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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 20, 1972

MEMORANDUM POR: H. R, HALDEMAN
FROM: GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT s Hew York Primary Returns

The President®s name is not on the New York ballot,

Democratic candidates' namegs do not appear on the New York
ballot. Instead, delegates which are not legally bound
to a particular candidate are selected, McGovern's
delegates are expected to win over 200 of the 248 dsle~
gates available today., An additional 30 will be selected
this weekend by the State Democratic Committee,

The New York City polls are open from 3 p.m. to 10 p.m.;
polls are open in the rest of the state between 12 noon
and 9 p.m. CBS and NBC will not have announced shows on
the results. Only spot annocuncements are scheduled on
NBC.

Harry Dent Will prepare a one page summary of the results
for the President. This summary will be on your desk at
7:45 a.m, for you to decide whether it should go to the
President.

GS/3b



ADMINISTRATIVELY COHNFIDENTIAL

June 20, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR1 H, R. HALDEMAN

FROM 1 GORDON STRACHAN

On June 7 you asked that the suggested campaign slogan
(President Nixon -~ Now More Than Ever) be tested to
determine if Dent's concern -~ it may be too sophisticated
for the average man =-- was correct,

The results of the group sessions conducted by Teater's
Market Opinion Research is attached., The research con-
cludes that the slogan is understandable and not too
gsophisticated,

Dailey hopes to review the results with Mitchell today
and receive final approval for the slogan,

GS/3b



Commitiee for the Re-clection of the President
DETERMINED TO IE AN
ADMINISTRATIVE }%‘EAE{KH‘:G
MEMORANDUM ‘ June 20, 1972 E.C. 12355, Seciion 1.

By 26/ NARA, Dawe /L

CONEIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. H. R HALDEMAXY /Z‘”
: vy & I .
ROBERT M. TEETER ?L}; \Fer

FROM: v

SUBJLCT: Further Study of Slogan '"President
Nixon. DNow morc than ever."

We were requested to conduct further research on the slogan,
"President Nixon. Now more than ever.'" to determine whether the
slogan was understandable and nct too sophisticated in the context
of other competing slogans. To study this question two group
sessiens were conducted in Detroit with ticket-splitters, over 35
years of age, with middle incomes, and non-college. At each session
we discugsed several slogans including those used by McGovern and
Wallace in the primaries. This pemorandum will ocutline the results
of the rescarch.

In both of the groups the slogan was vnderstood to refer to unfin-
ished work in progress. 7The groups pictured the President's past
record and looked to the future. This slogan embodied the concept
of "help him finich the job." The slogan was not interpretced by
anyone as anti-licGovern.

The statement also contained a sense of urgency not perceived with
the other slogans. 7The use of the word '"mow' scemed to express

this urgency. Also, the slogaen had a certain cmotional appeal
which the other slogans did not scem to possess. -In discussing the
slosans, both groups stated that the words "we need" Nixon were mon-
tally added to the phrase "Now more than ever."

Fach greup roesponded favorably to the various ways the slogan was
presented for banners, buttons, and busper sticlkers except the
groups did not like the manner of exccution for the outdoor bill-
board proposol., With regard to the materials, the groups readily
understood the conpection betweon the contraction "Hixon. Now"

vith the lenger version. The shortness of "Nixon. Now" has very
strong appcal to lower middle class ticket-splitters, They view

it as eipple, dircet, and casy to understand, Regarding the outdoor
proposal, the groups did not lile the use of a black background and
the reproduction of the President's picture. Apparently hecauszce of
the color snd the picture the groups felt the outdoor proposal por-
trayed the Prevident us sindister. Nevertheless, the coneept of
using the slopan dn the outdeoor modiw was readily accepted,




-2-

In general, the groups responded well to the slogan, '"Now more than
ever.'" Every person in the group seemecd to be able to give the
statement some personal meaning. The slogan did clearly communicate
its nmessage. It is dmportant to note that the participants generally
ranked the slogan between the other alternatives studied. Our
earlier study showed that "Now more than ever.' ranked behind the
statoment, "Help him finish the job." Comparatively, however, the
slogan under consideration expressed nmore urgency and emotional
appeal and also clearly embodied the concept of "finish the job."

If other ideas which convey the unfinished job are merged with

"Now nwore than ever," the result should be a powerful communication
device. To answer the original question raised, we see no reason

to reject the slogan as not being understandable and too sophisticated.

~CORFITTITTAL



s

SELECTED VERBATIM COMUENTS

It has emotional appeal,
We need him more than ever.

He's done a good job before and things aren't getting any better,
so we still need him.

He's been good and we still need him to finish the job.

We need him more now than we needed him before.

He's started so many things and he would like to follow through.
It's perfectly clear. 1It's not a complete ﬁhought, but its clear.

It starts you thinking more. Starts your imagination thinking
over things he has done, has not done, will do, or will not do . . .
of his past record. B

I like the word 'now" because we need to take action now.

It means ve need hip more than ever. He ain't going to do anything
in the next four years anyway.

I think there's wore in it than 'now more than ever' because there
are the things . . . that he's planning for the future and why
change horses in the middle of the stream when the trouble's still
there.

We do need him if he will finish the job he started.

I think that's assuring. Its saying stick with what you know. You
don't know what you're going to get if you don't have Nixon. I
think its reassuring in that way, -- that we kndw what we have and
can go fron there.

Really, it doesn't matter tod much to me what the slogan is. The name --
vhen I see the name 1 conjure up my own thoughts about what the man is,
what he has done, what he stands for. Any slogan that's put after his
name or any cother name, really doesn't mean that much to me because

the old saying "paper lies still, you can put anything on it."



