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36 15 n.d. Report Memo from David Derge to Nixon re: 8-state
survey of vice presidential candidates with
both summary report and survey detail
attached. 21 pages.

36 15 n.d. Other Document Haldeman Handwritten note marked
"(personal) Haldeman pre-inaugural notes".
1 page.

36 15 12/20/1968 Other Document Haldeman Handwritten notes for Nixon
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36 15 12/21/1968 Memo memo from Dick Allen to Haldeman re:
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Calls" re meetings, appointments and
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36 15 n.d. Other Document Haldeman Handwritten notes re:
miscellaneous issues including Agri Task
Force, cabinet meetings. 3 pages.

36 15 01/04/1969 Memo From Nixon (tape) to Haldeman re: RN
Schedule. Does not want to tape messages
for small groups, use other Cabinet officers.

1 page.

36 15 01/03/1969 Memo Memo from Nixon to Haldeman re:
establishing procedures for scheduling meals
with foreign dignitaries and staff, eliminating
return meals, and meal planning. 4 pages.

36 15 01/04/1969 Memo Memo from Nixon to Ehrlichman re:
procedure for scheduling meals and
receptions, encouraging breakfast meetings
and discouraging drinks. 1 page.

36 15 01/04/1968 Other Document Haldeman Handwritten notes for Nixon
meeting, re: personnel assignments and
action items. 2 pages.

36 15 01/03/1968 Other Document Haldeman Handwritten notes re: summer
residence, Agnew's role, personnel issues. 3

pages.

36 15 01/02/1968 Other Document Haldeman Handwritten notes re: inaugural
day plan, personnel matters, appointments. 3

pages.
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36 15 01/04/1968 Memo Memo from Nixon to Ehrlichman re:
inauguration invitation for Armand Hammer.

1 page.
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NIXON FOR PRESICENT COMMITTEE,
. 0. HQ)'\' 1968, TIMZS SQUARE STATION,
' YORK, NEW YORK 10036

i AL;".; [212) 631-68400

YDA RTT 4 r
GRAND SUMMARY

1. Nixon and Humphrpy have high, about about equal, familiarity among
voterss, Kennedy and Reagan have less familiarity, but still to

& high degree, Wallace 1s well known in all states. Percy is
less well known, Conzally and Ford are not well known.

2, Among Rdpublican Vice-Presidential candidates, Percy is Jjudged by
more respondents to e bect qualirfied to assume the Presidency.
3¢ In a two-way heat:with Huuphrey, Nixon wins Iliinols, Pennsylvania,
’ Ohio, Missourli, ana Georgiaj theyn Tle in Nichigan and Californiaj;
Huaphrey wins in Texas.

Y. In a tnree-way heat with Humphrey and Wallece, Nixonlwins in Illinois
Pennsylvania, Oh*ol &‘d Misscurl: Humphrey ﬂins ilon Michigan,

California, and Texas: Wallace wins in Georgila,

Anmong Reagan, Pbrcvn and Ford, Percy emerges as the most useful
running mate for winunling uhe nos & Ugates, alukough Reagan adds
marginal strengtn ilin scme states and loses marginal strsagth in
dothers. Therc appears to be no advantage in choosing :Ford.

e
LA

6, Against Humphrey-Conaslly, and with Percy as ruaning mate, Nixon
wins Illlinois,; Pennsylvanlsa, Ohlo, lMichigarn, and Lilsgsourl: Huuapnrey
wins Californlia and Texas: Wallace wins Georgla,

7. Agalinst Aumpnrey—Ke“u; ¥y, With Percy as ruaning mate, Nixon wins
only Illinois, and loses other states to Humphr ey and Wallace,
THIS IS OBVIOUSLY A FUNCTION OF TxE KELINEDY NAME

8. k¥ A Reagan candidacyh apparently does not substantially deteriorate
the Wallace vote.
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NIXON FOR PRESIDENT COMiwiTTEE,

P. 0. BOX 1968, TIMES SQUARE STATION, ' 19 July 1968
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10036

PHONE (212) 661-6400

To: Richard M. Nixon
From:David R. Berge
Subj:Eight-State Survey of Vice-Presidential candldates/

Background: Probability samples of approximately 600 respondents
were polled by telephone in the states of Illinois, Pennsuylvania,
Ohio, Michigan, California, Missouri, Texas, and Georgia. This 1is
a large enough sample to expect sampling eoror not to exceed 3%.
Polling was done during period of 5 July-15 July.

