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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 
meeting re: personnel assignments. 2 pages.

36 15 12/21/1968 Memo memo from Dick Allen to Haldeman re: 
wanting to know today if he (Dick Allen) 
will be assigned Special Assistant. 1 page.

36 15 12/21/1968 Other Document Haldeman Handwritten notes re: personnel 
appointments including prefer to have Allen 
as Deputy Assistant Secretary. 1 page.

36 15 01/02/1969 Other Document Haldeman Handwritten note marked "Thurs 
Calls" re meetings, appointments and 
decisions. 1 page.
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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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GRAN' SUNi1AR:C 

~ixon and HUffiphrvy have high, about about equal. familiarity among• 
vot ers. Kennedy a nd Reagan huve less familiarity, but still to 
a high degreeQ Wa ace 1 s well k o~n in all states. Percy 1s 

e s s well kn01'ln. Connally and Ford a1"'e not \'1ell known. 

2. 	 Among HIt.::pub11can Vice~Pre sident1al candidates, Percy is judged by 
ffiore re s pondents to be b .... t q ua l i fied to assume the Presidency. 

3. 	 n a two-vray heat ,nv i th Humphrey , Nixon 1ljins Illinois, Pennsylvania, 
O;io: Missouri~ a na Ge rgia~ theyh ~ie in lliichigan and California; 
H~~rey wins in Te xa 

I l. - th e e-I··T8.y heat \L t h ;:- npprt::Y and v!all8.ce f Nixon - Wins in Illinois 
Pe nnsylvania, Oh' o~ E.. .r..d is Ou. Humphrey Ylins lon Michlgan 1 

a 1 [ornia i and Tex ~ '.1a_ a ce ins in Georgia '" 

.il.m n g Reagan , Percy. a_ d Ford v ;pe ~ emerges as vi e l1J.Qst useful 
running mate for wJ.. -ming the mos-c s t a tes, a l t hough Reagan adds 
:marginal strength 11: __ s ome ta t s and loses mar g inal strength in 

d o n ers. lJlliere appears to be no advantage in choosing :Ford. 

Aga. nst Humphrey-C o M.lly, and N'1 th erey a.s running rnate ~ Nixon6" 
'Hi n s I I I nois ~ Pennsylvunla ~ Ohio , Hl chige.n~ and L1issoLlri ~ nUillpli1.:C:y 
l'l1 n s Cali fornia and ' exas; Wa _ > , ~ ~'i ins Georgia • 

• 6B.1.. st Hump lrey-Ke . ed y , \'11 t e r c y as running rna te Nixon 'wi ns 
o l y I l i nois , and l oses o t h e r s t a t es t o Humphrey and -1a.lla c e • 

•IS I S OBVIOUSLY A FUNCTION OF Tn': KE "'NEDY NAME. 

8 k • Reagan candida y ap~arently d.oes ~ substantia.lly deteriorate 
t - Wal lace vote. 

http:v!all8.ce
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. IXO ' FOR PiiES DENT COMiv.;-;TEE, ' 

P_ _ SOX 1968, T IMES SQUARE STATION, ·19 July 1968 
' _ fo./ YO R . NEW 'fORK -10036 

PHONE (212) 661-6400 

To: Richard M. Nixon 
From:David R. fierge 
Subj:Eight-State Survey of Vice-Presidential candidatesj 

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

I'r esentation of findi ngs. The follOi'iing short summaries are drawn 
from statistical ~ables I-X attached as Appendix A. 

1. 	 Familiarity with candidates. 

a. 	 In all states Nixon and Hu~ .phrey have a high familiari ty and 
in about the same degree" 

b. 	 KennedYITuns just slightly behind Nixon and Humphrey in familial 
except in Georgia. 

c. 	 Reagan runs behind Kennedy in familiarity, but is well known to 
more than half of the pespondents except in Georgia. His familj 
ity is higher than anyone else's in California. 

d. 	 Percy is not well known outside of Illinois (where hex outscore~ 
Reagan, Wallace, and Kenn · ~y. Percy is well known by about 
one-third of the respondents in all states but Texasand Georgia 
where this drops to one-fourth. 

e. 	 Connally and Ford::thave low familiarity in all states but their 
own 	 home states. Even in the ir home states they are less well 
k nown t ha n i~o~ ~ HumphreYi Wallace, and Kelilledy, 

,!:" 	 In 11 states Halla , hau h i gh familiarity among more than half 
of the ye- ~ondent sf scoring h ghest in Ohio, California. and 
Ge orgia. 

