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23 1 7/22/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: key election 
states.  Analysis of Wallace's campaign 
status in various states attached. 3 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 7/12/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: 
MacGregor's meeting with the Campaign 
Strategy Groups.  Talking paper relating to 
the election and key states attached. 4 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 7/3/1972 Memo From Teeter to MacGregor RE: results of the 
second wave polling.  Results of the poll 
attached. 4 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 7/7/1972 Memo From Finkelstein to Marik RE: the role of 
states in the 1972 campaign.  5 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 7/11/1972 Other Document Handwritten notes detailing MaGregor's 
meeting with Teeter, Magruder, Dailey, 
Marik, and other key campaign figures on 
key election states. 4 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 5/6/1972 Other Document Handwritten notes revealing the highlights of 
a meeting between Teeter, Parker, and 
Strachan on important election states. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 Memo From Higby to Strachan RE: attached 
information. 1 pg.

White House Staff

23 1 3/24/1972 Memo From Chapin to Haldeman RE: RN's election 
itinerary.  Proposed schedules for 
presidential visits to key states attached, as 
well as notes for a meeting with Teeter. 15 
pgs.

Campaign

23 1 1/17/1972 Memo From Chapin to Colson RE: presidential 
posture and key campaign themes. 3 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 5/15/1972 Memo From Higby to Strachan RE: a request for a 
report on RN's campaign schedule to be used 
in a meeting. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 Photograph Handwritten notes detailing various 
campaign topics discussed by White House 
officials. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/13/1972 Memo From Strachan to Chapin RE: an attached 
memo. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/12/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: forwarding 
a Teeter memo to Chapin. 1 pg.

White House Staff

23 1 3/3/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: suggested 
campaign posture and state visits for RN 
during the election season. 3 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 5/11/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: the design of 
second wave polling.  Handwritten notes 
added by Haldeman and unknown. 3 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 5/11/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: attached polling 
information on Connecticut. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 5/12/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: Teeter's 
analysis of First Wave Analysis. 3 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/21/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: catious use of 
first wave polling. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/21/1972 Memo From Magruder to Chapin RE: 
inconsistencies with regard to classifying key 
states.  Handwritten note added by unknown. 
1 pg.

Campaign
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23 1 4/27/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: Oklahoma 
polling on the ITT controversy.  Polling 
information attached. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/27/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: Southern 
California polling data. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/15/1972 Memo From Chapin to Magruder RE: Haldeman's 
opinions on key states.  Marked-up copy of 
same memorandum attached. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/13/1972 Memo From Malek to Evans RE: how to list key 
states.  Handwritten notes added by 
unknown. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/15/1972 Other Document Handwritten notes discussing Teeter and 
various states. 1 pg.

Campaign
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23 1 Other Document Handwritten notes on listing key states and 
analysis from Teeter. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/15/1972 Other Document Record of a discussion between "T" and "G" 
on key states and the opinions of various 
White House officials on which states are 
important. 6 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Sheet of paper emblazoned with the 
handwritten word "Ohio."  Polling data from 
that state attached. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Sheet of paper emblazoned with the 
handwritten word "Pennsylvania."  Polling 
data from that state attached. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 3/27/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: polling 
information from Connecticut. 1 pg.

Campaign
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23 1 3/21/1972 Memo From Kehrli to Haldeman RE: a "Hartford 
Times" poll on Edward Kennedy. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Handwritten notes on key states, campaign 
themes, and George Wallace. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/11/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: the list of 
attendees to a meeting between Haldeman, 
Mitchell, and Teeter. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/17/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: the list of 
attendees to a rescheduled meeting between 
Haldeman, Mitchell, and Teeter. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Handwritten note on key states and data from 
Teeter. 1 pg.

Campaign
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23 1 4/15/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: the list of 
attendees to a rescheduled meeting between 
Haldeman, Mitchell, and Teeter. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/14/1972 Memo From Malek to Rietz RE: Youth Chairmen in 
important states.  Handwritten note added by 
Higby. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/17/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: the list of 
attendees to a rescheduled meeting between 
Haldeman, Mitchell, and Teeter.  
Handwritten note added by Higby. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/11/1862 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: Wallace's 
impact in various states during the campaign. 
4 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/12/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: the importance 
of a central campaign theme for RN. 3 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 5/5/1972 Memo From Magruder to Haldeman RE: polling 
information on Ohio.  Polling figures 
attached. 3 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Figures relating to key U.S. problems in 
1971 and 1972.  Handwritten notes added by 
unknown. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 5/5/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: polling 
information from Connecticut on bombings 
of North Vietnam, George Meany, and the 
ITT controversy. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/27/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: the results of a 
California telephone poll. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/27/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: Oklahoma 
polling on the ITT controversy.  Data 
attached. 2 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 4/27/1972 Other Document Handwritten notes on information from 
Higby, Dean, and Teeter, among others. 1 pg.

White House Staff

23 1 3/21/1972 Memo From Kehrli to Haldeman RE: polling 
information from the "Hartford Times." 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/25/1972 Memo From Magruder to Strachan RE: 
Washington. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 4/18/1972 Memo From Brad E. Hainsworth to Dent RE: 
polling information on RN from Washington. 
4 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/26/1972 Memo From Marik, through Magruder, to Mitchell 
RE: ranking the importance of various states 
in the 1972 presidential election. 5 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 Memo From Strachan to "J" RE: attached 
information. 1 pg.

White House Staff

23 1 4/12/1972 Memo From Strachan to Butterfield and Cashen RE: 
Barry Gordy.  Handwritten note to Strachan 
added by unknown. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 5/5/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: polling 
information from Connecticut on bombings 
of North Vietnam, George Meany, and the 
ITT controversy. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 5/4/1972 Memo From Teeter to Mitchell RE: RN's political 
support in New York.  Information on 
classification of conservatives and liberals 
attached. 8 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 4/28/1972 Memo From Lew Engman to Strachan RE: attached 
polling questions relating to taxes. 1 pg.

Campaign

Tuesday, June 28, 2011 Page 11 of 16



Box Number Folder Number Document Date Document Type Document DescriptionNo Date Subject

23 1 4/26/1972 Memo From Roy Morey to Cole RE: Engman's 
attached questions on taxes. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Engman's proposed poll questions on 
taxation and its role in the election. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 2/8/1972 Memo From Higby to Strachan RE: vice 
presidential trial heats for the next round of 
polling.  Handwritten note added by 
unknown. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 5/1/1972 Memo From John Campbell to Strachan RE: Cole's 
suggestion to include tax questions in a poll.  
Engman's list of questions on taxes attached. 
3 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 5/1/1972 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: Mitchell's 
meeting with various campaign figures to 
classify key states for election purposes. 1 pg.

Campaign
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23 1 Memo From Higby to Strachan RE: political 
staffing. 1 pg.

White House Staff

23 1 5/2/1972 Memo From Chapin to Haldeman RE: priority states 
in the 1972 presidential campaign. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 5/1/1972 Memo From Marik, through Magruder, to Mitchell 
RE: the classification of states by importance 
to the 1972 presidential election. 4 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Polling information on various states in the 
1968 election. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Handwritten list of key states. 1 pg.Campaign
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23 1 6/30/1971 Memo From Higby to Haldeman RE: attached 
information. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 6/30/1971 Memo Copy of a memo from Huntsman to 
Haldeman RE: the cost of ORC polls.  
Handwritten notes on original added by 
unknown. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 6/28/1971 Report From Strachan to Higby RE: Haldeman's 
ideas on key states.  Handwritten notes added 
by Higby and unknown. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 Memo From Higby to Strachan RE: request for a 
document  marked up by Haldeman. 1 pg.

White House Staff

23 1 6/23/1971 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: key states 
in the 1972 election and White House 
staffers' opinions on that subject. 14 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 6/23/1971 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: key states 
in the 1972 election and White House 
staffers' opinions on that subject. 10 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 6/23/1971 Memo From Strachan to Haldeman RE: key states 
in the 1972 election and White House 
staffers' opinions on that subject. 10 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 6/17/1971 Other Document Handwritten notes relating to key election 
states. 2 pgs.

Campaign

23 1 Other Document Document from unknown author detailing 
the thoughts of Dick Richards on priority 
election states. 1 pg.

Campaign

23 1 5/19/1971 Memo From Magruder to Strachan RE: attached 
document on Republican Congressional 
campaigns. 7 pgs.

Campaign
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23 1 Photograph Map of the United States, including electoral 
vote totals for each state.  Not scanned.

Campaign
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THE WHITE HOUSE /
WASH I NGTON 

ADMINISTRAT'IVELYCONF'IDENTIAL 

July 22, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 	 H • R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: 	 GORDON STRACHAN G 

SUBJECT: 	 Key State Analysis with 

Wallace - Wave II Survey 
Results 

You reviewed the MacGregor Strategy Meeting determination 
of Key States on July 12. This memorandum reviews the 
Key States in light of the July 19 legal analysis of 
Wallace's ballot position in various states. The poll 
figures are from Wave II of the Campaign Surveys. 

In the 10 Key States - California, New York, pennsylvania, 
New Jersey, Illinois, Texas, Michigan, Ohio, Maryland 
and Connecticut - the President's margin over McGovern 
is cut by 1 to 6 if Wallace is in the race. 

WAVE II 

N McG Un N McG W Un 

CALIF. -3 48 42 11 42 39 11 8 

N.Y. Results will be available 7/28 

PENNA. -3 49 42 9 42 38 12 8 

N.J. -2 49 42 9 41 36 16 7 

ILL. -5 56 35 10 47 31 12 10 

TEXAS -6 54 35 11 42 29 22 7 

MICH. -3 45 45 10 33 36 23 8 

OHIO -4 56 38 6 47 33 15 6 

MD. -1 52 42 6 44 35 16 4 

CONN. -2 53 37 10 47 33 10 10 



- 2 ­

The only state lost as a result of Wallace's entry is 
Michigan. However, as the Wallace ballot position 
chart indicates, George Wallace is precluded from being 
on the ballot as a third party candidate because he ran 
in the Democratic Primary. 

In Maryland, where Wallace cuts the President's lead 
from 10 to 9 points and in Pennsylvania, where Wallace 
cuts the President's lead from 7 to 4 points, Wallace 
is precluded from appearing on the November ballot as 
a third party candidate. 

In New Jersey, where Wallace cuts the President's lead 
from 7 to 5 points, Wallace is already qualified on 
the general election ballot as a candidate of the 
American Party. 

In the remaining Key States, California, Connecticut, 
Illinois, New York, Ohio and Texas, Wallace could 
obtain ballot position by convention, certification 
or petition. Each of these legal steps involves 
varying degrees of difficulty. As the chart indicates, 
Wallace could obtain nearly automatic ballot position 
in California, Connecticut and Ohio. Illinois and 
New York would be more difficult and Texas would be 
quite hard for Wallace to get on the general election 
ballot as a third party candidate. 



GEORGE C. WALLACE (GCW) 

STATUS REPORT 7/19/72 


'CA!I AS 
CCW CJJIDIDA'fE ActIO:1 " AS 


.!!!!! ~ ru:Qnr~:D CANDLDATEo AcrIO:! 

OF REQUHJ:D
.&la. les All' Convention 9/9 * Ko. YeB New Party 	 Petition:Alas. Yes AlP Request 8/10 * 


Adz. :\1cs Hont.
AlP Convsntion • Yes 	 Convention 9/23 * 
Ark.. Yes 	 Ncb.All' Convention 9/4-9/24 **-H 	 No All Applicable fillns dates passed 

Yes All' 	 Nev. NoCertifica­ 9/6 * No Petitions Filed 
tion 

k.B. les CertifyColo. Yes 	 9/27New !'arty Petition: 9/24 * N.J. YesJOO aigs • AI' Al~eady Qualified 

. Conn. 
 les 	 George Noo.Papers 9/20 * II.M. Yes AlP Certify & 9/12 * Wallace Petition: 

Party 3% last vote 
Del. les 	 B.l. lesConv~lltlon 7/22 * 	 lndep. Petition: 8/28-31

& Certify 9/1 	 20.000 sigs. **-£ 
D.C. Yes N"" Party Petition: 	 Ii.e, Yes8/15 *'I-H 	 Jiational 

13.000 sir;s. 	 Convention 

Fla. Yes New Party 	 II.D. YesPetition: BIlS **-B. 	 New Party Pet:l.t1ou: 9/29**:&
1% last vote 	 300 si,s. 

Ca. Wo No'~etitlons Filed 	 Ohio AIP Conven t1on 8/25 io 

No Petitions Filed 	 Okla. Yes Convention 8/10.* 

Idaho 
 No 	 No P~tiLicns Filed Ore. No Ran in pdo:ary and lost 

Ill. Yes Pa.
New Party Petition: 7/31-8/7**-£ No (See Text) All applicable filing dates passed 

25,000 siss. 
l.t. Indep. Petition: 1/28**lod. Sec Ne", Party Petition: 911 	 500 /1.1gs.Text 8,500 sigs. s.c. Yes Certify 10/" * Yes AlP Convention 8/4-9/3 * 
S.D. Yea 

Yes 	
Inde!'. Petition 9/2 ** 

Conservat ive Already l:o::!1natcd 2% last vo~e 
Ity. Yes 	 Tenn. les.Already Quol Hied 	 Convention 9/7 '" 

La. Yes Tex.
AP Certify 9/18 * Yes flew Party 	 Petit jon: 9/1 loA 

22,300 siC;:.Me. ~o Petitions Filed 'ConvenLion 9/19 

No 	 UtahNo Certificate of Candidacy F11ej 	 Yes All' Convention 7/31 * 
Vt. lesflo 	 No Petil:1ons Filed N~ Party Petition: 9/20*" 

1,535 &1&5. 
llo (Sec Text) I:"n in I'rjr.::lry and lost 

Va. 
1:100. 	

Yes All' Petition 9/8 * 
Hell Party 	 Petition: ?!S-9/l2 9.10:' 6igs.

2,obo 51I;S: H-E Yes tleW' Pnrty • Convent1o. 9/J.,)UY.hs. Yes Ne., Party 	 Pelition: 9/27 oS Petition: 9/26 
1,OOQ &les. **-1'. 100 &1&s. 

W.V.. 
All u!'plicoble ·(il10&d~tc5 passed 

l!isc •. lcs 
Already Qualified 

lIyo. YCIl 	 lndep. Petition: 9/27** 
5,8I~ ::!,;s. 

States \'lhere H<lllnce can obtain nearlv autocnatic ballot position if no:ninated 
by the .tbcrican Pc.rty Nationol Convention in Loui~ville, Kentucky, Auguct 3-5. 

** 	 States where \':allacc can obtain bnllot position by petition; in seven it would 

be hard (n); in cleven it wduld be casy (E). 
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TALKING PAPER 

In early May, Mr. Hitchell, in consultation with the Strategy Group, 

established three groups of priority states for the campaign: 

Top Priority (H.'lximum allocation of resources and focus of management 

attention. IIBust vlin" states.) 

Nixon Hargin (%) 

State Electoral Votes 1960 1968 


California 45 +0.2 +3 

Illinois 26 -0.3 +3 

Texas 26. -2 ,-1 

Ohio 25 +6 +2 

Ne'iv Jersey 17 -1 +2 . 


139 

Second Priority (High allocation of resources and management attention.) 

Nixon Margin (%) 
Electoral Votes ].960 1968 

"" New York tfl -6 -5 
Pennsylvania 27 -2 -4 
Haryland 10 -8 -2 
Hichigan 21 -2 -7 
Connecticut 8 -8 -5 
Hashington 9 +3 -2 

116 

Third Pri_oritv (Lower allocation of resources and m,magement attention.) 

Nixon Margin (%) 

State Electoral Votes 1960 1968 


Hissour:i, 12 -0.5 +1 

Hiscom;in 11 +4 +4 

Oregon 6 +6 +6 

Hcst Virginia 6 -6 -9 


35 
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The emergence of George McGovern as the probable Democratic 

nominee, as well as the successful foreign policy initiatives 

of the President, have substantially altered his relative standing 

in the large population states. 

The purpose of this meeting is to discuss the question of whether 

the original priority grouping should now be changed. The factors 

to be considered include: 

1. What is meant by priority ranking, in terms of programmatic 

efforts, in-state campaign organization and total resource allocation. 

2. How the President stands in terms of the number of electoral 

votes nO",' leaning toward him. That is, how many of the large 

states must we win in order to carry the election. 

3. How much should the June/July polls influence our thinking-­

How firm do we believe the positive or negative margins to be. 



Committee l:Of the Re-election of fhe President 

M E ivj 0 l~!. i·,! D U ~.1 July 3, 1972 

THE llOi-IO!\ABLE CL.Al<.K 'HAC GREGOR 

FRO?/: ROBERT N. TEETER 

SUBJECT: Second ~ave Pol.l --''"'-_._,-----­

Attached are the sample ballot reBu1ts from the second wave poll­
ing. The intervicuinz fcr tlds po11ir.g \-!3.S 'all dene betHecn 
Juns 14 nnd June 25. I luwe noted d5.fferenc('.:3 in the t\·l0 Nixon/ 
Humphrey r3C'(~S from the firs t \\'live \'lhel-e nppU.cD.ble. He diu not 
I:1CGsure HcGc'vern in 'the fin;t \lave \.711ich \.;as done in December anc1 
January. 

1 '.!i11 have the results froni the National polJ later toc13Y or 
tOLlon:m·~ mO~'njng, the; ~;C,J '{ork data in ahouL ten clays) and the 
Indiana data in about thrc8 we€ks. The ~ew York and Indiana polls 
\'i(!L~ cl(~l~yt·C to~) :: ~·1[t_c..r th.? pri~aLY. i~L !~Ie\, Yo:.~l~ D:ad the: Stntc 
I\o;:;jnatin~~ Ccnvcntic;) in Ind::'<:.na. 

Generally th(:~e. resultt; n:e vcry optimistic and indicate that 
tIl" Pr('d.(~{<lt h.?s :i.1:lprov.:::d his position since ..JanuDry. I think. 
it: :is pnrtic:ul<.ll'ly fdznificant tlwt his c(lr~clH ted vote is above 
or ve::ry n(~ar 50;~ in tLe t,·:o-\·:.3.Y r<lCc.s cgainst ,EcGovern in the. top 
priority stf.tes. 'fhis) 28 I am sure yeu arc. a'.J(11'e, hos been. a 
problem in the pDst. 

\·:h:ilc our s:; tl'ntio'l k~:3 ;:L::n'ovc,d. ,·)c still DPP(-~Cir. to have some 
p1'ob11'1;)5 in ~-a s~;0uri) Or0 gon. \Jisconsin. ,:mcl F~l3hington. 

Also I j\;st got·an rHl,'2ncc rf:port of: a telcphc)l:(: poll Ullu:.ll by 
tV.c:::cr l,("si',nch fOJ.· the . .)':':;ton G}ohe in l;:;;c;sGc1lusL':ttn v:hich ,-,rill 
b:2 pllbJ:I!:.b('d tc:~;:orr("\"Y. it sl"~o':·."s ;!('GO\;L"'CI1 '\:Jttl 14';{, j,jz·on ,·:1th ll/f/~, 

nr~:i 9;~ l~!H.:('cidc\d. Th~~s iF: oi)Yio'l!;Jl~l:1 l~~O;.,;t optir,j.stic: result. 

\':e \.]j J 1 hiWC> thc: co:r~:,Jct (' d<1ta frO!l this f:econu v<_ve polljng by 
.1\1] :.' 15. 

I Fill be ];:p;"y lo (;iE~CIr:.:::: these hglll"(:'-S and the fjn;l \'~:1Ve data 
0t your COlJ.\'ClI.lC'ncC!. 

Ld.l': T \11 n 1:(> ~:.i\.; j':': tlh>sc: ICr;t l ] l:~~ to (;ordU!l St'o.clwn of nl". 
n;:.I(".·:·:·n',~ oJ{.~c(' 0:1 Lilt, li!.1ci,lwnc :.1t 5 ()I\:lock, J'nci.Li.c 
'f i n:(', l} i i ::~ (' \' : ':"1 j ;"j ~ 

http:Ullu:.ll
http:Ind::'<:.na


----

.' 
}:?.!'JZET OPINION RESEARCH 

EALI.OT S;::s~·:'':.i(Y OF STATES 

. 1
U. S. .·.U~3k,{A CALTFOJ;:aA CONNECTICDT I-':~Dr;.~~!l. ILL EJGIS ~.;;''..:),.\-J ,.;"\::;) 

E~ 2W.+/- Ih' 'r.T IH 2i{ +/-_ 19 2VJ 20 +/- ]To] 2~·) +1- n! 2T,; ­.. ~, lH ...... 

Nixen 54 Lf 7.' 65 +18 47 47 o 56 53 56 L}:7 58 + 9 
_ 0 

~"7Hu:~phrey 40 18 20 .;- 2 40 40 o 32 38 1 /, 45 	 35 '" 
1 , Und~cidcd 6 . 35 lI.} -21 13 13 o 12 9 ...... 5 6 + ~ 

NiXO:1 48 29 S!~· + 5 L,4 42 - 2 50 47 i,5 43 + 3 I.,!.} 48 .{- 4 
')~1 /, ..l- " ?-	 ., ' .J"Hu::~pI1';ey 35 _'T, 1S , 1. 37 ..I;) - 2 -I 33 36 23 - 8 	 29 -14 

, ') 	 , , 1 :: . () 'J _~ c\~allaCe ...... 3~ 43 +- 7 6 13 + 7 13 ..... l.. 7 -..) .,... c u 17 .. 
Undecid.;::d 5 21 9 -12 13 11 - 2 _..l.1 ' S 12 10 2 5 6 -;"" ' .l. ­

::::'!Nixun 63 48 Si. --..:. 56 	 ....... 

').,l':cGGv2'cn 23 42. ..)/ 35 42 

Und2cided It,. 10 _v 611 1 " 

/, ,:iixcn 35 \I --- 42 47· 47 	 ...... -, 
-::<;1·rC.Gover11 15 --- '<0 33 31 	 .,; ... ... '" 
' ...\·!;:llac:; 4') ..; ---	 12.' , II 10 .Lv 

'Gnc.ecided 7 ---- 8 10 10 t.,. 

1 First "lave f:'.-;urcs frc'!.:1 a Eurvcy ior Hi:1ton Elot:.nt, June, 1971. 

NOT=:: Due to rou.nding not c::.ll co1urrns .::.dd· to ·100% 

http:Elot:.nt


~~.~{ET C?INION RESEARCH 

BALLOT SUt:l·L\~lY OF ST.A.TES 

1 
HTClnGl'.~~ HlSSOlIRT NF~·i JEHSf:Y }!I'~v) 'lOT·: Or:TO O~~,T\G:-:~: p :.~,~~\ :-:'fT ,"\}.:' "':': j\--_...__ .._­-- ..- ­

r ..HI 2l{ +/- HI 2H +/- IH 2H +/- IH 21-1 +/- H~ 2~\J +/- 2~·7 +/- H; ,t.",. 