Presentation of findings. The following short summaries are drawn
from statistical Tables I-X attached as Appendix A.

1. Pamiliarity with candidates.

a.  In all states Nixon and Humphrey have a high familiarity and
in about the same degree

b. Kennedylruns Jjust slightly behind Nixon and Humphrey in rfamilia:
except in Georgie.

¢. Reagan runs behind Kennedy in familiarity, but is well known to
more than half of the Uesoondents except 1In Georgia. His famili
ity is higher than anyone else's in California.

d. Percy is not well known outside of Illinois (where heX outscores
Reagan, Wallace, and Kenndgy. Percy is well known by about
one-third of the respondents in all states but Texasand Georgila
where this drops to one-fourth.

e. Connally and For dx_qave low familiarity in all states but their
own home states. en in thelr home states they are less well
Xnown then Nixoin, Humphreyg Wallace, and Kennedy,

£ In all states Wallace has high famillierity among more than half

of the wektpondents, scoring highest in Ohlo, California, and
Georgia.

2. Opinions about which R epubllican Vice-Bresidentlal candidate would
do the best job if he were to become President. '
2. Nearly one-third had no opinion about this,

b Percy runds ahead of Reagen except in Texa¥% and Georgla where
Beggan runs ahead of Percy 2-l.

¢e In all states but Michigaen less than 10% think Ford would do the
best Job. In Xichigan Ford still runs behind Percy.
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NIXON FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE,

P. 0. BOX 1968, TIMES SQUARE STATION,

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10036 19 July 1968
PHONE (212) 667-6400
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3¢ Results of two-way heat between Nixon ano Humphrey, and three-way
heat among Nixon-Humphrey-Wallace.

Wins 2- way heet Wins 3-way heat,
Illinois Nixon Nixon
Pennsylvaenia Nixon - Nixon ' A\
eVl

2 N4~ : k o

Ohlo Nixon - Nixon o & a8
. éﬂ;ﬁﬁb“

Michigen TIE Humphrey YJJ
California TIE Humphrey
Missouri Nixon Nixon
Texas . Eumphrey Humphrey
Gesorgla Nixon ' Wallace

(See Table II fof percentages).
OCher conclusions:
S There is a large “Undecided"” votex in both 2-way and 3-way heats.
Do hen Wallace is added, Nimon and Humphrey Dboth loss support in
' No thern states, AiYOu loses only 1-3 percentage points more

than Humphrey. In Texas, Wallace costs Nixon twice as many

psrcentage points as Humphrey, and in Georgla more than twice osg
many,

L
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Trial heat with Nixon and

snhown

Illinois

m

annsylvania
Ohlo
Michigan

Californisae

Trial heat

Ntxonuneagan Nixon-Percy
Nixon Nixon
Nixoa Nixon

Nixon Nixon
Humphrey nl dh§”
e ]
Huapnrey Hwaphrey
Nixon Nixon
Huuphrey Huuphrey

Wallace

Percy wins Mlichigan,
Percy or Regcgal wou

Wallace

various Vice=Presldential candidates sunning
against Humphrey=Concally and Wallace-Grifrfin (3-way heat).

Witniner is
Nixon=Ford

Nixon
Nixon
Nixon
Hugphrey
Hunphrey
Humphrey
Hamphrey

Waizace

which Reagan and Ford would lose.
1d win Missourl,wh&ch Ford would lose,

with Nixon &and various Vice-Presidential candidates runhing

against Humphrey-Kennedy and Wallace~Griffin (3=-way heat).

