run directed at the indzpendents and Democrats as well as

zhe Republicanz. It is absolutely necessaxy in order to elect

QUESTION. Are you speaking mors of a movement if
MecCovern L5 noainated--are you gppacting more of a movement

to th2 Republican Party 4Lf he is nominated?

Hp g RS ATt s Ko (BT W 8 AT

MR. MITCHELL: According to what the covernors were
]
saying dowm in Houvston, I think that might be reasonably assumed.

QUESWICH: Mr. Mitchell, vou quited Democrats as

ilzbaling McGovern's wvigsws as extremist, Do you so label them,

AT A K A W Ml AR G T SN

MR, MITCURLL: I would prefer to stand on what the

:
Donperacs are saving about HNr. HeGovern rather than get mixed

s - i3 * . é
vr in thzir noninating proooss. ;

QURSTION: Nr. Mitchell, what are the chances of a |

peace zettlenent in Vietnan bafora the elechion?

EETEY

MR MITCHOLL:  Well, T o ean't answer that guestion, bbL

I would believe that thov are probably botisr now than they :
|

have baon in the past. 5
i

UGESTION:  Me. Mitchell, how do you intend to--while !

'

cunnloveant has gone up=-che nurber of people employed, the ;

§

vnomployment rate hazs also gone up-~how do yow intend to answer-

XY rp——— W g % i K7 ..
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H MR. MITCHELL: Wall, the unemployment rate ig start-
2 ing dewn; as you knew, it is below 6 percent and it will

3 centinue do n between now and the elacticn according to the

4 prognasticntions of 1l of the infommed people.

5 dUESTION: Mr. Mizchell, Mz, Mac béat Mr. Humphrey

6 in most of the bilue collar areas in New Jecrsey. Does thét

7 worsy you?

8 MR, MITCHELL: I am sorxy:; I dién't hear your questio:
o i, QUESTIGN: I eaid Mr. Mac beat Mr, Humphrey--the
10 :zndidate of labor-~in most of the working class arcas in New

§1 Jersey, on Tussday: doas this bother you, because New Jexsey is

52 1 like--—

g

is MR. MITCHELL: I am not ready to accepit your premise
14 |} but T 3till believe if it camz to a cholce between either one

s |1 ©f them and the Presidexnt, because of thelr resgactive position

i

95 that thay will still voie in the majority for the President.

$7 QUESTICN: Do you think they will vote for Mr. Nixon
5

eny §p OVEE Mz, McGowvern? ‘

i §

<, ; MR. MITCHZLL: Op Mz, Honphrev.
E g e "~ 4 * A

a5 1 QUEZSTICN: HMr. Mitchell, what sort of a campaign
£ ’ ‘

2i ! comuitice ~- Ritty, excusze me -~ are you figuring on? How
g

7o ; mueh Sinancing will yeou have for the compalign? Is it in the

o j waignboriies! of §40 willien os widely spocplareg?
t

ok FiR. HEWCHZLL: Well, that i a very roespazctable
4 . v .
4 e I v - .

25 i nalghborkeood and I would like to believe that we could get therd
1
i
'
i

—
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but we are not setting our sights that high.

I can put it very simply, that every dollar that we cah

VIE LS04 § AR T T8 A S Sl S

S appropriately use that wo can cbiein through legitimate
4 % ehornels, we will £ind a use for it,in my opinion.

T 5 S Y 5l 1 e U S

3 QUESTION: Well, sir, that is simple, but it doesn't

~ar w k1

tall ug anyihing.

MR, MITCHELL: That is right.

i

4
]
& {Laughiar.)
o 5 QUESTION: I will try again.
i
18 MR, MITCHELL: Ted, I am glad you found that out.
i :
%
it QUESTION: Will vou tell us approximately what you -
i .
i ;
?::; are figuring on?
}
e 1 . S . . . .
RO MR, MIYCHRLL: " ¥We are figuring on eupending as muchh
i ' 2
. g
B monoy as e can properly use and preoperly collect. Now, let ;
ty . <
i5 £ me tell you how we are starting the campalgn because raising 1
I f
H N
G { of funds is not an exact sciconos, :
77 ; We are structuring our canpaign and putting our
i |
0 F Goilaoys into the ergenizational process of it. That is where |
"
i ¢ s mawm . -
10 % cur filrst dcliars are golng Lo. I we ok through with th&u,
! z
25 5 and we otill hoavo sowe moucy left over, we will use them for
i §
53 1L the wmedia and dizoet mail and those other activities that are |
‘ i
b .
zz [0 tho frxociing oa the cake. :
! g
ae b QUNSTINY: [low wuch do you went to spend on organizas
;2 .
on o nhon?
N
g
25 0 MR, MITCHILL: I can't tell you because we haventt goso
|

. 1 1 N s B e A s
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all of our hﬁdgets in from the 50 campaigns that are being
run in tha 50 states.

QUESTICN: What is your position on televised
debatos hetusen the o cendidatesg in the cawpaign?

MR. MITCHELL: WELl, I &m sure you gentlemen are
aware that no encumbent President has ever debated a candidate i
in a2 presidantiyl election and as far as my position is
concerad, I would aévise\tha Prazident against it,

You are also #ell aware that every statement that a

President makiss is a policy~Zforming siatement and I am sure

that any eacumbent of the VWhite Hlouse weuld be very, very

foolich to underizke a debate te the point whars people arcund i

x i
the world and in this country might get a2 misimpression from th@
4

contents of that debaie as to what the policizs of this country!
%

might bo. :
|

QUBSTION: Mr. Mitchell, what is your current assessmi

s > o &

£ what the vola of Gouvaernor Wallece will
MR, MITCHELL: I haven't the faintest idea. I am
surz it will dopond entirxely on his hozlih.
GUESTICN:  Mr. Mitenell, do you have any strategy
for géﬁting wouaes in the South?
MR. MITCHELL: Vou bet, Sarah, we are going to send
vow doir Lharn, '
CURLETECH: Do vou hove sny stratogy to get John

“ i " [T R
Ashbeon:  ooui?

o
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i MR, MITCHELL: I Think John Ashbrook's statement
2 of yesterday or today, whenevar it was made, is a clear case

S 3 he is already back.

L ‘QUESTION: Mr. Mitchell, do vou think the President's

couse has beza hure by the ITT matter?

LIt

MR, MITCHELL: I &o not beligva so. I do not believe

the Anmarvican pubhlic has swalleved one bit of that nonsense that

£
e o0 o e st i vcoon v

PRV PR

»

Lo was tried Lo bz poyk aycﬂ by a small gcorent of the Judiciaxy
? {f Comnittea., I think the ploy was overplayed and the majority,
ELE arga mejority of the peorie in this country vecognized it for

21 what it was.

