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L 
THE WH IT E HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

ADMI NISTRAT IVELY CONF IDK TIAL 

May 12, 1972 

ME~10RA DUM FOR: 	 H. R. HALDEHAN 

FRON: 	 GORDON STRACHAN 

SUBJECT: 	 Campai gn Poll ~nalysis 
and Wave II 

Bob Teet er submitte d his Final First Wave Analy sis to you 
and John Mitche ll t oday. It is attached at Tab A. The 
conclusions and r ecommendatio ns a re specific and s urpri s ing. 
You may v!a nt to us e this memorandull1 as a t a l king paper at 
one of the regular political mee tings, either with or without 
Teeto r p r osent. 

Te ete r a lso asked Mitchell for authority to conduc t the 
second s e~ ies of poll s in mid-June. The cost is approxi
mately $250,000. Tee ter is soliciting sugges tion s from 
the Campaign and ~'lh ite Hou se Staffs. TIl(; final question
naire wi ll be submitted to you and Mi tche ll for final 
approval o n June 1. Teeter's me Qoranda are at Tab B. 



Committee for the Re-election of the President 

MEMORANDUM May 11, 1972 
DETERMINED TO BE AN 

ADMIiHS':;i.J ~V:i MARKING 
bOXVIJ)EWTIAL/EY~S ONLY E.O. lZO,:5, Se'~Uon 6-102 

BY___~~__ h.tl.J.:_. iJ;j,te __B-.:~..:f.J 

THE HOiWRABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

}'ROH: ROBERT N. TEETER 

SUBJECT: Final First Have Analysis 

During the past sevcr<ll "7eeks we have analyzed the first \.;rave 
polling results utilizing a number of the !:lost advanced statistical 
techniques avai.lable. This analysi s has enabled us to identify 
the most important independent variables which influence presi
dential vote and to develop a very sophisticated analysis package 
which can be run and inter.preted rapidly on all of our subsequent 
polling. 

\'lhj Ie it is not necessary to have knm'lledge of these techniques in 
order to use the results, I \wuld be happy to go over them in more 
detail 't-7i th yon nnytine. 

Our conclusions from this analysis are: 

1. Past party voting behavior is the single most important factor 
which affects the presidential vote. The classification of voters 
into behavioral Republicans, Democrats, or Ticket-splitters accounts 
for almost three tiG€S as much of the variance \vhy people vote for 
or against the President as is explained by any other variable. 
This appe&rs to be particularly true in Hisconsin, Indiana. and 
Cal ifornia • 

2. The next most important factors affecting the Presidential 
vote are the voters' perceptions of the President's trust and his 
issue handling ability. Trust is best defined by the following 
variables -- honesty. open minded, and just. Seemingly, these 
personality traits are related to perceptions of credibility. ~o 

a lesser degree the presidential vote is related to perceptions of 
competence -- experienced. trained, and informed. 

Host voters have a general perception of hOi·' well the President 
handles issues and probleTIs overall and that appears to be more 
important to voting th<ln is their perception of his handling of 
anyone or two issues. This overall issue handling ability secms 
to be perceived by the vot0rs as a single personality dimension 
similar in many ways to the dimensions of trust, competence, etc. 
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The only' inclividual j ssues which appear to have any significant 
indcpcnd~nt effect on voting are Vietnam, inflation, and general 
unrest. Victnm;! and inflDtion "wre also, fortunately, the issues 
that the President ,,'as seen as handlinp.; ';.le11, and his ability to 
handle the general unrest problem ,,]as rated about equally to that 
of his opponents~ 

Those issues on ",hich the President is rated relatively poorly - 
crime, drugs, and une~ployment -- do not appear to affect presidential 
vot to Cllly major degree. This is particularly true of crime and 
unel:tploycJcnt. Apparently the President is seen as having done a 
good job on those problems that the voters think have gotten better 
overall, -while he is seen as having done a poor job on those pro
blems which have become worse during the last fe~·] years. There 
alno appears to be little believability that the President will 
make much difference in the c~ime or d]~ug problems. 

3. Demographic bloc voting is significantly less inportant than 
past party voting behavior, and less important than perceptions of 
the candidates trust, competence, and issue handling ability. Once 
party behavior is taken into account there is little difference in 
the vote for various demographic groups. In other words, differences 
in the rate that various demographic groups support Nixon can be 
explained almost entirely. by party preferences rather than member
ship in any particular dCiilOgrnphic zroup. The factors having some 
hut small effect on the vote are age, income, and education. Gen
era..L1.y spea!:tng, voters 1:110 arc older, have high2r incones, and 
have more education seem to have a greater propensity to vote for 
the President, primarily because of their propensity to vote Repub
lican more than as a result of their demographic group. Bloc voting 
against the President is evident only ,.,ith a limited number of 
groups -- blacks, young voters (18 to 25 year aIds especially in 
California), and Je\·!ish voters in };cw York. All appear to oppose 
the President to a greater degree than would be predicted by their 
past voting behavior or party preference. 

It appears to be possible to improve the vote for the President in 
several demographic groups ,-Jhere he is weak.. He have made these 
conclusions from our analysis of the data from the individual voting 
blocs: 

A. 	 Older voters (60 years and over) are the single 
most important grol1p in the eJ ection. In Hissouri 
and Oregon, the President is especially weak. Taxes, 
inflation, and the cconony are the important issues. 

B. 	 The rresident is running very poorly with young voters 
(J8 to 2/~). HC<1vy turnout and registration by this 
group could be devastating. The percentage of Rcpub

the economy are the issues. 'Vic have special weakness 
in California alld \Hsconsin. 
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C. 	 The vote for Kixon Dmong blacks varies greatly. The 
President is running well with this group in the south, 
the border state's, and :iev7 Jersey and No",- York. There 
is <1 severe credibility problem and racial appeals to 
this group are unlikely to work. Pocketbook issues will 
be important. 

D .	 . Spanish-Americans are supporting the President to a 
greater dC81'ce than expected. The support appears to 
be flexible. He could expect to improve our support 
with this group by at least 15% in California. 