Michigan
California
Missouri

exas

+3

Georgila

Conclhsions

Nixon-Reagan - Nixon-Percy
T1iE N1 .A.Ofi‘
Humphrey bé;mphrey
Hunphrey Humpnrey
Humphrey8 Hunphrey
Humphrey Hunphrey

Hunplfirey Humphrey
Humphrey Humphrey
Wallece Wallace

Percy wins Illinols, which

-

Reagan would tie,
combinations in &all states would lose.

Nixon-Ford
Humphrey

Humphrey
Hunphrey
ﬁumphrey
Humphrey
Humphrey
Humphrey
Waladace

All other
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What changes in the Nixon vote would result if Reagan 1s the Vice-
Bresidential candidate instecd of Percy? (Assumes Humphrey=Kenned yy-
and VWallace-=Griffin on ticket). L2 :

a, Nixon woujio Tie~> T1llinois DQDQ‘”%&S””Q&EQ@Q&JQ{ With Perey
Nixon wins I11inols,

be Nixon would gain from 1l=5 percentage points 1n Pannsylvania, Texas
and Gerogia (but outcome would not change).

e Nizxon would lose 3-5 percentage points in illinoi » Chlo, Michlgan
California, and Misxouril.{but jputcome would nct cnange).

What cranges in the Nixon vote would result rﬁ*Reagan is the Vice-
Presidenticl candidate instead or Percy? (Assumes Humbdhrey-Connally
and Wallace=Griffin on Tticket).

a, Nixon would lose Michizan.Ki Wit h Percy Nixon wins Michigan.

be Nixon wouid gain 1-3% percentage points in Ohio, Missouri, Texas
and Georgla {(but outcome woujld not change).

.. Nixon wou 1d los’ 1 percentage point in Illinois and Casilifornia
~ (but outcome would not change.)

de No change would occur in Pennsylvanila.

Whac is the effect on the spx:
when Reagan 1s the Vlge—?r esi
Tosl mes ff’;,/l}()/fs_ ‘// ¥ ,.--"v',‘,'"

side
a. Nixon galns 1 percentage po
2

w*ad between Niron and Wallace bcrpentaqes

tial candidate lpstead, o' Por
(:’”/;.4 L(C/r( -—///!_ 72’:’&’ /\9///7/// [’(/ é/ //uzﬂ

oint in Illinois, Pennsylvania, uuchigan
Missouri, and ch_o_;, }- galns 3 points in Ohio, and 5 points
in Texas. There is no change in California.

Conclusion: A Beggan candidacy does not draw off Inuch Wallace support

What are the advantages of chossing Ford over Reagan and Fercy for
Vice~Presidential candidate?

In no case does Ford lend strength, It would Dbe a iiability at this
tine, _

W
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Per cent level of familiarity ("Know quite a lot about")

Penn- Cali-~
Illinois sylvania Ohio Michigan fornia Missouri Texas Georgia

Nixon 83 85 87 83 89 , 82 7 68
Humphrey 82 .83 85 79 86 83 71 68
Wallace 59 59 70 ss 70 60 61 h
Kennedy : Th 73 75 te7 75 69 60 53
Connally 10 13 13 1k 15 }3 L9 11
Griffin 2 2 2 20% 2 1 1 Sh
Percy 78 33 38 32 Lk Lo 2L 18
Reagan. 62 58 65 52 91 59 54 43
Ford 10 9 10 34 10 7 5 L

' e -

Would do best job as President ...

i

Reagan 2l 2L 28% 18% 23% 23% 37% 33%
Percy : ¥ 27 34 25 Lo 33 18 14
Ford 8 9 7 21 7 6 7 6
All ' 5 L L L 2 2 2 o
None 3 b 3 > | > 3 3 3
No opinion 15 33 2l 27 23 33 33 Lo

Thomas W. Benham
Opinion Research Corporation

*Confusion with Senator Griffin



Nixon

_Humphrey

Wallace

Undeclded

Tllinois

Ls%b  39%

3 32

21 19

2-Way vs. 3-Way Trial Heats

Penn-

sylvania Ohio Michigan
Lug  37%  LL% 38%  36% 31%
37 33 38 34 % 32
am 10 - 1k — 11
19 19 18 1+ 28 26