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 20, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM: GORDOMN STRACHAN
SUBJECT Videotape Capability and

HcGovern Documentary

At Peter Dailey's suggestion we now have a cassette video-
tape machine for you to view the three documentaries, 1701
spot advertisements when they are developed, and the 23-
minute McGovern biography. By having this cassette facility
in our office, the Signal videotape system (Channels 2 and 6)
will not have to be used, assuring security.

Your television has been prepared to use the system and you
might want to try it on the McGovern biography, which Chapin,
Higby and I belisve you should watch,

The McGovern biography was prepared by Guggenheim. Buchanan
does refer to the biography in his McGovern memoranda.
Buchanan is anxious to see the biography.

GS/jb



ADMINISTRETIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 16, 1972

MEMORANDUM POR1% H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM¢ GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT: McGovern Documentary and Spots

The 23-minute McGovern documentary and spots used in
California are on the Signal videctape system, Chhpin,
Higby and I have watched the documentary and recommend
that you also watch it.

At 1701 Magruder and Dailey's November Group say the
documentary yesterday in New York, Mitchell will see
the McGovern documentary next week when he returns from
California.

GS/jb




ADHINISTRATIVELY CONPIDEATYAL

June 15, 1972

HEMORAKDUM PORg H, R. HALDEMAH

FROM GORDOH STRACHAN

SUBJECT H rey-McoGovern Debates
g %Ec Democratic Primaxy

Hesults 1In Callfornia

Cuastion?
The quastion is whether the three debates between Humphrev

and HeGovern asccounted for the 14-20% point increase from
the pollsters’ projection to Humphray's final vote.

Canalusiqn:

The ilart Survey in the Poat found that 53% of the Democrats
saw at least one debatej 17% thought McGovern won while 163
thought Humphrey wonj) 20% felt neither wonjy 30% of Humphrey's
votars thought he won and 30% of McGovern's votesrs thought
he won,

rinch, Colaon, Dent, fagruder/La 7wme, Safire, Teater,
Kuchanan, and Harper/iiorey belleve the debates increased
Humphrey®s wote total, Moore disagrees,

hnalzsisl

liumphrey inecreased his position from 26 to 40t because the
debates enabled him to drive home his points on jobs and
MoGovern's furzy welfare proposals snd Defanse cuts (Finch,
Dent, Bushanan),

The debates and yesultant media coverage "soared hell out
of JYews"™ {(5afire), Although the debates may not have had
2 large audience, the Californis media bagan emphasizing
Humphrey®s attack (Magruder, Dent, Buchanan),


http:deb"t.es

The debates enabled Humphrey to shift the undecideds to
his column by hitting McGovern on his "extreme" positions.
However, the debates did not cut into McGovern's fairly
constant 45% total (Agree: Teeter, Buchanan, Safire,
Yankelovich; Disagrees Finch, Hart),

Whether the Field poll was wrong to start with was also
considered. Finch, Colson, and Moore bhelieve Field was
wrong., Buchanan says the Field poll was not wrong and

he has reason to believe McGovern's lead may have been

larger,

A more detailed analysis is attached as well as the original
memoranda from Pinch, Dent, Magruder/La Rue, Safire, Teeter,
Buchanan, and Harper/Morey. Also attached are newspaper
reports of the Hart and Yankelovich surveys,

GS/3ib
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
June 10, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN

FROM: GORDON STRACHAN G
SUBJEC T: Humphrey-McGovern

Debates and the Democratic
Primary Results in California

The question is whether the three debates between Humphrey and
McGovern accounted for the 14-20% point increase from the pollsters'’
projection to Humphrey's final vote. Finch, Dent, Magruder/La Rue,
Safire, Buchanan, Teeter and Harper/Morey submitted analyses
(attached). Their summarized comments should be considered in

light of the Hart Survey which found that 53% of the Democrats saw at
least one debate; 17% thought McGovern won while 16% thought Humphrey
won; 20% felt neither won; 30% of Humphrey's voters thought he won and
30% of McGovern's voters thought he won, The Hart and Yankelovich
surveys are also attached. -

Finch believes:

1. The Field poll showing McGovern with a 20 point lead was
patently wrong, if not dishonest. In the past, Field has tradi-
tionally "over sampled! in the northern part of the state. But,
there is no question that approximately two weeks prior to the
election, McGovern had a clear lead probably -- 10 points --
over Humphrey and this was fortified by unlimited money and
a superb organization., Even if the Field poll was taken at face
value, it would have to be argued that the 13% undecided went
over enmasse to Humphrey -- an unheard of phenomena.

2. While Humphrey was clearly "up tight and on edge' in the
first debate, talking too much and reaffirming the prevalent
impression that most voters have of him, he did drive home



his points with regard to jobs, the high or uncertain
costs of various McGovern proposals and other extreme
positions taken by the S outh Dakota Senator.

3. In the second debate, Humphrey was much more appealing

and plausible, kept his answers more brief, did not have to be
interrupted to close his sentences and had a more confident air.

He did separate himself from McGovern on the Prisoner of War
issue and was clearly appealing to the orthodox Democratic New
Deal constituencies of labor, the farmer, the old and the minorities.

4, The third discussion, with the five participants, had its impact
on the election in a peculiar way. Yorty tended to buttress
Humphrey on his strong defense position (and, of ¢ourse endorsed
HHH the day before the election), and Chisholm improved her
visibility picking up 4% out of the vote of the Black Community on
which Humphrey had been relying.