E. 	 Ethnic support in Philadelphia is very ",eak and seems to 
be causing our poor shm-ling there. 

4. The importance of each of the vote determining factors varies 
considerably from state to state. Generally, the relative importance 
of·these factors in affecting the vote is listed below: 

Party 
Nixon Trust 
Comparative Issue Hai.1dHng Ability 
Age 
Opponents Competence 
Income 
Religion 
Educatjon 

After party, the voters l perceptions of Nixon trust and comparative 
issue handling ability are the factors which have the greatest 
influence on the President's vote. 

The 	factors in the individual state studies are shown in Attachment 
A. 	 Attachment B graphically ShOI-IS the importance of these factors. 

5... I'JOile the President ,:as in relatively good shape against any of 
his potential opponents in January, there was a relatively small 
undecided vote for that point in time and there appears to be some 
limits on the President's potential vote. There are relatively 
large groups of voters who vote for the President on all of the 
sanple ballots and vlho vot.e against the President regardless of 
who his opponent is on all the sall~ple ballots. This indicates to 
me that once the DemocraUc nominee is selE!cted the undecided vote 
may be very small. Tilis, alo;lg ,dth the probability that the Demo
cratic candidate will increase his Bupport and that the ratio will 
get closer during September and October, means that we should attempt 
to build as large a levd as possible betvleen nm., and the national 
conventions OIl the theory that vw "'ill lose ground after the con
ventio:ls. }1oreover, every point \ole can gain between now and the 
conventions will COru2 with less effort and at less cost than those 
perccntar,e points needed during the fall campaign. 



6. There docs not nppcnr to be any definite ideological basis for 
voting on any of the ballots. That is, very few people if any arc 
voting for the Presid.cnt because 'they feel he is partic.ularly con
servative or liberal, or that people are voting against the President 
because they feel he is too conservative or too liberal. 

7. The Vice-President's approval rating is somewhat 10iler than the 
President's in almost: all of the slates but fo1lm1s up and dO\m 
about in line with the President's. I cannot identify any particular 
segment of voters "lith ,·;hom the Vice-President is either adding or 
subtracting from the ticket. 

8. The net effect of a Hallace third party candidacy Has very 
small in January and h<1s undoubtedly changed since then. I-le should 
defer any hard conclusions as to ",hether vIe vlant him on or off the 
ballot until after the second wave of pollinL;. but lJy inclination 
at this point is that we would do better without him on the ballot. 

9. There j.s no question but that 've have a very realistic chance 
to carry any or all of the big states -- New York, New Jereey, 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Illinois, Texas, and California and we should 
continue to ma!.;.e a r.la~dmuTIl effort in those states. California 
appears to me to be the one state "Ihere we may not be doing as 
well as we night be at this time and where there are indications 
of future problems. Voters in California seem to have a more fixed 
perception of the President. That is, of course, logical in that 
California voters probably kno';; him better them those in any other 
state. 

Recommendations 

Based on our analysis, we make the following recommendations: 

1. A ticket-splitter analysis should be done in each of the prtority 
states by precinct or ~vard and tm-mship. For the rest of the country, 
the analysis should be done by county. This 1,s undoubtedly the most 
efficient way to locate ticket-splitters and to develop priority 
areas for both our organizational and cowmunications efforts. Hore
over, it "7ill allOi-l us to identify Dt:L'l.ocratic areas v71,ich have some 
propensity to split their ticket, and from these areas vIe may be 
able to cause ticket-splitting in favor of the President. 

2. With apparently small undecided vote, a strong organizational 
effort will he criticn1. I would recommend putting a dispropor:'" 
tionate share of our resources into organizational personnel to 
assure that this effort is maximized. I also think our organiza
tional effort should be structured so that ,·:e have the flexibility 
to concentrate our people in a fe\-] states late in the campaign, 
even to the debree of ac;signing one to each county or congressional 
di::;t4.'"ict for th~ top pr:icritj" st.::tc.s in l~tc! S8pt~~b~r .:lnd October. 
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Spccjal organizo.tional effort should be made to improve the 
Pr<:siclcnt's voUnt; stren[~th in PhiliC,clclphia (especially with ethnics), 
Nco York City (outside }!CiI:hattan), Buffulo, Los Angeles (Or.:mge 
County), Bal Ur.~ore suburbs, ~·lontgor.v~ry County Obryland), l-11d-Texas 
(Austin), rural Hissouri, and KenoshajRacine \oJisconsin. 

3. As indicated before, I think the ~evelopment of an overall 
theme or idea for the ca;"paign is in~perative and that this should 
be done before the Democrnti c convention and should center around 
the President 1 a hopes and aspirations for our country. To be effec
tive it must be positive and give people the ,hope that many of our 
problems can unci ,-till improve. 

4. As the President's overall issue handling ability is more impor
tant to determining vote than his handling of any ipdividual issue, 
those issues on 'Ylhich he is perceived as handling \Jell should be 
emphasized and those he is seen as handling poorly should only be 
used if·He have an impressive story to tell or if t1:e appeal is 
designed for some particular group. 

5. He should e:Jphasize the following personal attributes in our 
media progra.ms: 

.Trust - Just 
Honest 
Open Hinded 

Competence - Experienced 
Trained 
Informed 
Competent 

It is possible to use the President's ability to handle issues in 
cODmunicating the above attributes. No effort needs to be 
directed to n;;il;:e the PrC:!siclent appear -- v7arm, relaxed, and having 
a'sense of hue.,::;r. To the extent that it is possible to convey 
these characteristics, we should do so, but not at the expense of 
the trust and competence variables. 

6. Special c'fforts should be irr.pleI:lcnted to maximize the President IS 

strength with specific vo~ing blocs. 

A. 	 A campaign directed at older Anericans through the 
voting bloc Erou}) should be given top priority. }faximum 
available resou~.-ces should he. allocated into this program. 
A \oassive turnout drive should be iuple171cnted, and a 
supportive direct Dail effort should be considered. 
Bec<luse of the current hi[;h level of rC)3:i.strntion, no 
special effort in this rCf,ard needs to be made to register 
older voters. SpeCliLL elllplwsl::; bllUuld Lv. .;'.J.Je. tc i:nprove 
our level of support \-lith older Americans in the follow
ing 	priorities: 

http:progra.ms
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Hissouri (Primarily Rural) 
Oregon 
Texas 
l~isconsin 

Haryland 
Indiana 
California 
Pennsylvanin 
New 	 York 

Taxes and inflation should be given emphasis. 