Cali-

fornis,

3% 36%

796-x

7/16/68
Missouri Texas Georgia
39 35% 34 23k LG 22
35 31 b1 35 33 2k
-- 11 - 23 -- 39
26 23 25 19 23 15

Thomes W. Benhan
Opinion Research Corporation
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ILLINOIS
2-Way 3-Way
Trial Heat Trial Heat
Nixon L5% ; 3%
Humphrey - 3k 32
Wallace | -- lO‘
Undecided 21 19

versus HUMPHREY/KZIINEDY

Nixon/Reagan : ;ikon/Percy .Nixon/Ford
Nixon plus VP Lo Lo, 36%
Humphrey/Kennedy Lo 39 Lo
Wallace/Griffin 6 6 7
Undecided 1 13 15

versus HUMPHREY/CONNALLY

Nixon/Reagan Nixoﬁ/Percy Nixon/Ford
Nixon plus VP Lsd L6% Lo
Humphrey/Connally 3 99 3
Wallace/Griffin 6 8 7
.Undecided 17 14 - 19

Thomas W. Benham
Opinion Research Corporation
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PENNSYLVANTIA
2-Vay 3-Way
Trial Heat Trial Heat

Nixon L4 37%

Humphrey 37 33
Wallace T AL 11
Undecided 19 19

versus HUMPHREY/KENNEDY
Nixon/Reagan Nixon/Percy Nixon/Ford

Nixon plus VP 38% 36% 36%
Humphrey/Kennedy Lo Lo 40
Wallace/Griffin 6 7 C T
Undecided 16 17 17

versus HUMPHREY /CONNALLY
Nixon/Reagan Nixon/Percy Nixon/Ford

Nixon plus VP 419 Lo, 3%
Humphrey/Connally 33 32 33
Wallace/Griffin 8 8 8

Undecided 18 20 20

Thomas W. Benham
Opinion Research Corporation
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OHIO

2-Way " 3-Way
Trial Heat #Trial Heat
Nixon Ll 38%
Humphrey 38 34
Wallace - 1k
Undecided ) 18 .;4

Nixon plus VP
Humphrey/Kennedy
Wallace/Griffin

Undecided

Nixon plus VP
Humphrey/Connally
Wallace/Griffin

Undecided

versus HUMPHIE /KENEEDY

Nixoq/ﬁeagan

Nixon/Percy

Nixon/Ford

36% 37% 34%

41 39 41

10 11 11

13 13 1k
versus HUMPUREY/CONNALLY
Wixon/Reagan Nixon/Percy Nixon/Ford

40% 38% 3%

33 33 33

11 i 11

16 17 . 19

Thomas W. Benham

Opinion Research Corporation
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MICHIGAN
2-Way 3I-Way
Trial Heat ?rial Heat
Nixon ' 36% 31%
Humphrey 36 32
Wallace | . e 11

Undecided 28 26

versus K"MPHREY/KFGNEDY

Nixbn/Reagan Nixon/Percy  Nixon/Ford
Nixon plus VP 3% 31% 32%
Humphrey/Kennedy Lo ' 4o 39
Wallace/Griffin 9 '9 .9
Undecided 19 20 20

versus HUMPHREY/CONNALLY

Nixon/Reagen  Nixon/Percy Wixon/Ford
Nixon plus VP 33% 4% ‘ 3%%
Humphrey/Connally 35 33 34
Waliace/Griffin 9 10 10
Undeéided | 23 23 /gu

Thomas W. Benham -
Opinion Research Corporation



CALIFORNTA

2-Way 3-Way
Trial Heat Trial Heat
@
Nixon 39% 36%
Humphrey 39 38
Wallace ' - 8

Undecided 22 ' 18

versus HUMPHREY/KENNEDY

Nixon/Reagan Nixon/Percy  Nixon/Ford
Nixon plus VP 32% 349 30%
Humphrey/Kennedy 48 L5 L8
wéllace/eriffin 5 6 ~ 6
Undecided 15 15 16

versus HUMPHREY/CONNALLY

Nixon/Reagan Nixon/Percy Nixon/Ford
" Nixon plus VP A 36% 37% 34%
Humphrey/Connally 39 39 40
Wallace/Griffin 6 7 T
Undecided 19 17 ' “19