.. Opinions about which R~ )ub1 i can Vl ce-Vresidentlal candidate would 
o the best job if he were to b e come President. 

a. early one-third ha no opinion about this. 

b Ol · 	 Percy runds a .ead o f Beagan except in 'rexai and Georgia where 
Reggan runs ahea o f Percy 2-10 

c. 	 In a ll states but Mi c h i gan less than 10,% think Ford would do thE 
best Job. In Michigan Ford still runs behind Percy. 
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FO PnESIDENT COMMITTEE, 
X 19'8, T M-=S SOUARE STATION, 

oN YORK, NEW YORK 10036 19 July 1968 
P E (212) 66'; -6400 

-2­

3 ~ Besul ts of two-way eat; b 0t)'[een Nixon and Humphrey, and three-vlay 
hE;at among Nixon-Hunphrey-i'Jallacec 

Hi n 2-- \·ray hee,t Wins J-'tmyheat. 

I 1 nols on Nixon 

Pennsylvania Nixon 

Ohi o on Nixon 

11ch gan I E Humphrey 

C iforn1a TIE Humphrey 

ssouri Nixon 

Humphrey 

eorgi xon Walla ce 

(See Tablffi II fo? percen ages)~ 

other conclusions% 

• T ere 1s a lar ge ' Un eClded" vote3 in both 2-way and ) -Hay hea ts • 

V1~aoe is dded, Ntm:on and Humphrey both lost support in" orthern states. Iixon loses only 1-) percentage points more 
t han R'umphrey In Texas , Wal lace costs Nixon tllio e as ITIE.nyg 

erc entage po ...ts as Humphr ey p and in Georgia more than tvorice e.s 
many • 

' I 
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IX . ' ~::OR PRE~ I DEN-;- COMMITTEE, 
P. O. BOX 1968, T MES SQUARE STATION, 

[ J YORK, NEW YO RK 10036 -3­
PH N;::: ,21 2) 661-6400 

4 /i 	 Tr 1 hea t with Nixon and various Vice-Presid ent'ial cand idates srunning 
a ga1ns t HU11)..J2.hI'eY~Con["'.alJ.y and Hallace-Grlffin (3-way heat)" Winner is 

1 'Nn • lxon-Reagan N1 on-Percy Nixon-Pord 

Illinois ..' ixon Nixon Nixon 

p~ s ylvania a xon Nixon Nixon 

01"J. o Nixon Nixon Nixon 

Mic higan Humphrey Hu0!."Jhrey 

California Hump ' Y Humphr ey Humphrey 

• 1 ourl Nixon Nixon Humphrey 

exas Humphrey Humphrey 

Georg lallao Hallace 

Concl us i on: Percy 
Percy 

wins M chlga n ? 
or Reegan would 

whi ch Reagan and Ford would lose. 
win Hiss ouri, wh~ch Ford v-lQuld lose. 

'J!I:'ial _.ea t "I i th Nixon and vario s Vic Presid ential cand ida teS' runDing 
e.g nst H y-Kenned y an ' Wallace~Griffin (J-Vla,y heat). 