B. 	 All registration drives among young voters should be 
stopped. Our primary obj ec tive \vith this group should 
be 10\-7 turnout and persuasion of Democrats and s\ving 
voters to vote for the President. Areas for special 
emphasis to improve support among young voters should 
be: 

\-iisconsj.n 
California 
Haryland 
Pennsylvania 
Ne\.;r 	 York 

Primary issue emphasis should be made on Vietnam, jobs 

In meeting our objective of converting Democrats and 
independents, we must be careful not to direct our young 
voter campaign solely at our oym voters. To keep turnout 
at a minimum we should attempt to keep the marijuana 
referenda nmv proposed for California and Hichigan off 
the ballot if possible. 

C. 	 The Je\.Jish vote bloc should implement a program to 
improve the Presi.dent's ~trength with this voter group 
in Ne\'l York state. Careful consideration should be 
given to the question of parochial schools with this 
group. Our data fndicates support of aid to parochial 
schools may be a negative \>lith Je,,1ish voters. 

D. 	 In order to carry several critical northern states we 
will need to carry a greater percentage of blacks than' 
we did in 1968. Because of our credibility problems, 
we must be ,careful in making any racial appeals so that 
our efforts are not counterproductive. 
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Committee for the Re-election of the President 

May 11, 1972M EMORAr-':DU~..1 DETERMINED to BE AN 

ADMINI S:;:d~ r::v.i Mfl..RKING
CONfi'I:ElEN'fI1\t 

~~:. 12.0£6, Sect;! OIl 6-102 

BY__~'Y.::l____~..l' , .J6te 0'_('16',- 0,


-O--f.£. __4.J. 
HEHOr-ANDilll FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROH: ROBERT H. TEETER 

SUBJECT: Second Have Poll ins. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to recommend the design of our 
second ,·!ave pol and to get your approval of the basic 
so I can begin to '-lork '<lith the vendors on questionnaire design 
and specific cost estimates. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this wave of polling will be to update our polling 
information in the priority states after all the major Presidential 
Primaries arc over and after perception of the potential Democratic 
candidates is better defined. The Primaries and national events 
have undoubt~:dly changed public opinion in several important areas 
since January> and we need current polling data to reevaluate our 
position in each of the priority states, to further define our 
national campaign plan, and to develop individual state campaign 
plans. 

This set of polls will allow us to identify changes in the various 
candidates ballot strength or perception or in the basic issue 
structure since January. It will also allow us to begin to develop 
some trend lines on both the candidates and issues for the caLnpaign. 

Some of the rJaj or areas I think should be covered on this ,.;rave are: 

Secret ballot measurement of the President vs. Hmaphrey, 
McGovern, and Kennedy with and without Wallace 

Ballot effect of various potential Vice-Presidential 
candidates 

Perception of the major ca11didatcs 

Familiarj ty /Amount of knm-Jledf,c of the candtdatcs 
Approval rating/~hy 
Personal perception data 

He;;,oun.:':ncnt of core pro and cUlti Nixon vote 



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 tm-lard specific national problems 

Tax reform/VAT 
National defense 
Status and attitudes toward police 
Attitudes toward Congress 
Attituclcs tmV'ard trade unions/George Heany 
Attitudes toward Phase II 
Hariju2.na/Drugs 
Farm problems 
Homen's issues 

This data ,.;rould all be tabulated and analyzed by past voting behavior, 
by currt:nt voting intention, by degree of commitlr.::mt for or against 
the President, by g('ol';raphic regions, and by the various demographic 
groups. These are essentially the sane breaks that vIe used in \.Jave 
I and \'lOuld 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 or J)0i,:J~nate lntlucnce (Aill) ~·!hich ~-l()uld olloH the 
advertising people to use the data more effectively by relating it 
to the major media markets. 

Des 

I think \-:8 should divide the states to be polled into t,,:o groups 
on this "Jave and do a fairly long inter-viet.;r designed to get in-depth 
data on the candidates and issues ouly 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 Intervic<;v 

California 

Texas 

Illinois 

Ohio 

NclY Jersey 

New York 
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Short IntervieiIT 

Alabama 

Pennsylvania 

Naryland . 

Nichigan 

Connecticut 

Hashington 

tHsconsin 

Nissouri 

Oregon 

Hest Virginia 

Indiana 


Hhile Indiana and Alabama are not on our list of priorities, I 
think we ought to check Indiana because of various state problems 
and \-lC should survey Alabm,a to ascertain the President's voting 
strength in one of the deep south states. Alabama Has selected 
simpJy on the basis that He can conduct the study on a shared cost 
basis with Red Blount. 

The appropriate schedule of this ,,,ave i,]Quld be: 

Approval of basic design May 15 
Develop~ent of questionnaire and final design Hay 16-25 
Prcli2i~~ry approval of qucsticnnaire ~nd 

signing of contracts with vendors May 30 
Final approval of questionnaire June 8 
Intervieidng June 15-30 
Prelicinary reports July 5 
Finnl reports July 15 

Cost 

The approximate cost of this wave would be $250,000. This cost 
estimate does not, hOHever, take into consider~tion any shared cost 
studies with individual states which 1 will negotiate as soon as 
this project is approved. I no,,: anticipate the sh.::tred cost c.rrange
menu; in Pennsylvania, Ohio, Hiehi gan. Indiana, Illinois, Texas, and 
possibly Washington, and Oregon. 

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

Recor;7"'";cnd.::ttion: That you approve the second ,,'ave of polling, the 
list of states to be polled, and the schedule. The qucstionndirc and 
exact cost estim~ted will be submitted for your approval by May 30. 