3

)

i5 GUEETION: Mr. Mitchell), how do you plan to get along

]
i .
2 11 with the pross in this canpalgn?
15 0 MR, WETCHELL: I always get aleng very well *1th
b
9 % the presg; haven't you notieed?
i GUAGTION: Xnstituticnally.
N
i
g5 QUOSTION: My, Mitchelld, if I heoard right, vou said

ST

;
|
;o G the var in Vietnow may noi be mach of an issue, unemployment
i
3
15 g would e mors rhwiterie than an issun, and that the
Bl
0 sunviit Lhing dozon't nead any werchandising., What are we going

(2%

to have-—-a nonconpaiga

Eae
-

MR, MIDCIZLL: I would not believae that that would b?
i

ek
G K A Ala e} M SR Lm0 T

the casa. 1 would balicve that the opposing candidate, whee g

.

ot

oy 4o he wight ba, micht fwy Lo ralze cortain issues. What I am
N

Y

P
.

s B Saying 1o thet T think $thot they will fail bacavse of the

s o, -
W S R 1 T 28
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record that the President has produced.

UQESTICN: You seesm to be suggesting a defanasive
canpaign there,

QUISTION: You szid that--

MR. MITCHELL: There is never a defensive campaign
to go cut and sell the record of the incumbent Prasident.

QUESTION: The Prasident has said that he would run
or that the prblic should watch his actions in relation
to the Negro community. ¥kat action will ke cited?

MR, MITCHELL: Can I corrach yoﬁ? That was a mig-

quote of m2, not of the Prasident, and now if you will put

A

tion in that context and relate it to ma, I will be

QUESTION: Well, I do believe that the President

=
Pt
?3
D
b
o)
oy
£3
D]
45
paif
PAs

d the he should be judged by his actions, not
by his wovrda.
vou are talking about the

vecions of thia Admindstration in the black ccamunity, this

Storting with the Justice Department of which I have
nomg persoennl siledge, in every conczlvable £ield in that
department thoere wers mcre oocenmplichments thon any previcus
*c?“nlztxaumon, vhather it b2 in thoe fie2ld of housing or school

doesoyregnition or agquol capleovmont or vhaetover 1t waz; 2ll youn
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1 § want and our accomplishments have been greater.
2‘5 Y think the record goes similarly to what has been
Sgé done over in HUD, over in HEW, in Commexce with respect o
4 § the help for the businaezs ceommunity among the minorities.
!
552 I think it is a great record and it has been so

accepted by anvkody who has taken the tims to look at it in an

e B e HARSTOXTRE oy S B, D RSN S IO T Lo e

2 GUESTION: Mr. Mitchell, why is the black leadership

£y SO ungratefnl?

$0 i MR. MITCHELL: VWhich bleck lcudemvnip are you talking,

7% é about? You m~an the ones that are financed by the
‘

in % Damocrat Party and lebor unions oxr the real black leadership in
!

13 ii the countzy?
H

14 % OURSTION: Well, vou nemé a black leadsr who has

15 % praised the Mixea Admindsiration.
i

18 % MR. MITCHELL: It depends on vhat you classify as

1y g leaders. If you will come to a dinner here in town on
i

16 § burday night, I think thera will be 1,530 there to carry thaty
i

12 % thought forwand.

29 :; QUE3TION: Mr. #Mitchiell =~-

24 E MR. SEUNHAY: Thank yvou very woch, Ladies and i

Cantlenen.

A%
pe
A H
i < - bt

P HRe MITCHSLL: Theak yeu for coming.
94, (Wheroupon, at 3:02 peom., the press conferenca
9 was concludad.)

RN e SRS A LR o WY 0,
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MEMORANDIUN

THE WHITE HOUSK

WASHINGTON

April 27, 1972

FOR BOB HALDEMAN

Attached are three memos that have come to John's attention.
He has asked that I forward them to you and request that you
review them. He would most appreciate having your reaction.,

L]

Tod Hullin

Attachinents



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 20, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN EHRLICH

FROM: KEN @

As I mentioned this morning, our senior staff got together
to discuss how we might do a better job of positioning the
President domestically and more specifically to determine
whether or not there was some unifying theme which could
be advanced and under which we could place the President's
domestic programs.

I would characterize the results of this meeting as inconclu-
sive, but I didn't expect much more given the mere 1-1/2 hours
which we had to discuss the issue.

The following are some random thoughts from the meeting which
may ke of help to you:

1. The basic thrust of what the President is trying to do
in both domestic and foreign policy runs along the lines
of the Guam Doctrine. In foreign policy =~ the U.S. will
help but the countries that we are helping have got to

o7 take a major initiative to help themselves. In domestic
-~

policy the Federal Government can help but the States,
the Cities, and Counties must play the major role in solving
their problems.

2. The President's strong point is that he is pragmatic.
He wants to do what will work. Promises aren't good enough.
He is looking for performance.

3. We believe that the President should run as an "In" as
far as foreign policy is concerned and as_an_"Out" as far
as domestic policy is concerned. We believe this is
possible because he has been able to achieve his decentrali-
zation of power on the foreign side while he has not been
able to achieve it on the domestic side. He should run
against the establishment - Congress, the bureaucracy and
special interests.




While we all agree that we need to find a better way

to communicate the above, unfortunately none of us

have very good suggestions as to how it might be done.

I know this is an unpopular line of thinking, but we
still feel that the President needs to play the major
role in communicating domestic policy. While the polls
indicate he is experienced, trained, informed, competent,
safe, and conservative, they also indicate that he lacks
one attribute which we feel is the mark of a leader,
especially in today's world - and that is compassion.

He obviously does not lack compassion, it's just that
the public rarely gets to seé it. All of us agreed that
we have never been at a meeting with the President where
those others present from the outside had not said to

us afterwards what an entirely different man he was from
the picture they had received from the media. In the
majority of instances, their comments were directed not
only to his knowledge but most importantly to his
understanding of their situation. We need to find a way
to communicate this to the public. °

Two examples of what might be done come to mind:

A. On his trip to the Capitol, apparently while walking
in the building, a lady in the crawd thrust a "Stop
The War" sign in his face and the President walked on
by. As we see it, much more could have been gained
(assuming TV cameras and some sound were present) had
he stopped to explain that he understood her concern
and then gone on to give the reasons why he had to do
what he was doing despite these concerns and that
perhaps he shared them.

B. Another example would perhaps dramatize revenue sharing

and the President's belief that the people as/well as

state and local governments share the responsibility for

their destiny and that things are not.just up-to the
Federal Government. A visit to a ghetto area would
provide the President an opportunity to demonstrate
that he did have a first-hand knowledge of how awful
things were, and then to point out that for years

Washington has not been able to solve these problems
and in some cases has only added”to them. He could
then go on to state his belief that the citizens of

. e ot T T 1.
the area can best 501ve Lhelr own provlems ygiven tie



resources, hence revenue sharing. Only the estab-
lishment -- Congress and the bureaucracy are pre-
venting progress.

Little of this is different from what we have been
saying, but the visual or physical approach on the
President's part is quite different. It involves
some risks, but we are convinced that he can't "reach
the world" from the Oval Office or through impersonal
situations with governmental leaders and others of
the same ilk who lack credibility in the eyes of the
people.

6. | We feel too that the President could do more press con-
ferences. These are a pain in the neck to prepare, but
they are always "10 strikes" for him.