Nixon-FordN xon-Reasa n 
r lino1s 	 T1 Humphrey 

? n. sylvania Humphrey Humphrey Humphrey 

hi o Humphrey Humphrey Humphrey 

ch1ga n Hum'Dhrey8 Humphrey Humphrey 

cal ifornia Humphrey Humphrey Humphrey 

Miss ouri Hump.t}.rey Humphrey Humphrey 

Texa.s Humphrey Humphrey Humphrey 

Georgi a Wallace Wallace Halaaoe 

Conclnsi on l 	 Percy wins III noi s g which Reagan would tie. All other 
combinations in a ll states '\IIould lose • 

. ~ ." " 



rxo 	 FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE, 
P. O. 	 OX 1968, Trrv,2s SQUARE STATION, 
' r3.W YO; 1< , NEW YORK 10036 

-4·­p , OI 'E (212) 661-6400 

6" 	 vJhat changes in the NixOn vote would result i'f Reagan is the Vioe­
~re i d ·ntlal cand l d te i ns t a.o of Percy'l (Assumes Humpn.rey-Kennea l,r 
a nd Hallao e-Griffin on tioket). " 

a . 	 Ni xon woujld t ie '" I l11.nois ~.aa.:mill~tIDiXl~. Wi th Perey
l i xon wi.ns Illlnors ~ . " 
Nixon would gain fr om 1-5 percentage pOints in Pennsylvania, Texas 
an · Gerogia (but ou c omE; l10uld not change). 

.. ", 


Nixon would lose 3-5 p rcenta ge points in Illinol~t Ohio~ Michigan 

California. and £rI sxouri" (but []mtcomevTouild not change). 


,-­
What c r~ange3: in t !1e Nixon vote Hould result i~ Reagan is the Vice-
President ial candidate i nst <:~d or Percy? (Assumes Hum·.')hrey-Connally 
and l>Jallaca---Griffin on ti ck e t ). 

a. 	 Nixon would lose Nic hlf:an. . it {,fi t h Percy Nixon Hins Michigan. 

b. 	 Nixon woufud gain 1-3% percentage points in Ohio. Missouri, Texas 
and Georgia (but outcome VlOU jld n.2.1 change). 

c.~ N xon wou 1d los~ l percentage point in Illinois and Ca~ifornia 
but outcome '.-'Iould not change. ) 

d Q 	 No change would occur in P nns7 vania. 

W a t is t he effect on t he s read between Nixon and Wallac e ercentages• 
when Reagaq is ~he Vl~-Fres ld e..nt ial cand ~d,$. te :1.-1}.stea9/ 01' fp:rQY.? , 
;TSc;IHI.{?S. fft)/1) :;')1/1C(;'/ I W 1.l,N·: - ~-1f- flP;'l11/. SI'17Jk-:- "7t1ic >Y:>;!J/l/~17Y yV/,rr.i/Ji 

a. 	 N xo gains 1 percen t age point i n Illinois, Pennsylvan1a, Emch1gan 
1 ssour1, and Ge orgia. He ga ins J points in Ohio, and 5 points 
in Texas. I]here 1s no change i n California. 

Conclusion: A Reggan candidacy does not draw off huch Wallace support 

9~ 	 Hhat are the advantages of chossing Ford over Reagan and Fercy for 
V1ce-Presidential candidate? 

In no case does Ford l end strength. It would be a liability at this 
t ime. 

" 
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Per cent level of familiarity ("KnC)Id qui te a lot about ") 

Nixon 

Humphrey 

Wallace 

Kennedy 

Connally 

Griffin 

Percy 

Reagan . 

Ford 

Illinois 

83 

82 

59 

74 

10 

2 

78 

62 

10 

Penn­
sylvani a 

85 

. 83 

59 

73 

13 

2 

33 

58 

9 

Ohio 

87 

85 

70 

75 

13 

2 

38 

r -
0) 