Approve Disapprovc_____________ 

CO;;,:;iUl t-------_ .._----

CO::],I U'~:T11\L 



Commitlee for the Re-election' of the President 

t",1EMORANDUM 	 Hay 11, 1972 

HE:IOlJ'l.NDUH FOR: 	 NR. PATRICK J. BUCHANAi.1' 
HR. KENNETH R. COLE, JR. 
HR. CHARLES H. COLSON 
l-ffi. PETER H. DAILEY 
HR. HMt1:Y S. DENT 
HR. PETER M. FLAXIGAN 
}Ll{. liARRY S. FLn;rUNG 
HR. I,EO:''ifJZD GARHENT 
MR. ALLAN G. KAUPH,EN 
HR. FRED C. LA RUE 
lill. JEn S. HAGRUDER 
MR. r:PJ:DERIC V. HALEK 
!-fR. CLIFl'ORD A. HILLER 
DR. ROilERT H. llARIK 
}~'l. ROBERT C. HLuWIAN 
HR. DONALD H. HOSm.AN 
HR. HERBERT L. PORTER 
}JR. RAYHOND K. PRICE, JR. 
HR. GORDO~ C. STRAClUJ.lj.; 
Hi<.. CLAYfOi.~ 1\. Y£LJTTi:iZ 

ROBERT H. TEETER 

SUBJECT: 	 Havc II Polling 

We plan to do a' second wave of polling in latc June with results 
being available in early or mid July. It will consist of personal 
intervicH studies in several of the priority states and a national 
ovcrsample siL1:ilar to the first "lave. 

If there are any specific areas or subjects you would like to have 
covc~ed, I would like to have this information from you by Wednesday, 
Hay 17. 

This group of polls ,viII be [iomc,,,hat shorter and more lil:lited in 
scope t.han the J~'nuary \'lCiVC~ [.nd while it will probably not be possible 
to include everything everyone \vould like to hnve included, \,'C \o,'i1l 
ma):Q every attCl'lpt to ,get the Jata· that "wuld be of use to you. 

http:STRAClUJ.lj
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MEMORANDU11 FOR: THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER 

SUBJECT: Final First Wave Analysis 

During the past several weeks we have analyzed the first wave 
polling results utilizing a number of the most advanced statistical 
techniques available. This analysis has enabled us to identify 
the most important independent variables which influence presi
dential vote and to develop a very sophisticated analysis package 
which can be run and interpreted rapidly on all of our subsequent 
polling. 

~fuile it is not necessary to have knmvledge of these techniques in 
order to use the results, I \.;rould be happy to go over them in more 
detail with you anytime. 

Our conclusions from this analysis are: 

1. Past party voting behavior is the single most important factor 
which affects the presidential vote. The classification of voters 
into behavioral Republicans, Democrats, or Ticket-splitters accounts 
for almost three times as much of the variance \Jhy people vote for 
or against the President as is explained by any othe r variable. 
This appears to be particularly true in Wisconsin, Indiana, and 
California. 

2. The next most important factors affecting the Presidential 
vote are the voters' ~erceptions of the President's trust and his 
issue handling abiljty . Trust is best defined by the following 
variables -- honesty, open mi nd ed. and jus t. Seemingly, these 
personality traits are related to 2trcpp t jons of credibility. To 
a le~er degree the presidential vote is related to pe~ceptions of 
competence -- ex~erienced J t r a ined. and informe d. 

Most voters have a general perception of how well the President 
handles issues and p r obl fm § mrera ll and that apnears to b e more 
important to voting than is their perception of his handling of 
any one or ;Wo issues . This overa ll J§r IP band JiB¥; a bgl jty ~eems 
to be percelved by the voters as a slng e persona~lty lmenSlon 
similar in many ways to the dimensions of trust, competence, etc. 
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The only ' indiv idua l i s s u e s which appear to have any significant 
independent effect on voting are Yi e tpam, i n f lation, and general 
~re§t Vietnam and inflation were also, fortunately, the issues 
that the President was seen as handling welL and his ability to 
handle the general unrest problem was rated about equally to that 
of his opponents; 

Those issues on which the President is rated relatively poorly -
crime, drugs, and unemployment -- do not appear to affect presidential 
voting to any major degree. This is particularly true of crime and 
unemplo)~ent. Apparently the President is seen as having done a 
good job on those problems that the voters think have gotten better 
overall, while he is seen as having done a poor job on those pro
blems which have become \vorse during the last fe,v years. There 
also appears to be little believability that the President will 
make much difference in the crime or drug problems. 

3. Demographic bloc voting is significantly less important than 
past party voting behavior, and less important than perceptions of 
the candidates trust, competence, and issue handling ability. Once 
party behavior is taken into account there is little difference in 
the vote for various demographic groups. In other words, differences 
in the rate that various demographic groups suppott Nixon can be 
explained almost entirely, by party preferences rather than member
ship in any particular demographic group. The factors having some 
but small effect on the vote are age, income, and education. Gen
erally speaking, voters who are older, have higher incomes, and 
have more education seem to have a greater propensity to vote for 
the President, primarily because of their propensity to vote Repub
lican more than as a result of their demographic group. Bloc voting 
against the President is evident only with a limited number of 
groups -- blacks, young voters (18 to 25 year olds especially in 
California), and Jewish voters in New York. All appear to oppose 
the President to a greater degree than would be predicted by their 
past voting beha vior or party preference. 

It appears to be possible to improve the vote for the President in 
several demographic groups where he is \veal<.. He have made these 
conclusions from our analysis of the data from the individual voting 
blocs: 

A. Older voters (60 y e a r s a nd over) a r e t he sin e 

,~ mos t i mportan t gro up III t e e l ec t ion . In Missouri 
and Oregon, the President is especially weak. Taxes ,V~ 
infla tion, and the economy are the important issues. 

B. The President is running very poorly with youpg v oter s 
(18 to 24). Heavy turnout and registration by this 
group could be devastating. The percentage of Repub
lican support among youth is very small. Vietnam and 
the economy are the issues. We have special weakness 
in California and Wisconsin. 
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The vote for Nixon among blacks varies greatly. The 
~. President is running well with this group in the south, 

the border states, and Ne\v Jersey and Ne\v York. There 
is a severe credibility problem and racial app ea l s to 
this group are unlikely to wprk. Pocketbook issues will 
be i mportant. 