7. ! One of my thoughts is that the President should not use the
"for all of the people" theme. My judgment, which was not
discussed with the others, is that this won't work. He is
perceived as being for big business and if we keep saying
he is for all the people it will be viewed as a hoax.
Rather, we need to show, and the President's domestic pro-

~grams demonstrate this in some areas, that he is for the

_"little guy" or whatever it is you want to call him.
Specific programs which prove the point are Revenue Sharing,
Reorganization, Drugs, Busing, Education, and to a lesser
degree environment and health. Additionally, smaller pro-
grams such as pension vesting, minority business enterprise,
public feeding (Food Stamps, School Lunch, School Breakfast),
Jobs for Veterans and our Aging initiatives also count.

8. Lastly, we talked about Chapin's "Generation of Peace" theme.
It has some possibilities but needs additional conceptual
thought with regard to its relationship to domestic policy.

I have attached a copy of Ed Harper's memos on the overall subject
which you have reviewed previously but may want to take a look at
again. Also attached is a paper from Ed ~ "The President takes a
Vacation" = which he proposed at the meeting.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 20, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR KEN COLE
FROM: ED HAR PERCZ

SUBJECT: Major Presidential Event

This is to propose that the President take a vacation. The logic
of it is that the President has worked hard for three years and
never taken a vacation., Furthermore, he will have just worked
hard preparing for and participating in the Moscow Summit and
will have a very demanding campaign before him.

Everybody takes a vacation once in a while; why shouldn't the
President?

The President's taking a vacation would serve some very important
political purposes. First of all, it would identify him with the
average American who takes a vacation trip with his family to see

‘the great sig:hts of America. Secondly, it provides the President

with an opportunity to show his spontaneous concern about America
and its people. Third, it would show dimensions to his personality
that are not readily apparent in the White House setting.

A vacation trip would give him the opportunity to do the following
things:

1. Casually meet many average Americans in different
circumstances.

2, Go to a baseball game, perhaps in Chicago.
3. Eat out with the public at a restaurant.
4. "Stand in awe'' of the Grand Canyon.

5. Visit some Chicanos in a small town in the Southwest,



-2 -
6. Drive around some of America's inner cities.
7. Independence Hall, Philadelphia,
8. Table Rock, Missouri - School of the Ozarks - Silver Dollar City.
9. Wisconsin Dells,
10. Savannah, Georgia.
11. Disney World, Florida,
12." Yosemite National Park.
13, Sante Fe, New Mexico {Taos Pueblo),
14, Fort Ticondaroga.
15. Atlanta ~ Stone Mountain.
16. Museum of Science and Technology - Chicago.
17. Ottumwa, Towa.
18. Leadville, Colorado.
The trip would not be as hard as it might sound logistically. To
maintain the vacation format, the President would make no gpeeches,
attend no formal events, and issue no prepared remarks. Thus, the
President and Mrs. Nixon need be accompanied by no more than
perhaps one staff member beyond Secret Service and servants. The
small press pool could accompany him, but they would be given no
advance warning as to where they were going to go, or what he would
do. The President should scrupulously aveoid meetings with any

political types. Perhaps the trip could retrace an old vacation route
of the Nixon family in previous years.

bt
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THE WHITE HOUSE

>\/\< WASHINGTORN

April 19, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR KEN COLE

FROM: ED HARPER@
{
SUBJECT: 1701 Campaign and Advertising Strategy

At Len Garment's request, the 1701 Advertising Group gave Len
Garment and me a special showing of their presentation on campaign
and advertising strategy. Pete Dailey, Phil Joanou, and Bill Taylor
made the presentation. Jeb Magruder sfopped in at the outset to
emphasize that this was very. preliminary and that it would be a
couple of months before they were ready to make any firm decisions,
The followihg are my notes on the presentation,

L BACKGROUND

Decisive Personal Attributes of the President;

RN IS-- : . ) -

Experienced
Trained
Informed
Competent
Safe
Conservative

RN IS NOT-~

IFrank

Warm
Extroverted
Relaxed

Sense of Humor

Right Track vs, Wrong Track

"Is America going the right direction or is it on the wrong track?"
iz o Roper qucstion going back to 1968, A majority fell Ainerica

was on the right track until 1965. Since then a majority have felt

Amcrica 1s un e wrong track, There has been no significant
change since 1968,

[e—— v
(LY #
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Election Climate

~ Country is in trotule.
Government is not concerned...or responsive,
Politicians don't care. '
Things are too complicated.
Government is not truthful,
People are fed up with government they think it
doesn't work.

- -

Oy W DY e

-

Credibility

s L . !'
1. You can't eliminate a credibility problem; you can-
*only minimize it.

2. The best ways to handle a credibility problem are
avoid overstatement and to admit small mistakes,
but at the same time contrast littie mxstakes with
big right decisions.

Some Issues Setting Vietnam Aside

1. High and unfair taxation,

. 2. Lack of Cl‘edlblw tr_ust

a0 e 2 1

3. Waste, inefficiency in government, high taxes and
prices,

4. Personal safety (related to crime and drugs).

5. Favoritism of "haves' over 'have nots."

6. High prices.

7. Jobs.

8. Break-up of neighborhood schools. Be careful with
busing; low keyﬂ_x_t.

Weak point is public's opinion that RN is not the best man
to handle key domestic issues; thus, our strategy should
be to bolster his handling of domestic issues.

OVERALL CAMPAIGN STRATEGY

--RN does not have to be a defender of the status quo. He is
apainat status quo,

--Inform public of RN's accomplishments:

s

S et o W s e
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How things were in 1968,
" How they are today.
_How they are going to be. (What kind of a country is
the United States going to become? Give the people hope.
His solutions the best solutions.)

~~-Shift more concern to the domestic scene. RN is the
clearly perceived master of international affairs, but
not the master of any domestic areas.

=«ftrongly eeunter the gppgﬁitian; RN should NOT attack the
opposition; he is not at his best in the attack and thls is

not Presidential. Other Administration officials can do
L]
the attacking.

-~Aggressive campaign~--be positive.

III. CREATIVE STRATEGY . t

What we should say:

1. RN is an activist.
2. RN has long-range vision--everything part of
. master plan.
3. RN inherited a mess. Remind public of '68 mess.
4. RN is a man of courage, decisiveness, and
dedication.
5. DPresent the issues.

-~Use specific issues, both those which have high
problem ranking and those which allow us to
tell a good story; e.g., economy, peace,
Vietnam, drugs, crime, environment, elderly.

How should we say it?

1. Perscnalize the issues.
2, Limit the use of the President in advertising.

--President on camera--avoid RN as campaigner.
~-President voice over--avoid RN as campaigner.
-=Announcer's voice over clips of President in actlion.
--Announcer's voice over no Presidential footage.

o Pt A
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3. Humanize the President; never subject of commercial;
incidental to coverage of other issues.
4. Presidential tone--honest, understated, believable,

1V, COMMERCIALS

Bill Taylor of the Advertising group showed rough mock-up's
of 10 TV commercials. They seemed to be technically
competent and one showed some real imagination.

R S

Each commercial ends with the slogan, "America Needs
President Nixon.'" The PR Group proposed that, "America
Needs President Nixon,' replacey "Re-elect the President, "

V. MY OVERALL REACTION

|

ELH:ppd

I agree with Jeb Magruder that it will be some time
before they are ready to make any firm decisions.