10 

Michigan 

83 

79 

55 

. 67 

lL, 

20if 

32 

52 

34 

Ca.li -
fornia 

89 

86 

70 

75 

15 

2 

LfLf 

91 

10 

Missouri 

82 

83 

60 

69 

13 

1 

42 

59 

7 

Texas 

72 

71 

61 

60 

49 

1 

24 

54 

5 

Georgia 

68 

68 

74 

53 

II 

54 

18 

43 

4 

Hould do best j ob as 
iI'11? ~G- r 

President ... 
ef 

Rea.~an 

Percy 

Ford 

All 

None 

No opi nion 

24% 

46 

8 

5 

3 

15 

24% 

27 

9 

4 

4 

33 

28% 

34 

7 

4 

3 

24 

18% 

25 

21 

L, 

5 

27 

23% 

40 

7 

2 

5 

23 

23% 

33 

6 

2 

3 

33 

37% 

18 

7 

2 

3 

33 

3310 

14 

6 

4 

3 

40 

Thomas VI . Benha..'ll 
Opinion Resear ch Corporation 

*Confusion with Senator Griffin 
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2-Way vs. 3-Way Trial Heats 

Nixon 

Illinois 
--­-

45% 39% 

Penn­
sylvani~ 

44% 37% 

Ohio 

44% 38% 

Michigan 

36% 31% 

Cali­
fornia 

30/10 36% 

Missouri 

3% 35% 

Texas 

34% 23% 

Georgia 

44% 22% 

Humphrey 

Wallace 

3Lf 32 

10 

37 33 

11 

38 34 

14 

36 32 

11 

39 38 

8 

35 31 

11 

41 

-­

35 

23 

33 24 

39 

Undecided 21 19 19 19 18 14 28 26 22 18 26 23 25 19 23 15 

Thomas H. Benham 
Opinion Research Corporat i on 
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ILLINOIS 

Nixon 

Humphrey 

vlallace 

Undecided 

2-Hay 
Tria l Heat 

45% 

34 

21 

3-Way 
Trial Heat 

3<;10 

32 

10 

19 

Nixon[r{eagan ~, ~xonLPercy . NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 4Cf/o 4'C/o 36% 

Hwnphrey/Kerlnedy 40 39 42 

Wallace/Griffin 6 6 7 

Undecided 14 13 15 

ver sus h1JMPHREYLCONNALLY 

Nixonb={eagan NixonLpercy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 

Humphrey/Connally 

Wallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

45% 

32 

6 

17 

46% 

32 . 

8 

14 

4Cf1/o 

34 

7 

19 

Thomas W. Benham 
Opinion Research Corporation 
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PE ' JSYLVANIA 

Nixon 

Humphr ey 

Wallace 

Undecided 

2 -I,ray 
Trial Heat 

44% 

37 

19 

3-Way 
Tria l Heat 

37% 

33 

II 

19 

NixonLReae;an NixonLPercy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 38%' 36% 36% 

Humphrey/Kenn edy LfO 40 40 

vlallace/Griffin 6 7 " 7 

Undecided 16 17 17 

ver sus :m,JMPH.REYLCOi\Tf\TALLY 

NixonLReagan NixonLPercy NixonLFord 

Nixon pl us VP 

Humphrey/Connally 

Wallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

41% 

33 

8 

18 

40% 

32 

8 

20 

39% 

33 

8 

"20 

Thomas W. Benham 
Opinion Research Corporation 
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Nixon 

Humphrey 

Wallace 

Undecided 

OHIO 

2-Tday 
Trial Heat 

41.t% 

38 

18 

versus HUYcPI-IREY/K'ENNEDY 

NixonLReagan NixonLpercy 

· 3-Hay 

; Trial Heat 


38% 

34 

14 

14 

NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 36% 37% 34% 

Humphrey/Kennedy 41 39 41 

Wallace/Griffin 10 11 11 

Undecided 13 13 14 

versus KUMPIIREYLCm'JNALLY 

NixonLReagan NixoCl/Percy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 

H-umphrey/Connally 

Wallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

40% 

33 

11 

16 

38% 

33 

12 

17 , 

37% 

33 

11 

19 

Thomas W. Benham 
Opinion Research Corporation 

. ...t " I 
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MICHIGAl'J 

Nixon 

Humphrey 

Wallace 

Undecided 

2-T:Tay 
Trial Heat 

36% 

36 

28 

3-Way 
Trial Heat 

31% 

32 

11 

26 

NixonLReasan NixonLpercy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 30%, 31% 3210 