Spanish-Americans are supporting the Pre s ident to a 
greater degree than expected. The support appears to 
be f lexibl e. He could expect to improve our support 
with this group by at least 15% in California. 

E. 	 Ethnic support in Philadelphia is very weak and seems to 
be causing our poor showing there. 

4. The importance of each of the vote determining factors varies 
considerably from state to state. Generally, the relative importance 
of these factors in affecting the vote is listed below: 

Party 
Nixon Trust 
Comparative Issue Handling Ability 
Age 
Opponents Competence 
Income 
Religion 
Education 

After party, the voters' perceptions of Nixon trust and comparative 
issue handling ability are the factors ,yhich have the greatest 
influence on the President's vote. 

The 	 factors in the individual state studies are shol¥n in Attachment 
A. 	 Attachment B graphically shows the importance of these factors. 

5 ~ While the President ,-las in r .e l a t ively good s hape against any of 
his potential opponents in Januar y, the r e vlaS a r e la t ive l y small 
undecided vote for that point in time and there appears to be some 
l imi t s on the Pres ident' s po teptia l vote. There are relatively 
large groups of voters who vote for t he President on all of the 
sample ballots and who vote against the President regardless of 
who his opponent is on all the sample ballots. This indicates to 
me that oEce the Democrat ic nomi nee i s s elected the undec i ded vote 
may be ve r y Rwal ). This, along with the probability that the Demo
cratic candidate will increase his support and that the ratio will 
get closer during September and October, means that we should attempt 
to build as large a lead as poss ib l e between now and the national 
conven tions on the theory that we will lose ground after the con
vent j ODS 24 Moreover, every point we can gain between now and the-conventions will come with less effort and at less cost than those 
percentage points needed during the fall campaign. 
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6. There 1 0es not ap pear to be any definite ideological basis for 
voting on any o f the ballots. Tha t is, very few people if any are 
voting for the President because they feel he is particularly con
servative or liberal, or that people are vot i n g a gainst the President 
because they feel he is too conservative or too liberal. 

7. The Vice-President's approval rating is somewhat lO\ver than the 
President's in almost all of the states but follows up and down 
about in line with the Pres ident's. I cannot identify any particular 
segment of vot e rs with whom the Vice-President is either adding or 
subtracting from the ticket. 

8. The net effect of a Wallace third party candidacy was very 
small in J a nuary and has undoubtedly changed since then. We should 
defer any hard conclusions as to whether we want him on or off the 
ballot until after the sec ond \-lave of polling , but my inclination 
at this point is that we would do better wi t hout him OD the ba llot.-
9. There is nci question but that we have a very chance 
to carry a ny or all of the bi states -- J y, 
Pennsylvan1a, hio, Illi n ois, Texas aDd Ca l jfgr p ia and we should 
continue to ma ke a maximum effort in those sta tes. Ca lifgr n ia 
appears to me to be the one state where we may not b e doing as 
well as we might be at this time and where the re are indications 
of future problems. Voters in California seem to have a more fix ed 
perception of the Presid ent. That is, of course, logical in that 
California voters probably know him better than those in any other 
state. 

Recommendations 

Based on our ana lysis, we make the following recommendations: 

1. A t icket-splitter analysis should be done in each of the priority 
states by prec i nct or \vard and tounship. For the rest of the country, 
the analysis should be done by county. This is undoubtedly the most 
efficient way to locate ticket-splitters and to develop priority 
areas for both our organizational and communications efforts. More
over, it will allm·, us to identify Democra tic areas vlhich have some 
propensity to split their ticket, and from these areas we may be 
able to c a use ticket-splitting in favor of the President. 

2. With apparently small undecided vote, a strong organization~l 
e!fort will be critical. I would recommend putting a dispropor
tionate share of our resources into organizational personnel to 
assure that this effort is maximized. I also think our organiza
tional effort should be structured so that we have the flexibility 
to concentrate our pepple in a f ew states l a te in the campaign, 
even to the degree of assigning one to each county or congressional 
district for the top priority states in late September and October. 
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Specia l organi zational e ff gr t should be made to improve the 

President ' s voting strength in Philadelphia (especia lly with ethnics), 

Ne~., York City (outside Manhattan ) , Buffalo , Los An ge l es (OraWi,e 

County) , Balt i ore suburbs, Mon t gomerY CQunty (Maryland), Hid-Texas ? 

(Austin), rur al MissouJj , and~enosha/Racing WisconsiQ. 


3. As indicated before, I think the ~eyelQDment of an ove r all 

theme or i dea fo r the cam i - and t hat this should 

be one before t e D~wcratic convention and should cent er around 

the P4esident's hopes and aspira t ions for our country. To be effec

tive It must be positive and give people the~ that many of our 

problems can and will~mprove. 


4. As the Pres i dent's overall issue handling ability is more impor

tant to determining vote than his handling of any individual issue, 

those issue s on which he is perceived a s handling well should be 

emphasized and those he is seen as handling poorly should only be 

used if "we have an impressive story to tell or if t~e appeal is 

designed for some particular group. 


5. We should emphasize the following personal attributes in our 

media programs: 


.Trust - Just-- Honest 
Open Minded 

Competence - Experienced 
Trained 
Informed 
Competent 

. It is possible to use the President's ability to handle issues in 
communicating the above attributes. No specia l effort needs to be 
directed to ma ke the President appear -- wa rm, relaxed, and having 
a"sense of humor. To the ext ent tha t it is possible to convey 
these characteristics, we should do so, but not at the expense of 
the trust and competenc e variables. 

6. Specia l efforts should be implemented to maximize the President's 
strength with s pecific voting blocs. 

A. 	 A campaign directed at older Amer icans through the 
voting bloc group should be given top priority. Maximum 
available resources should be allocated into this program. 
A {llassive turnout drive should be i mplemented, and a 
s upportive direct ma~l effort should be considered. 
Because of the current high level of registration, no 
special effort in this regard needs to be made to register 
older voters. Special emphasis should be made to improve 
our level gf smUiOrt with older Americans in the follow
ing priorities: 
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Missouri (Primarily Rural) 
Oregon 
Tex"as 
Wiscons in ~ 
Maryland ------ . 
Indiana 
California 
P ennsylvania 
New 	 York 

Taxes and inflation should be given emphasis. 