The work on the commercials to a layman looks good,

. but leaves me wondering if anybody will ever be

convinced by any commercial.

I am left with a very uneasy fecling about the 1701
Survey Research Program, because it really does not

" seem to be producing in-depth motivational analysis
which is being applied to the development of the
advertising strategy. To be fair, no one from the
Research Group was at this presentation.

w 0w mr .
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ADMIKISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 28, 1972

HEMORANDUM POR:y He R, BHALDEMAN
PROM: GORDOM STRACHAR
SUBJECT: George Wallace -~ Dr, Lukash

Dr. Lukash viaited George Wallace today for 45 minutes,
Present in the hospital room were the Governor and Mrs,
¥Wallace, Dr. Shannow, and Lukash, Lukash extended the
President's hest wishes to Wallace and had these obser-
vations:

1) Hallace is in better condition than newspaper
pictures indicate. ¥Wallace has lost weight in his face
which makes him look sicker than he isg

2) Wallace is gaining weight, is eiparieucing some
abdominal pain, but is moving about well with braces and
wheel chalrs

3) Wallacae will attend the Democratic Convention,
Lukash believes he could meet with delegates and could
even make a speech to the Conventiong

4) After the Democratic Convention Wallace will be
recovering in braces and a wheel chair for 3-6 months;

5) Wuallace was very outgoing and talkative, The
Russia trip and ¥allace's sincere appreciation of the
Haig briefing were mentionedp

6) Wallace's tandency toward depression is decreasing
though he was reluctant to hold a preas conference to
counter the misqguote of hiz son indicating Covernor Wallage
could not attend the Democratic Convention;




7} Although Wallace doesn't want any “freebies and
thereby obligate himself”™, the Governor asked Lukash
about the President's offer of a plana to Mlawi Beach.
Lukash was in the room when the President vieited wWallace
on May 19 and overheard tha offex of "one of my planes™
tc HWallace, 7The Wallace staff is sware of the offer of
tha plane because it has been dizcussed singe the President's
offer, lowever, they want to keep the offer confidential
according to Lukash, The unresolved guestion is whether
the President intended to offer something comparable to
370 or a “medevac™ plane., Lukash believes Wallace could
txavel on 970 and would not require a “"medevac®™ plane.
Wallace has not indicated which he expects. Lukesh will
remain in close touch with Dr. Shannow, the local Republican
physician Wallace is relying on.

8) The Governor and Mrs, Wallace sincerely appreciate
the Praesident's concern.

Gs/4b




Committee for the Re-election of the President

June 20, 1972

MEMORANDUM
CONFEDENT-EAL,
MEMORANDUM TO: THE'HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL
THROUGH: JEB S. MAGRUDER
FROM: PETER H. DAILEY
SUBJECT: Campaign Slogan: President Nixon. Now

More Thédn Ever.

Based on the research that was done in Michigan over the last
weekend, it is our recommendation that we adopt the slogan:
President Nixon. Now More Than Ever. .
We believe that the testing we have done is adequate. It
indicates that the slogan can affectively tie in with our
creative work, it can stand alone, and it has the open-ended
quality that we have been looking for. With your approval
of the concept, we will finalize the campaign materials and
have them ready for your approval by Monday.

-




June 20, 1972

CONFIDENT AL

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. H. R. BALDEMAN

FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER

SUBJECT: Further Study of Slogan “President

Nixon. HNow more than ever,"

We were requested to conduct further research on the slogan,
"President Nixon. Now more than ever." to determine whether the
slogan was understandable and not too sophisticated in the context
of other cowmpeting slogans. To study this question two group
segsions were couducted in Detroit with ticket-splitters, over 35
years of 'age, with middle incomes, and mon-college. At each session
we discussed several slogans including those used by McGovern and
Wallace in the primaries. This memorandum will outline the results
of the research.

In both of the proups the slogan was understood to refer to unfin-
ished work in progress. The groups pictured the President's past
record and looked to the future. This zlogan embodied the concept
of "help him finish the job."” The slogan was not interpreted by
anyone as anti-McGovern. )

The statement also contained a sense of urgency not perceived with
the other slogans. The use of the word "now" seemed to express

this urgency. Also, the slogan had a certain emotional appeal
viiich the other slogans did not seem to possess. In discussing the
slogans, both groups stated that the words “we need" Nixon were men-
tally added to the phrase "Now more than ever,"

Each group responded favorably to the various ways the slogan was
presented for banners, buttons, and bumper stickers except the
groups did not like the manner of executicn for the outdoor bill-~
board proposal. With regard to the materials, the groups readily
understood the connection dbetween the contraction 'Hixon. Now"
with the longer version. The shortness of "Nixon. Now" has very
strong appeal to lowey middle class ticket-splitters. They view
it as simple, direct, and easy to understand. Regarding the outdoor
proposal, the groups did not like the use of a black background and
the reproduction of the President's picture. Apparently because of
the color and the picture the groups felt the outdoor proposal por-
trayed the President as sinister. Hevertheless, the concept of
using the slopan in the outdoor medium was readily accepted.




-2~

In general, the groups responded well to the slogan, "Now more than
ever." Every person in the group seemed to be able to give the
statement some personal meaning. The slogan d41d clearly communicate
its message. It is important to note that the participants generally
ranked the slogan between the other alternatives studled. Our
earlier study showed that '"Now more than ever.' ranked behind the
statement, “Help him finish the job."” Comparatively, however, the
s8logan under consideration expressed more urgency and emotional
appeal and also clearly embodied the concept of "finish the job."

If other ideas which convey the unfinished job are merged with

"Now more than ever,' the result should be a powerful communication
device., 7To answer the original question raised, we see no reason

to reject the slogan as not being understandable and too sophisticated.




SELECTED VERBATIM COMMENTS

It has emotional appeal. "
We need him more than ever,

He's done a good job before and things aren't getting any better,
so we still need him.

He's been good and we still need him to finish the job.

We need him more now than we needed him before.

He's started so many things and he would like to follow through.
It's perfectly clear. 1It's not a complete thought, but its clear.

It starts you thinking more. Starts your imagination thinking
over things he has done, has not done, will do, or will not do . . .
of his past record.

I like the word "now" because we need to take action now.

It means we need him more than ever. He ain't<«going to do anything
in the next four years anyway.

I think there's more in it than "now more than ever' because there
are the things . . . that he's planning for the future and why
change horses in the middle of the stream when the trouble's still
there.

We do need him if he will finish the job he started.

I think that's assuring. Its saying stick with what you know. You
don't know what you're going to get if you don't have Nixon. I
think its reassuring in that way, —- that we know what we have and
can go from there.

Really, it doesn't matter too much to me what the slogan is., The name --
when I see the name I conjure up my own thoughts about what the man is,
what he has done, what he stands for. Any slogan that's put after his
name or any other name, really doesn't mean that much to me because

the old saying "paper lies still, you can put anything on it."
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MARKET OPINION RESEARCH

Exscutive Summary

Purpose

To determine if "President Wizon Kow Fore Than Ever® is understood by the
sgverece® voter. (Jower middle class ticket-spiitter})

Ke know it's an cpen ended concept and that people like the “Kow® orienta-
tion but as an idea, does it float?