Thomas W. Benham
Opinion Research Corporation
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Nixon
Humphrey
Wallace

Undecided

Nixon plus VP
Humphrey/Kennedy
Wallace/Griffin

Undecided

Nixon plus VP
Humphrey/Connally
Wallace/Griffin

Undecided

s — V/f
[P LE ———
MISSOURI
2~-Way 3-Way
Trial Heat Trial Heat
39% 35%
35 31
¢
-- ‘11
26 23
versus HUMPHREY/KENNEDY
Nixon/Reagzan Nixon/Percy Nixon/Ford
349 35% 319
38 37 39
8 8 8
20 20 22
versus HUMPHREY/CONNALLY
Nixon/Reagan Nixon/Peréy Nixon/Ford
37% 36%_ 33%
32 33 34
9 9 9
- 2b

22 22

Thomas W. Benham

Opinion Research Corporation
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TEXAS
2-Way 3-Way
Trial Heat Trial Heat
Nixon 3h% 23%
Humphrey b1 35 °
Wallace -- 23
Undecided 25 19
versus HUMPHREY/KEWNEDY
Nixo:/Reagan Nixon/Percy Nixon/Ford
Nixon plus VP 27% 23% 22%
Humphrey/Kennedy 38 39 39
Wallace/Griffin 19 21 « gL
Undecided 16 17 18
versus HUMPHREY/CONKALLY
Nixon/Reagan lixon/Percy Nixoh/Ford
- Nixon plus VP 26% 23% 21%
Humphrey/Connally 39 39 41
Wallace/Griffin 19 21 19
Undecided 16 17 19

Thomas W. Benham

Opinion Research Corporation



Nixon
Humphrey
Wallace

Undecided

Nixon plus VP
Humphrey/Kennedy
Wallace/Griffin

Undecided

Nixon plus VP
Humphrey/Connally
Wallace/Griffin

Undecided

AT A
GEORGIA

2-Vay

Trial Heat

o

3-Way
Trial Heat

LA

33

23

versus HUMBPHREY/KENNEDY

22%
ol
%
1

Nixon/Reazan  Nixon/Percy  Nixon/Ford
22% 21% 20%
29 28 28
37 37 37
12 1k 15
versus HUMPHREY/CONNATLY
ixon/Reagan Nixon/Perc& Nixon/Ford
22% 21% . 20%
26 27 26
33 38 38
1L 1L 16

Thomas W.
Opinion Research Corporation

Benham



Cases and Per
. Cent of Todal Voters

-

T1linois

62 (10%)

(From 3-Way trial heat without VP ba

Pennsylvania

66 (11%)

"_iu}'ff]f) L

8

WALLACE VOTERS

Ohio

88 (15%)

Michi zan

73 (%)

N/R N/P N/F TN/R N/P /R N/P NF N/R n/P N/F
ixon plus VP v23% 149 g'é% 219 149 1594 119 9% ll% 129 109 12%
mmphrey/Kennedy lé 2 2L, B0 o1 ik i 10 12 16 16 12
Wzllace/Griffin -55 | 60 * 6§. 53 58 62 69 77T 75 66 70 ;:69
Sndueided 6 5 | 5 & 7 6 & k2 6 k7
ixon plus VP 269 16% 11% 18% 12% 15% 15% 10% 12% 144 119 12%
: y,hrcy)tm*uully 6 5: 3 9 11 9 5 ‘ 6 6 10 8 l8
allace/Griffin 58 7T 70 67 &7 67 T 1T 76 qI i T3
‘iccided. 10 5 11 6 10 9 3 7 6 5 ry 7
GBALE G Best job a8 PFesiddht ...
Reagan 53% 39% Lot 26¢%
cerey 31 15 ) 15
5 15 7 27
1k 3 _ o) 3 I
: 3 5 3 8
lnion 5 I 25 19

v

:didates)

