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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

February 14, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR:

H. R. HALDEMAN

FROM:

CHARLESCOLSON~

SUBJECT:

Becker Poll

Because of your comments to me regarding Teeter's evaluation
of the Becker poll, I called Becker and, in fact, have talked to
him twice since our meeting. The conclusions from my conver
sations are as follows:

1.

Becker did not tell Teeter that this was an unscientific sampling
made up of two polls, one of intended Democratic voters and one
of intended Republican voters or that he had warned the Globe
that this cast any doubt upon the trial heat data. You will recall
that this is what Teeter had apparently indicated to you.

2.

In this year's primary in particular, about as many New Hamp
shirites will vote in the Democratic primary as in the Republican.
The two turnouts should be about equal.

3.

The original sample constructed by Becker was a normal state
wide sample. The questioning technique, however, did reject
non-primary voters, but Becker does not feel that this affects
the validity of the poll as a representative statewide sample, and
that including non-primary voters would not change the overall result.

4.

Most important, Becker feels that his screening afterwards (his
comparing the composition of his respondents with the actual demo
graphic and political data in New Hampshire) corroborates that his
polling sample was repre sentative.

In short, he believes his poll is accurate and I am afraid that Teeter did
not correctly understand it when they talked or that the report had some
how been garbled.
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2.
Attached, if you want to review it, are my conversations with Becker along
with a post-poll analysis comparing the composition of his poll respondents
with the actual compo sition of the state. He points out in this context that
previous trial heats in New Hampshire re sulted in a very similar breakout.
The only reason that I pursue this is that I am very concerned over the
fact that our vendors show us much better than Harris, Gallup, Becker,
to name three. I fervently hope our vendors are correct and that the
other three are in error. On the other hand, this disparity should raise
some questions, not the least of which is whether our vendors might be
giving a little bias on our side in an effort to keep us happy and keep our
accounts. It would be disastrous to us if we were not getting honest poll
data or if our vendors were not using good poll techniques.
I would, believe me, rather give them the benefit of the doubt, but I would

also want to be doubly sure early in the game, while there is time to do
something about it, that we aren It being put in the po sition of kidding
our selve s.
For what it is worth, from the contact I have with people around the
country, I tend to think that we are stronger than we have ever been and
my gut instinct, therefore, is that our vendors are right. I don It feel
comfortable relying on that, however, either. There is just a little
warning signal here and I think for a modest investment of some analytical
time we could very e asHy compare, for example, Becker and ORC
in New Hampshire to find out why this kind of difference is showing up •
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T HE WHITE HOUSE
W A SHIN G TON

February 18, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR:

H. R. HALDEMAN

FROM:

CHARLES COLSON

SUBJECT:

Answer Desk

c.we -'1 ~,

In re sponse to your ITleITlO of the 17th regarding the !!Answer
Desk!!, Noel Koch is now riding herd on this, recoITlITlending
counter-attacks and suggesting replies. The ITlechanisITl we
have established is a hell of a lot better than anything we had
in the pa st in te rITlS of getting the ITlate rial out. As I think I
have indicated to you, at least 50 percent of the battle, ITlaybe
ITlore, is effective distribution and tiITling of press releases.
This part of it we have nailed down beautifully.
The other part of the probleITl is what our people say. You are
quite correct that we need to sharpen up the rhetoric considerably.
I have had SOITle extensive talks with Koch, Karalekas and Hallett
to this end and I think all understand the need for hitting it sharply
and directly and in language that people understand.
I ITlight point out with the specific article that you cited frOITl the
New York TiITles that the iITlportan t objective here is to get our
answer out on the record fast and to hit back hard. If you look at
that article again, you will see that the headline is superb, !!Kennedy
Criticized for Attack on Nixon!! and that the first paragraph SUITlS
it all up, !!Republicans struck back today at Kennedy ... 11. Specifically
what is said is iITlportant, but the key is how the press plays the
attack. In this specific instance, the Dole language,while obviously
Greek to the ITlan on the street, nonetheless was sufficiently novel
to at least get into print. If Dole had called hiITl a political oppor
tunist or one of our other usual phrase s, 1'11 wager you two to one
that it wouldn It have been printed. The fact that it waS printed gave
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2.
rise to the first paragraph of the article which is what we want.
Also, with respect to your comment that the Ford reply was so
oblique that it had to be explained by his pre s s secretrary, that IS
what we hoped would happen. The reference was to Chappaquiddick, .
but it was a little subtle which it had to be. It, nonetheless, suggested
Chappaquiddick and caused the press to call Ford's office to ask if
that is what he meant. Rather than criticizing that, I think it really
was a good technique for building up the Ford statement.
In any event, your point is well taken. We will do our best to sharpen
up the rhetoric and now that we do have a machinery that gets the stuff
delivered to the press in a way that they will use it, I think we will
see more and more of our stuff getting into print.
Your other point about the press getting ready for a massive attack is
absolutely accurate. I think they are lining up their forces as the
Soviets have on the Chinese border. Fifty divisions is about the
right estimate and we are going to have to really be on our toes. As
we are set up now, Noel is the go-between for the Members of Congress,
the Committee and our writers. Karalekas and Hallett crank most of
the stuff out, although Koch doe s do some writing himself and we hope
as time goe s on to be able to draw more and more upon Buchanan and
Khachigian as their time permits. I think we are well set up for it and
we are alert to the problem.
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