Conciusions

1) ¥hile "President Kixon How More Than Ever® is irmediate, it has wmore
strength when other ideas are built into it..

Threge of the 18 panel me=bers openly suggested that the words ®se need"
wont throuch their heads when they read it, or they suggested these
words be addsd.

2) Tbe shortness of it lo “Hizon How® bas very strong appeal to the core

Yowar middle class ticket-splitier. Toey Tike sim

Te, direct, easy to

3) If the message that rides with “How Fore Than Ever® can also include
the 1dsa of ®"Ea2lp Hizm Finish The Job®, then as several panel opesbers

roted, this margod idea will be very powerful.  "Finish the Job" can

-1-




MARKET OPINION RESEARCH

4)

5)

6)

relate to any jeb and it includes all of us including the President
in their mind.

The "RKow Bore Than Ever® idea has the orientatica of dependency and
ezargency, 2nd saveral of the wosen panel mombers didn™t like the_
*%ow" idea for this reassn. |

"ftiow More Than Ever® doss not rebound against Ecbovern as a redical -
i.e., ?sa rezd Nixen now because Hclovern i§ too radical. (This |
result say be due to the fact that most of the panel mambars could
not mentally see HcBovern as a serious candidate of this time --

®iho is he, what's he done, I don't know enough about him.®) '

“lgw Hore Than Ever® will do it because it 15 &n open ended idea, BUT

in a1l or rearly 211 oF cur

rmunication efforts, the one liner --
"Halp Hiz Fiaish The dob® should be used because it is clear, sizple,
understandsbie, gsfs%t*:?e, and relates ito the fulure from our present
base and more ioportantly, is the leading reasca pﬁfr;p'ie are supporting

the President for =& second ters.

g




FOH EORE THAH EVER

"It has ezotional appeal.”
*g2 need hizm =ore than ever.™

"He's done a good iob before and things aren't getting any better,
we still need him.®

“He's been good and we still neoad his to finis§ the 3ab*f

"Reed him more now than we reeded him before.®

"he's started so many things and he would Tike to follow through. "

*It's perfect%y clear. It's mot a ¢epleie thought, but it's clear.®

"I like it better that "Re-Elect the President.® .

"It starts you thinking more. Starts your imagination thinking over things

k2 has ézﬁg,'éas ot done, will do, or will not do--= »atgfer your choice

f ths =2n is, whatever you think of hizm »- of his past record.”
{Banner, coaster, pin)
*Izpressive.® | .
*There's too much %?izﬁag in the pin.®
*TEe tep one 15 eaxisst ip pead ®
*Tae larger print is casier to read frum a distance.®
*The banner is betier because there's too much to ¢o on the pin.*®
(Butten)
“Ostentations.®

“Too much monsy spant.”

it. There's too nuch monsy spent.®
od cet o2 Cissage ac russ?‘

-

£

Cross Without so much of the frill.®

*Tta piddle onz has pore docor.®

et s et o s St e -
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"It's more eye catching.”

*The button is more respectful.”

(Poster)

*It Jovks like be has a beard.”

“] don't like the blu=s on black.®

*I like the orange because it shows up better,®

“He know what he Jooks Tike, we don't have to be reminded. What he Tooks
like isn't what's izportant.”

“It's rot a good likansss

*it reminds =e of Castro.”®

*It's rot c’i%aa cut at all.”

"I Tike the word 'now' because we have to take action now.* |

"It means to me that we need him to finish the jobs that he started.”

*It shows that ha's dome 3 lot and wants to still kea working and finish
dmat he's started.” -

®It ispresses ma.”
*President Kixon has halped more than ever to finish what he did start.®
®I like that ona, bui rot as w211 as the other one. He do need him if he

wil1 finish the job he started.®

ﬁ.fﬁ - sﬁt, Iim

=1 taink o

«hat you know. You don't
Hixen. T think it's
kave and can go froa there.®

k?"*"*g who

l

to w2 what 82 slogen is. The name --
2 up ©y own thoushis about what the man is,
s for. Asny slozan ‘i:f:“‘“s put after his
“”1 tz:_a: that ouch to =2 because the

"Gives the massace that whon you read "Hixon', you have your cwn opinions
of hin and you would think of that.*

4=
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&

KIX0H RO BEORE THAY EVER

*Teo Tong and there's no nezs menticned.®
*The First one was better.® {(Re-elect)

*If you're for Nixon you =icht Jaugh and if yon're rsat, you might be sorry.
Yea‘é laugh because ii's always beon Rixen if you're a Hixon backer. 50
yocu'd gst a great charge out of that.”

"It wouldn't swing e, IT you ask ye"ﬁ;e?? this here guestion: ‘Do you
think Nixon w1317 eod %:i::‘. :—f:r it ha's r%a’iﬂ’*a;% m tha naxt four vears?'.
By tha seme token, I ga %35‘.1“@ with saying 'Hil71 the next guy end the war
in the naxt Tour yaars?' S what' s the differer rence, noWw President Hixon
ne sore than ever. %’%&i’s he going to do?”

do
han ever. He ain't going to do enything
more B39 than gver &3{.‘.&45” ths things that

3t year, the things that he's plamning for
s middie af ﬁ:. streaz when the

"Ha's not ¢
w;s;zg i
years ai

 (How would you change it?

*I'd take ‘The President’ q-.s:;t and just say 'Rixon. Everybody knows
Rixon's the Prosidant.®

"Add 2 words: e Reed Kixon Row Hore Than Ever.®

*1'd throw cut ‘More Than Ever' and Just have “President Hixen How' in
big Te*:::r*:;.“

®To == that's too lYorng bocause iF you're walking by, you Rave 1o read every-
taing af“zf‘ vou're 1iksly to gat half wey throush 3rd you are passed tﬁe
person.  That's oy personzl onpinion. 2ut the cossters are okay because
you pust %:za sitting down to use a coaster.®

"ot fair to ccpere the two. There you have the ot:;er one onh a ribbon and
this one on a pay You're losing ciass.”

"Too many words. ™

f’?’
3
g
?i

-5
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MARKEY OFINION RESEARCH

"The shorter the sentence, it's eye catching. If you have too many words,
who wants to read it."

"Blue with white background would be better.®

"It's sandatory that Hixen wins."

HIXOR KOJ KORE TEAN EVER—Short messages

*That's an idzal busper sticker.®

*That's =ore like it.*

*It flags cut.®

*You have the colors in there and it shows wp 2 Tot better.®

"Everything that he's neaded.”

“Richt to t;a point.*

"Short ard siznle.®

“Everybody knmes what "How' poans and everviody k?m who Rixon 1s."

KIXOW WO EORE THAN EVER--Poster .