Humphrey/Kennedy 42 40 39 

Wallace/Griffin 9 9 " 9 

Undecided 19 20 20 

versus nU~?HREYLCO ALLY 

NixonLReagan . NixonLPercy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 33% 34% 

Humphrey/Connally 35 33 

Wallace/Griffin 9 10 10 

Undecided 23 23 24 

Thomas W. Benham 
Opinion Research Corporation 
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Nixon 

Hurnphrey 

VIallace 

Undecided 

2-Way 
Trial Heat 

) 

3CJ1o 

39 

22 

3-VIay 
T.ria l Heat 

36% 

38 

B 

18 

versus nu11l?HREY/ !\:E:' .• 'EDY 

NixonLReagan NixonLPcrcy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 

Humphr ey/Kennedy 

VIallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

Nixon plus VP 

Humphr ey/Connally 

VIallac e/Griffin 

Undecided 

32% 34% 

48 45 

co 
.J 6 

15 15 

vers':.ls 1-:-ui'1PHREYLCON L-\LLY 

Nj
A 
x~D/De2'V.1 " ~ l.\. ~ 0C;, ~-

.)00""% 

39 

6 

19 

KixonLPercy 

37% 

39 

7 

17 

3Cf'/o 

48 

'. 6 

16 

NixonLFord 

34% 

40 

7 

· 19 

Thomas VI . Benham 
Opinion Research Corporation 
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Nixon 

Humphrey 

Wallace 

Undecided 

2-Hay 
Trial Heat 

3CJ1/o 

35 

26 

3-T/lay 
Trial Heat 

35% 

31 
I 

·ll 

23 

versus Hl,MP;:-IREY/KJi.~Nl\!EDY 

Nixon plus VP 

Humphrey/Kennedy 

Wallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

N'; xon/Re C1 " ., nJ. .L . o.c-.; .-.l 

34% 

38 

8 

20 

Nixon/Percy 

35% 

37 

8 

20 

Nixon/Ford 

31% 

39 

8 

22 

NixonLReagan :Ni xonL Percy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 

Humphrey/Connally 

liJallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

37% 

32 

9 

22 

36% 

33 

9 

22 

33% 

34 

9 

24 

Thomas liJ. Benham 
Opinion Research Corporation 

..... ., 
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TEXAS 

Nixon 

Hwnphrey 

Wallace 

Undecided 

2-Hay 
Trial Heat 

3Lf% 

41 

25 

3-Way 
Trial 'Heat 

23% 

35 

23 

19 

versus 

Nixon plus VP 

Hwnphrey/Kennedy 

W~llace/Griffin 

Undecided 

Nixo;)Eeagan 

27% 

38 

19 

16 

:Nixon/Percy, 

23% 

39 

21 

17 

Nixon/Ford 

22% 

39 

. 21 

18 

versus :i.:DH.? QEy/cOm~.L\.LLY 

NixonLReagan ,-:-:xon/Percy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 

Hwnphrey/Connally 

Wallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

2610 

39 

19 

16 

23% 

39 

21 

17 

21% 

41 

19 

19 

Thomas W. BenhCLYfl 
Opinion Research Corporation 
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Nixon 

Humphrey 

1irallac e 

Undecided 

'-'- -T/I -.:- -- ~-" -­, 1/ - " - ­

2 -Hay 
Trial Heat 

Ll4% 

33 

23 

NixonLR<3a3an ITixoflLPerc:z:. 

3-Way 
'I,'.rial Heat 

22% 

24 

39 

15 
'. 