.I.. c: -') ,.('\ -Q 	 I.""'· I,.....~ix\)n 49 43 ll8 • .J 54 ;:) .. 2' )v 53 )u + 5 !,.g 50 + 2 ..J..-:J ."::;' \) 
'] . ';'1 /, ~ ~.~- ':I "l.u:npnre.y 39 45 42 3 "36 38 + 2 40 L,O 3 ..;0 ,J ... - 7 L;3 	 -.. - ­..II 

,Undecided 12' 12 10 2 10 10 0 10 S 5 13 2.9 + 6 0 
r, 10 -'- "} 

' ,~i:-i.On 36 37 37 0 L.9 (4 5 i,7. 4e so + 2 !"(-.J (I, -;- 1 L; "'+ 	 I: '2 .,
~') 	 ~ " '\r' i"j l _1 ') /. 1 ,".Eu.:7:phrcy 20 40 5 ~.J 30 - ..I .)0 .)U - 0" 36 -.., "T_ 	 ..:.~ .; 

' ..,Wa1lac.e 2{~ 12 20 -:- 8 S 13 +10 5 S 15 + 7 9 18 -:- 9 8 	 .1..,) -:- 5 
..L. ':I 
•Undecided 11 11 8 3 10 9 - 1 9 7 5 2 12 15 .I 8 9 -:­

Xh:on 45 [;4 49 55 42 !,,> 
1>': 	 /' ')NcGov.::rn 45' L,6 42 ,-,v ;.J 	 ..: ..... 

/' 	 ;),Urldec.ided 10 10 9 	 0 13 .... 

~i~~on 33 "'-.:;.) 41 L) 7 37 ---	 1:2 
,

NcGovcrn 36 37 36 	 33 ::s: " 
~,'311aca 23 20 -'- 16 	 2.5 :5 :: 

r:. 	 vUndccide.d 8 8 8 	 v ·10 Q 

1 Firs::. t.,rs.ve figures f-'::O!~l B. SU;:'\'2Y for Rc'::J~rt Griffin) F2bruc.ry, 1972 "li:'::1 ~~u:;;l--•.!.c> CLut: ::U::>:'.::L;::~ .:.:.,s 0;:;:;:'.:,-.1''':. 

!·:OT2: Due to round not ;::11 coh.::r.ns .:-.dd to lOO~~ 

:·;r C:1IG.-\:'~ 1~'1 HICiiIG/,N 1H------	 ----- ~----!{ iX.Gll 41 l\i~:Gn 38 
~~uskie 42 Huskie 40 
Undecided 17 ·hj~1.12ce 7 

Undecided 15 
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}I.\:L,:{ET OPINION RESEARCH 


BALLOT SU11:-LARY OF STATES 


UASEIl\GTm~ UISCONSLi TE:{AS 

HO] 2W IV.. 2H 2\J +/-

Nixon 45 . --- 46 56 +10 L.9 55 + 6 
liur::phr.:.y 39 46 35 -11 40 ... 

':)-
:J - 5 

Undecided 16 . --- 7 9 +2 11 10 - 1 

I. ':l;;ii:<:on 38 4L~ .43 + 4 L,2 ",.J + 1 
HU·",.,I-
.... .4" .!""A.J, rcy 32 42 31 -11 35 28 - S 
t:al1:::.ce 17 8 12 + 4 12 22 . +10 

.,
Undecided 13 J 9 + ·2 11 7 - 4 

t; I.Nh:on 41 44 .-"' 
r"lcCovern 45 52 35 
Ur.dccided 13 5 11 

Nb:on 34 39 -- l:2 
:1cCO'!C!-r. 39 l~7 29 

1"\\'.:lll.:lce 16 ..I.U 22 ~ 

Undccicicd 12 4 7 

NOTZ: Due to roundinc not all colu~ns add tp 100%. 
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Committee fOI' the Re-election of the Presider.t 

MEMORANDUM July 7, 1972 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Dr. Robert H. Harik 

Arthur J. Finkelstein 

Priority States 

Please find attached several charts depicting my thinking 
on the electoral vote situation that ,.,ould exist in a 
Nixon-NcGovern contest. As you can tell the Nixon total 
electoral vote surpasses by 16, the 270 votes needed for 
election. Further, there is an additional 188 electoral 
votes ,,,hich realistically can still be considered 
undecided. Due to recent information, states such as 
Illinois, Haryland and Ohio have been added to the safe 
Nixon total. Wisconsin, Oregon and Hissouri have been 
added to the HcGovern total. Of the 188 undecided 
electoral votes, on the basis of recent information and 
past election analyses, it can be assumed that 104 are 
leaning to lUxon. Hith New York State 1 s 41 electoral 
votes kept completely in the undecided column, .the 
President receives a stunning 390 electoral votes, the 
making of a real electoral landslide. 

Considering the possibility of an electoral landslide, 
it \>lould make great sense to solidify those states which 
would clearly give us the margin of victory. Therefore, 
our priority states should be those which are not sure 
states but large electoral states now leaning slightly 
to the President. California, Pennsylvania and Ne;..r Jersey 
fit this criteria. I would also add Connecticut, N.ew York 
and Nichigan because of the very nature of the clossness 
of this election. 

You ;'li11 note that I suggest dropping five presently 
targeted states either because ,'Ie have secured them or 
because to \.,rin them would take more effort than frankly is 
essential or ne.cessary for this campaign. Three of those 
five states dropped, Texas, Illinois and Ohio, account for 
77 electoral votes 'Vlhich should be constantly kept track of. 
I ~wuld suggest greater than normal emphasis upon the 
states organiz3tionally and the use of the telephone 
operations. 
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Dr. Robert H. Marik July 7, 1972 

Finally I include a list of third priority states which are 
chosen because of the strength of the President. None of 
these ten states are·target states. All of these ten 
states \vi11 have senatorial contests in 1972, where 
Republicans can either hold on to a seat (Kentucky), or 
as in the case of the other nine, gain a seat. In each 
of these states with the exception of Rhode Island, a 
Nixon--Senatoria1 Candidate Can~paign would be helpful 
to the Republican Senatorial candidate's chances. Since 
the Republicans only need to gain five or six seats in 
the Senate to take control of that body, I would strongly 
suggest that the campaign strategy develop Hhich would 
emphasize in these areas the ideal Republican ticket. 

A. J. F. 

AJF:kvf 
Attachlllcnts 
cc: J. Hagruder 



PRIORITY STATES 

First Priority 

{i

(i­ California 
Pennsylvania

A 1:J.: NmV' Jersey
i.. Connecticut 

B 5. Ne~.;r York 
6. Hichigan 

Second Priority 

1. Texas 
2. Illinois 
3. Ohio 

Third Priority 

L l\labama ,..... Georgia
* 3. Kentucky 

4. Hontana 
5. Nell Hampshire 
6. New Hexico 
7. North Carolina 
8. Oklahoma 


** 9'. Rhode Island 

10. Virginia 

45 
27 
17 

8 
41 
21 

159 

26 
26 
25 

71 

9 
"12 

9 
4 
4 
4 

'13 
8 
4 

12 



.. 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Ca~ifornia 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D. C. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hm..raii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Hary1and 
Massachusetts 
1'Iichigan 
Minnesota 
Hississippi 
Hi.ssouri 
Hontana 
Nebrasl:-.a 
Nevada 
NeH Hampshire 
New Jersey 
Nei..r Hexico 
Ney,· York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
OklahO:11a 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utnh 
Vermont 
Virginia 
H<:!shington 
Hcst Virginia 
Hisconsin 
Hyo:ldng 

TOTAL STATES 

N 

9 

6 
6 

7 

3 

17 
12 

4 
26 
13 

8 
7 
9 

10 

10 

7 

4 
5 

4 

.4 

13 
3 

25· 
8 

8 

10 
26 

4 
3 

12 

3 
286 

M U 

3 

45 

8 

3 

4 

4 

14 
21 

10 

12 

3 

17 

41 

6 
27 

4 

4 

9 
6 

11 

61. 188 
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Alaska 

California 

Connecticut 

}Iaine 

Hichigan 

Nevada 

New Jersey 

New York 

Pennsylvania 

South Dakota 

Hashington 

West Virginia 

Safe 

UNDECIDED STATES 


N 

45 

8 

4 

3 

17 

27 

104 

286· 

390 

M u 

3 

21 

41 

4 

9 

6 

43 .41 

64 

107 41 



· - - -- - ---- --- - --- - --------- - -- ------------ -..................................... ... ...... .. .. .. .... ....... ..... .... ......... .,. .. -. _ .
_ --~ 



- - - - -.............. ......... 
 • ...... .......................... ...... __.......... ..-.........-w ...... ~~..-w'~....-.............. 
 • ••• e • • wo••••••••••••••••• F,. 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - ~' - = = .... .. .... .............. .- .___..____-.--. a • __=. _
• ................-.-~T"W .... • ._= -..
••• ••• ___ =. __ ___ 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_. . .. ...................... ... ~........ ~--~............- .................. • P' • • • • • • • • 





· - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - -~ ---- - - -~-~-.... .... .... _ ~~.-~----~.. .. ..... .. _...... .......... ..... . 



• 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 
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THE \vIIITE lIOt'SE 

DETE:rtMINED TO BE AN 


WASHISCTO;'; 

ADr.!I .LS.c1"i.f'; \11; MARKING 


E.). 120~j, Section 6-102 

~ _____ , "1 _____ March 24, 1972 
BY __ c...,..... .I':'1.C1..l·~"')." " ,", L-<1 t e_...;;L::,l.Jh - fV 

9:00a.m. 

GONFIDENTlAiJ 
Ii) t. 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. H. R. HALDEMAN1j}/ 

FROM: 	 DWIGHT L. CHAPIN (.__:J 
~~ . 

SUBJECT: 	 Scheduling the President between 
Now and the Election 

You sent me a memorandum on March 17th asking that by Friday, March 24, if 
possible, that I give you a rough cut ,or a general outline of how we could most 
effectively schedule the President between now and the election. 

In your memorandum you state that now "that we have had the opportunity to get 
a complete round of polling data in, I would appreciate if you would get together 
with Malek, Teeter, and Parker ... " First off, I did meet with Teeter who made several 
amends to the fact that the polling information which we currently have for the most 
part comes from some January polls which are probably currently out of date. 
Evidently, the next round of polling will be in June. This does not mean that the 
information that Teeter provided was not useful. A side thought here, Gordon 
Strachan was a little panicked when Teeter asked to borrow the polling book just 
so he could give us a general overview of the current status within each State. I know 
that you have a security problem regarding the polling information; however, if you 

"'\ ~ are going to have a problem with Teeter talking to me about our standings in certain 
I ' States and what we need to be doing, perhaps you should get someone else to fulfill the 

I~ !. sch"duling responsibility for you. I think Gordon has to get the word that Teeter can 
, ....... 1 /.-gfve me certain information. Otherwise, we are not operating in the most productive 
_,/ way for you. 

The attached is not a very good "first cut" at the project you gave me. All we have 
done to date is to have a meeting with Teeter, Magruder, Parker and Chapin. Malek 
who should be able to fill a considerable amount of the vo~d ,hich w~prescnt1y have 
in terms of information is out of town until next week. /"1TlAf . 
What we did at our meeting was to take a stab at a rough review of the key States 
and that is the report that follows. Next week we will take this project another step 
and plug in the voting block and special interest groups information which Malek 
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should be able to supply. One question I have here is whether or not we should work ~ 


with Malek, Colson, and Cole so that we have the broadest range of understanding as to' 

exactly what is being contemplated. Maybe Malek has all of this and I will determine 

by' talking to him on Monday whether or not he feels the other two men should sit in the 

meeting. 


A couple of general points- the basic theory regarding use of the President which Magruder 

advanced as well as Teeter, and which Jeb says the Attorney General agrees with, is that 

we should hit our weaker areas in the key States now and try to pull over the undecideds. 

After the Convention, we should move to work our strong support areas and concentrate 


on them. p~~~\ 
In terms of issues, Teeter indicated that on health, race, and the environment the President 
is about even with the Democrats. We are evidently behind in terms of the President's 
handling of crime, drugs, and unemployment. While Phase II has been a positive move for 
us, people may be losing some confidence now. On Vietnam, evidently people feel that 
we are doing a good job. Our attempts to stop inflation are a small net plus. Busing, 
Teeter says, is a local issue. Regarding agriculture, it is evidently not the problem that 
any of us around here thought it was and we are in fairly good standing there. These are 
all general conclusions which Teeter advanced., 

The following information State by State is based upori guidance from Teeter which 
combines his thinking based upon our January polling as well as outside poll information 
which he has been able to pull together. 



NEW YORK 

1. CURRENT STANDING: 	 Even ~ 50-50 chance to carry State. 

2. WHO WE ARE AFTER: Catholic Ethni~He collar types, union 
members, JeWish v~fi~but not New York 
City types~bur15an ""')Jz; 