*It's too dark - it looks Tike Eai:%s a beard.®

*1 1ik2 the biack backgrowmd. It's okay but the lettering should be in
red flourescent.” ' .

c&:‘é %
%*t?y who \fs.s
Beautiful, this




McGovern’s
Credibility

WASHBINGTON, June 21—His victory
in the New York primary puts Senator
George McGovern on the brink of the
Democratic  Presidentigl “homination.
‘That makes it all the more hecessary
that those who believe the-McGovern
campaign promises the right directions

for the nation should insist that he

himself live up to that promise.
Specifically, Mr. McGovern cannot

at one and the sa i

Titention to I “

&_rg%ﬁw%smmwe
p,ajtx;r&at,MWe
rwwwto
which he was never reallz committed.
The Tfact i1s that it ‘was ‘only Whgn
analysts began to show the economic
holes in that program that Mr. McGov-
ern started backing away from it.

In this space on June 4 there
appeared an explanation of how the
complicated scheme-——for an income
supplement of $1,000 per person to
every American-—was supposed to
work. That explanation "was based on
conversations with, and*a seven-page
document prepared by, tllze McGovern
staff. All this was accepted far tog un-
critically, with the resuit that the Mc-
“Govern income program was made, in
this column, to seem more practical anﬂ
carefu . This
was a journalistic sin for which respon-
sibility is hereby accepted; it was also
reaffirmation of the cardinal lesson
that every political reportér-learns-and
re-learns— that everything said and
done by politicians seeking or holding
power has to be constantly challenged,

The most obvious ' distortiog con-
comed T TENERTE T The ovemnment
if the $750 personal tax exemption for
every taxpayer were eliminated in

(1

" favor of the $1,0004,I\{cGovernL grant.

&

THE NEW YORK TIMES
Thursday, June 22, 1972
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McGovern me‘g‘-" put that figure at
-$63.6° billion; Mr” McGovern! himself,

in the California primary,?repeatsdly
said it would’ be either $60 billion or

. $70 billion; in fact, disinterested tax
authorities say, it would be less than

half that much-—a fact Wwhich both
aspiring politicians and gullible report-
ers should have had no difficulty -in
establishing. .

For another example, the McGovern
staff document—and conseguently the

article here—said. that a- family of -
_faur, earning $60,000 a year, would-

* have less income under the McGovern

program because they would pay taxés

"on $64,000° a year (without exemp-

tions) rather than $57,000 a ygar (with’

* exemptions but no grants). Ia'fact, as
. many. persons’ have since pointed out,

T

&

depending * sgmewhat on ‘its deduc-
tions, that family’s after-tax income—
if rates remained the same-—would be
little changed, and might in. some
cases be higher.

Again, the -McGovern staff docu-
ment said that to provide income
supplements up {0 a $12,000 income

for "a family of four, without a net |

increase in its taxes, would require an
average tax increase of $50 per tax-
payer on' those earnings : between
$12,000.and $20,000 a year. It did not

add; ad it should have, that for those’

above $20,000 the tax increase might
average 80 per. cent or, more, if the
estimate of $27 -billion: in’ additional
needed revenue was to be reached.

Senator McGovern now seems to be
disayowing this specific program, so-
all these errors of omission and com=,
mission may not much matter, in-a_b
practical sense. What does matter g
‘that expert economic analysis so im--
pugns the program that it was either
extremely careless or deceptive to put s
it forward in that form; and what also

gy ex '3 . .
He discussed the program} for in.
stance, in six pages of text with Eliza-
beth Drew in & television interview in

" Los Angelestand never suggested it
,'was a tentative proposal (“Well, actu-

ally, Liz,” he said at one pofnt, *I don’t -
“'think it "wotld cost much |of any-’
* thing”): ‘He"did suggest th $1,000

figure might have to be adjusted but.,
-- he consistently referred to “the pro-

gram that I've recommended.” ,

That, of course, may he what is
finally important—George McGovern is ol
thinking of a program of income redis-’%
tribution, and it may well be that
nothing is more vitally needed in a |
society in which 1 per cent of the
population holds 28 per cent of the
wealth, and in which the poorest fifth
of the people receives only about 4.per
cent of the annual national income.

In that sense, Mr. McGovern's errors
of specificity are less important than
his intentions; but the samecould have
been said of Richard Nikon's 1968
pledge to “end the war and win the
peace.” The road to credibility gap
and elsewhere is paved :with good

" intentions, and if George McGovern
really wants to restore the faith and
trust of the American people in their
Goveérnment, he has made a bad start
of it with his-income program.

As Is always the case with' crsdibility
lapses, he also has called into, question
some other pledges and calculations.

3
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MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN MITCHELL

FROM;: H. R, HALDEMAN

I wanted to pass aloag to you some information from a contact in
Csaliforaia who is now with Spencer-Roberts. He bas been inveived

in most state~wide campaigns for fiftesn years in California so should
have some feeling for what's happening there. He, of courss, has an
axs to grind since Spencer-Roberts was in the running to get the
campaign. He reports fhe following:

1. If the elaction were held today, the Presideat would
iose Califoraia.

2. Ouvr effort out there is not very good,

3, Nobody in our top command has ny‘rui organizational
sxpsrience. Nofsiger is a press man, and the people who
he has brought in around him are all non-experienced.

4. The regional structure Nofsiger has imposed oa the
state -~ five divisions -- is contrary to the hlstoric
Neorthera/Southern divisioa with strong emphasis on the
counties. It is not a good division, Khere should be much
more emphasis on the countiss. (I'm not convinced this is
right,)

5. While we should bs ia & good position to pick up disaffected
bius collar types, Mexican/Amaericans, etc., we are not doing
one thing to go after these people, 20d we are not set up to do se.

I know that all you ased is more advice on how to run the Campeign,
but pass this alomg for what it's worth,

HRH:LH:kb:HRH:kb




ADMINISTRATIVELY COHPIDENTIAL

HEMORANDUM POR: He Re HALDEMAN
PROH GORDON STHACEAH
SUBJECTs Lyn Hofsiger = Califorania

Lyn siofzsiger is in Washington my. fie has beon meeting
witl Mardian, Halek, Hsgruder, and others at 1701.
tofzsiger wonders whether you would like to diacuss the
California campalgn with bim., Hofzlger is not pushing
for a meeting, but wanted you to know he was available,
in light of the memorandum you signed for uitchell on
California (which has not basn ﬁouuxcé to him) you

may want to talk with Hofsiger,

Whether you see HHofsiger or not. I will talk with him
at length,

Recommndationt

Haldoman see Nofsiger.

B )

Haldeman will not see liofsiger,

e

ke-schedule -

Gs/3b



http:111--.11
http:LX!-HoI.it

COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT \)wat).
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1701 PEMNSYLVANIA AVENUE. N W
WASHINGTON. D C. 200606

(202) 333.0920 June 26, 1972
MEMORANDUM FOR: . JEB MAGRUDER Y
PRED MALEK '
FROM: KEN RIETZ

i

I thought you would be interested in the attached.



June 12, 1972
MEMORANDUM FOR: PAT BUCHANAN

FROM: KEN SMITH

The following are some of the indications of youth support for
the President we have on record. As we discussed this record
has.not gotten the kind of coverage it deserves. Whatever you

can do to help get the work through the Administration would be
appreciated.