5. Humphrey's showing in Los Angeles, San Diego and Orange
Counties, as well as in the San Joaquin Valley, showed that he
""'wrang'' the most out of the orthodox New Deal appeal and
leaned heavily on his arguments on Defense levels and California
jobs. He also appears to have scored well with Catholics,
although he probably did not exploit sufficiently McGovern's
“vulnerability in the "Three A's' -- Abortion, Acid and Amnesty.

Dent believes:

1. Humphrey's attacks on McGovern's extremist positions,
especially welfare and Defense spending, made the Democrat
primary closer in California than expected.

2. Dent notes that the Hart Survey minimized the impact of
the HHH atacks but pointed out that undecideds were influenced
more by HHH in the closing days.



3. Yankelovich supports the view that McGovern's
positions on Defense and welfare cost him votes. One

in five found the debates important in voting, the majority
of these going to HHH. The most damaging position of
McGovern was his plan to drastically reduce Defense
spending. Among all voters, more than 1/3 expressed
disapproval here.

4. An interesting point is that McGovern edged HHH out

of the black vote and did even better with the chicanos.

This could mean they learned more of McGovern's ""handout"
views through the debates and ads. If so, this could also mean
that the more affluent voters moved away as they became better
informed, since McGovern barely won, even with a bigger than
ever black and brown vote.

4

Safire believes:

1. The media has not emphasized the fact that McGovern

won by far less than had been expected. They clobbered

Muskie after New Hampshire because he got "only' 48% --

no such bad luck for McGovern. Lesson here is that we should
expect less tear-down-the-frontrunner help than usual, since
McGovern is better attuned to most reporters than say, Muskie
(too careful) or even Lindsay (too obviously charismatic) or
Humphrey (old story, no news). Why? Oddly, McGovern is
now enjoying much of what we had in 1966 and 1967 -- the man
who came out of nowhere, who worked hard and long, who
deserves recognition. Also, Frank Mankiewicz is a pro with
the press. Also, most reporters who mold or follow liberal
opinion (Wicker, Appel, Haynes Johnson) are ideologically in
his camp. In the news backwash, however -- newsmags and
columnists -- we can do a lot to slow his momentum by pointing
to his fade-out at the end.

2. Humphrey's last two weeks must have scared hell out of
Jews who had been leaning toward McGovern. The switcher
issue here probably was Israel, and the threat of McGovern's
softness in the Middle Eact. I have a hunch that Jews will not
vote for a candidate because he is for aid to Israel (they all say
they are) but will vote against one whom they think is against
Israel, or more accurately would be weak in a showdown.




3. Disenchantment should now become the anti-McGovern
keyword. Fifteen percent of the California Democratic
voters became disenchanted with McGovern in the final two
weeks, when they had their first close look at him., Why?
My guess: Four-fifths became frightened at his positions
because of the Humphrey attack. A radical in sheep's
clothing, and all that., One fifth may have been disaffected
because he backed off his positions -- that is, he's not the
purist he used to be; no longer a virgin,

Buchanan believes:

1. The Field poll was not wrong., He has it from a source that the
Field poll actually played down the McGovern spread, which was
larger than twenty points.

2. Humphrey attacks begin to pay off -- his attacks primarily
on Defense cuts and jobs in California, on the welfare give

aways of McGovern, on Israel and POWs. Despite the Humphrey
stridency and panicky approach -- he must have sufficiently
frightened many people to convince 300, 000 to come his way.
This I believe explains it coupled with:

@) The Jackson and Yorty endorsements of HHH,
which tended to reinforce the Humphrey attacks
on McGovern as a radical; and

(b) The surfacing in the California press of increasing
numbers of national Democrats calling McGovern an
extremist, a guy who will sink the whole ticket, etc.

3. What seems interesting is that McGovern who was 46-26 over
Humphrey got just about that: 46%. But Humphrey was who went
from 26% to 40% in a week -- so, did McGovern really lose any

votes? Or, did HHH simply pick up from all the other Democrats

and pick up all the undecideds as well -- by scaring the hell out of
them?
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Teeter believes:

1. There was not a major shift from McGovern to
Humphrey, rather, there were a large number of

voters who were originally predisposed to Humphrey

prior to the Campaign and temporarily moved into the
undecided column by the McGovern Campaign, When

they actually voted they voted their basic predisposition

to Humphrey. The fact that McGovern was a new, unique
and relatively unknown commodity and the fact this Campaign
was a much larger, more obvious and better financed effort
than Humphrey's would have contributed to the shift to the
undecided category. The fact McGovern actually got about
the same percentage in the election as he did in the Field
poll and also the fact that the undecided voters in the Field
poll were demographically similar to the Humphrey voters
would support this conclusion.

2. The debates seemed to sharpen the focus on several of
McGovern's extreme positions and locked him into those
positions. This contributed to a movement of undecided
voters back to Humphrey.

Colson believes:

1. The debates had a very significant effect, but both

' candidates lost. Humphrey because he looked mean and
vicious as the attacker and McGovern because he lost
debating points on the issues to Humphrey. In retrospect,
while Colson had thought McGovern came out better because
of his ""good guy' image, Colson now believes Humphrey
scored significantly on McGovern with his attacks.

2. The Field Poll was off, as was the ABC poll. McGovern

did not have a twenty point lead a week before the Primary.

He peaked early plus the fact that the debates did expose some
extreme positions. Particularly, in the third debate, McGovern
looked very weak on the POW issues and Colson suspects that

to anyone who was not a confirmed partisan for either candidate,
the debates had a significant effect.
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Magruder and LaRue believe:

1’

Although neither the public nor the media ever

declared Humphrey the winner of the debate, substantial
damage was done to McGovern. The media began to
emphasize the attack by Humphrey. McGovern then
occupied the least advantageous position in the political
arena -- that of being on the defense, He spent the next
several days trying to explain his programs while Humphrey
kept up the attack. This was all news to Californians.
Humphrey had little, if any, paid commercials at this point
while McGovern had begun saturation,

2.