,....--~~--

3. 	 KEY CITIES: 

BUFFALO 

NEW YORK SUBURBAN AREA (Queens, Bronx, etc.) 
I 
~~~ 

ALBANY 

ROCHESTER 

SYRACUSE 

4. 	 ISSUES: 

Local Taxes (Property) 

Employment 

Crime 

Pollution - Northern portion Le. Buffalo 

SPECIAL NOTES: 

Governor Rockefeller is not popular in Northern portion of State. 

PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES 

1. Buffalo ~ Great Lake Governors/river sludge clean-up, high school and environmental award. 

2. New York City - Staten Island - Senior Citizens Voluntary Center. 
i 



ILLINOIS 


1. CURRENT STANDING: 	 President Nixon is ahead. 

2. 	 WHO WE ARE AFTER: Blue collar, suburban, ethnic, Catholic, 
Polish (particularly Chicago) 

3. 	 KEY CITIES/AREAS: 

Strength down State - play to Chicago ­

play to Chicago suburbs - particularly 

Southwestern side. 

4. 	 ISSUES: 

Economy (inflation and unemployment) 

economy three times greater the issue in 

Illinois than the U.S. as a whole. 

Crime and Drugs. 

Property taxes. 

Vietnam handling seems to be a plus in Illinois. 

SPECIAL NOTES: 

In Chicago, we should be identified with Percy who is very popular. The Governor was 

doing poorly ahead of the primary. 


Muskie clobbers the President with the Catholics while the President defeats Kennedy. 


PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES: 


1. 	 Chicago Western suburb·· - The Fermi National Accelerator. This is forty miles 
West of Chicago - and it means technology and jobs. 

2. 	 Post Convention - in Galesburg there is a Farm Progress Show. 

3. 	 Arlington Heights - there is a National Association of Student Councils - in June. '/ 

/! L 	 I- .-fLJ ;J.I'/."~
4. 	 American Legion Convention in Chicago on August 18. 'vb·l /~r::.r.~-:.., """,:.& • 

/ 
5. June 20 is the Illinois and Wisconsin Junior Chamber of Commerce Convention'l/~~~) 

ot~ tf)a( J~(~ 



1. CURRENT STANDING: 


2. WHO WE ARE AFTER: 

3. KEY CITIES: 

4. ISSUES: 

SPECIAL NOTES: 

MISSOURI 

Difficult to win. 

SPECIAL NOTE: Teeter feels that a trip prior 
to our June polling would be a good 
idea. We can then see if the President 
has any impact in Missouri and if his 
visit there was able to kick it up into 
a winnable category. 

Rural small town voters, older more conservative 


Democrats, Wallace voters. 


Where strong - St. Louis suburban area and that 


is where we should go after the Convention if 


polls indicate a chance to win. 


Weak area - Kansas City and rural Columbia. 


Economy. 


Environment in S1. Louis. 


Aging. 


Taxes. 


Wallace strength is greater now than it was in ] 968. 

Danforth's large vote in 1970 showed more of an anti-Democratic vote and the trend is now back' 
to 1968. 

Teeter feels Columbia, Missouri, is the place to visit. 



MISSOURI 

PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES 


In -October in Kansas City - Future Farmers of America. 


University of Missouri in Columbia -- press conference, visit agricultural facilities. 


Visit to Stockton Dam for dedication. This is outside Columbia. 




PENNSYLV ANIA 


1. CURRENT STANDING: 	 Behind but a good chance to win. 

2. 	 WHO WE ARE AFTER: Suburban areas, Catholics, middle-aged, 

blue collar, lower white collar 

3. 	 STRENGTH Central part of the State. 

We are not too bad off in Pittsburgh; however, 

there is an inter-Party fight presently in Pittsburgh. 

Weak Area: Philadelphia - must get margin of 

defeat down. 

4. 	 ISSUES: Crime - especially Philadelphia. 

Environment. 

Inflation. 

Unemployment. 

Vietnam - big issue in Pennsylvania. 

SPECIAL NOTES: 


Our standing with Catholics in Philadelphia is much worse than in the Nation as a whole. 


Governor Shapp's popularity is very low. 


We should do ~omething with Rizzo in the drug field in Philadelphia. 

I 

PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES: 


T.eeter feels the Krol event is perfect. 


The National Catholic Education Association speech may be the best event in Philadelphia. 


I r;~d()t!.a #..e- ~<: d!f!~~ 



NEW JERSEY 


1. CURRENT STANDING: 	 Teeter says we are in good shape. 

2. WHO WE ARE AFTER: 	 Catholics, blue collar, suburban. 

3. 	 KEY CITIES: Where Strong: Bergen County's coast area. 

Where Weak: Trenton and Newark. 

4. 	 ISSUES: 

Crime, especially drugs. 

Economy. 

Inflation. 

Unemployment 

SPECIAL NOTES: 


If Muskie is a candidate, we should go after some of the Black vote. 


The Governor has a two-to-one popularity (favorable) rating. 


PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES: 


Kiwanis Convention in Atlantic City -late June. ~t c:t<J IJ-:r-
High School Graduation. 


Woodroow Wilson School of International Affairs at Princeton. 
$0 



TEXAS 


1. CURRENT STANDING: We may be even in Texas and we can win it with 
the possibility of either luck or Connally. 

2. WHAT WE ARE AFTER: Suburban, Mexican-Americans. 

3. KEY CITIES: Strong: Dallas is our strength. We are doing 
pretty well in Houston. 

Weak: Mid-Texas and San Antonio. 

4. ISSUES: Unemployment. We are worse off in Texas 

than in most States. '7 ;;,r-~ 
Busing - especially in mid-Texas. It is a negative 

and we have a credibility problem concerning 

busing. 

Crime' - we are better off on crime in Texas than in 

most places. 

SPECIAL NOTES: 


Teeter says that Texans have big egos and that we can't over-expose ourselves in Texas. 

He feels that three or four trips to Texas prior to the Convention is not bad. 


Connally is still extremely popular in Texas. He evidently went out of office with an 80+ 

popularity figure. 

PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES: 

/'Visit to Co~naIlY's Ranch - Teeter says this is. an excellent decision. 

/no the Rotary in Houston. 

The National Governors Conference in June -Houston~ 
Post Convention - Hit the very Southern tip of Texas for the Mexican-American vote. 

~? 




CALIFORNIA 


J. CURRENT STANDING: 	 We are even in California. 

2. 	 WHAT WE ARE AFTER: Undecideds (which is minimal). 


Suburban voters. 


3. 	 KEY CITIES/AREAS: 


Strongest in Southern California; however, 


we are weak in our strong areas. 


Weak area - Northern California. 


4. 	 ISSUES: Economy. 


Unemployment (Aerospace) 


Environment. 


SPECIAL NOTES: 

Teeter advises not to go into California until after the primary. ~ 

Teeter is concerned that the President does not over-e:>pose himself in California. 

He feels other pe~pl..e should be Hsed there. y/e need lots of help but not from the 


President. ~6;Z ~ - ~? ~ ,"" 

Reagan is weak. He has a loao:arity figure. 

I 

PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES: 

Gateway West/Point Reyes and the San Francisco Mint. 

1 Visit Aerospace plant which has shifted emphasis to domestic-oriented work. Relate to jobs . 
.. 



1. CURRENT STATUS: 

2. WHO WE ARE AFTER: 

3. KEY CITIES: 

4. ISSUES: 

SPECIAL NOTES: 


Milli~en has good popularity rating. 


MICHIGAN 


We are within striking distance. 


Blue collar, lower white collar, suburban. 


Strength - Oakland County. We are after 


Macomb and Western Wayne County - the 


suburban Detroit area. 


Busing. 


Tax reform. 


Unemployment. 


Abortion (will be on the ballot in November). 


Griffin's popularity has gone up considerably due to busing. 


PRESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE POSSIBILITIES: 


American Nursing Association in early May in Detroit. 




OHIO 


l. CURRENT STANDING: 

2.. WHO WE ARE AFTER: 

3. KEY CITIES: 

4. ISSUES: 

SPECIAL NOTES: 


Governor extremely unpopUlar. 


Almost even - it may be that the President is on 
the plus side. 

Catholic, ethnic, blue collar, suburban. 


Strong in Columbus and Cincinnati. Note 


that Taft polled weak in Cincinnati and that 


there is also a strong inter-Party fight in 


Cincinnati. Weak in Cleveland and Toledo. 


Cleveland is 20 percent of the State. 


Economy. 


Crime. 


Drugs. 


Unemployment - Dayton and Cincinnati. 


Taxes (schools) - Dayton. 


Environment - Northern part of State. 


Republican Mayor of Cleveland is one of the top ethnics nationally. 

Teeter feels that we should go into Toledo on a pollution issue. 



WISCONSIN 


1. CURRENT STANDING: 	 Losing State. 

2. WHO WE ARE AFTER: 	 Blue collar, ethnics, Catholics. 

3. 	 KEY CITIES/AREAS: 

Strongest in the area between Madison and 

Milwaukee. In the Northern part of the State 

we are weak in Madison and Milwaukee. 

4. 	 KEY ISSUES: Economy. 

Crime - Drugs. 

Unemployment. 

Taxes. 

SPECIAL NOTES: 

Governor Lucey is very popular. 

Proxmire and Nelson extremely popular. 

Laird not as popular as he was. 

Teeter feels we should give Wisconsin a push after the primary and see how it stacks up 
when we do our June! polling. ,...., 

i ~ ( 



FLORIDA AND TENNESSEE 

SPECIAL NOTE: 


Teeter says we are in good shape in both Florida and Tennessee. 




ADDITIONAL NOTES FOR A MEETING WITH TEETER 

The following are some rough notes from the meeting with Teeter regarding the key States: 
They are general in nature but mainly apply to the image of the President and the style of 
campaigning that Teeter feels he should undertake. 

1. 	 It is a problem because the President is viewed as a tactician. He is a person who is 
a troubleshooter but has no grand design. 

"4' ¢..... _ 

2. 	 People feel that the President is .!29_expedient; for example, Caney, drugs, other 
things where he strikes, hits, and leaves an issue. 

3. 	 We must get across that the President looks at the broad scope of things, "Grand 
America II design. 

4. 	 We should !!S?t fight the camnajgn jSi\l~ We should..~~....Lt-he campaigll 
with a broad loo~ to thing!..- relating things. Talk about the £!estin..x..g[ the 
country - talk about what we are doing and will continue to do - where we are 
going to end up. 

5. 	 We should talk about America being number one, but talk about it in terms of 
vision and not as a defense. We should not say that we are for the SST because 
we want to keep American number one in aerospace, but rather it should be 
related differently. 

Regarding some of the above thoughts, I have attached a memorandum which I wrote 
to Colson several weeks ago which touches on some of the above points. In particular, 
the expanded use of a "Generation of Peace". 



MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

W .... IIINOTON 

January 17, 1972 
9:30 a.m. 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. CHARLES W. COLSON 

FROM: DWIGHT L. CHAPIN 

Per your request, the following are some suggestions and comments on what others 
presented in terms of tbe President's posture during the next few months: 

It was obvious from Ken Cole's presentation of our forthcoming domestic objectives 
that there is little which is exciting. Much of what we will present is going to face 
the same problem as what was proposed last year in the sense that, for example, 
in the case of the value added tax, it is going to be hard to explain and relate to 
people in"a decisive, political way. 

My feeling is that we still need to have an umbreUa for the domestic program such 
as we have for the foreigfl policy. Obviously; it is much harder to come up with a 
general theme for our very fragmented domestic objectives. 

I think the rationale regarding a "Generation of peace" can offer the vehicle which 
we are after domestically. It is also the concept whiclrif explained properly can 
be not only palatable but perhaps generated into some excitement as far as the 
President's interest is concerned. The point is that the President is after a "Generation 
of Peace" not only abroad but more specifically' at home. TIrls is an offensive peace. 
It is not a peace that has been reached, but it is a peace for which he is driving. He 
can relate it to any number of different areas such as peace and security for the aged; 
peace of mind about our environment; peace of mind in education by developing the 
neighborhood school system; peace in the knowledge that the drug problem is coming 
under control and that pushers and those criminals exploiting drugs will be prosecuted 
in the toughest fashion; peace of job security for the laboring man; the peace of the 
promise of rehabilitation for those in prisons,and so on. 

What we arc after is setting the President apart from any challengers, Democrat or 
Republican, on the highest of plains and being able to relate to key issues with a 
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certain emotional feel while being somewhat specific in terms of concrete steps that he 
has taken. 

Safire spoke of the need during the campaign period for promising. I do not think that 
the "Generation of Peace" concept is incompatible with the idea of promises. The 
important thing is what the President is striving for and what he has done. The 
"Generation of Peace at Home" concept can tie very easily to the change in our whole 
domestic situation since the 1968 chaotic condition of our country. It also has great 
ties to the visionary aspects of the bicentennial era. 

You mentioned specifically three steps wInch we need to take. Your rrrst was to get 
the President's understanding in the domestic area and to have him not be defensive 
but to get him personally committed to speak in an offensive way on certain domestic 
goals or domestic-related type events; (2) You wanted to determine exactly what our 
message should be; and (3) You wanted to have everyone unleashed (per Ziegler's 
concept) and keep them sober, honest, and have the President's commitment spoken 
to by everyone including the President. Scali made the point that the third item was 
the most important and indispensable in terms of being straightforward and clobbering 
the Democrats. I disagree. I feel that the indispensable step, if indeed we are right, 
is to move off on the number one ingredient ,that you mentioned which is the 
Presidential commitment. I know that other people have tried to build cases for the 
President to become more committed on the domestic scale. They have been unsuc­
cessful. 11le problem on this has been, however, ~hat they have done so on specific 
things such as the environment, health care, revenue sharing, and so forth. They have 
never been able to zero it in on a theme basis which the President should constantly 
strike at such as he does with the "Generation of Peace" or "Peace for a Generation" 
foreign policy theme. 

AlthOUgll it will drive the President crazy. I do agree with Ziegler's theme that we should 
loosen up and let more Administration people attend Sperling-type breakfasts-and speak 
out and be a little bit more free-wheeling about things. There is no question in my mind 
that we are over-controlled and too restrictive in what, when, and how we advocate. 
Our programatic, PR-oriented, oversell criticism is to a large degree, if not entirely, a 
by-product of our own restrictive process. 

All of. what I have said in this memorandum is not to insinuate that I disagree with the 
understanding which I have received from IIaldeman,regarding the President's desire to 
accentuate the foreign policy thmst of his Presidency. As I said this maming, I think 
that during 1971 our emphasis probably boiled down to a 30'XJ domestic orientation 
with the other 70% being foreign policy. J think we arc unbalanced in terms of the 
necessity politically to hit harder domestically. 111is is going to be especially true 
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as we come into the campaign. It would be a good idea if we could keep the President 
as the sole protector of the country on foreign policy grounds during the campaign, 
but I do not think that this is going to be the case. The only way that this would 
work would be if we were on the verge of or in a war. We must be able to build some 
case for the President in domestic affairs and the way our schedule and philosophy 
are weighted now, I do not think that we have the proper defense. I guess this was the 
conclusion of the group this morning. 

At one of the next meetings which we have on this project, I would suggest that someone 
come in with the most current information out of our issue polls. We need to know 
exactly what people are thinking in terms of where the President is strongest on each 
particular issue, where we are weak, and what issues are most important to the people. 
Perhaps this can be helpful in our selection of themes. 

cc: Mr. Haldeman 



THE W HITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 15, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: GORDON STRACHAN 

I 
FROM: L. HIGBY 

Will you please get together the State Sheets that Dwight Chapin was 
susposed to be putting together in conjunction with Teeter, et al. 
This is a result of the original request for a master scheduling 
strategy for the President between now and the election, based on 
the polling data, etc. Chapin has been meeting with Teeter and 
Magruder, as I understand it, for the purpose of finishing this 
situation up. Dave Parker was going to be in touch with you on it, 
but lets get the thing drawn together and closed prior to the time 
we go to Rus sia. 

Please submit your report on this project by Friday, May 19th. 
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THE 'A'HITE HOUSE 

WASHINGT O N 

TO: Dwight Chapin 

fRot~ : GORDON STRACHAN 

You asked for a copy of Teeter's 
memorandum on recor.mended appear­
ances and issues. Attached. 

.. 




-------

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Date: 4/12 

TO: H • R • HALDEMP._N 

FROM: GORDON STRAC HAN 

Teeter mentioned this memorandum 
to Chapin, who has asked for a 
copy. Since no specific figures 
are given, I suggest Chapin 
receive this copy for his 
schedule planning. 
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, €o:a'IDE;;'fIAt/EYES O~~LY 

HE:·:OPJu'\DlT:l FOR: THE lIOXORABLE Jorm N. HITCHELL 

ROBEllT H. TEETER Z. ,1,T. ..£-'1 c:.~L<-oV.". 
SUBJECT': Reco::;-,~ended Appcnrances and Issues 

lYe have nO"1 evaluated the results 'of all of the fi;rst ',,;rave PQlls 
and based on our en<:olysis t/c believe' it is ir:lportant for the' 
President to iI:lprove his stc::nc1ing in several crucial 'states dur­
ing the ne):t fat: 'i·;eck's. Our rcst::arch in several state ccnr.p.::dgns 
indicatcEI t!wre is a sub~tantial nu:::.ber of undecided .votcrs t!ho 
cen be turned into cOr.'M"TIittcd ·(:;i::-:on) voters if given some attention 
before the actual c.:mpaign period ber;ins and before the canpai£n 
clearly beco~cs a two (or three) nan race. 

Hal-cover, those voters ~,:ho C:::J.n be !::oved fro:-:: being undecid0d to 
the cow.:itted column early appear to rel!'!ain there for the duration 
of the car.ipc:lien. Our past experience also indicates that the 
specific techrlique used to appeal to' these voters is not as impor­
tant as. the f~ct that the <:ppE~al \:<15 made. In t"he.case of the 
President, personal visits ,dll be the nost effective means of 
cO::::'littir.r; the. voter to the President. t-iide issue i~.?act is 
r;uaranteed wi til the tremendous media expos~re the President cou;n".nds. 

It viII be ir:::portnnt for the President to bcg~n his activity nO\J. 

As l~tlski,e increases his <.'n·;2reness <;.n4 especially if hz ~lil'!S several 
pric~r~c5, the Prpsi~cot P3Y not be able to make up tho difference. 
Our experience· has :::11o'.:n th:tt thcl~e are so:ne 'linits to th(~ President's 
lC\'0} of sup~)ort and thc Dc:"ocrats ":ill ur.doubtcdly increase their 

Thie ~8~or~ndu~ outlines the top priority states for the President's 
attention ch:ril~f, the Spril~g .:lnd the. issues and ~reas Hithin those 
stntct: h.::ving Lhe gre<'ltcst potcl1tL11 of increasing the President I s 
strenbth. \':c do not 'll:;:rc;.:s oULH!lves to the specific typ<,s of 
appem:an('cs us it :is iLlj'Of.sible to dr.:n! such conclusions iron the 
cbtn at this t:li::c~. furthC'r s·llgZ.:::!stions as to the type:::; of np!"cnr­
anee's "J] 1 be L'~J2 in a ~;ubc('qu('nt tn':'l::.or~nclui!l. It may be u~;cful to 
tl-Y :-.::;~:~;,1. tYi':',5 vi ;'i.,,2<lJ..,:'ICl'::-i UUL lllg [o(.! next: fell \Veei~s .:Inti then 
do !;Ol.:C! ql1j.<:1: foll{l'.:-·up tcJxpil,,'l1c studict, to te!':t their cff('ct:i.vcn2s~. 
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Severnl criteria were used in selecting the priority states. 
Flrst, "le limited our choices to those st:ltcs '\olhcre' the Pr'csident 
is. running b,~ltind, or in the case of larger states, llhere he and 
Nuskie arc vcry close. Second, \1e only considered situations 
",hich appear to require immediate action and "lould benefit from 
some attention. Of course, the priorities may change as the 
campaiga procresses and further r.1euloranda ,..'111 be forthcomillg 
as chan3es bC!corae evident in the data. Those states ,.".hich clearly 
should be top priorities and would benefit from some attention 
during ~he, Spring ~nd early SUr.'J:1er are: 

Ne\~ York' 

At the present time the President is running neck and neck 'tvith 
11uskie. Currently, Huslde's aUDreness is 10,01 and his votingstrength 
\-1111 probably increase as he beco::aes better kno.om • 

.	It will be important for the President to visit, the New York City' 
area and possibly the Buffalo area. His initial visit, to Ne\.,. York 
City should be orien,ted. to problcns relating t,.o, middle andlO\J.er 
income persons' (under $12 ;000) . These voters are concerned about 
drugs, crime and une~aployy;:ent and live prir:~arily outside lIallhattan. 
A visit to BuffaI'o should be aimed at attr~,cting niddlc incoi:le 
Catholics with texes and pollution as the leading i5sue~. A later 
visit to NC"1 York City should'involve pollution problems and be 
oriented touards youn~er voters. 

Texas 

To \.Jin in Texas the President must improve, his position in the mid­
state region, principally Austin. Bussing is the najor concern to 
Austin area votern. Other important issues arc unemployr.lent, crime 
and drugs.. A presidential visit to Austin ,.:ould be· helpful. 

Califolnia-----,-- ­
The car.:l)::lign in enJ Hornia ,dll require the President to shore up 
his tr.?oition.::.l Republican vote in southern California ',hi1e 
decreDsins the ITtFll'ljin .osainst hiLl iu the northern part of the state. 
Initially) \·:e Houlcl sugr,c:st tklt the President visit southern 
California at a bnsiniss related function. lIe should denl parti ­
cularly \dth the econoi:;1y/inflation, taxes and unemploynent. 

A later 'visit to the northern part of' the state, possibly San 
}crancisco \vi1l also be needed. l'ollution 't-:ould be an appropriate 
topic. 

, 

http:andlO\J.er
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In order to counter the extrer.lcly poor shmJing of the President 
in'PbiVldcl?hia, he should visit this city, The visit should deal 
with crir.:e ~llltl drug probler.Js, especially as it relates to pe.rsonal 
saf(;ty issues, 

A·fact findin; trip in cooperation with Frank Rizzo nay be an appro­
priate vehicle to l.!o.ke such a trip. It "'ould be especially conve­
nient if Rizzo would publicly invite the PreSident to Philadelphia 
tc:> study the :'problc,,:s of the cities ll 

, notably criue and drugs. 

Haryland 

Nixon is Hcakest in the Baltimore I!Ietropolitan area 't-lhere a visit 
,,,ould il;,prove his position. The issue of most concern will be 
urhan crime . 

. ' 'Hissouri 

" . , 	 'In this state the Pr-2sident is running poorly in rural areas uith 
older voters over 65 Hho voted for hi~ in 1968 and uho are nO\l 
rev:=rting bad~ to tr.eir traditional ))cr.'.ocratic vote. To ir;-.prove 