The last Beggs Copeland Campus poll showed RN to be the #1 choice
for President (26%). This was roughly double (from 14%) his sup-
port found by the same poll in January.

The President has won 92 mock elections in 25 states since Feb-
ruary. We know of only 24 losses: Our wins include the follow-
ing:

1) University of South Dakota

A state wide mock convention with over 500 students
from 30 schools participating.

RN ticerencnncscasss 53.9%
McGovern «vsevssee.. 41.8%

2) Kansas University

"In separate two way races, the President beat all
contenders getting in excess of 507 against all
candidates except McGovern, who he bested 46%Z to 427,
with 137 undecided.

1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.,, Washington, D.C, 20006 (202 333-4570

RN Sy
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3)

4y

3)

6)

7)

8)

University of Southern California

The President was the first choice of all candidates receiving
390 votes to 331 votes for second place McGovern.

University of Mississippi

The President showed his Southern strength be beating all candi-
dates, including Wallace in separate two way races, receiving 707
or more of the votes in each race.

Ohio State University *

In separate three way races that included Wallaée, students gave
the President more than 507 of the vote in each race.

Washington State University

The President was the first cholice of all candidates - receiving
1,238 votes to 777 for McGovern, 418 for Jackson, 386 for Muskie
and a scattering for the other candidates.

University of California at Davis

In an eight way non~partisan primary, Nixon received 57.7%Z of the
vote. McGovern was second with 34.6%

Florida Statewide College Primary

The President won the Republican primary on 35 out of 36 campuses
participating and received more votes statewide than any candidate
in either party. :
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Especially significant are three recent polls taken by National Organizations:

1) Phi Theta Kappa

This 1is the national junior college Honorary Fraternity that
corresponds to Phi Beta Kappa in universitles. A mock election

held at their national convention, with 800 representatives from

50 states attending, selected the President, giving him 49.4%Z of the
vote to second place McGovern's 21.8%.

2) California Junior Statesmen

This prestigious statewide group surveyed 13,000 students at 45
selected high schools. Results: RN - 30%; McGovern -~ 2273 Unde~
cided ~ 23%; Wallace - 8%; and the rest scattered among other
candidates. ’

3) American Education Publications

This group's fifth national high school students presidential pre-
ference poll yielded first place to RN with 59,911 votes -~ roughly
31% of the total. Kennedy came in second with 15%, followed by
Wallace, Muskie, McGovern, Humphrey and Chisholm.

In addition to polls, support has been shown by the endorsements of over
150 college leaders across the country, including the student hody presi-
dents of such large and prestigious institutions as University of Southern

California, University of Nebraska, University of Washington, Oregon )

State, Brandeis, University of Colorado, University of Alabama, University
of Mississippi, University of San Francisco, New Mexico State, University
of Texag at Arlington, 0ld Dominion University, Bradley University, Wabash
and many more. These endorsements were announced in a press conference

in Los Angeles last month and recelved very good press coverage.

Finally, there have been rallies on campuses from Florida to California

in support of the President’s Vietnam polity. A realistic survey con-
ducted by Young Voters for the President on five campuses in the Los Angeles
area, just two days after the mining of Haiphong showed that 25.57 of the
students strongly agreed with that action, 21.9% agreed, 3.37 were indiffer-
ent, 21.6% disagreed, 21.5% strongly disagreed and 6% were undecided.

»
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June ‘24, 1972

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

FARMORANDUM FOR: H. R. BALDCOMAY
FROM: ’ CORDON STHRACHAN
SUBJECT ;ampaigntgurrngate Attack Plan

The campaign surrogate division at 1701 submitted the attached
plan to John Whitaker on June 9. Whitzker's June 22 response
.is at Tab A. Comments from other White Bouse Staff menbers
wevre golicited on your behalf. Cole, Chapin, Malek and Howard .
- agree . that a "thorcugh, well done plan™ has been prepared,

n.f§'is conceptually sound to get three-day-a-week comnitments

© from the 32 surrogates, 1o send them only to the key states,
and to taxget thaAmﬂéla appearance by. their appeal to voter
blacs' ' S ? . . §

b

2

Cole, .Chapin, alek and Boward each had specific suggest{oaa.
Cole wamtked Bill Magruder and Phil Senchez added with increased
events in New Jersey, Connecticct, Maryliand and Syracuse, New
York. Chapin questions whether surrocates such as Romney and
Kekkill should be permitted to “count"™ events in Michiecan and
Connecticut. Also Chapin guestions their news value in theirx
own states. Chapin wonders why Ehrlichman; Scali, MacGregor
and Garment aren't programmed. Malek urges a heavier than
three~day-a-webk speaking schedule and wants Tom Kleppe and
Arthur Flemming added. Howard urges the commitments from the.
surrogates be ruthlessly enforced or the plan will collapse.
John Whitaker shares several of these concerns and the sneciflc
suggestions can be inplemented. ‘

The real ;roblem,*hawevez, remaing the division of raesponsibility
between John Mitchell's campaign surrocate group under Bart:

" . Portexr, Chuck Colson's domestic rozad show and sub-Cabinet
speaking operation under Pat O'Donnell, and John Ehrlichman's
spokesman role and responsibility. :

On May 4 when you met with Mitchell, Fhrlichman, and Colson to
discuss the division of responsibility the decision was to
assign Whitaker f£ull authority. After a peramnal appeal my
Mitchell, Wihitaker éid not accept. he will only “advise”.

On May 19 when you met with Ehrlichman, Mlitchall and Timwons
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to discuss the Convention, Mitchell ¢ave vou tihe May 8
reamorandun .attached at Tab 2. titchell wantad vou to
assert tie surxeracy of 17C1 ovor Colson's operation.
21 Iialx rale rhrlichman's substantive briefing for the
surrogates on Junoe 23 an un~ualified success. liowaver,
tne suarro~ates o not understand Bhrlichran's ola or
whv he callel the briefing without infocrmding 1701,

The solution, according to Vhitaker, is to put the 1701
xnd Colaon cperatiom in one room. Colson doas not want

5

O'Tonnell to move to 1701. The 1701 scheduling operation
cannot move to the White hLouse.

RECOMVMEUDATICN ;

That you direct Whitaker and O'Donnell to move to 1701 to
implement the Surrogate Attack Plan.

APPROVE ~ DISAPPPOVE
COMMENT s

T s,
GS:dg
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTION

June 22, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR BART PORTER —/
FRONMI: John C. Whitaker ~/

SUBJECT: Surrogate Attack Plan . -
August 24 to November 11, 1972

v

i

It is a very fine comprehensive job.