Ceiiforni
"77§7§5U
/R L/ N/F

114 0% 4

20 22 22

&5 74 70
L -;u L
11% 5% 2%
13 15 13
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Califorais

RINGON

/R

N/B N/F

20
65
L

11%

0% kb 107
22
r( l I '70 &

L l o

5%
15
78

13 7 7
81

37%
ol

15

15

ggi'tl o7

31%
28

8 "';f.;. -

A
Lrexas

=1 7 '_I
151 (2 ‘y‘m)

NR TP NF

1
4,

- 2k 9 9 8

65 797 81779
I 7 & 9
13 13" 12 13
2 Th €75

485

12

6

P
_25u
N/R N/I
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GRAND SUMMARY

Analysls of Wallace supporters,

L. Wnen Wallace voters are forced into a twe-way heat, Nixon captures more
Wellace voters than Humphrey. Most of those who would vote for Nixon in
& Swomway neat are Indesendents, but there are subgsintial numbers of

Pd
Republicans and Democrats «s well,

i

i

. Dodoation o Wallsee is heavy in Ceorgia \22 54% of all party groups).
In the 3ix nortaern states under ouuoy, 9% of the Democrats defect to
Vielluce, 3% <f the Republicans, aad 18% of the Independents.

D, The wWealace VoL. 1.8 predominently wmolilc. This is not true of the Nixon
znd Humphrey voues.
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ON FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE,

. BOX 1588, TIMES SQUARE STATION, B
YORK, NEW YORK 10036 19 July 1968

WONE (212) 661-6400

fifol Richard M. Nixon
“prom: David R. Derge
Subj: Specisl analysis of Wallace voters.

Baclkground: A speclal analysis of Wallace voters has been dome from
Géta colliected in the C;uhu—Suu'a telephone survey reported to you
garlier. he breakout is intdo two groups: Georgia Sepa“ately, and
the following states combined: California, Pennsylvania, Ohio,
Michigen, Illinoils, and Missourl.

1. How would Wallace voticers choose 1n a two-way heat between Nixon
and Humphrey?

Combined states CGeorgila
5 i !
would vote for Nixon 43% 56%
Would vote for Huuphrey 25 20
Undecided 32 24

Whnat is the party afrfiliavion of the Wallace voters who would vote
“~ - BN . D)

for Nixon in this two=y
Combined states Georgie
Dermocrats 21 32
Repubilican 31 | 10
Independent 45 50
Undec/Other 5 e

2. Wnat is the party affiliation of those voters who choose Wallace
in a three-way heat with Nixon anc Huuphrey?

Combined states Georgla
Democrat 33 33
Republican 17 6
Indepedent 45 48
Undec/Other 5 7



JR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE,

. 2O/ T5EE, ThvES SQUARE STATION,
 YORK, NEW YORK 10036

ONE (212) 661-6400
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3. EHow much of
optvion in a three-wsy heat

Compin

Democrats
Republicans
Independents

dec/Other

&. Mzles tend to u‘pucA ..... qtc
CuMband scates O5p of the
% numphrey in uvu*g*a g

/Uum Nixon, ro7 Humphrey) .

5. In Georgia thez
voters. Thése

~

S o
[SRVECRVICHC IR

among Wallace supporters.
Wal ] ~oo
N\A_.....&.w.,p

58% of

U\_,.AC\L
oA

1icvl

19 July 1968

each party group defects to Wallace when given the
witn Humphrey and Nixon ?

ed states Georgia
5% : 33%
6 22

8 " 51

In the
vote is male (49% Nixon,
Wallace voters are male

ncy towai#d youth among Wallace

e age effect in the combingd
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21 Decﬂé@

To: Bob Haldeman P
From: Dick Allen
Re: Our discussion /

While you are doubtles§ﬁplagued with a thousand other things,

T would appreciate very much hgéring from you this afternoon‘concerning

the decision on my title as Spécial Assistant.