this situc:tion~ the President should visit rural llissouri covering 
ttixes (particularly property taxes) and inflation. 

l':isconsin 

The rrcsiclcnt is \,'c<.~l:est: in the southeastern portion of this 
state, and a visit to Racine or K~nosha would help improve his 
poor sho\:ia::.; here. The principal issues should be unei!iplo),T2ent, 
taxes, infl<:~tion and the econo:lY·. 

.. 

If the President is unable to cover all of the areas indic~ted, 
alternative plans should be develo?ed. This may involve the use 
of cahinet r::ct;bers inst.c.:ld of the l'residcilt; but if such <2pproach 
is tah'll, the effect of the visit ,..ill be greatly reduced. 

http:probler.Js


Committee for the Re-election of the President 

May 11, 1972 

MEHORA..!:mUH FOR: THE HONORAELE JOHN N. MITCH£LL 

}?ROH: ROBERT M. TEETER 

SUBJECT: 

The purpose of this memorandum is to recommend the design of cur 
second wave polling and to get your approval of the basic design 
so I can begin to work with the vendors on questionnaire design 
and specific cost estimates. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this wave of polling wi~l be to upd2t2 our polling 
information in the priority states after aJ.l the majo:t: Presidential 
Primaries are over and after perception of the potcontial D c~D1')cratic 

candidates is better defined. The Primaries and national events 
have undoubt edly changed public opinion in several imporLl:-t t a ree.s 
since January, and we need current polling daca to reevGluate our 
position in each of the priority states, to fu r ther defin e our 
national campa ign plan, and to develop individual state sam~ aign 

plans. 

This set of polls will allow us to identify changes in the var ious 
candidates ballot strength or perception or in the basic issue 
structure since' J anuary. It 1-7il1 also allow us to begin to develop 
some trend lines on both the candidates and issues for the campa ign. 

Some of the major ar eas I think should be covered on this wave are: 

Secret ba llot measurement of the President vs. Humphrey, 
McGovern, and Kennedy with and without Wallace 

Ballot effect of various potential Vice-Presidential 
candidates 

Perception of the major candidates 

Familiarity /Amount of knmvledge of the candidates 
Approva l rating/Why 
Personal perception data 

Measurement of core pro and anti Nixon vote 
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National issue structure 

Rating of intensity of issue concern 

Rating of candidates ability to handle major issues 

Perception of whether a problem has gotten better or 
worse under the Nixon administration 

Attitudes toward specific national problems 

Tax reform/VAT 
National defense 
Status and attitudes toward police 
Attitudes toward Congress 
Attitudes toward trade unions/George Meany 
Attitudes toward Phase II 
Marijuana/Drugs 
Farm problems 
Women's issues 

This data would all be tabulated and analyzed by past voting behavior) 
by current voting intention) by degree of commitment for or against 
the President, by geographic regions, and by the various demographic 
groups. These are essentially the same breaks that we used in Wave 
I and would allow us to identify any specific changes in the Presi­
dent's strength since January. The data from this wave would also 
be run by Area of Dominate Influence (ADI) which would allol-7 the 
advertising people to use the data more effectively by relating it 
to the major media markets. 

Design 

I think we should divide the states to be polled into two groups 
on this wave and do a f a irly long interview designed to get in-depth 
data on the candidates a nd issues only in the top priority states 
and do a much shorter (and less expensive) interview designed to get 
the basic head-to-head and issue data in the other states. 

The states I recommend we do in June are: 

Long Interview 

California 

Texas 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Ne~·J Jersey 
 •
Ne", York 

~ 
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While Indiana and Alabama are not on our list of priorities, I 
think we ought to check Indiana because of various state problems 
and ,,,e should survey Alabama to ascertain the President r s voting 
strength in one of the deep south states. Alabama was selected 
simply on the basis that we can C~ the study on a shared costO OdU t 
basis with Red Blount. 

Timing 

The appropriate schedule of this wave would be: 

Approval of basic design May 15 
Development of questionnaire and final design May 16-25 
Preliminary approval of questionnaire and 

signing of contracts vlith vendors May 30 
Final approval of questionnaire June 8 
Interviewing June 15-30 
Preliminary reports July 5 
Final reports July 15 

Cost 

The approximate cost of this wave would be $250,000. This cost 
estimate does not, however, take into consideration any shared cost 
studies with individual states which I will negotiate as soon as 
this project is approved. I now anticipate the shared cost arrange­
ments in Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Texas, and 
possibly Washington, and Oregon. 

The final cost would be determined after the questionnaire and design 
is jinalized and will be submitted to you for approval. 

Recommendation: That you approve the second wave of polling, the 
list of states to be polled, and the schedule. The questionnaire and 
exact cost estimated will be submitted for your approval by May 30. 

Approve Disapprove_______________________ 

Commen t _____ 

Short Interview 

Alabama 
~nsyIVatna 
Maryland · 
Michigan 
Connecticut 
Vlashington 
Wisconsin 
Missouri 
Oregon 7 
West Virginia 
Indiana 

., 

. \ 



(ornrniil c ·rol lhe I e·"! iech n or he Prw:. iden . 

MLf /:OHAI1D U M n;.y 11, 1972 

IvlEl J:OJ:·'.M DUH FOi{; THE HONORABLE JOHN N. HlTCHELL 

RODElzT 1, " EETER 

SUBJECT : Co nne c ticut Poll Resu l t s 

Att2cbed is som(~ a dd i t i ona l. dat a from the rec ent Becker/Har tfonl 
Times Connec t icu t ! 011 . Tbe po l l i s l)ascd on five hundr e d (500) 
t e l 'phnnc i n terv iew s done Ap -il 28- 30, 1972 . 

This data is Be cduled to b e t he sub jec t of sev era l s tories in 
the l1<L't f o r cl Times lhis Heek. The Pres :id en t I s s p e ech on Mond ay 
night Ulc.y, howev er , a l ter their publica t ion schedu l e . 

The Presid e n t ,·,a s a l so run against Humphre.y, l'icGov e rn , Muskie, c,nn 
Ke nne .y bo th ~i th au d wi 1 0 t Wdlla c e and that d a t a will be a vail­
able i, a ',£8\<' d a y s p r ior to their pub l ica t i on of i t . 

C-GNPIDDff:j;A.1...,! EYES 0 ~LY 



Connce 1 .i. e.11 ! 

Becker R(,~:c'3rch 

April 28-30 , 197 2 
500 lilt - rVic\.7S 

D yo u a pprove o r dis approve o f th e way Presi ent -ixon i s handling 
the sttua tion i n V.i E:~n;-.,ju: 

~l:.ll fehruarv 
---~

'72 
--

Appr've 
Di "pprove 
Don It knO\J 

54% 
39 

7 

62% 
28 
10 

Do y ou think t he Unit ed Sta tes go'! , [ !"ineu t L.:; or is no t do in all 
t hat it should be doing to bring about a peaceful end to t he 
V1e tnam I'Jar ? 

Is 40% 
I s Not 53 
DOll 1 t Kno_7 7 

Would you f avor or opp ose s ending more U.S. t r oops back to South 
Vi e tnam to p revent South Vi e tn qm being overrun by No r th Vietnamese 
troops? 

Favor 16% 
Oppose 78% 
Don't Know 6 

The U. S. has r ecently re ~Jumed bombing t a r get i nside North Vietnam 
in retaliation for the current North Vjctuames e of fensiv e in South 
Vie. tnam. Do you. app)-ove or disapprove of this resump tion of U.S. 
bombing of North Vietnam ? 

Approve 53% 
Disapp rove 39 
Don! t Knm,l 8 

In your Op ltllDll, Hill the rene ·.ied U. S . bombing of North Vie L l affl 

he l p speed up the end of the war in Vietnam , will it cause the war 
to la.:t even longer t han otherwise or don 1 t you think the bombing 
\.,;i11 have much e ff ect one Hay or the other on \'7h en the '.rar ends? 

Speed end of vax 2"1% 
Delay end of war 19 
No effee:t. 1+1 
No opinion 13 

http:rVic\.7S


THE WHITE H OUSE 

WASHINGTON 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

May 12, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 	 H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: 	 GORDON STRACHAN G 
SUBJECT: 	 Campaign Poll Analysis 

and Wave II 

Bob Teeter submitted his Final First Wave Analysis to you 
and John Mitchell today. It is attached at Tab A. The 
conclusions and recommendations are specific and surprising. 
You may want to use this memorandum as a talking paper at 
one of the regular political meetings p either with or without 
Teeter present. 

Teeter also asked Mitchell for authority to conduct the 
second series of polls in mid-June. The cost is approxi­
mately $250,000. Teeter is soliciting suggestions from 
the Campaign and White House Staffs. The final question­
naire will be submitted to you and Mitchell for final 
approval on June 1. Teeter's memoranda are at Tab B. 
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Committee for .the Re-election of the President 

MEMORANDUM April 21, 1972 

69NFIDENIJ1!At 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER 

SUBJECT: Use of the First Wave Polling Results 

Our in-depth analysis of the first wave polling results has 
pointed up a problem in using this data. linen the polls were 
taken in January, Muskie's image in terms of personality and 
issues was apparently fuzzy in the voters' minds. He was seen 
as a vague, faceless Democrat with neither any particular pluses 
or minuses of his own. However, the data on the President was 
well defined in voters' minds. 

Because of the lack of definition in Muskie's image in January 
and partially because of the effect of the primaries, the data 
on the Democratic candidates should be used carefully. 

I think between now and the California primary we should be pri­
marily concerned with convincing people to vote for the President 
rather than worrying about the President's image vis-a-vis any 
particular Democrat. Moreover, I think this is smart strategy. 
Our second wave data will give us much more reliable data for 
that purpose. 

cmlFIDENIJ1IAL 

,-' ' ' ... " .. f •• ~ 



JEB S. _ 

Key Stat s 

l-IEMORANDml FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT : 

As you knows we have been u8ing a n ber of l ists of key state 
for different purposes such as 8 ogate cheduling, early pri­
mary strategy development, and dia planning. The groupings 
of s t at 8 h v not been comple ly consistent, howev r, and we 
feel that in order to plan ef ectively f or the general campaign 
we should establish on fi Ii t. Therefor, during the course 
of th n xt week , we will al,ze alternative selections of key 
tates. con ider the imp cations of each, and adopt a consolidated 

list. 

cc: r. Larry 
Mr. Gordon 



COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

1701 P(NN S Yl.VANIA AVENUE. N W 

wASHINGTON . 0 C 20006 

April 27, 1972 •l202) 33).0920 

CONFIDEN'fIA£/EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER ~ 
SUBJECT: Oklahoma Opinion on ITT 

Attached are the results of a poll taken by DMI in 
Oklahoma relative to the ITT controversy. The number 
of respondents was 800 and it was conducted April 1- ~ 8. 

Despite the fact that the majority think the charges 
will turn out true, very few think that the current 
administration is any worse than past administrations. 



800 Respondents 
April 1 - 8 
ITT Controversy .... 

VOTER ATTITUDES IN OKLAHOMA: ITT 


"To what extent have you 
quite a bit, somewhat or 

followed 
not much?" 

the recent ITT controversy-­
• 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Quite a bit 
Somewhat 
Not much 

17.3% 
20.4 
62.3 

100.0% 
, 

"Generally speaking, do you believe the charges against ITT will 
turn out to be true or false?" 

(1) True 52.8% 
(2) Fal~e 47.2 

100.0% 

"And, generally speaking, do you believe such scandals have 
happened more often with the Nixon administration or have 
happened "just as much with other administrations? 

(1) More often with Nixon 10.3% 
(2) Just as much with others 89.7% 

100.0% 

/ 

~~At1EYES ONLY 



COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

1701 	 PENNSYLVA.NIA. A.VENUE. N W 

WASHINGTON. O. C. 200015 -April 27, 1972 • 
(202~ 333-0920 

GONFIBEN'fIMr/EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 	 THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: 	 ROBERT M. TEETER \2~ 
SUBJECT: 	 California Telephone Poll 

I have just received the results of the monthly telephone 
poll DMI conducts in Los Angeles and Orange County. 

This poll consists of 1,000 telephone interviews with the 
current wave being done from approximately March 20 to 
April 3rd. 

This data would indicate: 

1) 	The President's committed vote held fairly constant from 
February to March and is 3.9% greater than it was in 
September 1971. Wallace's strength appears to be increasing. 

SeEt. 1971 Feb. 1972 March i972 
/ 

Richard Nixon 39.6% 44.8% 43.5% 
Edmund Muskie 36.5 36.7 34.9 
George Wallace 7.8 6.8 9.1 
Undecided 16.1 11. 7 12.5 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

2) 	 The President's ratings on handling the economy appears to 
be worsening. 

Oct. 1971 Feb. 1972 --March 1972 

Approve 	 62.3% 50.9% 49.5% 
Disapprove 	 24.4 35.5 37.6 
Don't know/ 13.3 13.6 12.9 

No 	 opinion 
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3) 	Muskie's strength among Democrats is falling while Humphrey's 
and McGovern's is increasing by significant margins. 

·Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Feb. March 
1971 1971 1971 1971 1972 1972 

Kennedy 30% 28% 26% 24% 17% 12% 
Muskie 26 33 31 29 32 25 
Humphrey 10 10 14 17 21 27 
McGovern 9 10 9 9 7 14 

/ 

GONFIDEHTIAL!EYES ONLY 



April 15, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JEB MAGRUDER 

FROM: 	 DWIGHT L. CHAPIV 

There seems to be some lack of agreement as to exactly what 
State s constitute our "key list". Haldeman, for example, doe s 
not feel that Washington State is a key State. He feels we should 
continue to consider Florida a key State, as well as perhaps the 
Carolinas. Regarding your ranking of key States,< it is his 
opinion that Michigan should outrank Wisconsin since it has 
more voters and is more important. He also thinks that 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey should be on Class A list. 

You may want to discuss this with Gordon and/or Larry so 
that we arrive at a list which everyone is satisfied constitutes 
the key States. 

cc: 	 Larry Higby ./ 
Gordon Strachan ./ / 

. 

1'-, 



AprillS, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JEB MAGRUDER 

FROM: 	 DWIGHT L. CHAPIU 

There seelTIS to be SOlTIe lack of agreelTIent as to exactly what 
State s constitute our "key list". Halde'man, for exa'mple, does 
not feel that Washington State is a key State. He feels we should 
continue to consider Florida a key State, as well as perhaps the 
Carolinas. Regarding your ranking of key States,' it is his 
opinion that Michigan should outrank Wisconsin since it has 
lTIore voters and is lTIore ilTIportant. He also thinks that 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey should be on Class A list. 

You tnay want to discuss this with Gordon and/or Larry so 
that we arrive at a list which everyone is satisfied constitutes 
the key States. 

cc: 	 Larry Higby / 
Gordon Strachan 
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i.O. l~O c j , ~v t~Cl 6-102 
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April l3. 
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T - There are all kinds of internal memos at the Committee 

that have been written, some by the direct mail guys with 

their proposals and others by the advertising guys and others 

by this guy and that guy_ Everybody had developed and said 

"here's where we should concentrate and here is the list of 

states". Well, some guys -- we were all operating with the 

same basic 14 or 15, you know that we have been operating 

with for some time. There's been a list, I think, of 14 for 

quite a long time that's been pretty much circulated in the 
everybody 

White House, I assume out of Haldeman's office because1 there 

is using it, and, in fact, a couple of Cabinet officers had 

called up and asked questions about specific things and said, 

"You know we have the list of the key 14 states." 

G - What's that 14? 

T - Well, that's the one that, Christ, I'm going to miss one, 

but it would be -- Well, just let me to take two more sentences 

and then I can give it to you in order. And so, I wrote a 

little not~, just a two sentence note, to Jeb and said, there 

are a lot of lists of target states. The ad guys have what 

they call safe states, marginally safe states, opportunity 

states, target states, and Mary has a list of what 

they call, you know, safe states, battleground states and 
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probable loss states, and I've got a list of states 

and this is really reordering the same basic 13, or 14 or 

15 states -- and I just wrote a note out to Jeb on Thursday, 

I guess, or whatever day I was there, and said, "I think 

that it might be useful at the next small group strategy 

meeting that we agree"-- we all seem to agree on the 13 or 

14 states "that if we get them in a little bit of rank 

order and call them by the same names, whether they be A, B 

or C, or whatever, and we get the Attorney General to agree 

to some basic decisions as to what the A states means. If 

the state is going to be an A state, what does that mean? 

That means that it is an absolute top priority and it is a 

large state too and it means that we are going to put this 

kind of emphasis there for the time being. And if it is a 

B state, so in other words the ad guys and the polling people 

and the scheduling people and all that are operating with the 

same kind of general structure," and he agrees with that. Now 

that hasn't really been done, but I said, in this meeting, 

which was that same afternoon, the same day, with Dwight. 

He had this list of 14 states that he was operating with and 

those states are, and God I hope I can remember them: New York, 

New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Ohio, Illinois, Michigan, 

Wisconsin, Missouri, Texas, California, Oregon, Florida, -­

how many have you got there, do you know? 

G - 1-13. 
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T -"40_. I'm one shy. Well, Connecticut. Connecticut is 

the one that we have added on a tentative basis. And I 

said, "There's a hell a difference between those 14 states", 

and I said -- they were talking about the President's schedule 

which Haldeman has asked Dwight to get a kind of proposed 

master plan together and I said, "It is obvious to me 

if you want to know, if he has a limited amount of time, 

and these are the 14, the big ones have got to be, New York, 

Pennsylvania -- no, no -- New York, Ohio , Illinoi s , Texas 

qpd California." I said, "Those are 5 states, there is no 

question in anybody's mind that they are A states now and 

they will be A states and it lS inconceivable that any of 

those would be in either the safe or sure loss category at 

any time during the campaign." I said, "Those are 5 and we 

have tentatively added r ennsy lvania to that list, that there 

is no question about, you know, the rest of them we have a 

lot of questions about." But those are 5 that anyone who has 

ever been through a campaign knows damn well that they are 

going to be there forever. So, that's the only way we have 

grouped them up to this point, but I think at one of these 

next meetings we're going to try to sit down and say OK these 

are going to be the A, Band C, and this is basically what 

that means. 

G - OK. But you have no decision on the states from Mitchell 

0:( anybody? 
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T - Well, I think that Mitchell agrees and has agreed with 

me at every case that those 5 states were the A states. I 

don't think that there is any, and I don't think anybody 

has ever disagreed with that because if you take size and 

closeness and ticket splitting votes. And the one question 

mark in there would be whether you put that 

Now I said, "let me for the purposes of this meeting~ and this 

is not purporting a list but during the course of that meeting, 
the rest of 

said "For your purposes, Dwight, let me divide~them for you 

into what I think should be some considerations to your 

program. One those is is that we have a couple of states 

like Wisconsin and Missouri that we've got problems with. 

Those are two states where we are not doing as well as I 

think most of us expected, and we will want to take a good 

look at those states when we do our next wave of polling 

in June and July. It seems to me that if we are going to 

put some effort in there and then measure and see if we had 

any effort and if that effort had any effect, those would 

be two that ought to be considered for the time period you 

are talking about.'" And Porter was in that meeting and I said 

"This seems to be particularly true", -- at this point we were 

talking a lot about the surrogate and I said "Those are two 

that if you could get in and out of with some surrogates 

three or four times before June 15th, it would be help. Then 

we could tell when we measured again if we had any movement 
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d 
or not. And the other two were Pennsylvania and New Jersey 

that I said were marginal and I think you should consider 

them just the same. 

G - OK. Listen, would you do this for that meeting on 

Monday with Mitchell and Bob. Would you put together a 

very brief list of the states so we could get a final 

decision out of them what the key states really are? 

T - Yeah. Although I'm not sure that that isn't one of the 

topics of the meeting Monday night. 

G - OK. I don't know if Mitchell is going to attend or not 

on Monday night -­

T - Well, I don't think he is, but -­

G - be surprised. But Bob and Mitchell should obviously 

focus on that in the meeting with you on Monday. 

T - OK. 

G - OK. Would you put something together on that for us. 
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T - Yeah. I'll bring that with me on Monday. 

G - Great. 

T - I've got -- Have you got any idea what time of day? 

G - Oh, no. I would guess late morning or late afternoon, 

but that's just a guess. 

T - Well, I've got to go up to the Hill 
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What do you think are the most important problems facing the State of Ohio at the present time? 

Total 1st Total 2nd Total 3rd First mentioned problems %
Mention as Mention as Mention as 
Important Important Important Cent. & 
Problems Problems Problems Reg.. T-S Oem. Marg. N&E NW SW SE 

High taxes 26.6% (17 .8%) p.6%) 28.0% 28.3% 25.8% 20.7% 31.0%' 32.3% 13.5% 28.6% 
Unemployment 19.4 (10.0) 2.8} 14.3 15. 1 28.3 19.6 21.4 7.3 22.9 17.0 
Education/

Schoo1s/rljoney
for school s 14.7 (9.0) (3.0) 16.8 17. 1 11.3 12.0 10.6 18.8 22.4 12,5 

Government/Need 
new leacers .7.2 (2.6 ) (0.9) 11 .2 7.9 4.6 4.3 4.5 13.5 8.9 8.0 

Ecology/Pollution 6.5 (8.2) (5.0) 5.6 7.6 4.2 10.9 8.6 4.2 3. 1 7 ~ 1 
Crime 6. 1 (5.8) (3.9) 7.5 6.3 5.4 5.4 5.8 4.2 .7.3 7.1 
Finances 4.5 (2.9) (1.8) 7.5 4.6 3.3 2.2 4.0 1.0 8.3 2.7 

...... 
w Economy/Inflation 3. 1 (1 .5) (1.0 ) 2.5 3.6 " 2.5 4.3 3.0 5.2 2.6 2.7 

Drugs 2.6 (5.9) (4.0) 1.9 2.6 1.7 6.5 2.0 5.2 3. 1 1.8 
Welfare 1.4 0.1 ) (0.9) 0.6 1.3 "1. 7 2.2 1.3 2. 1 0.5 2.7 