The second debate in prime time, presented Humphrey

in a much more conciliatory light. However, he kept
questioning the economic impact the McGovern Défense cut
would have on the working man of California. Again the
results of the debate were a toss-up, but the media still gave
maximum coverage to Humphrey's attack.

3.

The Yankelovich survey reveals that one out of five voters

considered the debates important in deciding for whom to vote.
The majority of those who relied on the debates favored
Humphrey. More voters voted against McGovern than against
Humphrey. One-fourth of the voters preferred their candidate
because they disliked their opponent. Senator Humphrey

- received one-half of these votes while Senator McGovern received
one-third. The survey also states that 40% of Humphrey's vote
would go to the President on November 7, while 40% would shift
to McGovern and 20% is undecided.

1.

Moore helieves:

The debates by themselves were not a major factor accounting

for the difference between the Field poll and the final results.

2.

Other reasons for the Humphrey increase include:

(a) The Field poll itself generated over-confidence
by McGovern workers and greater effort by
Humphrey workers.

(b) McGovern's refusal of a final debate and his departure
for New Mexico and Texas on Monday hurt him seriously



indicating over-confidence and taking
California for granted,

(c} As Teddy White told David Wolper, Humphrey
has a knack for a strong finish., On the last
two days, Humphrey campaigned strenuously
up and down the state with good T. V. coverage,
while McGovern was absent.

RECOMMENDA TIONS:

All believe the debates increased Humphrey's vote total. The old
rule -- if ahead, don't debate -- applies. As to specific recommen-
dations:
4
1. Finch urges no attempt to label McGovern a "flaming
radical', rather argue he's naive, otherwise his soft-spoken
T.V. manner will destroy the label;

2. Dent suggests a "drip, drip" campaign on McGovern's stands
without Presidential involvement;

3. Safire suggests a general appeal to Jews and a specific
attack on McGovern's honesty by distributing his WALL STREET
JOURNAL ad to students;

4. Buchanan implies we should follow Humphrey's example and
scare the hell out of the voters;

In addition to the debates, the other reasons for the Humphrey/McGovern
results are:

1. McGovern peaked too soon and left California for New Mexico
and Houston indicating he took California for granted;

2. Polls gave Humphrey sympathy and hard-working labor types;

3. Proposition 9's (environment) two-one loss brought out
Humphrey voters.,
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM TO: H. R. HALDEMAN

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN

From my knowledge only these can explain the precipitate McGovern
drop of fifteen points: ’

a) The Field Poll was wrong; I discount this -- as I have it from a

source that the Field Poll actually played down the McGovern spread,
which was larger than twenty points.

b) Humphrey attacks begin to pay off -- his attacks primarily on
defense cuts and jobs in California, on the welfare giveaways of
McGovern, on Israel and POWs. Despite the Humphrey stridency,
and panicky approach -- he must have sufficiently frightened many
people to convince 300, 000 to come his way, This I believe explains
it coupled with: .
1. The Jackson and Yorty endorsements of HHH, which tended
to reinforce the Humphrey attacks on McGovern as a radical;
and

2. The surfacing in the California press of increasing numbers
of national Democrats calling GM an extremist, a guy who
will sink the whole ticket, etc.

What needs to be remembered is that for most of the nation, George
McGovern is someone they have become aware of for two weeks at
least, two months at most. First impressions are favorable -- but they
are not firm impressions.

What seems interesting is that McGovern who was 46-26 over Humphrey
got just about that: 46%. But Humphrey was who went {rom 26% to 40%
in a week -- S50, did McGovern really lose any votes? Or did HHH
simply pick up from all the other Democrats, and pick up all the
undecideds as well -- by scaring the hell out of them.

Buchanan
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McGovern "Weakness'
Located in Voter Poll

By JACK ROSENTHAL
New York Times News Service
1.0S ANGELES — Substan-
tial voter displeasure with his
positions on defense spending
reductions and welfare re-
form appeared to have cut
deeply into Sen. George Me-
Govern’s margin of victory
in Tuesday’s California presi-
dential primary.

This was the major conclu-
sion of a survey of 570 Dem-
ocratic voters as they left the

. polls in 11 counties. The sur-

vey was conducted by the
New York Times and Daniel

Yankelovich, Inc., a major

social and market research

“ goncern.

The McGovern positions be-
came a focus of attack from
his principal rival, Sen. Hu-
bert H. Humphrey of Minne-
sota, notably in three na-
tionally televised debates be-
fore the election.

Preposal Ridiculed
In those debates, Humphrey
sharply assailed his South

- Dakota opponent’s call for a

reduction in defense spending
to $55 billion and ridiculed

| his proposal to grant a $1,000
 allowance to every needy

American,

As the debates began, the
statewide California poll con-
ducted by Mervin D, Field
reported that McGovern held
a 20-point margin over Hum-
phrey. In the final election
returns, McGovern came out
5 points ahead, {otaling 45
percent of the Democratic
vote.

Field blamed *“‘voter volatil-
ity” yesterday for the discre-
pancy. He told United Press
International the undecided
voters, who were listed at 13
percent in the poll a week be-

fore the primary, probably

had decided on Humphrey.
Fjeld also sald the poll,

taken a week before the pri-

mary, ‘“‘created an unprece-

dented impact on the cam-

paign itself. We have not. wit-
nessed in the 26 years we have
been polling in this state any-
thing like the attention it re-
ceived in the media.”