Inasmuch as I am 1eaVing tonight, and there willl be a hiatus of
some days——-during which one makes decisions and plans for moving, etc.—-
I would prefer to get this information today.

Best wishes qu a happy Christmas.

/ v '
/ AN

4

/ L /ak
/ [ |V


















RN tape - 1/4/69 W

®
TO: Bob Haldeman .,
[ 2 )
FROM: RN fl- ¥
: ,‘:t;w"" =7
SUBJECT: RN Schedule |

One type of activity which should be dispensed with is
doing film clips for payroll savings, bond drives which are to be used for
small corporate meetings as distinguished from clips which will be used on
national TV,

My general policy is that we should limit statements of
this kind in any event even when they are on national TV. But under
no circumstances should my time be used to film something like this for
a small, select group, even if the cause is important. I don't care what
the past procedure has been. In the future use Agnew or the Secretary of
the Treasury or some other appropriate Cabinet officer.

I want a complete re-evaluation of all activities of this
type and I do not want them in the future to be committed for me without
my express approval. For years I Ia ve felt that the President has been
over -burdened with this kind of activity and the time to make significant
changes is right now. I want you and Ehrlichman to watch these things very
carefully and wherever possible address them to Agnew or semething-

somebody else.



January 3, 1969

MEMORANDUM ;
TO: John Ehrlichman WA
FROM.: RN

In:considering my schedule for the first 31x mc;nths after
the Inaug“ura.tion, I have concluded that some drastic changes in existing
policy with regard to state visits as well as to customs covering White
House dinners must be made if I am to have the time a.vailaiale which
I consider absolutely essential to devote to major decilsions ‘which I
must make in that period.

Unless we get ahold of the schedule now I will be
swamped with state visits, the usual customary White House dinners
- for domestic purposes, not to mention the Congressional and Senatorial
appointments which will be flooding us during that period. A memorandum
from Bob Murphy on December 24 indicates that 15 visits of foreign
dignitaries al;e tentatively scheduled in the first three months of the |
new Administ/ration',". from March to June. By comparison,. Eisenhower
received only six foreign dignitaries in his first six months in office,
.Ken_nedy 18 and Johnson 21. In other words, if we continue at the pace
suggested we wiil have 30 in our first six months. I am encloéing the’
December 24 Murphy memo with the backup information supp:orting the

requests for including these visitors in the schedule.



Under the circumstances, I have decided that the
following précedﬁre will be in order, regardless of whether the visitor
is a head of staté or head of government and regardless of whether the
visit is described as a state visit, an official visit, or a private visit.

1. I shall always be willing to have a tallic with any

visitor who is head of government or head of state.

2. Where the visitor is a head of state I will have a
dinner for him.

3. Where the visitor is a head of goVernme‘ht I will
have either a dinner or a lunch for him, depending
upon the recommendation made by State.

4, Even where the visit is a so-called private one,

I will be Willing to have a lunch if State recommends it.

5. But under no circumstances, regardless of the
character of the visit, will I go to a return dinner
or luncheon or reception of any kind which is put on
by the foreign visitor. I realize that this will break
some china in State, but it is time to make this shift
of policy now and to carry it out in the future. This
decision, incidentally, is not subject to further
discussion. I have made up my mind and I have
considered all the factors inyolved.

Even if I limit myself in this way the burden will be

enormous. Johnson told mé that he had exactly 200 visits by foreign

dignitaries during his 5 years as President. This means that at the



same pace I will have 400 occasions in which I have to spend a miserable
three hours in an evening, or two and a half hours at lunch, entertaining
some foreign visitor, I realize this is necessary from a protocal
standpoint, but at least we can knock off the‘ tradition‘of the President
going to return dinners, luncheons or receptions which simply doubles
the load. In fact, my decision in this respect goes even further. I do
not intend to attend any function given by a foreign embassy 'outside the
White House during the time I am in office. If there is a meeting of the

OAS or a meeting of the United Nations or a meeting of NATO or

something of that character I will, of course, attend. But as far as

single embassy's are concerned, I will not .attend.