Other mentions: 

Raci a 1 problems 0.9 (2.8) (0.9) 
Health care 0.5 (1 .6) (1.3) 
Housing 0.3 (0.8 ) '(0.3) 
Roads 0.3 fO.8~"0. a f°.4~Transportation 0.5 0.3 
Bussing 0.1 (0.0)fo.3l
All others .1.0 0.5 {l. 3} 

Don't know 4.8 (28.0) (68.9) 
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In which one of these areas do ~ou think Senator Kenned~ would do the best 
job as President? 

Voter T~Qe Area 

Total 
Inter-

Phi 1. Pitt. Out- view 
Total T-S Dem. Marg. Phil . Suburb Metro State Base~ 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 399 

Race Problem 17.0 14.3 12.5 26.0 11.8 33.3 14. 1 8.7 15.3 68 
Vietnam 11.3 9.5 11.6 13.4 9.2 9.7 9.4 10.0 13.1 45 
Unemployment 6.0 5.4 5.5 9.2 8.3 7.8 3.7 5.5 24 
General Unrest 5.3 t~ 4.5 6.3 9.2 6.9 7.8 2.5 4.9 21 
Inflation 4.5 3.6 4.5 6.3 2.6 1.4 6.3 6.2 4.4 18 
Educati on 4.3 3.6 4.5 4.7 3.9 4.2 3. 1 6.6 17 
Health Care 4.3 6.0 6.3 1.6 3.9 4.2 6.3 2.5 4.4 17 
Ecology 3.3 1.2 5.4 1.6 5.3 1.4 4.7 2.5 3.8 13 
Bussing kids 2.3 3.6 3.6 ';'- 2.6 1.6 1.2 3.8 9 
National Defense 1.8 2.4 1.8 1.6 1 .3 1.4 1.2 2.7 7 
Taxes 1.8 14.3 12.5 26.0 11.8 2.8 2.7 7 
Drugs 1.5 2.4 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.6 2.5 1.1 6 
Crime .5 .9 .8 1.4 .5 2 
Don't know 36.3 46.4 35.7 29.1 38.2 23.6 37.5 58.7 31.1 145 

In which one do you think he would do his poorest job? 

Total 
Inter-

Phi 1. Pitt. Out- view 
Total T-S Dem. Marg. Phi 1 . Suburb Metro State Base~ 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 399 

Taxes 8.0 6.0 8.0 10.2 6.6 5.6 6.3 3.7 11.5 32 
Infl ati on 6.3 9.5 6.3 3.9 6.6 5.6 3. 1 5.0 8.2 25 
General Unrest 5.3 8.3 4.5 6.3 1.3 7.8 5.0 6.6 21 
Crime 4.5 3.6 8.9 2.4 2.6 4.2 6.3 3.7 4.4 18 
National Defense 4.3 1.2 8.0 3.9 2.6 5.6 3. 1 1.2 5.5 17 
Ecology 3.8 4.8 1.8 5.5 2.6 8.3 3. 1 3.8 15 
Unemployment 3.5 3.6 5.4 .8 5.3 -';' -';' 7.5 4.4 14 
Vietnam 3.3 1.2 5.4 2.4 3.9 2.8 1.6 2.5 4.4 13 
Race Problem 3.3 7. 1 .9 2.4 3.9 4.2 1.6 3.7 3.3 13 
Bussing kids 3.0 3.6 2.7 3. 1 2.6 6.3 4.4 12 
Health Care 2.0 .9 4.7 1.3 4.2 3.1 1.2 Ll 8 
Drugs 2.0 1.8 2.4 3.9 1.4 3.1 2.5 1.6 8 
Education 1.0 .9 .8 2.6 1.4 1.6 1.1 4 
Don't know 49.9 5r.2~ 44.6 51.2 53.9 56.9 53.1 63.7 39.9 199 
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Date : ___ 3 /_2_ 7 _________ 

H.R. HALDEMANTO: 

GORDON STRACHANFROM: 

The campaign has not conducted 
any polls in Connecticut. However, 
Governor Meskill discussed a private 
Connecticut poll with John Mitchell 
that showed the President slightly 
ahead in Connecticut. Teeter is 
not privy to the results. 

At Mitchell's direction, Teeter 
arranged an agreement with Becker, 
the Hartford Times pollster, to 
obtain results in advance of publica­
tion and to piggy back questions 
with confidential results. 

On April 4, Teeter should receive 
the first results from Becker. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 21, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: BRUCE KEHRLI~ 

SUBJECT: Hartford Times Poll 

The March 21 News Summary contained the following note on the 
Hartford Times poll: 

-- A Hartford,Times poll finds 550/. of Connecticut's 
voters object to EMK running for President this 
year.- ­

It was reque s ted that this be compared with our results. 

Gordon Strachan will follow up on this request and prepare an answer, 

cc: Alexander P. Butterfield 
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H. R. HALO' ~>1 

F ..0·'_: GORDO 


UBJr.C • 

Johnn ob Teeter CQuld et it you for one 
hour pril 12, 1972 at 1 •.1. to ravie 
trat qy ba d on the Fir t survey r ults. 

memorandum on the 1 l.lac e i att ch d for 
r vi fore the. tinge 

ad th 

d 

t eetinq at 1 .M. lth itch 11 and T ter. 

Magruacr nd strach t~ n •---..-------­

~____ " qr d r and Str ch n do not attend. 

It -sch 

Y ur oth r ugq stion about a politic 1 trate~ eetinq at 
Camp vid w1 th Ebrlie mum, Colson, i tche11, ~. gruder,· M 1 , 

au and .0 ha net been m ntioned to:,c rud r.-
GS/jb 



----

r 

i'IVI:LY CO PIDEUTIAL 

April 17, 1972 

SUBJECT. 

-0 I It . • BALD ~,. 

GORDOll S .CHAl~ 

11 
1972 

You asked that the survey- tr tegy ting wit Dob Teeter 
be r - ch duled. ch ok ith John ~tch 11' cr ta 
indica that 3 p. r. to ould be con nient . e 
qu stian 0 wh thor J b Magruder nd I should tt d th 

tinq re ain un n red. ",u.tohel1 d ferr d to you hen 
gruder ke him. 

set etinq at 3 P.:. !1th itch 11 and Teet r. 

q.ruder and Straohan tt d. 

~qrud r nd Strachan do ~ a tt nd. 

R - et! dul m tinq. 

ce and the cam aign th . 

Th list vhich Ch pin dl au B d with 
into 1 a e nt B d on th 

s Te t r' 
a'V\ poll 

ou in C n a 
iqn' first 
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list 1 (a) California, 
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ollX'1, (c) .1chi an,. 
i t her T e r nor 

i ten 11. ~ gruder and 
for quidanc fr ou 
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HALDEMAN 

w~th John 
and Bob Teeter- A 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

April 17, 

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: Meeting 


You asked that the survey-strategy meeting with Bob Teeter~ 
be re-scheduled. A check with John Mitchell's secretary • 
indicates that 3 P.M. today would be convenierit. The 
question of whether Jeb Magruder and I should attend the 
meeting remains unanswered. Mitchell deferred to you when 
Magruder asked him. 

Set meeting at 3 P.M. with Mitchell and Teeter. 

Magruder and Strachan attend. 

Magruder and Strachan do not attend. 

Re-schedule meeting. 

Recent Teeter memoranda on Wallace and the campaign theme 
are attached for review though you have already seen copies. 
Another matter which you may want to cover with Mitchell 
and Teeter is the question of Key States. The last time 
you formally addressed the question of Key States is June 23, 
1971. Colson submitted a list of ten, which was accepted. 
The ten were California, Texas, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, Illinois, Missouri, Florida, Indiana and New Jersey. 
Mitchell has not directed Magruder to follow any set group 
of Key States, though several lists are used for a variety 
of purposes (scheduling, advertising, computer mapping, direct 
mail, etc.). 

The list which Chapin discussed with you in Canada is Teeter's 
informal assessment based on the campaign's first wave polls 
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and other polls Teeter has seen. The list is (a) California, 
Texas, New York, Ohio, and Illinois; (b) Pennsylvania, New 
Jersey, Wisconsin, Maryland, and Missouri; (c) Michigan, 
Connecticut, Oregon and Washington. Neither Teeter nor 
Magruder have covered the list with Mitchell. Magruder and 
others in the campaign are anxious for guidance from you 
and John Mitchell. 

Att. 
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COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

April 11, 1972t701 PENNSY'LVANIA. AVENUE, N W 

WASHINGiON, 0 C 20006 

,20.2\' 333·09120 

GOUFIDEN'fh\:L/EYES ONLY 

MEHORANDlfi'l FOR: THE HONOP~BLE JOHN N. MITCHELL\ a 
FRO}!: ROBERT H. TEETER j:JCJJVV~ 

SUBJECT: Wallace Strategy 

This memorandum ,viII outline the current impact of George i~allace 
on the November election and various campaign implications of his 
candidacy at this time. 

Ballot Effect of the \-7allace Vote 

In OI.1r national study, George Wallace obtains approximately 11% 
of the vote. As expected there is great geographical variance in 
his strength. In those states where ,,7e have conducted campaign 
polls, the \·lallace vote ranges from 24% in Tennessee to 5% in 
New Hampshire. Our 1968 experience would indicate that the 
loJallace vote might range up to 40% in the deep south -- Alabama, 
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Georgia. Attachment A shows the vote 
in those states where we have polled. 

The effect of a Wallace candidacy on the President's vote varies 
greatly depending on the Democratic nominee. Against Humphrey or 
Kennedy, a Wallace candidacy hurts the President's chances in 
several crucial northern states. On the other hand, it is to the 
President's advantage to have Ha1lace on the ballot where Huskie 
is the candidate. In the border states, the President defeats all 
potential Democratic can.didates by such large margins that a' 
Wallace candidacy has no effect.l/he fol1mving table shmvs the 
effect of the Wallace candidacy:­

1./ 
A state was put in "Helps" or "Hurts ll category depending 'upon 
the change in the President's margin from the two way to the 
three Fay ballots. A state "laS categorized as ~'No d.irIecenc.e" 
if the margin remained the same or if the President won or 
lost the st.ate by 10/; or more. 
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MUSKIE HUMPHREY 	 KENNEDY 


HELPS: 	 Indiana +4/+8 Wisconsin 0/+2 Iowa +8/+9 
Missouri -10/-8 
New Hampshire +7/+10 
New Jersey +8/+11 
Ohio +6/+8 
Oregotl +1/+3 
Pennsylvania -6/-4 
Texas -2/.-1 
Wisc9n"sin -12/-9 

HURTS: 	 California -5/~6 Maryland +4/+1 California -5/-7 
New York +1/-1 	 Missouri -2/-3 Kentucky +9/+8 

New York +9/+7 Maryland -1/-2 
Oregon +11/+7 Missouri -2/-6 
Pennsylvania +6/+3 New Jersey +8/+7 
Texas +9/+6 New York +2/+1 . 

North Carolina +14/+9 
Ohio +10/+7 
Pennsylvania +6/+3 
Tennessee +15/+9 
Texas +1/0 

NO DIFFERENCE: 

Florida +21/+17 California +7/+7 Florida +15/+10 
Iowa +8/+10 Florida +22i+17 Indiana +8/+8 
Kentucky +15/+15 Indiana +15/+14 New Hampshire +22/+20 
Maryland -1/-1 Iowa +18/+21 Oregon +4/+4 
N. Carolina +19/+12 Kentucky +16/+16 Virginia +25/+18 
Tennessee +14/+11 New Hamp. +24/+23 Wisconsin -11/-11 
Virginia +15/+15 New Jersey +18/+16 

N. Carolina +25/+17 
Ohio +13/+10 
Tennessee +17/+11 
Virginia +23/+17 

Our research shows that the farther to the left the Democratic candi­
date is perceived from the President the more negative effect of a 
Wallace candidncy. Therefore, if the Democratic nominee moves to a 
central position on the liberal-conservative spectrum, a t~allace 
candidacy should be to our advantage and vice versa. It appears 
that if McGovern is the nominee, the effect of a Wallace candidacy 
"Tould be similar to Kennedy and Humphrey rather than like Muskie. 

Approximately 50% of the Hallace vote is hard core voting for him 
on all ballots, \>1hile the other half switch to and from Wallace 
depending on the particular candidate choices offered. 
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Profile of Wallace Voters 

The demographic voter profile of the Wallace voter varies con­
siderably by region. In California, Wallace voters are primarily 
in the $7,000 to $15,000 income bracket, have less education, are 
more Protestant and are slightly more non-union than other voters. 
A high percentage are male. In terms of voting behavior, Wallace 
draws slightly more Republicans than Democrats. 

In New York, \~a1l,ace voters are more likely to be Democrats, 
Catholics an9 union members. A much higher percentage of men 
suppOrt Wallace than do women. 

Wallace voters in Florida are highlY Democratic, 'and have sub­
stantially 10Her education than other voters. Wallace also dra\\'s 
heavily from voters who are Protestant and non-union. The support 
from. men and women is more even in Florida than in other states 
although slightly more men than '(vomen support Wallace. 

In terms of issues, Wallace voters rank the issues in approximately 
the same importance as other voters; however, Wallace voters display 
more intensity of feeling about all issues • 

. 
Nationally, bussing remains the least important of all issues 
tested, although Wallace voters are more opposed to bussing than 
Nixon or Huskie voters. The most important issues are crime, drugs, 
and taxes, and Vietnam. The tax issue is more important for Wallace 
voters than other voters. A maj ority of \V'allace voters disagree 
that the President I s economic policies will benefit the <-Torking 
man, compared to lesser percentages of Nixon and Muskie voters who 
disagree. Wallace voters generally perceive the PreSident's handling 
.of issues more favorably than Muskie voters but substantially less 
favorably than Nixon voters. 

Other Third Party Candidates 

Our research shows that our chances for winning every state are 
substantially improved with the addition of other Democratic third 
party candidates such as Shirley Chisholm and Eugene HcCarthy on 
the ballot. This conclusion \vas confirmed by an independent 
California study showing a similar result in increasing the President's 
margin with addition of Benjamin Spack to the ballot. 

Alternatively a conservative Republican third party candidate would 
undoubtedly be a detriment to the President's voting strength. 

Campaign Implications 

In the border states, the President's large margins preclude any 
negative. effect of a Hallace candidacy. The effect in the deep 
south, ho\-Jcvcr, is uncertain and consideration should be given to 
conductin;; ndclitional secret ballots in Alnbama, Nississippi, 
Georgia and Lou1siana to determine whether the President would be 
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able to ,o]i.n these states \yi th Dnd without a Hallace candidacy. 
A recent poll conducted in Louisiana shows a slight edge for Nixon 
over Wallace. This finding should be verified and studied in 
other deep south states. 

Our research also indicates that the Wallace voters do considerable 
switching and a careful program should be developed to identify 
concentrations of Wallace vote in critical states. The issues 
that appeal to Ha11ace voters (crime, drugs, and taxes) are ones 
which will I1eGd emphasis to all voters. Therefore, our success in 
dealing tdth' the \-Jal1ace voters \vill depend largely on our ability 
to identify these voters and reach them with our message. Similar 
to ticket-splitters, Wallace voters should be easier to convert 
than traditional straight Democratic party voters. Direct mail 
and canvassing programs should first be directed at the heaviest 
l'lallace precincts from 1968. This effort should be coordinated 
with an identical effort directed at high ticket-splitting precincts. 

The decision as to whether we vlant Wallace on or off the ballot 
should be delayed until the Democratic candidate is chosen and 
his perceived position on the liberal-conservative spectrum is 
determined. The closer the Democratic candidate is perceived to 
the President, the more help a ~-1allace candidacy will be. As of 
now, it appears that a Wallace candidacy in November would be a 
detriment against either Humphrey or Kennedy. There are indica­
tions, hQwe.v2r~ that-. this Situation may change as a result of the 
primaries and further campaigning. At this time, it seems most 
appropriate to uS to keep our options available rather than making 
any firm·decision. 

If possible, we should begin to take whatever steps are necessary 
to have Shirley Chisholm, Eugene McCarthy and Benjamin Spock on 
the ballot in all critical states. Chisholm appears to be our 
best choice of these potential candidates. Consideration should 
be given to funding the candidacy of one of these persons to per­
mit their filing as a third party candidate in as many states as 
possible. Similarly, we must make every effort to prevent a con­
servative third party candidate being used against us. 

f;rn:.;:nBEN'PIAb/EYE S ONLY 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N•. MITCHELL 

FROM: ROBERT M.. TEETER t.. PI :1'.~,.~,("l 
SUBJECT: Campaign Theme I 

As we begin to focus the campaign exclusively on the general elec­
tion and as the President increases his travel schedule, I think 
it important that we develop a central theme or idea for the campaign. 
It is important that the President's campaign have one central idea -­

aa message that everyone knows by election day to which various state­
ments and actions can be tied. It does not necessarily have to be a 
slogan, although one could emerge later. The main point is that the 
campaign have a central idea or message that the majority of voters 
find attractive and would support. 

. ' 

Based on' my analysis of our first wave data: and. the other research 
data I have looked at, I am concerned that the President is viewed 
as a tactician without an overall strategy or master plan for the 

,country. This causes voters to interpret many of his positions .and 
programs as things done for political expediency or to appease ~ 
specific special interest groups rather than as part of an overall 
pla~ to move this country toward a perceivable set of goals or 
objectives. A majority of voters do not apparently think the 
President has such a master plan. No one seems to know how the 
President would like to leave the country after eight years "for his 
children and grandchildren." 

I think it is imperative for the President and for the campaign to 
articulate his master plan to the voters and to show how the President's 
positions and programs fit into the plan. This should become the cam­
paign theme -- the idea that ties everything together. 

While this is importan~ for every campaign and every President, I 
think it is particularly important for this one. It is a relatively 
well-accepted fact that he does not have any great personal appeal­
and will not be re-e1ected on the basis of personality or personal 
appeal. Moreover, because of the current issue structure and the 
type of problems he has had to deal with, I think we would have 
trouble trying to fight the campaign on a 'series of specific issues. 
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As an incumbent, the President is always open to the c~r&e that 
he should have done more. More importantly, the general attitude 
in the country toward government, and politicans is very negative. 
If the voters know and unde~stand what the President is trying to 
do for the country and how each of his programs are a part of that 
plan, it should be easier to gain support for his programs.. . 

Also, the fact that voters are concerned about more issues now than 
has been the case in previous campaigns and also' because the solu­
tions to many of. these problems are complex, it will be difficult 
for the President to attract the ticket-splitter on the basis of 
specific issues. Rather, he is going to have to appeal to'these 
swing voters on the basis of a set of well-articulated goals for 
the country and further showing that his programs are moving the 
country toward these goals, and that he is more capable of leading 
the country toward these goals 'than his opponent. 

The essential elements of this theme are what the President believ.es 
to be the destiny of the nation and the element of hope. The' 
President could do this well. It would be positively received in 
the press and it is the type of approach which the public apparently 
wants and would favorably receive. The President may find that a 
!'destiny speech" is the appropriate vehicle to deliver such a theme. 
It would allow him to stay on the high road and elevate the level 
of the campaign. It would be something he could develop and use 
now as President and yet carry into the campaign. It would give 
the campaign a common thread with which to tie things together 
while giving many of his individual statements and positions a 
prospective which they currently lack, yet be general enough so 
that the President would not be trapped by events between now and 
the election. 

/ 

By giving the voters the idea that he has a master plan, the President 
would go a long way in solving the credibility problem. If the 
voters could see his various positions in the context of an overall 
strategy the President would be less suspect of being political. 
This approach gives the administration more breath and depth by tying 
things together such as China, Vietnam, welfare reform, bussing, 
economic controls, revenue sharing etc. It would also emphasize 
the complexity of the job and give us the benefit of being evaluated 
on the record as a whole. 

While I recognize that the President should not get into a position 
of over promising, and also realizing that anything he says must be 
believable, I think his basic theme must restore the element of hope. 
I believe our data clearly shows that the people have lost hope that 
things can and will get better. More recently, there are indications 
that the public is looking for someone to restore this feeling of 
hope 'and optimism which has characteristically been the American 
attitude. 

http:believ.es
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I 

"1 have the' feeling that the 'President has. been very close to this 
idea several ti~cs when he has talked about the loss of the American 
spirit and desire to be number one, but his choice of words has left 
him just off the mark. Possibly a slight change of words or emphasis 
could make this basic idea catch hold. Also, I have the feeling 
that the President has used this approach to defend unpopular posi­
tions in the past, such as the SST. He has left the impression that 
we should strive to be number one so that we will be better than' 
everyone else, not just for the sake of excellence itself. This is 
a subtle difference which has occurred in our society in the past 

'10-20 years .. 
• 4. 

We have the advantage of time to experiment with this approach over 
the next several weeks while tbe Democrats are involved with the 
primaries. The various domestic appearances which the President makes 
during the spring and summer present an excellent opportunity to try 
to find the combination of words and ideas that.catch. Possibly 
tbe President needs a "newu inaugural address to be used on some. 
occasion when people least expect it, such as during a campus appear­
ance or before ethnics. It may be possible to tie this approach to 
the Bicentennial • 

• 

./ 

/ 

CONFl'DEWTIAI:.{EYES ONLY. 



COMMITTEE FOR THE R E -ELE CTION OF THE PR ESIDENT 

Hay 5, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. H. R. 

FROM: JEB S. 

Attached for your information is a copy of a 

poll that was given to me by Chuck Ross, the 

Ohio State Chairman. 
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DO YOU APPROVE OR DISA?PROVE OF THE WAY IS 
HANDLING HIS JOB AS . ? ----- ­

.. 
APtrove Dis aJ2Erove Don 't .Knolol 

J%) (~) (%) ; 

Richard Nixon 1. 49 3'39 12 
John Gilligan '3 38 If 45 11 

DO YOU APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE OF THE \'lAY THE 
IS HANDLING ITS JOB? ----- ­

Ohio State Legislature ,.. 38 29 

County Commiss~on I 21 27 
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1'~~e~ist of problems facing the country to:~rv?JaJ~J 

~~ two or three of these are you personally most concerned about? IT J~ 

General Thought 
Public Leaders 

July- Jan.­ July- Jan.-
Aug. Feb. Aug. Feb. 
1911 1912 1911 1912 

Drug addiction 48% 53% ·I-r 51% 45% -L 
Air pollution 46% 39 -7 53 32 -2-1 

Inflation 42 42 48 41 ·- 7 

Water pollution 31 24 -7 29 28 -/ 

Involvement in Vietnam 29 25 -4­ 18 26 +.f 

Quality of education 25 26 +/ 37 37 

Racial difficulties 25 23 -1­ 22 29 +7 
Juvenile delinQuency 21 24 ..J-3 31 27 -+ 
Litter and solid waste 20 12 -~ 18 16 -2­

Using up natural resources 15 12 -3 15 18 ~3 

Slums and urban ghettos 13 13 14 13 -/ 

Chemical 
in food 

additives or preservatives 
9 8 -I 10 12 +-z.... 

Draft evasion 9 5 -4­ 9 9 

Invasion of privacy 9 11 ..J..'2­ 8 18 +/0 

Employment opportunities for blacks 6 7 -1-/ 3 8 +S 

Degept i ve packaging, labeling 5 5 5 8 +3 

Discrimination against women 3 4 + / 4 4 

-No opinion 2 1 -/ * 0 