One in Five

The Times-Yankelovich sur-
vey suggested thal one voter
in five found the debates im-
portant in deciding which can-
didate to vote for. The major-
ity of these voters turned to
Humphrey. This appears to
have raised the Minnesotan's
proportion of the vote by sev-
eral percentage poinfs,

% pared with the substance. And

The debates appeared {o be |
unimportant, however, com-

! the single most damaging sub-
i stantive point for McGovern, }
Laccording to the survey, was |
shis proposal to recaleulate—
gand sharply reduce—the na-
(ion’s defense budget. A
Among all voters, more than
a third expressed strong dis- °
agreement with this proposal.
Among those who voted for
candidates other than MeGov-
ern, the disapproval rate rgse
to two-thirds, e
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 8, 1972.

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM: BILL SAFIRE
SUBJECT: Some Lessons of the California Primary

1. The media has not emphasized the fact that McGovern won
by far less than had been expected. They clobbered Muskie after New
Hampshire because he got 'only' 48% -- no such bad luck for McGovem.
Lesson here is that we should expect less tear-down-the-frontrunner
help than usual, since McGovern is better attuned to most reporters
than, say, Muskie (too careful) or even Lindsay (too obviously
charismatic) or Humphrey (old story, no news). Why? Oddly,
McGevern is now enjoying much of what we had in 1966 and 1967 --
the man who came out of nowhere, who worked hard and long, who
deserves recognition. Also, Frank Mankiewicz is a pro with the press.
Also, most reporters who mold or follow liberal opinion (Wicker, Appel,
Haynes Johnson) are ideologically in his camp. In the news backwash,
however -- newsmags and columnists -- we can do a lot to slow his
momentum by pointing to his fade~out at the end.

2. Shirley Chisholm turned out to be Humphrey's spoiler.
Her 5% could have made the difference for Humphrey. HHH broke
even with the blacks who did not vote for Shirley, but I think he would
have gotten most of hers.

3. Humphrey's last two weeks must have scared hell out of

Jews who bhad been leaning toward McGovern., The switcher issue here
probably was Israel, and the threat of McGovern's softness in the Mideast.
We should study closely what HHH did with the Jews in California the

last two weeks: I have a hunch that Jews will not vote for a candidate
because he is foraid to Israel (they all say they are) but will vote

against one whom they think is against Israel, or more accurately -

would be weak in a showdown. This could be enormously significant
in New Ygrk, Illinois and California, not only in fundraising but in
vote patterns, and is a subject we should do a lot of thinking about. A



survey of the Jewish vote in the California primary -- depth stuff --
would be money well spent.

4. Disenchantment should now become the anti-McGovern key-
word. Fifteen per cent of the California Democratic voters became
disenchanted with McGovern in the final two weeks, when they had
their first close look at him. Why?

My guess: Four-fifths became frightened at his positions because
of the Humphrey attack. A radical in sheep's clothing, and all that.
One fifth may have been disaffected because he backed off his
positions -- that is, he's not the purist he used to be. No longer a
virgin.

I would like us to exploit both these leads. Our tendency will be to
neglect the latter, figuring the radicals will never vote for us, and
concentrate on showing the centrist Democrat that he's in the hands of
leftists. This would be missing a good bet, because a large part of
his =2nthusiasm comes from the kids, and a large part of his basic
appeal comes from "honesty' -- if we can dramatize and ridicule the
McGovern Shift, we can erode both enthusiasm and honesty.

One specific way right now: Have the Youth Division of the Commitee
for the Re-Election of the President prepare this cheap flyer: a full-
sized reprint of the May 22 Wall Street Journal McGovern ad, in
which he shows he's not really a threat to free enterprise and says
that besides, Congress would never pass his proposals. Fold it in
quarters and headline it: '"Here is McGovern's Special Message to
Wall Street: Not to Worry.!'" Then, in the margins around the re-
printed ad, write in the McGovern quotes that sharply conflict with
what is said ir the ad, complete with red arrows between the two.
Message on the back:'"Maybe now Wall Sireet will trust McGovern --
but now, can vou trust him?' Distribute heavily on campus and in
areas wherc the Democratic left is strongest. Best, of course,
would be to have some other Democratic candidate do this, but that
is unlikely to happen, and it is too good a shot to miss.

Then we could use something like this to illustrate the point about
"disenchantment’ (that's a liberal vogue word, associated with
F. Scott Fitzgerald, and can hang around McGovern's neck like an”’



albatross) -- with something to peg it to, the media will go for it
in a big way, because it is perfect for the next swing of the pendulum:

the story about maybe George ain't the man he's cracked up to be.
We could help that along, taking the offensive on ''credibility. "



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINCGTON

June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM TO: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: HARRY S. DENT w
SUBJECT: Analysis of California Primary

Humphrey's attacks on McGovern's extremist positions, especially
welfare and defense spending, appear to have made the Democrat
primary results closer in California than projected by polls

and writers. This conclusion is based on contacts with Cali-
fornia leaders, newsmen, and a review of polls in The New York
Times {Yankelovich) and the Washington Post (Hart) and a tele-
phone poll (attached) taken by the RNC.

Most feel the Field Poll has never been too accurate. It
showed a 20-point lead. McGovern claimed his poll showed 16.

Field himself told UPI his poll caused HHH to "get off his
dime and hit harder.'" He thinks the 13% undecided went for HHH.