1" The key question is, who is really in charge between you
working for John Mitchell and Pat O'Donnell working for Chuck Colson.
If Bob Haldeman, John Mitchell and Chuck Colson agree on a split
responsibility (i. e., O'Donnell schedule sub-cabinct, Domestic Council
road show, Kissinger, Rogers, Laird, or certain prima donnas who need
the '"call from the White House', or in the case of ''very non-political
evenls'' it is imperative the rcquest not come from your operation, etc.,
etc. ), either a very clear division of responsibility has to be worked out ---
with you and O'Donnell present so you both understand the ground rules ;
or a decision has to be made that one or the other is running the whole
show. My concern is primarily one of lack of physical proximity between
you and C'Donnell. Maybe I rely on my own experience too much. In
168, I was responsible for the President, Vice President, their wives,
Julie, Tricia, David, the Agnew children and only about 10 surrogates,
Not nearly as ambitious an undertaking as 34 surrogates plus a side bar
relationship with Senator Buckley. I had four schedules, onc each for
(1) the Presidant, (2) the Vice President, (3) the girls and David
Eisenhower, and (4) the surrogates. We worked in a large room - shouted
at each other and hung together - no memos, ctc. It moved too fast to do
otherwise. Nowadays, the President and Vice President and First Lady
are all different operations and so arc Julic and Tricia, I just wonder if
you and O'Donnell won't get your wires crossed in spite of the best
intentions if you arc not in the same room.



2. The heart of scheduling is, be hard as rock on your battle
plan, i.e¢. never co out of the key states and lock TV in first and then
figure out an encuse to be there. Everybody will fight you on this --
including John Aiitchell and Bob Haldemman., There will be all sorts
of appeals to go to non-key states. Your answer should be, '{ine,
after cach surrogate has finished his thrce days a week work in the
key states. ™ In cother words, non-key states are add-ons’'-- not sub-
stitutions for getting firm commitments for coverage of every media
center in cvery big state. You will find too many nice guys who will
break the rules and you have to fight them off.

3. If McGovern is nominated, I'd lighten up Texas and focus
more on liberal states. l

4. Double check your frequency of visits in each state ~- seems
like there are times when you have three surrogates in a state the
same day, then none for a wcek.

5. Many citics in key states seem to be missing from your media
center list. I don't know the criteria you are using, but from a seat-of-
the-pants [eeling whiere cither the President or surrogates have worked
in the past, I'd make sure the {following cities are covered with
surrogates not on your media center list.

California: Santa Barbara, Bakersfield, Sun Jose - and because
the state is so darn important, even Eurcka, Redding and Santa Rosa.

Illinois: Kast St. Louils, {tri cities of Rock Island, Molinc and
Davenport -- yes, even go to Iowa for Illinois TV coverage), Decatur,
Peoria, Rockiord.

Michigan: Muskegon, Grand Rapids, Bay City, Saginaw and Ilint.

Missouri: St. Joscph, Rolla and good old Springlield (the GOP
bastion of Alissouri - a "get oul the votc' excrcise).

New Jersev: With no TV (I may be out of date) you need to cover

P 4
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~it like hairs on a doyg - a very rough one,
New York: Syracusce

Chio: Dayloun, Youngstown, Canton, Toledo



Orcoon: So thoy don't feel forgotten out there in castern
Orcgon, do Perdlcion, and in the south, Roscburg, Medford and
Kiamath Falls,

~Pennsvivania: Allentown and Scranton/Wilkes Barre. Pennsylvania
is so imporiant that there are two bus trips or one railroad trip with
potential that cover strings of small to medium size towns that collectively
are a lot of votes: (1) Philadelphia along the Penn Central line to
Pittsburg; and (2) Allertown north to Scranton then go pick up Erie off
by itself - but important.

Texas: Amarillo, Wichita Falls, San Antonio, El Paso. Dallas/
Fort Worth - jealousies preclude kissing off Fort Worth,

Wisconsin: Green Bay, Manitowac and Sheboygan, Eau Claire,
L.aCross, Rhineclander, Wausau and Stevens Point. They are used to a
lot of attention after their primaries and they should get it.

7. I assume as you get polls every two ‘weeks during the heat of
the campoign, the key state targets will shift -- those we can't lose and
those we can't win, that we thought otherwise when the campaign started.
It is therefore darn important that you maintain control over your .
surrogates and take the pressure and never commit more than two weeks

"in advance through September and one week in advance through October

25, and even less lead time the last ten days of the campaign.

8. A letter from John Mitchell to each surrogate "annointing"
you is important. You should also talk to each surrogate to go over
each schedule. John iiitchell has to give you clout because everybody
clse is going to tear you down.

9. I take the 15 key states as a given - Florida not being on the
list bothers me, but that isn't my call.
10. I would suzgest sub-cabinet and celebrity, rather than surrogates,
focus in Ngow Mexico, Nevada, North Dakeota. The President has basically
states (particularly New Mexico and Nevada).

o
12
]

9]

beern weal in those

cc: John D, Lhrliciinan
H. R. Haideman &=
Frod MNalek

Johin Nitchell
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- Committee for tha Re-election of the President

May 8, 1972

MEMCRANDUM

Lty

. .
MEIIORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL

\ : ///
THROUGH : JEB S§. MAGRUDER ...~ r“"'
< 3 {) )
FROM: _HERBERT L. PORTER //.° /¥
LJ
SUBJECT: " Scheduline of Surrosate Candidates

N

Pursuant to your request, attached is a proposed memorandum
from -you to Mr. Haldeman regarding the procedure to be followed
in scheduling surrogate candidates.

Attachment,



Committee for the Re-election of the President

May 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM
CONFIDENTIAL
MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM: JOBN N. MITCHELL
SUBJECT: Scheduling of Surrogate Candidates

This memorandum is written to record the conclusions reached
at our conference on Thursday, May 4, 1972, regarding the
scheduling of surrogate candidates. 1 would appreciate it
if you would review our conclusions with Chuck Colson.

Predicated on the theory that surrogate candidates can be
utilized most effectively through adherence to a program of
creative scheduling based upon political necessities, we

agreed to the following:

1.

»

Effective immediately, all scheduling of the surrogate
candidates, including the members of the Cabinet, will
be done through the Spokesmen Resources:Division at
1701. This includes scheduling into non-political,

as well as political, events. We plan to have four

or five schedulers working at 1701 with the surrogate
candidates.

The Spokesmen Resources Division may call upon spokes-
men other than the surrogate candidates, including
Under Secretaries, Assistant Secretaries and White
House personnel, to appear at approved events.

The Executive Speakers Bureau at the White House
shall continue to exist and shall be responsible for
the organization of White House briefings and special
events. Examples are the busing road shows, Dr.
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Page 2~ *

Kissinger's foreign policy briefings, and the
extensive scheduling of the sub-Cabinet group.
Pat O'Donnell will also schedule Secretary Laird
and Secretary Rogers, which should not be done
from 1701. (As you know, we would still prefer
to have Pat O'Donnell move over to 1701 and work
under the direction of our Spokesmen Resources
Division, at the same time being available to
assist Colsen onh special projects, such as White
House briefings and road shows.).

4, -To take advantage of the incumbency, we will
coordinate our activities with the VWhite House,
- For example, if it appears thaf the Hhite House
would have a pacter possibilitv of mlacing
SUrrocate Into & fon-polirical forum, 1701 will
call upon U bonnell to rake that contact. 1701
SITI™21S0 coordinate its T.V. and media activities
with White House personnel.

-

5. Capies of invitations to the President and the
Vice President, which are regretted and which are
worthy of considerstion, shall be forwarded to
the Spokesmen Resources Division at 1701 with
copies of the letters of regret.

. o . C
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