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MEMORANDUM May 5, 1972 I 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER ~/fI'~
SUBJECT: Connecticut Poll on Bombing, ~ 

ITT, and Meany 

Attached, please find the responses to questions involving 
the increased bombing of North Vietnam, the I.T.&T. contro­
versy and George Meany. This data was collected along with 
a recent Connecticut newspaper poll by John Becker as apart 
of our arrangement with him. These responses will not be 
published. 

The trial heat data will not be available until the first of 
next week, ·but I am advised that the President was run against 
Humphrey, McGovern, Muskie, and Kennedy. In each of these 
races the President leads. Less encouraging, however, his 
approval rating on the handling of Vietnam is significantly 
down from February. The Vietnam data will run in the Hartford 
Times on Sunday. The head to head data including demographics 
will be available early next week. 

€OUFIBEN'flro':/EYES ONLY 



Connecticut 
Becker Research 
500 Interviews 
April 28-30, 1972 

'9" 

Question: 	 In your opinion, will the renewed u.s. bombing of North 

Vietnam help speed up the end of the war in Vietnam, will 

cause the war to last even longer than otherwide or don't 

you think the bombing will have much effect one way or 

the other on when the war ends? 


Will help speed up end of war 27% 
Will cause war to last even longer 19% 
Won't have much effect one way or other 41% 
Don't know/No opinion 13% 

Question: 	 When the leaders of the present national administration in. 
Washington 	are making major decisions, how much importance 
do you think they attach to the opinions and feeling of people 
like yourself--a great deal of importance, a fair amount of imp­
ortance,only a little importance or practically no importance 
at all? 

Great deal ,of, importance 7% 
Fair amount of importance 34% 
Only a Little importance 30% 
Practically no importance 25% 
Don't know, no opinion 4%.. , 

Question: 	 Have you heard or read a~thing recently about a big company 

being accused of making a large political contribution while 

a federal anti-trust suit was being brought against that 

company? 


Yes 	 75% 
No 	 21% 
Don't know 	 4% 

Question: 	 Would you please tell me the name of that company? 

Named ITT 66% 
Others named 2% 
Don't know/No Opinion 7% 

Question: 	 As you may know, George Meany, President of the AFL-CIO, has 
recently quit the National Pay Board and said that President 
Nixon'x economic policies discriminate against the working man 
and favor big business. President Nixon on the other hand, 
says that his economic policies treat everyone equally. Do 
you tend to agree with President Nixon or Mr. Meany? 

Agree President Nixon 35% 
Agree Mr. l-leany 49% 
Neither 5% 

. J 11%Don't know 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: 	 ROBERT M. TEETER 12~ 
SUBJECT: 	 California Telephone Poll 

I have just received the results of the monthly telephone 
poll DMI conducts in Los Angeles and Orange County. 

This poll consists of 1,000 telephone interviews with the 
current wave being done from approximately March 20 to 
April 3rd. 

This data would indicate: 

1) 	The President's committed vote held fairly constant from 
February to March and is 3.9% greater than it was in 
September 1971. Wallace's strength appears to be increasing. 

SeEt. 1971 Feb. 1972 March i972 

Richard Nixon 
Edmund Muskie 
George Wallace 
Undecided 

39.6% 
36.5 

7.8 
16.1 

44.8% 
36.7 

6.8 
11. 7 

43.5% 
34.9 

9.1 
12.5 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

2) 	 The President's ratings on handling the economy appears to 
be worsening. 

Oct. 1971 Feb. 1972 . -March 1972 

Approve 62.3% 50.9% 49.5% 
Disapprove 24.4 35.5 37.6 
Don't know/ 13.3 13.6 12.9 

No 	 opinion 
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3) 	 Muskie's strength among Democrats is falling while Humphrey's 
and McGovern's is increasing by significant margins. 

-Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Feb. March 

1971 1971 1971 1971 1972 1972 


Kennedy 30% 28% 26% 24% 17% 12% 
Muskie 26 33 31 29 32 25 

Rumphrey 10 10 14 17 21 27 

McGovern 9 10 9 9 7 14 


CONFIlJEN'n.AL/EYES ONLY 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER ~ 
SUBJECT: Oklahoma Opinion on ITT 

Attached are the results of a poll taken by DM! in 
Oklahoma relative to the ITT controversy. The number 
of respondents was 800 and it was conducted April 1· ~ 8. 

Despite the fact that the majority think the charges 
will turn out true, very few think that the current 
administration is any worse than past administrations . 

. ... 



Oklahoma 
800 Respondents 
April 1 - 8 
ITT Controversy .... 

VOTER ATTITUDES IN OKLAHOMA: ITT 


"To what extent have you followed the recent ITT controversy-­
quite a bit, somewhat or not much?" • 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Quite a bit 
Somewhat 
Not much 

17.3% 
20.4 
62.3 

100.0% 

"Generally speaking, do you believe the charges against ITT will 
turn out to be true or false?" 

(1) True 52.8% 
(2) Fals.e 47.2 

100.0% 

"And, generally speaking, do you believe such scandals have 
happened more often with the Nixon administration or have 
happened'just as much with other administrations? 

(1) More often with Nixon 10.3% 
(2) Just as much with others 89.7% 

100.0% 

ONLY 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINOTON 

March 21, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: BRUCE KEHRLI~ 

SUBJECT: Hartford Times Poll 

The March 21 News Summary contained the following note on the 
Hartford Times poll: 

-- A Hartford Times poll finds 550/0 of Connecticut's 
voters object to EMK running for President this 
year.- ­

It was requested that this be compared with our results. 


Gordon Strachan will follow up on this request and prepare an answer. 


cc: Alexander P. Butterfield 



COMMITTE E FOR TH E RE -ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

April 25. 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR GORDON C STRACHAN 

FROM: JEB S. 

This is \vhy \Ve are interested in Washington. 



$cC: Jeb M""'<! ruder 
MEMORAND UM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA SHINGTON 

April 18, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Harry S. Dent 

FROM: Brad E. Hainsworth 

SUBJECT: Washington 

The President 
The president is looking good. The State GOP just received 
the results of a poll taken by Central Survey. The results 
are extremely encouraging: 

Do you approve of the way Nixon has been 
doing his job? 
Ap'pr,ove Disapprove No Opinion 

51% 43% 6% 

Do you approve of how the Vice President 
has been doing his job? 
A~p~ove Disapprove No Opinion 

38% 41% 20% 

In an election between Nixon, Muskie and 
Wallace 
Nixon Muskie Wallace No position, . 

43% 38% 10% 

If you favor Wallace, but Wallace not on 
ba.1lot, how would you vote? 
Nixon Muskie No position, 

47% 41% 12% 

If Jackson were the nominee for Vice 
President on Democrat ticket 
Nixon Muskie No position 

37% 50010 13% 
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Barry S. Dent 
April 18, 1972 

Another qUestionnaire was handed out at the precinct caucuses 
in King county (a very conservative county) representing 33% 
of the state's population. The results here are also encouraging: 

Do you approve of president's method of 
ending the war? 

Yes No-90.2% 9.8% 

Should President set a specific date for 
withdrawal? 

Yes No 
10.4% 89.6% 

Do you approve of wage and price controls? 
Yes No 

74.6% 25.4% 

Was the China trip in the national interest? 
Yes- !2 

89.4% 10.6% 

Do you. approve of Nixon's Supreme Court ap­
pointments? 

Yes-64.00,.(, 

Who is your first preference for GOP presi­

dential nomination? 

Nixon Ashbrook McCloskey 

92.8% 5.4% 1.8% 


Who is your first preference for Vice presi­
dent? 

Agnew R,eagan Rockefeller Ashbrook 
76.4% 14.3% 7.1% 2.2% 
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Barry S. Dent 
April 18, 1972 

Governor 
Governor Evans (R) will win. The Central Survey poll showed 
him with 4~~ approval. The Democrat contenders are Martin 
Durkan, 18%1 eX-Governor Albert Rosel1ini, 21%: and Jim 
McDermott, 6%. The contest is between Durkan and Rose11ini. 

Senate 
No race. 

House 
The redistricting issue is still in court and things could 
change. Assuming the current plan is accepted, the House 
race looks like this: 

Thomas Pel1v (~) not running. Joe pritchard 
is the GOP nominee and should win. There is 
no Democrat nominee as yet. 

Lloyd Meeds (D) is favored. GOP candidate is 
Bill Reams. There is no primary contest. The 
redistricting favors the GOP. 

Julia Hansen (D) will win1 however, she is 
upset about redistricting which favors GOP and 
has threatened to run for Governor. No GOP 
candidate as yet. 

Mike McCormack. No Democrat primary. The 
redistricting favors the Republicans. The 
GOP candidate, Stewart Bledsoe, can win. No 
primary opposition. 

Thomas Foley (D) favored. Redistricting favors 
the Democrats. No GOP candidate as yet. 

Floyd Hicks (D) no primary will win. Redistricting 
favors Democrats. No GOP candidate. 
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Harry S. Dent 
April 18, 1972 

Brock Adams (D). No primary, is favored. 
Redistricting favors GOP but the district 
remains swing Democrat. GOP has no candidate 
as yet. 

We will keep Pelly's seat and can gain two more seats. 

Issue 
The two chief issues are the economy and jobs and local 
taxes. 

The bombing of North vietnam is not a viable issue. 



COMMITTEE FOR THE RE·ELECTION OF TI:iE PRESIDENT 

17'Ot PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE:. N.W 

WASHiNGTON, ·0. C 20006 April ~6, 1972 
(202) 333-0920 

·CONFIDEN'i'IAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 	 THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL. 
THROUGH: 	 JEB S. MAGRUDER 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 	 Priority Rank1 the States for the 

Campaign 


This memorandum sets forth, for discussion purposes, a proposed 
priority ranking of the states, for the purpose of developing 
strategy and resource allocation for the campaign. A brief 
rationale is presented with each state or grouping of states. 

CATEGORY I - SAFE STATES - (Have supported the President by 
large margins in the past. Should be won in 1972.) 

1968 Nixon 
Farm States Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

Nebraska 5 +28 

Kansas 7 +20 

North Dakota 3 +18 

Iowa 8 +12 

South Dakota * 4 +11 


27 

* Would not be safe if 	George McGovern is on the ticket. 

Mountain and 1968 Nixon 
Western States Electoral Votes Marg1n. (%) 

Idaho 4 +26 

Wyoming 3 +20 

Arizona 6 +20 

Utah 4 +19 
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New Mexico 4 +12 
Colorado 7· + -9. 
Montana 4 + 9 
Nevada * 3 + 8 

35 

* Nixon lost Nevada by 2% in 1960. With a Democratic 
registration edge of 58%D - 35%R - 7%1, it is the least 

• "safe" of these states. 

Border States (Recent polls suggest the President has 
increased his margin from 1968, particu­
larly if George Wallace does not run.) 

1968 Nixon 
State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

Oklahoma 8 +16 
Virginia 12 +10 
Florida 17 +10 
North Carolina 13 + 8 
Kentucky 9 + 6 
South Carolina 8 + 6 
Tennessee 10 + 4 

77 

New England States (Will not be "safett if Muskie or 
Kennedy is on the ticket.) 

1968 Nixon 
State Electoral Votes Margin (%), 

Vermont 3 + 9 
New Hampshire 4 + 8 
Maine * 4 -12 

11 

* Lost in 1968 with Muskie on the ticket; won in 1960, 
against a New Englander, JFK, by 14% 
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• 
1968 Nixon 

Midwest States Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

Indiana 13 +12 

Total "safe" states: 24 (163 electoral votes). 

CATEGORY II - WALLACE STATES - (States won by Wallace in 1968. 
The President may win some, even with Wallace in 
the race; if Wallace is out, they should be rela­
tively safe.) 

1968 Wallace 
State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

Arkansas 6 + 8 (Nixon Second) 
Louisiana 10 +20 (Nixon Third) 
Mississippi 7 +40 (Nixon Third) 
Alabama 9 +47 (Nixon Third) 
Georgia 12 +12 (Nixon Second) 

44 

CATEGORY III - SWING STATES - (Close election expected; intensive 
campaign must be run. These will undoubtedly be 
Democratic target states.) 

Nixon Margin (%) 
Large Electoral Votes 1960 1968 

California 
New York * 
Pennsylvania * 

45 
41 
27 

+0.2 
-6 
-2 

+3 
-5 
-4 

Illinois 26 -0.3 +3 
Texas 26 ~2 -1 
Ohio 
Michigan * 

25 
21 

+6 
-2 

+2 
-7 

211 
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.. 
Nixon Margin (%) 

Medium Electoral Votes 1960 1968 

New Jersey 17 -1 +2 
Missouri ** 12 -0.5 +1 
Wisconsin ** 11 +4 +4 
Maryland * 10 -8 -2 
Washington 9 +3 -2 
Connecticut * 8 -8 -5 

6f 

Nixon Margin (%) 
Small Electoral Votes 1960 1968 

Oregon 6 +6 +6 
West Virginia * 6 -6 -9 
Delaware 3 -2 +4 
Alaska 3 +2 +3 

18 

Total "swing" states: 17 (296 electoral votes). 

* Although past electoral behavior would indicate an uphill 
battle for the President, recent polls suggest he has a good 
chance at this time to carry these states. Ultimate strategy 
will depend on the Democratic nominee. These states must be 
watched carefully during the campaign, to be sure that they 
are treated as target states only so long as they remain 
winnable. 

**States with the most apparent erosion since 1968. 

CATEGORY IV - PROBABLE LOSS STATES 

1968 Nixon 
State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

Massachusetts 14 -30 

Minnesota 10 -12 

Hawaii 4 -21 

Rhode Island 4 -32 

District of Columbia 3 -64 


35 
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• 
Recommendation 

That th~ priority listing of states given above be adopted, 
as the basis for strategy development and resource allocation. 
It will be continually updated as new information is received. 

# 

Approve__________ Disapprove~________ Comment----------

OONFIDENFIAlr 



------

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA SH ING TON 

Date: 

TO: (L, 
FROM: ! ' GORDON STRACHAN 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 12, 1972 

EMORANDUM FOR: AOOX BUTTE-RE-I -ELD. 
,.MENR¥ CASHEN 

A Rm'l: 
DETEFJ.Ht1ED TO BE AN 

ADMI N.i oS _ i: ," r :: 'i E ~,: .: . FaCING 
E. O. 1;:'0,-:), ,',.0,;, . 0,. 6-102 

By__ ('t:.____ _~" . , _, 1..> 0..1 e _..J. :.~?. =f_~_ 

On March 19, I mentioned to you that we had learned from 
Bob Teeter that Barry Gordy , the owner of the M.otown music 
groups had supported Senator Griffin in previous elections 
and probably could be recruited to the President. Henry, 
I believe you were going to check with one of your law part­
ners in Detroit and get an exact reading on Mr. Gordy. We 
need to know where this project stands so that Alex can 
begin the high level recruitment procedure if that is appro­
priate. 

Would you let me know? 

'--- ) 

(~~ .. ~ W .... ) ~ ~ M.cI 

~t.~!> lu.,o~£1 wr' ~~ c~ 
'C Oat ~~ tJ\ ~ ru ~ 

<hJ ~lI.Lf ~U1' 
~ k r ...~f'L • ~r . 



Committee ~;. the Re-election of the President 

MEMORANDUM 	 May 5, 1972 

CONiIDENTIAt/EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM ,FOR: 	 THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 
/J"'- ~ 

FROM: 	 ROBERT M. TEETER ~f'/fl ,I 
SUBJECT: 	 Connecticut Poll on Bombing, ~-­ i 

ITT, and Meany t 
! 

J 

Attached, please find the responses to questions involving 
the increased bombing of North Vietnam, the I.T.&T. contro­
versy and George Meany. This data was collected along with 
a recent Connecticut'newspaper poll by John Becker as a part 
of our arrangement with him. These responses will not be 
published. 

-IThe trial heat data will not be available until the first of 
next week, but I am advised that the President was run against 
Humphrey. McGovern, Muskie, and Kennedy. In each of these 
races the President leads. Less encouraging, however, his 
approval rating on the handling of Vietnam is significantly 
down from February. The Vietnam data will run in the Hartford 
Times on Sunday. The head to head data including demographics i 
will be available early next week. 

.1 
f 
! 
I 

I 
! 
I 

1 

1 , 
, 

eoNFIDENIIAb!EYES ONLY 
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Connecticut 
Becker Research 
500 Interviews 
April 26-30, 1972 .. 


Question: 	 In your opinion, will the renewed u.s. bombing of North 

Vietnam help speed up the end of the war in Vietnam, will 

cause the war to last even longer than otherwide or don't 

you think the bombing will have much effect one way or 

the other on when the war ends? 


Will help speed up end of war 27% 
Will cause war to last even longer 19% 
Won't have much effect one way or other 41% 
Don't know/No opinion 13% 

Questi~n: 	 When the leaders of the present national administration in 
Washington are making major decisions, how much importance 
do you think they attach to the opinions and feeling of people 
like yourse1f--a great deal of importance, a fair amount of imp­
ortance,on1y a little importance or practically no importance 
at all? 

Great deal of importance 7% 
Fair amount of importance 34% 
Only a Little importance 30% 
Practically no importance 25% 
Don't know, no opinion 4%

" 

Question: 	 Have you heard or read a~thing recently about a big company 
being accused of making a large political contribution while 
a federal anti-trust suit was being brought against that 
company? 

Yes 75% 
No 21% 
Don't know 4% 

Question: 	 Would you please tell me the name of that company? 

Named ITT 	 66% 
Others named 	 2% 
Don't know/No Opinion 	 7% 

Question: 	 As you may know, George Meany, President of the AFL-CIO, has 
recently quit the National Pay Board and said that President 
Nixon'x economic policies discriminate against the working man 
and favor big business. President Nixon on the other hand, 
says that his economic policies treat everyone equally. Do 
you tend to agree with President Nixon or Mr. Meany? 

Agree President Nixon 35% 
Agree Mr. Meany 49% 
Neither 5% 
Don't know ' .. 11% 



Committee for the Re·election of the President 
:t. 

MEMORANDUM May 4, 1972 

GONFIDENTIAb!EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER 

SUBJECT: New York Conservative Ballot 

Additional cross runs were made on the New York data to determine 
whether the President's name should be added to the Conservative 
ballot in New York. 

The President is currently enjoying substantial support from the 
conservative end of the political spectrum. 

Ballot Liberal Neutral Conservative 

.., , 
Nixon 25% 48% 65% 
Muskie 64 43 25 
Wallace 4 3 6 
Undecided 7 6 4 

This shows that the President's voting strength clearly increases 
toward the conservative end of the spectrum. Similarly, 55% of the 
Republican support is at the conservative end of the spectrum. With 
ticket-splitters, 25% are conservative compared' to 33% at the liberal 
end. 

Party Type 

Republican Ticket-Splitter Democrat 

Liberal 18% 33% 47% 

Neutral 23 41 31 

Conservative 55 25 18 1 
If the President's name were on the Conservative ballot, he would 
presumably run very well with those voter segments included with 
the box shown on the above chart. In other words, we would expect 
him to run well with the Republicans and the conservative elements 
of ticket-splitters and Derrocrats. This includes 41% of the total 
vote. With the balance of the New York electorate, the President 
should be able to attract sufficient voters to have some probability 
of winning the state. 

. " 



-2­

By not running on the ponservative ticket the Preside~t faces a 
risk that the Conservatives could run some other candidate. This 
would undermine the President's strength from the right. 

We would expect that a coalition of Republicans and Conservatives 
would undoubtedly alienate some liberals of the Republican Party 
and liberal ticket-splitters; however, our data shows that there 
are very few liberal Republicans. Although there are more liberal 
ticket-splitters, a large segment of ticket-splitters (41%) are in 
the middle of the spectrum and a Nixon candidacy on the Conservative 
ballot would be unlikely to alienate these "middle-of-the-road" 
ticket-splitters. 

The 1970 senatorial race has shown that a conservative coalition 
can effectively be used to win the state. Buckley won the 39% 
using a coalition of the Conservative Party and the "Independent 
Alliance." Therefore, it seems feasible to produce more than 49% 
of the vote (1968 Humphrey vote) using a coalition of the Republicans 
and the Conservatives. 

Without a candidate on the Conservative ballot in 1968, the President 
tallied 44% of the-vote. If the Conservative Party chooses to run 
some candidate other than the President, the vote for the President 
would probably be reduced to the point where victory was impossible. 

In summary, we believe that it would be to the President's advantage 
if he were to run on both the Republican and Conservative ballots. 
However, if the President is not on the Conservative ballot, we 
should make every effort to see that the Conservative Party does 
not run an opposition candidate. 

~IDENTIAtdEYES ONLY 
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TOTAL 

SALLOT 0 

NIXON 

MUSKJE 

WALLAce 

UNOECIOEQ 

8ALLOT E 

NIXON 

HUMPHREY. 
." 

WALLACE 

UNDECIDED 

BALLOT F 

NIXON 

KENNEDY 

WALLAc.e 

UNDECIDED 

BALLOT G 

NIXON 

HUSKle 

WALLACE 

MC CAR THY 

CHISHOLM 

UNOeCIDED 

M.O.R. JOB NO. 2100 T-002 

NEW YORK STATEWIDE STUDY 
CONSIOER S~LF-LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE SCALE 

TOTAL I LIB THREE FIVE 
ERAL TWO 	 FOUR SIX 

SAMPLE 
112-'~' 92103 131 132 	 329lOOT

00. 100. lOa. 100. 100. 100. 100. 

444 19 30 44 157 66 65 
44. 18. 21. :u. 48. 59. 71. 

453 70 86 7T 142 34 18 
45. 68. 66. 58. 43. 30. 20. 

40 4 4 5 10 6 7 
4. 4. 3. 4. 3 •. 5. 8. 

69 10 II 6 20 6 2 
7. 10. a.• 5. 6. 5. 2. 

472 40 49 167 69 68 
47. ll~ 31. 37. 51. 62. 74. 

395 68 73 67 116 10 14 
39. 66 • 56. 51. 35. 27. 15. 

47 3 4 S 19 5 6 
5. 3. l. 4. 6. 4. 7., 

92 14 14 11 27 8 4 
9. lit. H. 8. 8. 7. It. 

452 15 30 59 152 71 610 
45. 15. 23. 45. : 1t6. 63. 70. 

It32 75 83 61 135 28 20 
43. 73. 63. 46. 41. 25. 22. 

46 6 " 3 20 4 5 
5. 6. • '3~ 2. 6. 4. 5. 

76 7 14 9 22 9 3 
7. ' 11. 7. 	 7. a. 3.a" 

1,17 19 29 43 14It 60 63 
41. 18. Z~. 33. 44. 54. 6a. 

351 34 61 58 111 35 16 
3':>' 33. It 7. It"'. 36. 31. 17. 

3& 3 3 5 12 3 6 
4. 	 3. 2. 4. 4. 3. 7~ 

19 25 8 21°5 	 2.o. 2~? l~~ 14. 8. 7. 

47 16 11 2 110 1 2 
5. 16. a. 2. 4. 1. 2. 

50 3 7 5 17 ') 3 
5. 3. S. 	 4. 5. It. 3. 

New York 
January 4-19, 1972 
l,007 Interviews 

/ 

CONSER 
VA r 1WE 

17 
100. 

53
6q. 

2!! 
'"5. 

.1 
It. 

52 
68. 

'''; ­

17
21. 

5 
6. 

.3
4. 

55
71. 

17 
22. 

I: 

3 
4. 

2
3. 

'f9 
64. 

21 
27. 

4 
5. 

1 
.1. 

1 
I .. 

1 
.1. 



TOTAL 

1968 VOTE 

NIXON 

HUMPHREY 

I 	 WALLACE 

DON'T KNOW/DIDN'T VQTE 

CONSIDER SELF 

REPUBLICAN 

DEMOCRAT 
;t-

INOEPENOENl 

BEHAVIQRAL 

REPUBLICAN 

DEMOCRAT 

TlCKET-SPLI TiER 

MARGINAL 

M.O.R. JOD NO. 2100 T-OOl 
NEW YORK STATEWIOe STUDY 
CONSIDER SELF-LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE SCALE 
TOTAL/ ~IB THREE FIVE

RAL TWQ FOUR SIX 
. SAMPLE 

1007 103 131 132 329 112 92 
100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 

428 16 28 42 146 68 66
43. 16. 21. 32., 44. 61. 71. 

325 52 57 58 92 24 15 
32. 	 50. 44. "4. 28. 21. 16. 

21 2 13 3
2. 1! 2. 4. 3. 

233 :'16 30 78 17 11 
23. 3~! 3~5 • 23. 24. 15. 12. 