B. 	 Al l regi§t r a ti pp dri ye§ aIDong young v o ters should be 
! to~ned Our pr imary object i v e with thi s group should 
~ ow t urpop t and persuasion of Democrats and s wing 

voters to vote for the President. Areas for special 
emphasis to improve support among young voters should 
be: 

Wisconsin 
California ~ 
Maryland ---- oJ 

Pennsylvania 
New York 

Primary issue emphasis should be made on Vietnam , j~ 
for youth, and po~on. 

In meeting our objective of converting Democrats and 
independents, we must be careful not to direct our young 
voter campaign solely at our own voters. To keep tur n gut 
at a minimum we s hould attempt to keep t he marijuana 
~ferenda now proposed for California and Michigan off 
t ne ba llo t if possible.-

C. The Jewish vote bloc should implement a program to 

~~ --- improve the President's streng th with this voter group 

~.~ ~ ~. in New York state. Careful consideration should be 

~~ ~giVen to the question of parochial schools with this 

~ group. Our da ta fndicate s support of aid to paro chia l 
.~.~ schools may b e a n egative with Jewish voters. 

217 D. 	 In order to carry several critical northern states we 
will need to carry a g r ea ter percentage of b lacks than ' 
've did in 1968. Beca;;-e of our credibility problems, 
we must b e .carefp l i p making any raci a l appeaJ s so that 
our efforts are not counterproductive. 

CONFIDENTIAL/EYES ONLY 



MARKET OPINION RESEARCH 

ATTACHMENT A 

CAJ.IFORNIA NEW JERSEY OHIO TEXAS NEW YORK PENNSYLVANIA WISCONSIN INDIllNA 

Party Type 21% Party Type 7% Opp. Issue 11% Nixon Trust 10% Age 12% Opp. Party Type 29% Party Type 14% 
Competence 9% 

Opp. Trust 4 Nixon Trust 6 Party Type 6 Party Type 8 Party Type 7 Age 8 
Party Type 7 Opp. Issue 11 

Age 4 Opp. Education 5 Nixon Issue 8 Nixon Issue 7 Income 3 

Competence 6 Income 7 Income 9 
Income 4 Age 4 ,Age 7 Nixon Trust 5 Opp. Issue 3 

Age 5 Age 5 Nixon Trust 4 

Nixon Opp. Nixon Opp. Issue 4 Religion 2 

Strength 3 Opp. Issue 4 Strength 3 Strength 5 Opp. Issue 2 Nixon Issue 4 
Income 4 Nixon Trust 2 

Nixon Income 4 Nixon Issue 3 Opp. Issue 3 Education 2 Age 4 

Competence 3 Education 4 Opp. Trust 1 

Religion 3 Religion 2 Income 2 Nixon Relig ion 2 

Sex 3 Nixon Competence 1 Nb:on, 
Nixon Issue 2 Opp. Religion 2 Competence 2 Educa tion 1 Strength 1 

Nixon Trust 2 Competence 1 Opp. Trust 1 
Sex 2 Opp. Sex 2 Nixon Education 1 

Nixon Issue 2 Nixon Trust 1 Strength 2 Nixon Trust 1 Competence 1 

Education 1 Opp. Trust 1 Nixon Issue 1 

Education 2 Income 1 Opp. Trust 1 Nixon Issue 1 Opp. 
Nixon Nixon Competence 1 Nixon 

Opp. Competence 1 Nixon Nixon Strength 1 Religion * Cotlpetence 1 

Competence 2 Competence * Competence 1 Nixon 
Nixon Opp. Sex * Strength 1 Opp. 

Opp. Strength * Opp. Opp. Competence 1 Streng th * 
Strength 1 Competence * Competence 1 Nixon Opp. Trust 1 

Opp. Religion 1 Strength * Sex * 
Opp. Issue ,1 Strength * Nixon Education * Opp. 

Strength * Opp. Opp. Strength * Opp. 

Religion 1 Opp. Trust * Sex * Strength * Strength * Competence * 
Sex * Sex * 

* Less than 1% 


Numbers following each factor indicate percentage of influence on the presidential vote. 
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ATTACHHFNT B 

NIXON - HUSKIE 

T-S, Dem. ,Harg. 

J .4 

l~ 

.9 

.-------'--T 

Nixon Trus t 
Hi 
.6 

I 
Dems.T-S,Marg. 

.8 
I 

Muskie Huskie Muskie 
Compo 

Huskie 
Compo Trust Trust 

Lo HiLoHi 
.6 .5 .2.o

-' 

Huskie Muskie 
Issue Is s ue 
Lo Hi 

.9 .5 
 .6 


Nuskie 

Issue 


Lo 

.5 


Nixon Trus t 
Lo 

.2 

T-S,Marg. 

I 

r----~ Dem. 

.4 

Muskie Muskie 
Trust Trust 

Lo Hi 
.5 .1 

Nixon Nixon 
Issue Issue 


Hi 
 Lo 
.3 

Huskie 

Iss ue 


Hi 


Prot. Other 
Religions 

.7 .5 

Numbers under boxes indicate probability of voting for Nixon. The 
higher the number, the greater the probability of voting for Nixon. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA SH IN GTO N 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

May 8, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: GORDON STRACHAN G 
SUBJECT: Celebrities 

Several developments have occurred since your March 21 
memorandum to Magruder on the Celebrities program for 
the President: 

1) Jon Foust replaced Bart Porter as the one man 
primarily responsible for the success of the Celebrities 
program. Foust's May 5 memorandum for Mitchell is attached 
at Tab A; 

2) Mitchell has agreed to participate in a briefing 
for the confirmed celebrities at Richard Zanuck's home in 
California in June. Taft Schreiber has received tentative 
agreement to participate from Henry Kissinger. Mitchell 
strongly recommends Kissinger attend. Kissinger wants 
clearance from you as to the advisability and timing. A 
memorandum for your signature is attached at Tab B; 

3) Mitchell met with Sammy Davis, Jr. on April 14 
to re-affirm his commitment to the President's re-election; 

4) Butterfield is meeting with mixed success with 
Rose Mary Woods in increasing the number of celebrities at 
the Mexican State Dinner; 

5) Contrary to press reports, Glen Campbell is not 
going to participate in the Democratic fundraising telethon. 