The RNC poll of 112 Democrats concluded the debates had a mini-
mal impact for HHH, but those who were undecided tended to go
more for HHH. '

The Hart poll minimized the impact of the HHH attacks but
pointed out that undecideds were influenced more by HHH in the
closing days. One of 3 voters said they decided on their candi-
date in the last 3 weeks. HIIH carried these 5-4,

Some 533% of the Demo voters said they watched 1 of 3 debates,
They split on who won--16% HHH, 17% McGovern, and 20% said
even. The rest didn't watch. Of HHH voters, 30% said he won
and of McGovern's, 30% said he won.

pports the view that McGovern's positions on defense
ot him wvotes One in 5 found the debates important
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in voting, the majority of these going for HHH. Yankelovich
says this raised HHH's vote by several points.

The most damaging position of McCovern was his plan to drasti-
cally reduce defense spending. Among all voters, more than
1/3 expressed disapproval here. Among those voting for somecne
other than McGovern, the disapproval rate rose to 2/3.

HHH hit heavy with full page newspaper ads the last week. Put
Livermore thought these attacks were effective. Tom Reed and
Lyn Nofziger agree, especially Nofziger.

Newsmen who feel HHH hurt McGovern are Kevin Phillips, Bob
Novak, and Bob Semple.

An interesting point is that McGovern edged HHH out on the
black vote and did even better with the chicanos. This could
mean they learned more of McGovern's "handout" views through
the debates and adg. If go, this could also mean that the
more affluent voters moved away as they became better informed,
since McGovern barely won, even with a bigger than ever black
and brown vote.

Novak suggested at the Governors' Conference that the GOP begin
a steady "drip, drip" campaign against McGovern's extremism and

keep it going til election day.

Contacts with other Californians confirm the view that HHH's
attacks helped.

The HHH attacks were not alone in closing the reported big gap.
Here are other factors:

1) McGovern peaked too soon.
2} Polls gave sympathy to HIIH and caused labor and others to
work harder. They did a better "get out the vote" job than

McGovern's people, who did a good canvas job.

3) The President's trips hurt McGovern, and IIIIH acted and
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talked like the President.

4) Proposition 9's 2-1 loss brought out people opposed to
leftist extremism.

5) cCcalifornia isn't as liberal overall as McGovern.

6) McGovern left for trips to New Mexico and Houston on
Mondav.

RECOMMENDATION: That we begin to have surrogates, et al, begin
the "drip, drip" plan suggested by Novak, without Presidential
involvement. The first TV debate film should be properly edited
and used.
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June 8, 1972

A
To: Harry Dent /%??f
From: Ed DeBolt
N l\jf
Re: Survey on Effect of Humphrey-McGovern

Debates on the California Primary

As you requested this morning, the RNC Political/Research Division
has attempted to measure the effect of the tactics employed by
Hubert Humphrey in the televised McGovern-Humphrey debates.

During the day several hundred homes in the San Gabriel, San Fer-
nando VYalley area around Los Angeles were selected at random and
contacted. The results were as follows:

Number of registered Democrats contacted 112
Number voting 77
Number that did not view at least one debate 51
Number influenced by debates 3

Due to the time factor the questionnaire had to be brief and the
sample selected at random. However, in general our survey indicated
that most voters had made their decisions prior to the debates and
that the debates by themselvas had 1ittle impact on the outcomes.

Undertaking a project of this magnitude required the virtual shutdown
of the Research/Political Division for the entire workday.

The results of the survey and an analysis follow.



[

Pl WLOLANRUTE DLV IO LU

JUiil &6, 1972

DEBATE SURVEY: ANALYSIS
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vey of Los Angoles County voters conducted

7

972, a? 4 un Huashrey-FeGovern debates had a minimal
effect upon the vote proferinces of t}ose surveyed. Results of the
poll dndicated that only 61 of thesc surveyed even watched any of the
debates and of those that did only 3 said these debates influenced

tiac ¢
their final choice. (These results are hardly surprising considering
that Reilsen ratings showed that a larcus lelby rerun and Cannon cutdrew
the second debate ooong television vicwers. As a campaign worker
stated after onc of the debates, "The loudest noise in California
tonight was the clicking of television sets to other channels.” )

In a survey taken by the Field Corporation at the end of May, Humphrey
was trailing McGovern by 20% (McGovern had 46% to Humphrey's 26%).

If the deobates did not significantly contribute to Hunphrey's gain in
the last week of the campaign, then one must ask what factors did con-
tribute to the Minnesota Senator's late surge. First, some overcon-
fidence anong the HcGovern forces was evident during the latter days of
the campaign. McGovern left California for two days during this period
to make visits to iiew Mexico (which held its primary on the same day as
California) and Houston, Texas, where he met with several Democratic
governo: s. Sccond, dep rey pwob bly p1cied up approximately an addi-
tional 2% of the votc through Mayor Yorty's endorsement (whose final vote
was about 200 below nfs showing in the Field poll). HHH may alsc have
been aided by the complicated write-in procedure of the California
primary, thus driving a few ilallace voters into the Humphrey camp.

Finally, if the Field poll is accurate, the bulk of Humphrey's gain in
the final days of the campaign must have come from undectdcd voters.
According to the Field survey, nany of these undecideds were elderly and
black -- groups where Humphrey has traditionally enjoyed strong support.
Their final decision to vote for Humphrey appears to be more a product
of their traditional loyalties than of the influence of Humphrey's cam-
paign, particularly his strong attacks against George McGovern. (Nor
does our survey indicate that i“umplirey's blasts at McGovern played a
decisive role in securing the votes of our respondents who voted for
Humphrey, since many of them (29) had decided to vote for him early

in the camwvinn before the initiation of Humphrey's attack strateqy).