283 13 is 20 8S 51 47
Z8. 13. ' 14. 15. 26. 46. 51. 
443 56 82 62 150 32 24
44. 54. 63. 47. 46. 29. 26. 

218 26 26 37 n 25 16 
22. 25. 20. 28. 22. .22. 17. 

218 8 16 16 50 41t 38
22. e. 12. 12. 15. 39. 41. 

353 58 63 47 110 24 n
35. 56. 4S. 36. 33. 21., ,lB •. 

320 21 32 51 130 36 32 
32" 20. 24. 39. Ita. 32. 35. 
116 ~ ~O 18 39 " 8 5
U. lA~ 'I ,. H. 12. 7. 5'II! 

New York 
January 4-19, 1972 
1,007 Interviews 

I" 

CO~SF.R
VA ,1VE 

77 
100. 

5,4
lO. 

,l~= 
2

3. 

6 e. 

41 
53. 

24
,31. 

\; ­

1!~ 

39
51. 

22 
29. 

13
17. 

3 
~. 

r 

-,' 



M.D.R. JOB NO. 2100 T-001 New York\ January 4-19, 1972NEW YORK STATEWIDE STUOV 1,007 Interviews 
CONSIDER SELF-LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE SCALE 

TOTALI LIS

ERAL TWO 
THREE 

FOUR 
FIVE 

SIX 
CON)ER
VA five 

SAMPLE 
TOTAL 1007 

100. 
103 

100. 
131

100. 
132 

100. 
329 

100. 
112 

100. 
92 

100. 
77 

100. 

CURRENT VOTING BY COMMITMENT 

HARO NIXON 344 
34. 

12 
1.2. 

22
17. 

32 
21t. 

115 
35., 

56 
50. 

57 
62. 

45 
58. 

SOfT NIXON 173'
17. 

9 
9. 

18
H. 

29 
22. 

71 
22. 

20 
lao 

9 
10. 

12
16. 

IH~RO DEMOCRAT 285 
28. 

61 
59. 

59 
1t5. 

45 
34. 

77 
23. 

17
15. 

10 
11. 

a 
10. 

SOFT OEMOCRAT 252 
25. Li~ 33 

25. 
40 

30. 
96 

29. 
'29 
26. 

15
16. 

16
21. 

HARD wALLACE 

SOFT WALLACE 

22 
2. 

40 
4. 

2 
2. 

3 
1. 

2 
2. 

4
:3 ., 

2 
2. 

5 
<ft. 

8 
2. 
13 
4. 

2
2. 

6 
5. 

4 
4. 

~ 
5. 

2 
3. 

1 
<ft. 

'", 
....,,-) 

VOTE SWITCHING ,. 
NIXON-WALI.ACE/UNDECIDED 19

2. 
1 

1. 
1 

1. 
6

2. 
3 

3. 
2

2. 
6 

8. 

MUSKIE-WALlACE/UNDECIDED 22 
2. 

3 
3. 

2. 
2. 

4 
3. 

6 
2. 

4 
4. 1! 

All. OTHERS 965 
96. 

100
97. 

128 
9110 

127 
96. 

317 
96.• 

105 
94. 

69 
9.7. 

71
92. 

" 



TOTAL 

SALLOT 0 

NIXON 

MUSKIE 

WALLAce 

UNDECIDED 

BALLOT E 

NIXON 

HUMPHREY 

WillACE 

UNDECIDED 

BAllOT F 

NIXON 

• 	KENNEDY 

WAllACE 

UNDECIDED 

BALLOT G 

NIXON 

MUSKIE 

WALLAce 

Me CA~rHY 

CHISHOlM 

UNDECIDED 

M.O.R. JOR NO. 2100 T-002 


NEW YORK STATEWIDE STUDY 

CONS[OER SELF-LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE 

Ton\l'! l I 8 THREE FIVe 


ERAl Twa FOUR 
SAMPLE 


1007 103 132 F9 112 

100. 10. U! 13. 3. 11. 

444 19 30 44 157 66 

10'(). 4. 7. 10. 35. 15. 


453 70 86 71 142 34 

100. 	 15. 19. 17. H. 8. 


4 '+ 'i 10 6
10a~ 10. 10. 13. 25. 15. 

69 10 11 6 20 6 


100. 14. 16. 9. 29. 9. 

472 18 40 49 L67 69 

100. 	 4. e. 10. 35. 15. 


395 68 73 67 30
p6100. 	 17. 18. 17. 9. 8. 


47 1 4 5 19 5 

.100. 6. 9. 11 • 40. 1L •. 


92 14 11 27 8 

100. 1~~ 15. 12. 29. 9 •. 

452 15 30 59 152 71 

100. 	 3. 7. 13. 34. 16. 


432 75 83 61 135 28 

100. 17. 19. 14. 31. 6. 

,.46 6 4 :3 20 4 

100•. 13. • 9. 7. 43. 9. 

76 7 14 9 22 9 

100. 9. .18. 12. 29. 12. 

417 19 29 43 144 60 

100. 	 S. 7. 10. 35. 14 •. 


351 34 61 58 35 

100. 	 10. 11. 17. H! 10. 


36 3 3 5 12 3 

100, 8. 8. lit, 33. 8. 

105 28 20 19 25 8 

100 •. 27. l"h 18. 24. 8~ 

47 16 11 2 14 1 

.100. !it. 23 • it. 30. .2 .. 

50 3 7 5 17 5 

100. 6. 14. 10 •. 34. .10.· 

SCALE 

SI)( 

92 

9. 

65 

15. 


18 

4. ., 

18. 

2 


3.• 

68 

14. 


14

4. 

~ 
13. 
.4 

4 •. 


64 

14. 


20 

5. 


5 

1L • 

3 

4. 

63 

15, 


16

S. 

6

17. 


2 

2. 

2

4. 

.3 

6. 

CONSER
VATlVE 

17 

8. 

53 

12. 

1: 

4 


lOt 
:3 

4. 

52

11. 

l! 
.5 
.n. 
30 


3. 

55 

12. 


17 

it. 

:3 
7. 


2 

3. 

49 

ll. 


21 

6. 

It 
11. 


1

1. 


1 

.2. 


1

2., 

New York 
January 4-19, 1972 

/ 

1,007 Interviews 

'~ 
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M.O.R. JOM NO. 2160 T-OOl 
NEW YORK STAT~WIDE STUDY 
CONSIDER SELF-LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE 

TOTAL 

1968 VOTe 

. NIXON 

HUMPHREY 

I WALLACE 

DONtT KNOW/DIDNtT 

CONSIDER SELF 

REPUBLICAN 

DEMOCRAT 

IN~EPENDENT 

BEHAVIORAL 

REPUBLICAN 

DE~OCRAT 

• TICKET-SPLITTER 

MARGINAL 

VOTe 

TOTAt.! 

SAMPLE 


1007 

100. 

428 

100. 


325 

100. 

lOa! 
233 


100. 

283 

100. 

443 


100. 

218 


10.0. 

218 

100. 

31)3
100. 

320 

100. 


116

100 •. 

LI B
ERAL ThO 

103 131 

10. 13. 

16 28

4. 7. 


52 57 

16. 	 18. 


1 

5" 

34 46 


15. 20. 

18 
~~ 6. 


56 82 

13. 	 19. 


26 

12. d~ 

8 16 

4. 7. 

58 63 


16. 18. 

21 32

7. 10. 
16 ..,~o14. 1 • 

THREE 


132 

13. 

42 

10. 


58 

UI. 

~ 
10. 


30 

13. 

20

7. 

62 


14. 

37 


17 •. 

16 

7. 

47 


13. 
51


16. 


18

16. 

FIVE 
FOllR 

329 112 

33. 11. 

146 68 

34. 16. 


92 24 

28. 7. 


13 3

62. 14. 

78 .17 

33. 7. 

85 51 

30. 18. 

150 32 

34. 7. 


73 25 

33. 11. 

50 44 

23. 20. 

110 24 

31. 1. 

130 36 

41. ll. 


39 8

34. '7. 

SCALE 

SIX 

92 

9. 

66 

15. 


15 

5. 

11 

5. 

1~! 
24 

5. 


16 

7 •. 

38 

17. 


17 

5. 


32

10. 


5

4., 

CONSER
VATIVE 

77 

8. 

54 

13. 


15 

5. 

'10: 


6 

3. 

41 

14. 


24 

5. 

~~ 

39 

18. 


22 

6. 


13

4. 


3 

3. 

New York 
January 4-19, 1972 

,/ 

1,007 Interviews 
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M.O.R. J08 NO. 2100 T-003 /'New York 
NEW YORK STATEWIDE STUDY January 4-19, 1972 

1,007 Interviews
CONSIDER SELF-LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE SCALE 
TOTALI LIB THREe FIVE CONSER 

ERA!. Twa FOUR. SIX VATIVe 
SAMPLE 


TOTAL tOOl pI 132 329 112 92 17
1°3 13. 33. 11. 9. 8. 

CURRENT VOTING BY COMMITMENT 
00. o. 3. 

HARD NIXON 344 12 22 32 115 56 57 45 

100. l. 6. 9. 33. 16. 17. 13. 

,SOFT Nl)(O"l 173 9 18 29 71 20 Q / 


100. s. 10. 17. -H. 12. 5. E 

HARD DEMOCIVIT 285 61 59 45 71 17 10 8 


100. 21. 21. 16. 27. 6. 4. ,3. 


SOFT OE~OCR"T 252 18 33 40 96 • 29 15 16 

100. 7. 13. 16. 38. 12. 6. 6. 


HARD WALLACE 22 2 2 2 8 2 2 

100. 9. 9. 9. 36. 9 •. lB. 9." 'v

SOFT WALLAce 40 3 5 13 6 5 1 

100. 8. 10. 13. ' 33. 15. 13. B. " 


VOTE SWlTCHIf./G 

NlfOf./-WALLACE/UNOeCIOEO 19 1 1 6 3 Z 6 

, 100. 5. 5. 32. 16. 11. 32. 


MUSKIE-WALLACS/UNDECICeo 22 '3 2 4 6 " 1 

100. 1'1. 9. 18. 27. 18. 5. 


ALL QTHERS 965 100 128 121 .317 105 j:l9 71 

100. '10. ll. 13 • 33. 11.• 9" :., . 

., 

I 



TH E WHi TE HOUSE 

WA, SHINGTON 

April 28, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

LEW 

GORDON STRACHAN 

FROM: ENGMAN 

Attached is a l ist of q uestions concer ning taxes 
which we feel shou l d be included in the earliest 
pos s ible po ll. I f it doesn't a ppear that there 
is a national po l l coming up shortly , they should 
be put into the key s tates. I wo u ld apprec iate 
your keepking me advised of what the timing is 
likely t o be. 

Enclosure 

cc: Ken Cole 

ADMINTSTRATIVELY CONFIDEN'rIAL 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 26, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: KEN COLE 

FROM: ROY MOREy1¥1 

Attached you will find several questions which Lewis Engman 
and 	I would like to see included on the next national poll. 

cc: 	 Ed Harper 
Lewis EngmanV 



I. 	There is a great deal of talk these days about the fairness of 
our tax system. Some say that our present system is fair 
to all taxpayers and need not be changed. Others say that the 
system is not fair to everyone and needs a complete overhaul 
(show card to respondent). 

Tax system 
Tax sy stem fa ir and unfair and need 
need not be changed of overhaul 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

la. 	Where wo~ld you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you 
thought much about this? 

(IF HAVEN'T THOUGHT MUCH GO TO NEXT QUESTION) 

lb. 	Where would you place the Democratic party? 

Ie. 	Where would you place the Republican party? 

Id. 	(Where would you place) Richard :r'Jixon? 

Ie. 	(Where would you place) Hubert Humphrey? 

If. 	(Where would you place) George McGovern? 

Ig. 	How important would you say this issue is to you: 

I. 	 Very important 
2. fumewhat important 
3. Not very import~nt 
4. Not important 
5. Dont' know? 

2. 	These days, everyone seems to be feeling an increased tax 

burden. Where do you find the burden the heaviest? 


Federal income tax 

State income tax 

State sales tax 

Local property tax 




· .. 

2 


2a. 	Which of these above taxes do you dislike the most? 

3. 	There is a lot of talk these days about tax loopholes in the 

federal income tax. As far as you are concerned, is this a: 


Major problem 

Minor problem 

Not a problem 

Dont' Know 


3a. 	(U response is major or minor problem, then ask) Which major 
loopholes should we correct first? 

1. 
2. 
3. 

(Any Others? ) 

4. 	(Hand card to respondent and ask) Would you favor a change in any 
of the following income tax provisions? 

Deductions for charitable contributions 	 Yes 

No 

Don't Know 


Deductions for home mortgage int~rest 	 Yes 

No 

Don't Know 


Not taxing one-half of the profit from Yes 

certain sales (for example: homes, No 

stock, land, etc.) Don't Know 


Not taxing income from investments in Yes 

City and State bonds No 


Don't Know 


Deductions for residential property Yes 

tax No 


Don't Know 




0, L. 10 


LH:kb 



MEMO RA D M 

THE WHITE HO USE 

WAS H I N GT ON 

May 1, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: GORDON STRA 

FROM: JOHN CAMPB 

Ken Co le would like these questions put in a 0 II as soon as 
possible. Would you please advise us when they will be 
included. 

Attachment 



1. 	 There is a great deal of talk these days about the fairness of 
our tax systelTI. SOlTIe say that our present systelTI is fair 
to all taxpayers and need not be changed. Others say that the 
systelTI is not fair to everyone and needs a cOlTIplete overhaul 
(show card to respondent). 

Tax systelTI 
Tax systelTI fair and unfair and need 
need not be changed of overhaul 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

lao 	Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you 
thought lTIuch about this? 

(IF HAVEN'T THOUGHT MUCH GO TO NEXT QUESTION) 

lb. Where would you place the DelTIocratic party? 

lc. Where would you place the Republican party? 

ld. (Where would you place) Richard Nixon? 

Ie. (Where would you place) Hubert HUlTIphrey? 

If. 	 (Where would you place) George McGovern? 

19. 	How ilTIportant would you say this issue is to you: 

1. 	 Very ilTIportant 
2. 	 fulTIewhat ilTIportant 
3. 	 Not very ilTIport'nt 
4. 	 Not ilTIportant 
5. 	 Dont' know? 

2. 	These days, everyone seelTIS to be feeling an increased tax 

burden. Where do you find the burden the heaviest? 


Federal incolTIe tax 

State incolTIe tax 

State s tax 

Local property tax 




2 


2a. Which of these above taxes do you dislike the most? 

3. There is a lot of talk these days about tax loopholes in the 
federal income tax. As far as you are concerned, is this a: 

Major problem 
Minor problem 
Not a problem 
Dont' Know 

3a. {If response is major or minor problem, 
loopholes should we correct first? 

then ask} Which major 

1. 
2. 
3. 

{Any Others? } 

4. {Hand card to respondent and ask} Would you favor a 
of the following income tax provisions? 

change in any 

Deductions for charitable contributions Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Deductions for home mortgage interest Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Not taxing one-half of the profit from 
certain sale s {for example: homes, 
stock, land, etc.} 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Not taxing income from investments in 
City and State bonds 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Deductions for re sidential property 
tax 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 



------------------

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHlNGTON 

5/1
Date: 

TO: H.R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: GORDON STRACHAN 

Magruder, Marik, Teeter, Dailey 
and LaRue met with John Mitchell 
on Friday, April 26 to decide on 
the Key States for the campaign. 
Magruder, under pressure, agreed to 
include Fred Malek in the meeting. 
The decisions are summarized in the 
attached memorandum to Mitchell. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 
WA S HI NG T O N 

Date: ,­



MEMORAND U M 

T H E WHITE HO U SE 

W ASHI NGT ON 

May 2,1972 
9:00 a.m. 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. H. R. HALDE 

FROM: 

Do you agree with category IlIon page 3 of the attached memorandum 
which details the priority States for the campaign? 



• • 

COMMJTTE~ FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE;,PRESIDENT 

''''01 ..t!....SYLV..... ' ....VENut!. "W. 

W"SHINGTON. O. C. 2<:1006 . May 1, 1972 •(:t02\ 333.0920 

MEMO¥NDUM FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 
# 

THROUGH: JEB S. MAGRUDER 

FROH: ROBERT H. MARIK 

SUBJECT: Priority Ranking of the States for 
the Caopaign 

This memorandum summarizes the decisions made in the strategy 
meeting of April 28, regarding current priority ranking of the 
states, for the purpose of developing strategy and resource 
allocation for the caopaign. A brief rationale is presented 
with each state or grouping of states •. 

CATEGORY I - SAFE STATES - (Have supported the President by 
large ~argins in the past. Should be won in 1972.) 

1968 Nixon 
Farm States Electoral Votes . Margin (%) 

Nebraska 5 +28 

Kansas 1 +20 

North Dakota 3 +18 

Iowa 8 +12 

South Dakota * 4 +11 


21 

* Would not be safe if George NcGovern is on the ticket. 

Mountain and 1968 Nixon 

Western States Electoral Votes Margin (%) 


Idaho 4 +26 

Wyoming 3 +20 

Arizona 6 +20 

Utah 4 +19 




... 
.... 

-2­

• ...New Mexico 4 +12 

Colorado 1 +9 

Montana 4 +9 

Nevada * J. +~8 


3S ' 

t1 *Nixon lost Nevada by 2% in 1960. With a Democratic re­
, I gistration edge of 58%D-35%R-7%I, it is the least "safe" 

of these states. 
-, 

Border States (Recent polls suggest the President'has 

increased his margin from 1968, particu­ '. 

larly if George Wallace does not run.) 


196~ Nixon 
M (%)State Elec'tora1 Votes arg1n• _ 

Ok1ahotla 8 +16 

Virginia 12 +10 

Florida 17 +10 

North Carolina 13 +8 

Kentucky 9 + 6 

South Carolina 8 +6 

Tennessee 10 +4 


77 

New England States (Will not be "safe" if Muskie or 

Kenned_~_ts on the ticket.) 


1968 Nixon 

State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 


Vermont 3 + 9 

New Hampshire 4 +8 

Maine * 4 -12 


11 

* Lost in 1968 with Huskie on the ticket; won in 1960, 

against a New Englander, JFK, by 14%. 




, l 

" 

, CONFltlENTIAl.-	 - 3­

.. ·1968 Nixon 
'Midwest States Electoral Votes ·Margin (%) 

Indiana 	 13 +12 

Total "safe" states: 24 (163 electoral votes) 

CATEGORY II l<lALLACE STATES - (States won by Wallace in 1968. 
; 	

The President may win some, even with Wallace in 
the race; if Wallace is out, they should be rela­
tively safe.) 

1968 Nixon 
State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

. 
Arkansas 

, 

6 + 8 (Nixon Second) 
Louisiana 10 +20 (Nixon Third) 
!-iississippi 7 +40 (Nixon Third) 
Alabama 9 +47 (Nixon Third) 
Georgia +12 (Nixon Second) II 

44 

CATEGORY III - PRIORITY STATES - (Close election expected; intensive 
campaign must be run including maximum organizational 
effort within the states. These will undo~btedly 
be Democratic target states). 

,-- -:-----rop 'Pri.oiity':':(Maximum allocation of res'ources and focus ,of 
- ',-- management attention. "Must winl! states.) 

Nixon Margin (%) 
State Electoral Votes 1960 1968 

California 45 +0.2 +3 
Illinois 26 -0.3 +3 
Texas 26 -2 -1 
Ohio 25 +6 +2 
Ne,~ Jersey 17 -1 +2 

139 

------,-----,-Second Priority - (High allocation of resources and management 
attention.) 

Nixon Margin (%) 
State Electoral Votes 1960 1968 

New York * 41 -6 -5 
Pennsylvania * 27 -2 -4 
Haryland * 10 -8 -2 



... 

- 4 ­

.. 
•Nixon Margin (%) 

State Electoral Votes 1960- 1968-
Michigan * 
Connecticut * 

21 
8 

-2 
-8 

-7 
-s 

Washington _9 +3 -2 
116 

Third Prioritv - (Lower allocation of resources and management 
attention. ) 

Nixon Margin (%) 
State Electoral Votes lli.Q.'. 1968 

Missouri ** 12 -0.5 +1 
Wisconsin ** 11 +4 +4 
Oregon 6 . +6 +6 
West Virginia * 6 -6 -9 
Alaska 3 +2 +3 
Delaware 3 -2 +4 

41 

* A1th~ugh past electoral behavior would indicate an uphill 
battle for the President, recent polls suggest he ha$ a good 
chance at this tice to carry these states. Ultimate strategy 
will depend on the De140cratic notlinee•. These states .must be 
watched closely during the canpaign, to be sure that they 
are treated as target states only so long as they remain 
winnable. 

**States with the reost apparent erosion since 1968. 

CATEGORY IV - PROBABLE LOSS STATES 

1968 Nixon 
It State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

Massachusetts 14 -30 
Minnesota 10 -12 
Hawaii 4 -21 
Rhode Island 4 -32 
District of Columbia -642 

35 
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MEMO RANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
DUE ..1Ul;FJ TO E AN WASHINGTON 

AD:;!lrn .... ii, .... ! '.," . \J~ V. H1G 
1. J . IGO(~;:). !; • ~ V i 6-10 2 June 30, 1971

By__ ti':- - - --h..... ~ . iJiJ. ~ tL a.:::.L2=-~ 

GONFIDENTf:AL / EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN ~ 

FROM: JON M. HUNTSMA1 

SUBJECT: ORC Polls - $72,500 

After consultations with OMB, Noble Melencamp, and 
John Campbell, it was determined that there were only two alterna­
tives to cover the cos t of the ORC polls. 

1. Special Projects Fund -- The r=hanceE; of any 
audit in this area are remote. Traditionally, White Bouse funds are 
never audited. There are sufficient funds (over $50Q, 000) remaining 
in this Special Projects account. However, no White House polls have 
been conducted (according to our records) since 1955. 

5'-ru.C 1M. 

2, Outside Funds -- Higby or ~must go 
outside government sources (private contributions), through Herb 
Kalmbach, etc. for required monies. 

With the exception of these two alternatives it was 
determined that no other agencies or councils can proceed with these 
expenditures legally or contractually. Domestic Council cannot 
do this because they are already overextended in this area for FY 171 

and they are also concerned about congres sional reactions should they 
be audited. 

Should one of these two alternatives above be selected, 
the actual funds will not be needed for 3-4 weeks to pay ORC. Work, 
however, should be complete on this pro~ram within two week~ . ORC 
should have the go-ahead signal t o day. ~~~~tk p.~ ~ 

, (f\~\~ ~ ~ ~ ~4-~ f ~ £0.- C\~ · '~toh4 ·3'}OOO. 

Special Projects Fund: 

Outside Resources: 

http:a.:::.L2
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 28, 1971 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. HIGBY 

FROM: GORDON STRACHAN 

SUBJECT: Key States 

You may have already covered this with Dwight, but, in light 
of the plans he is making for this summer's travels, it might 
be helpful for him to have the results of Haldeman's selection 
of the key states. 

Please advise whether you want me to cover this personally with 
Dwight. 

L. -Tau UJ-<)A 

J ~ 

-

r 



From: L. Higby 

.. 

THE W HITE HOUSE 

WAS HIN G TON 

Date: 

To : I/s 




DETERMIHED TO BE AN THE WHITE H OUSE 


ADMltnS ••.. nVE i.LU:nNG 

WASHINGTON 

E.O. 1~Oc5 . : e ation 6-102 
By-tr:- -- ----w\.ES . Dut e_..J.~LZ:%.~_ June 23, 1971 

GBNF-l-DEN~ 

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: GORDON STRACHAN 

SUBJECT: Key States 

Ken Cole asked you for a list of key states. Independent 
contact with Colson, Dent, Evans, and Flemming developed 
the recommendations attached at Tabs A, B, and C respectively. 
The chart at Tab D depicts 18 possible key states with 
notations as to who suggested which states. 

Each of the individuals contacted indicated that lists are 
sterile and offered the following information: 

1. To the five that everyone agrees on, Dent added 
New Hampshire, Oregon, Wisconsin, and North Carolina, 
primarily because of primaries and electoral votes. 
Dent does not believe that New York, Michigan, and 
Pennsylvania can be carried. Indiana is not on his 
list because if we can't carry it, we cannot win the 
election. 

2. Tom Evans' suggestions are the result of his directing 
the RNC to do an extensive "statistical, socio-economic 
and survey data analysis" that developed a list of 39 
states broken into four priority groups. The explanation 
of the selection process appears with the Evans list at 
Tab C. Magruder's recooonendation of key states will 
attach the Tom Evans' list. 

3. Flerruning argues that any selection of key states must 
be separated on the basis of pre and post-Convention 
considerations. On the chart attached at Tab D, only the 
big nine states that Flemming thinks will be crucial 
after the Convention are listed. 

Flemming's pre-Convention states include the seven that 
have laws which may require the President to enter the 
primaries as well as those states which he may have to 
enter for other reasons - New Hampshire, California, etc. 

http:tr:-------w\.ES
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Of course, Flemming's concern about pre-Convention 
states indicates that others are thinking about the 
subject of your request of the Attorney General that 
a "formal recommendation. . to the President covering 
strategy, timing, and surrogate candidates" in primary 
states be prepared. 

Recommendation: 

That Ken Cole be advised that the Colson 10 key states 
represents the current consensus of opinion. 

Approve______________________ Disapprove_______________ 

Comment 

I).. "'" ~Ik~d~~ 
T ;2., ~~~ _/J!y,A. 

-



.. 



THE WHITE HOU SE 

WASHINGTON 

June 17, 1971 

MEMORANDUM FOR GORDON STRACHAN 

Mr. Colson considers the following to 
be the key states: 

"",California 
..Texas 


,...New York 

..Pennsylvania 

..ohio 

-Illinois 

..Missouri 

...Florida 

..Indiana 


_ New Jersey 

W. Richard Howard 



-



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI N GTON 

Harry Dent called and left the following 
message: 

THE KEY STATES: 

California 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Texas 

Missouri 

New Jersey 


THe following are included primarily 
because of the primaries and electoral 
votes: 

Florida 
'", Wisconsin 
-North Carolina 
New Mampshire 

"" Oregon 

The following were left off because he 
does not feel we can get them : 

New York 

Michigan 

Pennsylvania 


Indiana - Because if we cannot take it 
we cannot win the election. 





~pubHcan 
:ltional 
)mmittee. 

June 17, 1971 
nas B. Evans, Jr., Co·Chairman 

€eNFIBDITIAl/ EY ES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM TO: Gordon Strachan 

FROM: Lewi s Da1ec:;;rz2 
RE: Target States 

Enclosed is the material you
requested. Tom asked that I emphasize to you that this material 
must be held in the strictest confidence. If such information 
finds its way into the press, the President's chances of re-election 
will be badly damaged. 

Another point to remember is 
that this list is continuously updated and is subject to change, 
based on analyses of relevant data constantly being gathered here. 

Enclosure 



June 16, 1971 

MUST 2nd PRIORITY MUST 

13 Indiana' /,26 Texas .... 

8 

12 

Iowa 

Virginia 

'" 12 

10 

Missouri ".. 

Maryland 

R£CI:lll£D 

JUN 16 1811 

• 17 ~ Florida\/" 13 North Carolina ~ J 

10 

• 45 

Tennessee 
/ 

Californi;...r 

/27 

./ 41 

Pennsy 1 vania" 

,
New York 

• 26 

·17 

•-25 

173 

~Illinois ./ 

\/
New Jersey" 

.. ,y/
Ohio'f'~j 

11 

8 

10 

158 

Wisconsin" 

Connecticut 

Minnesota 

3rd PRIORITY MUST 

8 South Carolina 

'9 Washington 

4 New Mexico 

3 Vermont 

4 Montana 

3 Nevada 

7 Colorado 

4 New Hampshire 