I have discussed this in prelimindary form with Bill
Rogers, and I believe he will agree with this decision. The problem
he will have, of course, is to see that his boys down the line don't
get ulcers trying to implement it.

Wherever i’;'is possible to get a foreign visitor to settle

for a good hour or two hour talk on substantive issues instead of putting

‘me through the agony of a dinner or luncheon I will gladly make the

exchange. I realize, of course, that this will generally not be possible
since the courtesy of a White House dinner or luncheon is now expected
by all foreign visitors.

With further reference to my schedule, I do not want to
have the usual d‘inners which the President giveé—} for the Vice President,
for the Supreme Court, for the Cabinet, etc. I would sugg.est that you

check to see what these dinners are and establish the new policy



immediately. I will take care of the Supreme Gurt, the Vice President
and the Cabinet officers by inviting them to the dinners I will necessarily
have to give for foreign heads of state.

With regard to Congressmen and Senators, I think it is
essential that you have a talk with Bryce Harlow and sé...t up some sort
of priority with hlm immediately. It will not be possible for me to have
individual meetings with individual Senators or C.ongres smen -- except
for those in leadership positions or Chairmen of key committees. That
means that the likes of Jack Miller, Javits, Allot et al can ;niy be seen
when they are pé,rt of a larger group.- In addition, I prefer that such
meetings be in the office for a period of time rather than for a meal or
for drinks at the White House. Only when Brycef believés that drinks
or a meal are absolutely essential to get the work done should such
affairs be scheduled. The thing to do is to simply tell Congressmen and
Senators that I prefer to talk substantive business and lay it on that way.
I think rhost of them will be complimented if it is presented to them that
way. The - way we handle them as far as White House dinners and
luncheons are concerned, again, is to include them as guests at the
dinners anci luncheons for foreign dignitaries. Incidentally, where
dinners and luncheons for foreign dignitaries é,re scheduled, it is
probably best to include wives, unless it is absolutely clear that some
substantive talk of value might take place after the dinner.

With r.egard to both luncheons a;ld dinners, I want the
number of courses held to an absolute minimum. Make the meals very

good, but veryt short.

cc: The Honorable William P. Rogers
N



January 4, 1969 ' N\

MEMORANDUM vd B j ic; /
' f | =~ INA
TO: John Ehrlichman \ X
\\'ﬁ‘-— -
FROM: RN

I had a tak with Haldeman with regard to my own
schedule after January 20. Presently, I am planning to get to the
office fairly early and stay \;vithout a break until five o'clock.,

I am going to avoid lunches _which take my time wherever possible.
At 5 o'clock I will take off for a quick swim and possibly a rub
down and will be available for receptions around 6:30,

For guidance in my schedule planning, if it is determined
that a meal is necessary I think the best one to plan is breakfast.

If, for example, we have a group of Congressmen who have to 'come.in
have them for breakfast at 8 o'clock and try to get them out of there
by 9:30 at the very latest. Lunch takes two times as much time as
breakfast and dinner takes three times as much time. Consequently,
we will save time if we can schedule breakfasts.

I am not keen on having Congressmen and Senators and
others in for cocktails. I know many of them like this, but I am not
sure this is the best way to do business with them. Where at all possible
the cocktail drill should be avoided. If one is sgheduled, it should never
be scheduled before 6:30. This will give me an hour for the meeting and
Wili leave an hour before a formal dinner if we have one, As far as
formal dinners are concerned, I want them to start around 8:30 rather

than §:00, This will reduce the amount of time I will have to be there.
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January 4, 1969 , //
MEMORANDUM //
TO: John Ehrlichman //

o / ‘
FROM: RN . /
| /

/
Buff Chandley’ wanted to be sure that Armond Hammer
received an invitation to tyé Inauguration.
/
He is in Itondon and the invitation should be sent

to the Occidental Petrgleum Company.

She gays he was a major contributor.