As is so often the case, many of the undecided voters appear to have
gone with their traditional favorite (H mphrey) on electicon day, after
having expﬂr19zc7d some doubt over their choice when confronted with
McGovorn's relatively "new" face and, perhaps, Humphre:'s aggressive
attacks upon the South Dakota Senator.

COUCLUSION

The television dehatcs were viewed by a relatively small percentage of
the Denoorat vobors in the state and cven fower have cited it as a
decisive factor in thoir tfinal decision., It is more Jikely ihat other
factors d.e. overconfidonce by NeGovern forces, a cut-back on sponding
in the closing days by the BeGovorp cannaign, cte., resulted in Hunphroy
FER TS L.y SRR I TR U T T A P 1 ~ . .. .

griniig reind e Puhescin el e A5 atiributed to him by the [ield
Corporation poll ek betforn tho election.
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DEEATE SURVEY RLESULT

Date of Survey: June 8, 1972
Actual Democratic turnout: 72%
True percentaje of Dewmocrats in L.A. County (excluding city) = 57%

I. Question: Are you a registered Democrat?
Yes Neo
Total 112 (53%) 98 (477)

( If a registered Democrat, ask following question )

I1. Question: Did you vote in the recent California Democratic primary?
Yes No
Total 77 (68%) 35 (32%)

( If answer is yer, ask following gquestione)

ITI. Question: For whom did you vote in the Democratic primary?

Total
Humphrey 33
McGovern 29
Wallace S
Other 10

Iv. Question: When did you make up your nmind to vote for the Democrat
candidate of your choice ... a month or more ago;
two weeks ago; or one week ago?

Humphrey HcGovern Wallace
~Supportors Supporters Supporters
One month or more 25 14 4
Two weeks 4 ‘ 11 1
One weol or locg 4 3 ¢

g,



V. Questlon: Did vou wateh 2ll, sowe, or nonc of the debates betwcen
the Dewmocrat candidates?

Total
All 3 9
1 -2 33
None 35
VI. Question: Did the debates between the Democratic candidates affect

your decision in voting in the California primary?

Humphrey McGovern
Voters Voters
Yes 1 ' 2
No 32 27

Total registered voters in L.A. county {excluding city): 3,223,825
Total registered Democrats - 1,863,216 )
Republicans-1,145,172

Unidentified- 215,437

Sample
N = 210 Women = (D) = 73
D= 112 Men = (D) = 49
R= 175
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Commities for the Re-election of the President

MEICHANDUM June 8, 1972
MEMORANDUM FCR: MR. H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM: ROBERT M. TEETER
SUBJECT: California Primary

This memorandum will outline my observations with regard to the
effect of the Humphrey-McGovern debates on the apparent shift of
voters to Humphrey late in the campaign. My thoughts are largely
based on what I have gleaned from the Washington Post, the New
York Times, and the CBS polls and not on any data which I have
collected or had a chance to analyze. The following are the
important points:

1. I doubt that there was a major shift from McGovern to Humphrey,
rather I suspect there were a large number of voters who were
originally predisposed to Humphrey prior to the campaign and tem~
porarily moved into the undecided column by the McGovern campaign.
When they actually voted they voted their basic predisposition to
Rumphrey. The fact that McGovern was a new, unique, and relatively
unknown commodity and the fact his campaign was a much larger, more
obvious and better financed effort than Humphrey's would have con-
tributed to the shift to the undecided category. This is a phenom-
enon I have seen in other elections where a new "rising star" was
running against an older, well-known established political figure.
The fact MMcGevern actually got about the same percentage in the
election as he did in the Field poll and also the fact that the
undecided voters in the Field poll were demographically similar to
the Humphrey voters would support this conclusion.

2. The debates also seemed to sharpen the focus on several of
McGovern's extreme positions and locked him into those positions.
Apparently many of these views were unpopular with the Humphrey
voters (older voters, blue collar workers, and Jews). This pro-
bably contributed to a movement of undecided voters back to Humphrey.

3. McGovern outspent Humphrey in the media by a considerable margin,
wvhile the debates and subsequent revorting of them probably comprised
a large proporcion of lumphrey's total media exposure. This expos-—
ure came shortly after the Field poll was conducted and at the time
whaeint the ouilii bacn v Humplizey was occurring.


http:ilU!:t!:,i:lr.ey

-

4. While I have not had a chance to study the turnout figures,
the active business-labor campaign againgt the environmental pro-
position may have caused some disproportionate turnout of people
who were against the proposition and who were largely Humphrey
voters. This is supported by the Yankelovich survey which found
that a large majority of Humphrev's total vote voted against the
proposition while a large majority of McGovern supporters voted
for it.

5. The Field poll may have had some effect itself in giving
Humphtey some underdog votes while causing some apathy among
McGovern supporters, although I doubt that this effect was very
great.

We will, of course, pick up primary vote on the California study
which we are starting next week which should give us some insight
into the nature of the Humphrey and McGovern support.
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June 8, 1972
MEMORANDUM FOR: H.R. HALDEMAN Q
FROM: CHARLES COLSON
SUBJECT: California Primary

I believe the debates had a very significant effect. As I indicated
in earlier memoranda, both candidates lost, Humphrey because
he looked mean and vicious as the attacker and McGovern because
he lost debating points on the issues to Humphrey. In retrospect,
while I had thought McGovern came out the better because of

his "good guy" image, it is now apparent to me that Humphrey
scored significantly on McGevern with his attacks.