NixonlF'ord 

Nixon plus VP 22% 21% 2CP/o 

Humphrey/Kennedy 29 28 28 

Wallace/Griffin 37 37 37 

Undecided 12 lLl 15 

versus t<-:U.'.'!PEREYLCON:XAI,LY 

Nixon/Reagan NixonLpercy NixonLFord 

Nixon plus VP 

Humphrey/Connally 

Wallace/Griffin 

Undecided 

22~~ 

26 

33 

14 

21% 

27 

38 

lLf 

2CP/o 

26 

38 

16 

Thomas H. Benham 
Opinion Research Corporation 
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\'TALLP.CE VOTERS 

'Ccrom 3-hTay tr1.al heat Hi t ll c·ut VP 6uliuicl.ates ) 

-':. 
;:::as es and Per I llinois Pennsylvania Oh Lo l"Ii ch i.gan C2Jifol'nia 
Cent of Tot al Voters 62 (10%) _ 66 (11%) '. 88 (11+%) 73' (ll';0) -116. (8%)­

'i}Rm ill mE '-ill ill BLK l'J/R ill "l-J!F N/R ill N(F I.:/P ill 
_. xon :plus VP 

> 

11% 11% . Lf%23% 1~% ~ ' 8% 2i% 14% 15% 9% ll% 12% lCf/o 12% CP/o 

" ' ~::11)hrey/ Kennedy 16 2'1 21 20 21 17 14 10 12 16 16 12 20 22 22 

\'lallace/Griffin 55 60 65 53 58 62 69 77 75 66 70 69 65 74 70 

r r:;"j ·;cided 6 5 0 6 7 0 6 4 2 6 4 7 4 4 4 

. 1 }:,)11 p11.l.S VP 26% 16% ll% 18% 12% 15% 15% 10rjS . 12~0 ll.f% lief, 12% 11% 5'10 2% 

' ;.-.JJ."," '). ' 11'".:.-'" j / 

.-

COt~ '1a11y 5 8 ' 9 5 6 8 13 1 5 13... r. ' . L .• 6 11 9 6 10 8 

.!~] 1 ·- c')!"- 'i f f' 70 T{ 76 6'( 131 

':de cided 10 ') 11 6 10 9 3 7 6 ') 7 7 9 2 J+ 

.' i:",, ~ ~ ":J~ .,G \".iX In 58 74 67 67 6'7 77 ,(1' 7L!- 73 7<-3 

dould do best job as Presider'lt 

'\e egan 53% 39% 4CP/o 26% 37% 

Percy 31 15 22 15 24 

LI" (" ~· ,, (: 5 15 '7 27 15 


,.1:1 . 2 J+
3 3 4 


l~.. C 5 .J 8 . l+
3 ? 


. oi.).Lr,i.I.,n 5 '2)+ 25 .' 
', 0 ' '.)" 
.,~' 

http:TALLP.CE
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'llcxa.s Geea Uforai8. 
I ?- r! ) ? j r,- r.;b.TcT-1T 	 151 \ ~, jl.J \ ' I~/' )- ­r · / _ .

7\;1l. 	 Nh 77 ~J I -~ 
1, --.."~ "ilu'" ~ 	 .,- rIll il2B EL 

~ ,I401 L ~(% 	 30111% ofo 4% 1~ r7~ l UI10 7% 910 /0 7% Ie, ,) 

20 22 22 ~)l' 22 24 9 9 8 ~. 3 3 

65 r(l;. 70 ( , 611 65 7'5 - 81"-· 79 86 88 87 

-l. ~ 4 1t '( it ir 7 6- 9 3 6 6 

-
I ( ' 50t '2% 	 '/,1 4~~ 3% 7:;~ L:_~,.~110/0 /0 ' / I 11 ~' 

I ~ J 9% 	 3~~ 

(' 	
, 

1213 15 13 7 0 13 	 13 13 2 
.. 
3 3 

r( l j ee 8>'67 78 81 ,.,' ( 71 72 7FJ 75 88 )Ul " 

9 2 4 12 12 8 1+ 6 9 3 5 6 

37% 

24 

15 

4 

4 

15 

.. 
31% 48% 45% 

28 
~ 

12 8 

8 	 6 3 

1 4 
-

6 3 	 3
:.,. 

28 30 	 38 

'Yn :r, :::1.0 Vi. I1enr: mr!. 

II': ni , -1 e ~ e8 , 1 ( :t, r ) ::> H,.~ .i. C ';1 
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I 

A~&lysis of Wallace supporters . 