Committee for the Re-election of the President 

MEMORANDUM May 5, 1972 

TO THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

THROUGH: 	 JEB S. MAGRUDERb k 
FROM: 	 JON A. FOUST~~ 
SUBJECT: 	 Celebrities for the President 


American Music for the President 

Athletes for the President 


1. BACKGROUND 

In November, 1971, you met with studio presidents, executive and 
senior vice presidents, etc., and formed "The Executive Committee for 
Celebrities for the President" to re-elect the President with Richard 
Zanuck as Chairman. Taft Schreiber, a member of this Committee, is the 
''moving force" behind the whole celebrity operation, but with his fund 
raising and business responsibilities Taft does not have ample time to 
spend recruiting celebrities, etc. Therefore, Joe Horacek, who was 
replaced by Ed Crane, was appointed Executive Director to handle the 
day-to-day operations. 

Plans were also made and approved in March and April to select 
Executive Directors for the "Athletes" and "American Music (Country and 
Western) for the President." 

2. PURPOSE 

The purpose of the three celebrities/athletes committees are: 

1. 	 To enlist as many celebrities/athletes as possible 
to publicly support the President's re-election; 

2. 	 To supply talent for events scheduled and/or' created 
by the Scheduling Division; 

3. 	 To coordinate all details pertaining to the celebri
ties'/athletes" attendance of an event; and 

4. 	 To assist the Scheduling Division in producing ideas 
for events. 



TO THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL May 5, 1972 
Page 2 

3. CURRENT STATUS 

A. Celebrities 

At present 130 entertainers have committed to the President. 
This is the largest group ever assembled for a Republican candidate. 
They include some of the best known names in the youth group; i.e., Mary 
Ann Mobley, Chad Everett, Clint Eastwood, etc. Thus far thirty-five of 
th~se celebrities have been scheduled into eleven events. 

Also, the Executive Committee has been formed and publicized 
to promote the impression that an entertainer who commits to the Presi
dent will have some friends at the top of their industry_ Hopefully this 
would allay the fears of some of the up-and-coming stars that their 
career would be adversely affected by supporting the President. In 
recruiting talent, the Executive Committee has not accomplished the 
desired results although they have been very successful raising funds. 

B. American Music for the President 

A working Executive Committee chaired by Dr. Nat Winston has 
been formed with Richard Frank, an attorney representing many stars, 
and Frank Rogers, a prominent Nashville promoter, as members. 

They have commitments from several stars at this point; i.e., 
Bobby Goldsborough, Arch Campbell, Chet Atkins. The Committee feels 
quite strongly that most of the Country and Western stars will publicly 
support the President, with few exceptions. 

A request to appoint Harry Warner as Executive Director has 
been submitted. 

/
C. Athletes for the President 

Last week Tom Scott, former captain of the New York Giants, 
was appointed Executive Director. Tom and I have discussed specific 
plans and by next week he plans to establish a program for recruiting 
"superstar" athletes. 

4. PLANS AND PROGRAMS 

A. Celebrities 

The Committee is working on compiling a list of all celebrities 
to show if they are committed and to whom, and if they are undecided and 
our recommended action. Also, the availability and possible participation 
of the stars supporting the President is being determined. These lists 
will tell us what we are able to do with our celebrities and also show 
us the direction in which to go in recruiting the uncommitted stars. 
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As you know, three Dolf Droge parties for the 18 to 35 year
old group have been planned on May 15, 16, and 17. The day following 
these parties each star will be sent a package explaining the President's 
program. One to two weeks following the parties, the host will make a 
personal pitch to each star to support the President. 

These parties will be followed up with parties for other 
administration spokesmen. The following are likely possibilities: 

June Dwight Chapin Russia and China 

July Donald Rumsfeld The Economy 

August John Ehrlichman Domestic Policy 

. A briefing for our committed celebrities has been planned. 
To help make the celebrities feel like part of the President's team, 
you would explain the campaign and Dr. Kissinger would talk about 
foreign policy. This briefing should serve to generate enthusiasm in 
our committed celebrities. 

The Celebrities Committee plans to concentrate on recruiting 
young stars. By May 26 each member of the Executive Committee will be 
personally contacted to determine those stars that they know personally 
and would ask to support the President, and to ascertain other sources 
of contacting these stars. These personal meetings will be followed up 
by phone calls one week and two weeks later. If these do not produce 
results, Taft Schreiber will be consulted for other courses of action. 
In addition, our Executive Director will ask each member of the Executive 
Committee to appoint a staff member to handle the day-to-day operations. 

The chairman of the sub-committee for the rock industry has 
not been too helpful up to this point. By May 26 our Executive Director 
will determine if another approach to rock industry should be found. 

B. American Music for the President 

If the Executive Director is approved to start on May 15, he 
will submit his plan by May 31. 

C. Athletes for the President 

Tom Scott will submit his plan for recruiting athletes by 
May 12. 
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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 
conservat i ve 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 Democrats. 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. 

. \ 
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By not running on the Fonservative ticket the President 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. 

CONFIDENTIAL/EYES ONLY 
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, SAMPLE 
TOTAL 1007 103 131 132 329 112 92 77 

100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100 .. 

1968 VOTE 

NIXON 4Z8 16 28 lt2 1106 68 66 510 
43. 16. 21. 32. 44. 61. 72. 70. 


HUMPHREY 325 52 57 56 92 24 15 15 

32. 50. 41,. 28. 21. 16. 19.It". 

I wALl.Ac.e 21 1 2 13 3 2 
2. 1. 2. 4. 3. 3,. 


DON'T KNOW/DIDN'T VOT~ 233 ,lob 30 78 '17 11 6 

23. 3i! }5. 23. 21,. 15. 12. a. 

CONSIDER SELF 
'';;

REPUBLICAN 283 13 18 ' 20 85 51 47 Itl 
28. 13. lit. 15. 26. 46. 51. 53. 