6 Oregon 

9 Kentucky 

PLUS 

5 Nebraska 

4 Idaho 

6 Arizona 

3 Wyoming 

7 Kansas 

4 Utah 

3 North Dakota 

8 Oklahoma 

4 South Dakota 

44 

3 Delaware 

4-64 

Maine 



June 15, 1971 

The following target states are the result of analysis of current 
statistical, socio-economic and survey data. The electoral vote 
totals of each section are noted and followed by a brief des cription 
of the reasons for their selections. ' 

PLUS STATES 

The Plus States are defined as those areas that traditionally 
support the Republican Party and Nixon. In 1972, given a favorable 
Il...tional atmosphere towards the President, we should do well in 
these states. They are also states that tend to be more single issue 
oriented. For example, if farmers are feeling fairly comfortable 
about Nixon and the agriculture policy of the Administration, the 
chances are that these areas will be in our column. If, on the other 
hand, the attitude toward Nixon and the agriculture policy is negative, 
there is very little that could outweigh this attitude. 

MUST STATES 

The Must States are defined as areas that statistically and 
historically support Nixon/Republican nominees. It appears that 
without all the..se states in our column, Nixon has little or no chance 
of being re -elected. Ohio and California, for instance, have never 
failed to be in the winning column if a Republican was victorious. The 
reasoning behind the statement, "If Nixon doesn't carryall of the Must 
States, he won't be elected President," is that if one of these states 
is not carried, there is little chance of finding a second or third priority 
state which would make up this loss more easily.' 

SECOND PRIORITY MUST STATES' 

The Second Priority Must States repres~nt those states that 
statistically have less chance of moving over to Nixon, but, none the 
less, are within striking distance. These states represent the next best 
opportunities in the large electoral category_ It is necessary that some 
of thes e be moved into the win column for Nixon. 

THIRD PRIORITY MUST STATES 

The Third Priority Must States represent those areas that 
statistically Nbcon can win. These are areas with smaller electoral 
vote totals, but about the same odds, as the Second Priority Must 
States. Nixon must win some of these. 



The method of arriving at these target states included a ten 
year analysis of Preside:ltial elections, an analysis of 1966, 1968 
and 1970 Congressional, Senatorial, and Gubernatorial races, an 
analysis of polling trends of various regions in the country and 
state polls where available, RNC state issue files of the past year 
to see if there have been any major trends or shifts in public opinion 
that have been evidenced in newspapers or other publications, as 
well as the reports of the RNC field staff. 

.... It should be reiterated that this is the status. of state• 
priority selection as of June 15. This is not meant to be definitive, 
but only a device to serve the needs of those who must make early 
resource allocations on behalf of the effort to re-elect the President. 



GG±'tFID:;:PiTiAL 

June 16, 1971 

States not included in previous memo: 

9 Alabama 
3 Alaska 
6 Arkar~sas 

3 District of Columbia 
12 Georgia 
4 Hawaii 

lO Louisiana 
14 Massachusetts 
21 Michigan 
7 Mississippi 
4 Rhode Island 
6 West Virginia 

99 
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KEY S TAT E S 


"J fS-CALIFORNIA Colson Dent Evans Flemming 

A-~ 17 FLORIDA Colson Dent Evans Flerruning 

,42- U ILLINOIS Colson Dent Evans Flemming 

17 NEW JERSEY Colson Dent Evans Flerruning
~" 

1.S'OHIO 	 Colson Dent Evans FlemmingA'I 

U TEXAS 	 Colson Dent Flemming,f.J 

17 INDIANA 	 Colson DentA7 
I~MISSOURI 	 Colson Dent/f1 

/JI 	 'II NEW YORK Colson Flemming 

%.1 PENNSYLVANIA Colson Flemming/ll 

f IOWA Evans 

'1 NEW HAMPSHIRE Dent 

/1 NORTH CAROLINA Dent 

" OREGON Dent 

",/7, (II TENNESSEE Evans 

IfID ,J.. VIRGINIA Evans 

A-/I II WISCONSIN Dent 

1..( MICHIGAN FlemmingX. 



J i 

DE~ i..." .•. , ... , 

ADMIliI;;· 1,.'.J i ". ;;.;1;KWG 
E.O. 12:L 	 , ~;,. ;ti OH G-102 

By_-Lt-_ 	 _.Lc, :dttl __~:L2.:_fr" 
JU:1C 23, 1971 

~:'_;n CoL~ :::-";':('J you for n li~J".: of key nt;::te~J. Ind2!"ondcnt 
CO:l t.J.ct t:l Col:~Cll, i)Crlt, : : V<:<'::::' 3 , .::c:.d Fle:~;;.linq UC;VC! loped 
t~lc.~ :'''cc(.~_.~_.:.';~1'"-~..:"': J a'ttL1c~_1c(1 at f",2a}~;~ :\, n, nnfl C rC8~)c~ctively. 
':.'.:"3 C:l:-~ri.: ilt ~j d:"1)ict:~ I;) po:~~)iblc key states wit.h 
no~catLJ'·\.:; as to i/"~O fJUgr;cst.cJ v;',ich stab:;s. 

~ach of ~lC individu3ls cont~cted indicated that lists nre 
sterilo tmd ofi(.~::ccJ the follo'V'ing infor:'1ation: 

1. ';.'0 t:1<~ fiV3 t~("lt cvcrvonc Cl.qrcea on, Dent adc1ed 
~;C~.l L".1;"::);:::lin~, Ol:eson, ';,'if:;co:1;1in, and :.;ort:1 Cnrolina I 
pri:;1Cl.:..:ily :··)cau.:ic of p~:ir:;1ri0s and electora.l Yotes. 
D{::::lt O~):-:; :rlG~t t;r,;lic\l'(~ t_i.-.:.'t :.,0\-'T :{crl-:', ;.:icl).i~J~n, and 
l'cnl~' c.':';n L:~ c:lrri ~(~. Indiana is not on his 
li::;t ,.;C::l'.!3(; if '(.10 canlt carry it, He cannot '.lin the 

... I, _~ --',.""1 

, 
 .. 

:1i~ di:;':'0Cti11g 
t:i'.) ~.:: to (::0 ::"~l (;::i.:cn'~iv,_~ "stnth:;tical, ::;cc io-econ(:c,'.i c 
a~l<1 ;:'; .:.:~~ ::uk:1'1'.':v;' tlltt t: (:lcve10~>3d a list of :D 
ut':-.d:..-:,,:; "I ~~O ::0;]:;;'" priority grOU!)3. 'J,::-,1 c::~')lGnation 

\}j"Jc-j the ~..I":Jan~ lif.;t. at 
s"cntas \dll 

ot :4. ~)~:OC<'>;8 :,:'fJ:JC!~lrs 

. .:,::~C'~.':C; '3 lX~GG.,·~:,,:1,-i'ltion oS: .J~cy· 

~>~:~:} ..... _ .:': :::.:::1 ()ll 

C011:·.'~l~ ,:'}l:-~" ..:i<.:!~' :-;.­ !_'~l~) ~), o:11y tr.,,, 
l-'~ t:lit!].G ';1i 11 :)8 crueL.,l 

http:fJUgr;cst.cJ
http:Fle:~;;.li
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'-",i.r~1' t1 C".-~!·1~' ~rn n~,»~_t-:: p:.c(·~-Corl"·'V!"(:ntion 
t: (), ..,.. ~.. ': ['.r(~ i:;,~" ~:; c.. w.:ou't: t11c 

~I:- .::\-'''''' -...;~.~: \.J'; i.:;.~o ,..':..t L:o::~~r-;:t f::~,;-:,"·,'~A:ll t:1~~t 

• • • to '(;:;0 :i?rc:.~ '. ::at coverinrr 
!:~ v::-. , '/, ~_~ t ( n:'"'~fJ ~d:;rO~;'~lto [!::!1:jic1':'1tC:;U in pri:.:\ary 
!Jt,:~ ::.c;;~ t·:,) r:~rcr~,::~::ed. 

~'" "-1', ..---------......---­
'2.':::-:t.. ");1 C01-: ~:~ Zldvi.Gea t'l.,:::.t t:~:~ Col~on 10 key states 
rc?:..~~}~.~ "nt.s tl:s: curren\:' con::wnsus 0:': o?inion. 

Disu:?prova 

Co;:-::.r::.::nt 

-. 

GS:lm 



D2nt :;:vann FleT;lning 

D-c?1t rl'r:Y~1.nn Flc:~'7':'dn9 

Dent !~\1'~1!~S E'lcr;I-'ling 

Dent I~\l;:in5 F 1era.":"ing 

D2nt Evv..nz Plcr:u:ring 

Dent 

D~.>nt 

Flc~.:ning 

p lc:;"r,:!ing -. 
Bvans 

D~nt 

Dent 

Dent 

Dent 

C_~J..IF?:::.; Xl.,. 

l?I,;O:~~ t L.)A 

II"I,:C;OIS 

~ ~.=~ 1 ~T=::=~:Y 

OlIIO 

f"'l'- ! ... ,. .... ,... 

...........t •• w;....;J; 

Il~DI!CA 

r"": ~- .,~......-:"'" ~...., 

..... ""' ~ ~, ••",.# '.... _ i, • ..01 

~"'! ,t-7"'" 
f . , _., ....... ,.-.... ; ..J-...J..':" of 


CoL~Qn 

Ccl:~on 

Co:.son 

Col~on 

Colson 

Colson 

Colson 

Colson 

Colson 

Colson 

http:rl'r:Y~1.nn
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 17, 1971 

MEMORANDUM FOR GORDON S TR}\CHAN 

Mr. Colson considers the following to 
be the key states: 

_California 
...Texas 


....New York 

...Pennsylvania 

...ohio 

-Illinois 

..Missouri 

"..Florida 
 -. 
...Indiana 

.... New Jersey 

W. Richard HO\'Jard 



1 ; 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHIXCTOX 

Harry Dent called and left the following 
message: 

THE KEY STATES: 

California 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Texas 

Missouri 

New Jersey 


THe follO'.·ling are included primarily 
because of the primaries and electoral 
votes: 

Florida 
- Wisconsin 
-North Carolina 
- Ne\v Hampshire 
.. Oregon 

The following were left off because he 
does not feel we can get them; 

New York 

Michigan 

Pennsylvania 


Indiana - Because if we cannot take it 
we cannot win the election. 



Republican
National 
Committee. 

June 17, 1971 
Thomas B. Evans, Jr., Co-Chairman 

OeNFIQENTIAl:/EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM TO: Gordon Strachan 
2FROM: Lew; s Da1ec::;;:r;G 

RE: Target States 

Enclosed is the material you
requested. Tom asked that I en;phasize to you that this materia..1­
must be held in the strictest confidence. If such "information 
finds its 'flay into the press, the President's chances of re-election 
will be badly damaged. 

Another point to remember is 
that this list is continuously updated and is subject to change, 
based on analyses of relevant data constantly being gathered here. 

Enclosure 
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June 16, 1971 

MUST 2nd PRIORITY MUST 

13 Indiana /'26 Texas' 

R£CI:iV£D
8 Iowa 	 ,. 12 Miss oud ",. 

JUN 16 1971 
12. Virginia 10 Maryland 

17 ~ FloridaV 13 North Carolina ..... J 

10 Tennessee .-/2.7 Pennsylvania..... 

,
45 california:~ 	 -" 41 New York 

:";&
2.6 	 illinois' 11 Wisconsin" 


V 

17 New Jersey~ 	 8 Connecticut 

2.5 Oh' \r/' 	 1010' Minnesota 

173 158 

3rd PRIORITY MUST --. 
PLUS 


8 South Carolina 

5 Nebraska 


9 Washington 
 • 
4 Idaho 


4 New Mexico 

6 Arizona 


3 Vermont 

3 Wyoming 


4 Montana 

7 Kansas 


3 Nevada 

4 Utah 


7 Colorado 

3 North Dakota 


4 New Hampshire 

8 Oklahoma 


6 Oregon 

4 South Dakota
-
9 Kentucky 44 


3 Delaware 


4 Maine 


64 

h 



-----~-----.--.~--~--~.*---~--------~---"--..-,,-,~~,~-~----

June 15. 1971 

The following target states are the result of analysis of current 
statistical, socio-economic and survey data. The electoral vote 
totals of each section are noted and followed by a brief description 
of the reasons for their selections. 

PLUS STATES 

The Plus States are defined as those areas that traditionally... , 
support the Republican Party and Nixon. In 1972, given a favorable 
n~tional atmosphere towards the President, we should do well in 
these states. They are also states that tend to be more single issue 
oriented. For example, if farmers are feeling fairly comfortable 
about Nixon and the agriculture policy of the Administration, the 
chances are that these areas will be in our column. If, on the other 
hand, the attitude toward Nixon and the agriculture policy is negative, 
there is very little that could outweigh this attitude. 

MUST STATES -, 
The Must States are defined as areas that statis'tically and­

historically support Nixon/Republican nominees. It appears that 
without all the..se states in our column, Nixon has little or no chance 
of being re-elected. Ohio and California, for instance, have never 
failed to be in the winning column if a Republican was victorious. The 
reasoning behind the statement, IIIf Nixoh doesn't carry aU of the Must 
States, he won't be elected President, II is that if one of these states 
is not carried, there is little chance of finding a second or third priority 
state which would make up this loss more easily. 

SECOND PRIORITY MUST STATES' 

The Second Priority Must States represent those states that 
statistically have less chance of moving over to Nixon, but, none the 
less, are within striking distance. These states represent the next best 
opportunities in the large electoral category. It is necessary that some 
of these be moved into the win column for Nixon. 

THIRD PRIORITY MUST STATES 

The Third Priority Must States represent those areas that 

statistically Nixon can win. These a.re areas with smaller electoral 

vote tota.ls, but about the same odds, as the Second Priority Must 

States. Nixon must win some of these. 




--

--

___-_-.,.... _N___ ... -..,. »$~-~.--~._.,....- ~.'..¢,!.'i:ii 

The method of arriving at these target states included a ten 
year analysis of Presidential elections, an analysis of 1966, 1968 
and 1970 Congressional, Senatorial, and Gubernatorial races, an 
analysis of polling trends of various regions in the country and 
state polls where available, RNC state issue files of the past year 
to see if there have been any major trends or shifts in public opinion 
that have been evidenced in newspapers or other publications, as 
well as the reports of the RNC field staff. 

It should be reiterated that this is the status of state 
priority selection as of June 15. This is not meant to be definitive, 
but only a device to serve the needs of those who must make early 
resource allocations on behalf of the effort to re-elect the President. 



rGONFIDE1q-TIAL 

June 16, 1971 

MEMORANDUM TO: . Tom Evans / i 

FROM: Ed pe4 // /"
~ f ~ ~~ 
/'" Z.-:;/,r~""'" 
~ 

States not included in previous memo: 

9 Alabama 
3 Alaska 
6 Arkansas 
3 District of Columbia 

12 Georgia 
4 Hawaii 

10 Louisiana 
14 Mas sachusetts 
21 Michigan 
7 Mississippi 
4 Rhode Island 
6 West Virginia 

99 



Jun 2 , 1 71 


.. . . 

o : 

: ey t _8 

ly. 

ch 0 the 
tar!l a 

list r 

that 
the 
to 

te. 



I' 

-2­

GS:lm 



CALIFO 

RID 

ILLINOlloI 

o 10 

XAS 

I.I.'u.JO.~u.. 

11 SOU I 

YO 

10 

LIn 

VI Gl: 

ICHI 

Colo 

Col n 

Colo 

Colso 

Col n 

Colon 

Col 

COlOD 

Colo 

Col n 

Dent 

t 

t 

D nt 

nt 

o t 

t 

D nt 

D nt 

o nt 

Dent 

Dent 

Dg' 

Ev Pl! in 

Fl 1119 

in 

in 

an 

:van 

van 

in 



• i 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINCTON 

June 17, 1971 

I1EMORAXDill4. FOR GORDON S TRACfU\N 

Mr. Colson considers the follo\ving to 
be the key states: 

_California 
..Texas 


...Ne\'l York 

...Pennsylvania 

...ohio 

-Illinois 

..J.lissouri 

...Florida 

..Indiana 


.... New Jersey 

W. Richard HO\vard 



...... _------------.--_­

THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHl~GTO:_; 

I 
Harry Dent called and left the following I 
message: ITHE KEY STATES: ! 

California 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Texas 

Hissouri 

New Jersey 


THe following are included primarily 

because of the primaries and electoral 

votes: 


Florida 
- \\1i scons in 
-North Carolina 
~ Ne\v Hampshire 
.. Oregon 

The following were left off because he 
does not feel we can get them: 

Ne\v York 

Nichigan 

Pennsylvania 


Indiana - Because if we cannot take it 

we cannot win the election. 




publican
tionel 
mmittee. 

June 17, 1971 
as B. Evans, Jr., Co-Chairman 

tONI !DEN I IAE7EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM TO: Gordon Strachan 

FROf" : Lewis Dale¢2 

RE: Target States 

Enclosed is the material you 
requested. Tom asked that I emphasize to you that this material 
must be held in the strictest confidence. If such information 
finds its way into the press, the President's chances of re-election 
will be badly da~aged. 

Another point to remember is 
that this list is continuously updated and is subject to change, 
based on analyses of relevant data constantly being gathered here. 

Enclosure 
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June 15, 1971 

The following target states are the result of analysis of current 
statistical, socio-economic and survey data. The electoral vote 
totals of each section are noted and followed by a brief description 
of the reasons for their selections. 

PLUS STATES 

The Plus States are defined as those areas that traditionally...., 
support the Republican Party and Nixon. In 1972, given a favorable 
n4il..tional atmosphere towards the President, we should do well in 
these states. They are also states that tend to be more single issue 
oriented. For example, if farmers are feeling fairly comfortable 
about Nixon and the agriculture policy of the Administration, the 
chances are that these areas will be in our column. If, on the other 
hand, the attitude toward Nixon and the agriculture policy is negative, 
there is very little that could outweigh this attitude. 

MUST STATES 

The Must States are defined as areas that statistically and 
historically support Nixon/RepUblican nominees. It appears that 
without all the.se states in our column, Nixon has little or no chance 
of being re-elected. Ohio and California, for instance, have never 
failed to be in the winning column if a Republican was victorious. The 
reasoning behind the statement, IIIf Nixon doesnlt carryall of the Must 
States, he wonlt be elected President, II is that if one of these states 
is not carried, there is little chance of finding a second or third priority 
state which would make up this loss more easily. 

SECOND PRIORITY MUST STATES'. 
The Second Priority Must States repres~nt those states that 

statistically have less chance of moving over to Nixon, but, none the 
less', are within striking distance. These states represent the next best 
opportunities in the large electoral category. It is necessary that some 
of these be moved into the win column for Nixon. 

THIRD PRIORITY MUST STATES 

The Third Priority Must States represent those area,s that 
statistically Nixon can win. These are areas with smaller electoral 
vote totals, but about the same odds, as the Second Priority Must 
States. Nixon must win some of these. 



The method of arriving at these target states included a ten 
year analysis of Presidential elections, an analysis of 1966, 1968 
and 1970 Congres sional, Senatorial, and Gubernatorial races, an 
analysis of polling trends of various regions in the country and 
state polls where available, RNC state issue files of the past year 
to see if there have been any major trends or shifts in public opinion 
that have been evidenced in newspapers or other publications, as 
well as the reports of the RNC field staff. 

It should be reiterated that this is the status of state 
priority selection as of June 15. This is not meant to be definitive, 
but only a device to serve the needs of those who must make early 
resource allocations on behalf of the effort to re -elect the President. 



--

June 	16, 1971 

MUST 2nd PRIORITY MUST 


13 Indiana' /,"26 Texas"'" 


RECEIVED
8 	 Iowa /' 12 Missouri "., 

JUN 	16 1971 
12 Virginia 10 Maryland 

17 ~ 
, 

FloridaV 13 North Carolina <" J 

10 Tennessee /27 Pennsy 1 vania.... 

f/ 	 ,
45 California: "" 41 New York 


26 lllinois~ 11 Wisconsin..... 


V17 	 New Jersey' 8 Connecticut 


Oh' \,/
25 10· - 10 Minnesota 

173 158 

'-- .3rd PRIORITY MUST 

PLUS 


8 South Carolina 

5 Nebraska 


9 Washington 

4 Idaho 


4 New Mexico 

6 Arizona 


3 Vermont 

3 Wyoming 


4 Montana 

7 Kansas 


3 Nevada 

4 Utah 


7 Colorado 

3 North Dakota 


4 New Hampshire 

8 Oklahoma 


6 Oregon 

4 South Dakota 


9 Kentucky 
 44 


3 Delaware 


4 Maine 


64 




June 16, 1971 

States not included in previous memo: 

9 Alabama 
3 Alaska 
6 Arkansas 
3 District of Columbia 

12 Georgia 
4 Hawaii 

10 Louisiana 
14 Massachusetts 
21 Michigan 
7 Mississippi 
4 Rhode Is land ,
6 West Virginia 

99 
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Dick Richards gave Inc the following list of the top 20 priority states.' 
The R)JC's rough criteria at this time' are nUlllber of electoral votes 
and likelihood of winning the state. The first 18 states are simply 
those \vith the largest electoral vate, ranked in order!, with the excep­
tion of Massachusetts (14 votes) and Louisiaqa (10 ,votes). All are 
considered '\vinnable 'l at this point, since the greatest margin of loss 
in 1968 was 44% - 49% in New ,York. 

The 19th and 20th st.ates could be T<:entucky, with its upcoming guber­
natorial race and nine electoral votes, or Oregon or New Hampshire 
beC<l.tlSe of the prin1aries., 

.." 
TOP PRJOlUTY STATES 

STATE ELECTORAL vOtES (1'972) 

1. California 45 
2. )Jew York 43' 
3. Pennsylvania 27 
4. Texas 26 
5. Illinois 26 
6. Ohio 25 
7. Michigan 21 
8. l\cw Jersey 17 

',-,9. Florida 17 . 
10. Indiana 13 
11. Missouri ,12'· 

.... .'.12. North Carolina 12 
13. Virginia J 2. f'" -" 

14. Georiia 12 
15. Wisconsin 11 
16. Tennessee 10 
17.' Maryland 10 

I 
,18. Minnesota 10 
, 

349 

J 9. Kentucky 9 
 " 

Oregon 6 
20. New HaInpshire 4 



CITIZENS FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

May 19, 1971 

FOR: GORDON STRACHAN 

FROM: JEB S. MAGRUDER 

FYI 



./
Mr. Magruder 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 	21, 1971 

MEMORfu~DUM FOR ROBERT FINCH 

FROM: Max L. Friedersdorf 

Listed below are Republican Senators and marginal House 
members up for re-election in. the 20 target states: 

1. 	 California 

Senate None 

House Mail1iard (6th) 
Veysey (38th) 

2. New 	 York 

Senate 	 None 

House 	 Lent (5th) 
Peyser (25th) 
Kemp (39th) 

3. 	 Pennsylvania 

Senate ~one 

House Goodlincr (19th)_ i;;> 

4. 	 Texas 

Senate TQ1.'le r 

House None 

5. 	 Illinois 

Senate Percy 

House ~one 



2 . 

6. 	 Ohio 

Senate None 

House Powell (24th) 

7. Michicranb 

Senate Griffin 

House None 

8. 	 New Jersey 

Senate Case 

House Sandman (7d) 
Forsythe (6th) 

9. 	 Florida 

Senate None 

House Burke (10th) 

10. Indiana 

Senate 	 None 

House 	 Landgrebe (2d) 
Zion (8th) 
Dennis (10th) 

II. 	 Missouri 

Senate None 

House None 

12. 	 North Carolina 

Senate ?~one 

House None 
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13. 	 Virginia 

Senate None 

House Broyhill (10th) 

14. 	 Georgia 


Senate None 


House Xone 


15. 	 Wisconsin 

Senate None 

House Davis (9th) 
O'Konski (10th)

16. 	 Tennessee 

Senate Baker 

House Baker (3d) 

17. 	 Maryland 


Senate Nor.e 


House Xone 


18. 	 Minnesota 

Senate Xonc 

House Frenzel (3d) 
Z'wach (6th) 

19. 	 Kentucky 

Sena-ce Cooper 
.!: 

House Xone 

1--,,;, 
~:: 

Has announced ,. '-' i'!i 11 not sec 1~ :'c-31cction. 



.. 


4 

Oregon 

Senate Hatfield 

House None 

20. New Hampshire 

Senate None 

House Xone 

Supportive GOP Senators standing for re-election 
in states having Presidential preference primaries, 
but not .listed' as target states, include: 

Nebraska Senator Curtis 
South Dakota Senator Mundt 

Additional GOP Senators sta~ding for re-election in 
1972 in non-target and non-Presidential preference 
primaries. 

Alaska Senator Stevens 
IIColorado Allott 
IIDelaware Boggs 
IIIdaho Jordan 
IIImva Iv1iller 
IIKansas Pearson 
11r.-laine Snith 

South Carolina It Thurmond 
Wyoming II Hansen 

There are two marginal GOP House ~embers in­
Presidential preference primary states not listed 
among the 20 "target ll states: 

Massachusettes Keith (12th) 
Nebraska ?>1cCollister (2d) 
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Additional GOP marginal House members not in 
target states or Presidential preference-states: 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delavlare 

Iowa 


Kansas 
Montana 
South Carolina 
Utah 

Listed below are the 1972 
primary dates: 

Harc;h 14 
Harch 21 
April 11 
April 25 

ivlay 2 

May 9 
ivlay 23 
June 6 

June 20 

Five other states 
a primary but have 
Alabama, Florida, 

McKevitt 
Steele 
dePont IV 
Schwengel 
Kye 
i'linn 
Shoup 
Spence 

. Lloyd 

(1st) 
(2) 
(AL) 
(1st) 
(4th) 
(3rd) 
(1st) 
(2d) 
(2d) 

Presidential preference 

Ne1'1 Hampshi re * 

Illinois -J: 


Rhode Island * 

Pennsylvania * and 


Massachusetts * 
District .of Colur.lbia, Ollio 

and Indiana * 
Nebraska * West Virginia * 
Oregon i; 

California, ~ew Jersey, 
Ne~ Mexico * South Dakota 

~ei'i York 

The following Republican Governors also stand for 
re-election in 1972. 

Illinois 
Iowa 
Ne,,;'" Hampshi ro 
Vermont 
Washington 

* 

are seriously considGriTIg conductin~ 
not yet se~tlcd on a method: 

Idaho, ~aryland and Wisconsin. 

Olgilvie 
Ray 
Pr.;tcrson 
Davis 
Evans 

Direct Presidential Primaries. 
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cc: Mr. Rumsfeld 
MacGregor 

Mr. Timmons 
Mr. Ehrlichman 
Mr. Belieu 
r·Ir. ~VeinberZ8r 

/:1r. Giffonl 
/ Mr .-;\lagrucler 
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