.1.. 	 W:!<2:n l,';""llace voters arc rOJ..~c8d ir,to a t'dc-way heat, Nixon captures more 
''';.::..110.ce voters tha.D. ~':h.lr:~ t)1;'~~2Y. II10S -~ of t:lOse who would vote for Nixon in 
& ':',lo=;'Jay nea t al~e IT'.. -0'.)c,d2nts, but the;;re are sUb$:l;;lJ.ntial numbers of 
RepublicWlS t.r.d De;;loc:':-';:'-':'s <:... ,Jell . 

•~ . :C\:-,:':.:..-; ~ :Lo :-. to \.,rall ,- .:;~ :;',5 ' ; 2 2..VY in C80rcia (22-54% of all party groups). 
~::-. ·;:r.c; s :..z r.ort:-.2rn s'.:,ates u"dE:l"' 3tudy, 9% of the Democrats defect to 
1!hv~_ 1,;...C2. 5>{ cf thE: ~':':0publi cansJ ~.d 13% of tr.e Independents. 

'_::"0 !.': ....... .)..._~(; e 'le ·:" ... ~. s p :r·~dO~71::":l.:.n-c:y· :-;~,-,-lc:. This is not true of the Nixon 
_ld :-!~':lphrey VG - ,~~S. 

,\.,.,', 
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?o: Richa rd M. Nixon 
Fr om: David R. De rge 
Sub j: Special analysis of Wallac e voters. 

Back~round : A special ana lysi s of Wa l l a ce voters has been dome from 
- a~a~c ollected in the ei~._~-s ta~e t e lephone survey reported to you 
earlier . The breakout is i nt o t viO groups: Georgia separately, and 
the following st a tes c o~bi~e d: Cali f ornia, Penns~lvania, Ohio, 
Michigan, I l linois, and Mi ssouri. 

~ 

J... B OH would Wallace vO ':-ers choos e in a two-way heat between Nixon 
and ;{umpn.rey? Combine d states Georgia 

~ould vote for Nixon 43% 56% 

\:7cJ. ld vote for Hu:c.:.phrey 25 20 

Undecided 32 24 

Wha t is the party a ffiliat ion of the WallaCe voters who would vote 
fo~ Nixon in this t wo=vay he a ? 

Cotr.bined states 	 Geol~gia 

Der:~ocra.t s 21 	 32 

Republ ica:: 31 	 10 

45 50 

Undec/Ot her "3 

2. 	 What is the party affi li t i on 0: t~ o 5e voters who choose Wallace 
in a three-way t:.e a t vlith l -i xo(~ c..ad 'f"ur.l.pl'lrey? 

C mbir.ed states Georgia 

Democra t 33 38 

Republic an 17 6 

Inde pe dent 45 48 

. Undec/Ot~ e x 5 7 
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3. 	 How much of e ach pa~ty group defec ts to W&llace when given the 
option in a th:cee-wsy ~2at ':i::.th R\lf;';phrey and Nixon ? 

Corr:oined states 	 Georgia 

Democrats 	 9% ,33% 

Republicans 6 	 22 

L'1de pend :.'"'.ts 18 	 54 

Undec/Othe:c 

~. 	 ~aie s tend t o pre jo~i~ate ~ong ~allace supporters. In the 
combined state S 65)~ v :;.~ t:". (; .; .... 1 13. \~ 2 vote is male (49% Nixon, 
48~ humph:cey). I~ Ceo:gia 58~ of Wi11ace voters a:ce male 

1 
,VI fJ 606 '-'" rc~''' ~ •(\ it:; 0"0 'M-ixon....'\.... J r 10 J. J..;.J .. J..J..C" ' a v)........... 


5. 	 In Georgia the r e i s a s -i~nt te~dency towa~d youth among Wallace 
vot2:CS. Th~Ee is c.;Y,J~~~e.l.tly 1i'0"..::.le age effect in the combin~d 
sta.t83. 