DEMOCRAT loU 56 62 62 150 32 Z4 24

44. 54. 63. tt7. 1,6,. 29. 26. 31.

'" INOEPENDEIH 2113 26 26 37 73 25 16 10 
22. 2S. 20. 28. 22. 2Z. 17. 13. 

BEHAVIORAL 

REPUBLIC.AN 218 8 16 16 50 1t4 3fl 39 
22. a. 12. 12. 15. 39. 41, • 51. 


DEMOCRAT 353 58 63 1t7 110 24 22
. 35. 56. 48. 36. 33. 21. lE 29. ~' 

TICKH-SPI. ITTER. 320 21 32 51 130 36 32 
32. 20. 21t. 39. 40. 3~. 35. d~ 


MARGINAl. 116 16 
v 
, ~o 18 39 8 s 3 


12. 16. 1 .. 14. 12. 7. s~ 4. 
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CURRENT VOTING BY COMMITMENT 

HARO NIXON 344 12 22 32 115 56 57 45 

34. 12. 17. 24. 35. 50. 62. 58. 


SOFT NIXON 173' 9 18 29 71 20 12
CjJ 

17. 9. 14. 22. 22 •. 16. 10. 16. 

Ili-"RD Oe,..OCRAT 285 61 59 45 77 17 1Q 8 


28. 59. 45. 34. 23. 15. U. 10. 


SOFT DEMOCRAT 252 18 33 40 96 '29 15 16 

25. 17. 25. 30. 29. 26. 16. 21. 


HARD WALLACE 22 2 2 2 a 2 2 

2. 2. 2. 2. 2. 2. 4. 3. " "."'\"..,SOFT WALLAce 40 3 4 5 13 6 5 3 

4. 3. 3. It •. 4. 5. 5. 4. 

VOTE SWITCHING 
.. 

NIXON-WALLACE/UNDECIDED 1 1 6 3 2 6
i~ 1. 1. 2. 3. 2. 8. 


MUSKIE-WALLACE/UNDECIOED 22 3 2 4 6 4 1 

2. 3. 2. 3. 2. 4. 1. 


ALL OTHERS 965 128 127 317 105 89 71
l~O96. 9 • 98. 96. 96. 94. 9.7. 92. 
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COMMITTEE FOR THE RE·ELECTION OF THE, PRESIDENT 

1701 P£NJ'l.iSYL.VA...,IA A\o'(!'t\.,;E ,., W 

WASHING TO"" 0 C. a0006 May 1, 1972 •• 20Z~ 33l·C)2~ 

DETERMINED TO BE AU 
ADMINISTRATIVE MA...'=:KING 

E.O. 120€5, Se~tion 6-192 
By_£~____ i'ili.i."''''' Date_i::.~-:.fl. ... 

MEMORt\!:\1HJH FOR: 	 THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

THROUGH: 	 JEB S. MAGRUDER 

FROM: 	 ROBERT H. MARIK 

SUBJECT: 	 Priority Ranking of the States for 
the Catlpaign 

This oemorandum sUI:'.marizes 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 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 argl.n (":)•M 1>_ 

Nebraska 5 +28 
Kansas 7 +20 
North Dakota 3 +18 
Iowa 8 +12 
South Dakota * 4 +11 

27 

* \-]ould not be safe if George HcGovern is on the ticket. 

Hountain and 1968 Nixon 
\':estern States Electoral Votes r argl.n• _/,_\.1 (":) 

Idaho 	 4 +26 
'Wyoming 	 3 +20 
Arizona 	 6 .""T":'V 

qUtah 	 +19 

http:Date_i::.~-:.fl
http:P�NJ'l.iSYL.VA
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• 
New Nexico 4 
Colorado 7 
Hontana 4 
Nevada * J 

35 

*Nixon lost Nevada by 2% in 1960. With a Democratic re
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.) 

. ~968 Nixon 
State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

Oklaho1!la 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 
--,Kennedy is on the ticket.) 

1968 Nixon 
State Electoral Votes Margin (%) 

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

11 

.._. ____	*....Los t in~968_with ..}1uskie on...1:ha...ticket,;_,won. in...l960, -
against a ~ew Englander, JFK, by 14%. 
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-1968 Nixon 
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 \-Jallace 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) 
Mississippi 7 +40 (Nixon Third) 
Alabaraa 9 +47 (Nixon Third) 
Georg.ia 12 +12 (Nixon Second) 

44 

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

Top Priority -(Maximum allocation of resources and focui of 
managenent attention. "Must win" 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 
New Jers,ey 17 -1 +2 

139 

--- - _-- ------Sccond Jlrioritv - (High allocation-.ofresources--and- management 
attention.) 

Nixon Hargin (%) 
State Electc!":!l Votes 1960 1968 

Ne\<} York * 41 -6 -5 
Pennsylv:mia 27 -2 -4* 
Haryland * 10 -8 -2 

http:Georg.ia
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• 
Nixon Nargin (%) 

State Electoral Votes 1960 1968 

Michigan * 21 -2 -7 
Connecticut * 8 -8 -5 
Washington _9 +3 -2 

116 

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

Nixon Margin (%) 
State Electoral Votes 1960 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 

* 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 5tat~s. Ultimate strategy 
will depend on the Democratic noninee. These states tust be 
watched closely during the campaign, to be sure that they 
are treated as target states only so long as they reoain 
winnable. 

**States with the most. apparent erosion since 1968. 

CATEGORY IV - PROBABLE LOSS STATES 

1968 Nixon 
State Electoral Votes n2rg_n .'U ; (%) 

Massachusetts 14 -30 
Minnesota 10 -12 
Hawaii 4 -21 
Rhode Island 4 -32 
District of ColumbJa 3 -64 

35 



.~y~ui tr tiv ly Confid nt' 1 

ruary 21, 1 72 


I 


iiUDJ~CTI 

rding 
I 

tion. 
r qul rlv 
of re rcn 

in for
t 

d 
ion 

, 
t 

your th UghtB as to h 

you. 

GS-lm 


	H.R. Haldeman 16-22a.pdf
	H.R. Haldeman 16-22