... . I1.':"k./ .. 
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I would appreciate 

the decision on my title 

plagued with a 

21 Dec/ 
To: Bob Haldeman 

From: Dick Allen 

Re: Our discussion 

thousard other t hings, 

afternoon concerning 

Inasmuch as I am leJving toni ght , and there will be a hiatus of 

some days--during which one makes decisions and plans for moving, etc.-­

I would prefer to get t is information today. 

a happy Christmas. 
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RN tape - 1/ 4/69 

TO: Bob Haldeman 

FROM: RN 

SUBJECT: RN Schedule 

One type of activity w hich 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 e x press approval. For years I mve 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 s€>meth-iflg­

somebody else. 



« ,. 


January 3, 1969 

MEMORANDUM J 

TO: John Ehrlichman 

FROM: RN 

In considering my schedule for the first J3ix months after 

the Inauguration, 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 available which 

I consider absolutely essential to devote to major decisions 'which I 

must make in that period. 

Unless we get ahold of the schedule now 1 will be 

swamped with state visits, the usual customary White House dinners 

for dome stic purpos es, not to mention the Congres sional and Senator'iai 

appointments which will be flooding us during that period. A memorandum 

from Bob Murphy on December 24 indicates that 15 visits Of foreign 

dignitaries are 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, 

Kennedy 18 and Johnson 21. In other words, if we continue at the pace 

suggested we will have 30 in our first six months. I am enclosing the' 

December 24 Murphy memo with the backup information supporting the 

requests for including these visitors in the schedule. 
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Under the circumstances, I have decided that the 

following procedure will be in order, regardless of whether the visitor 

is a head of state 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 talk with any 

visitor who is head of government or head of state. 

2. 	 Wher e the visitor is a head of state I will have a 

dinner for him. 

3. 	 Where the visitor is a head of government 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 ~ 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 involved. 

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

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

dignitaries during his 5 years as President. This means that at the 
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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 neces sary 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 atte-nd any function given by a foreign embassy outside the 

White House during the time I am in office. If there is a rheeting 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 preliminary form with Bill 

Roger s, 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 it is pos sible to get a foreign visitor to settle 

for a good hour or two hour talk on substantive is sues 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 dinners which the President gives for the Vice President, 

for the Supreme Court, for the Cabinet, etc. I would suggest that you 

check to see what these dinners are and establish the new policy 
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immediately. I will take care of the Supreme (burt, the Vice President 

and the Cabinet officer s by inviting them to the dinner s I will neces sarily 

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 set up some sort 

of priority with him immediately. It will not be possible for me to have 

individual meetings with individual Senators or Congressmen -- except 

for those in leadership positions or Chairmen of key committees. That 

means that the likes of Jack Miller, Javits, Allot et al can only be seen 

when they are part 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 Bryce believes 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 busines s and lay it on that way. 

I think most 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 and luncheons for foreign dignitaries. Incidentally, where 

dinner s and luncheons for foreign dignitaries are scheduled, it is 

pro bably best to include wives, unles s it is absolutely clear that some 

substantive talk of value might take place after the dinner . 

With regard to both luncheons and dinners, I want the 

number of courses held to an absolute minimum. Make the meals very 

good, but very short. 

cc: 	 The Honorable William P. Rogers 

\Jf )' n 




January 4, 1969 

MEMOMNDUM 

TO: John Ehrlichman 

FROM: RN 

I had a talk with Haldeman with regard to my own 

schedule after January 20. Pre sently, I am planning to get to the 

office fairly early and stay without a break until five o'clock." 

I am going to avoid lunches which take my time wherever pos sible. 

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 0 '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.J.n 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 sc.heduled, it should never 

be scheduled before 6:30. This will give me an hour for the meeting and 

will 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 8:00. This will reduce the amount of time I will have to be there. 
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January 4, 1969 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: John Ehrlichman 

FROM: RN 

wanted to be sure that Armond' Hammer 

received an invitation to t e Inauguration. 

invitation should be sent 

to the Occidental Petr leum Company. 

She ys he was a major contributor. 