I am sure that the Field poll was off, as was the ABC poll and
that McGovern did not have a 20 point lead a week before the
primart. On the other hand, I suspect he had better than the

5 point margin by which he won. He peaked early plus the fact
the debates did expose some extreme positions. Particularly in
the 3rd debate, McGovern loocked very weak on the PPOW issue and
I would suspect that to anyone who was not a confirmed partisan
for either candidate that that would have had a significant eflcct.
I think Humphrey also scored very well not only in the debates
but in his general campaign on the acrospace and jobs issue. My
reports irom labor sources indicate Humphrey was finally begin-
ning to gain momentum in the closing days on thatissue with the

blue collar workers,

The New York Times' Yankelovich survey today is very revealing

on this point (attached},
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MEMORANDUM FOR s MR. H. R. HALDENAN
\’:‘*./‘ N g
FROM: JEB S. MAGRUDLZ',

SUBJECT: Impact of Caﬂi

by

ornia Debates

Background

The California debate between McGovern and Humphrey served as

a much needed forum for Humphrey to sharpen the issues between
the two candidates. Although the first debate did not have a
large viewing audience, it scrved as an opportunity for Humphrey
to put McGovern on the defensive concerning his stand on reducing
defense spending to $55 million and welfare reform to grant a
$1000 allowance to all needy Americans. Although neither the
public nor the media ever declared Humphrey the winner of the
debate, substantial damage was done to McGovern. The media
began to emphasize the attack by Humphrey. McGovern then occupied
the least advantageous position in the political arena -~ that of
being on the defensive. He spent the next several days trying

to explain his programs while Humphrey kept up the attack. This
was all news to Californians., Humphrey had little if any paid
commercials at this point while McGovern had begun saturation.

The second debate, viewed in prime time, presented Humphrey in a
much more conciliatory light. However, he kept questioning the
econcmic impact the McGovern defense cut would have on the working
man of California. In order to dramatize his point, Humphrey asked
McGovern ''What do you plan to do with the air bases in California -
make them into golf links?" Again the results of the debate were

a toss-up. bBut the media still gave maximum coverage to Humphrey's

‘attack. Humphrey continued to campaign furiously throughout

California receiving good press coverage with the attacks.
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The third debate v - generally a wash-out because, with five
participants, neit.:r major candidate was allowed enough time
to hit the issues. - Yorty may have offered an added dimension
by attacking McGove.:n. Humphrey once again surprised McGovern
by chellenging him alone to a fourth debate.

Analysis

The Hart Survey shows that 537 of the Democratic voters watched

at least one debate. As previously stated, the public on the
surface did not perceive either candidate as the clear cut

winner. The Hart Survey pointed out that 177 thought McGovern

won, 167 thought Kumphrey won, 20% felt that it was a stand off,
and the remainder had no opinion. 307 of the Humphrey voters
thought that Humphrey had won the debates while 307 of the lMcCGovern
voters thought that McGovern had won the debates.

The most revealing clue of the Hart Survey was one out of three
voters decided for whom they would vote during the last three
weeks (many during the debates). Of those voters, 5 to 4 voted
for Humphrey.

The Yanklevich Survey revealed that 1 out of 5 voters considered
the debates important in deciding for whom to vote. The majority
of those who relied on the debates favored Humphrey.

The Yanklevich Survey also indicated that more voters voted
against McGovern than against Humphrey. One fourth of the voters
preferred their candidate because they disliked their opponent.
Senator Humphrey received one half of these votes while Senator
McGovern received one third. It is very probable that the debates
triggered many of these negative opinions because Humphrey for

the first time was able to show the weaknesses in McGovern's
progreams.
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It is cur feeling that the debates served to put McGovern
on the Zefersive and to dampen the roenentum of his well-
orgenized and well-financed campaign., McGovern prcbably
peaked several days before the election. It is difficult
however, to determine how much they contributed to Humphrey's
surge on Election Day. Other important factors were preseunt:

1. The impact of the California poll may have
spurred Humphrey workers and caused complacency
in the McGovern camp.

2. McGovern's get-out-the-vote activity was not as
well coordirnated as the voter identification
canvass.

3. Proposition 9 on the California ballot was a pro-
ecology issue. Most McGoveran supporters were pro-9
and Huuphrey supporters anti-9, Wnictaker and Baxter
spent over one million dollars in an anti Proposition
9 P.R. campaign. This may have brought much of the
latent Humphrey support to the polls.

4. Humphrey campaigned wmuch harder in the last days,
while McGovern went to New Mexico and to Houston
to the Governor's conference.
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Seems unlikely that debates bv themselves were major factor
in difference between field pcll and final results. Field
pocll was taken May 30 and 31 and released June 1. Poll
consisted of 857 completed phone calls to self-identified
Democratic voters.

MNote, however, that first debate where Humphrey was

on the attack and generally considered most effective had
already taken place when poll was taken and second debate
took place May 30 when poll was half completed. Only the
third debate which included Yorty and Shirley Chissom
took place completely after poll. Incidentally, Los
Angeles audience ratings were 12% for first debate,

13% for second and only 6% for third debate. Ratings

in other California cities probably somewhat higher

but still each debate was probably not seen by 80%

of the voters. Reasons given by various observers

here for difference between the 20% McGovern lead and
actual difference of only 5% include the following:

1. Poll itself generated over confidence by McGovern
workers and greater effort by Humphrey workers.

2. McGovern's refusal of a final debate and his
departure for New Mexico and Texas on Monday
hurt him seriously indicating over confidence and
taking California for granted.

3. As Teddy White told David Wolper, Humphrey has a
knack for a strong finish. On last two days,
Humphrey campaigned strenuocusly up and down State
with goced TV coverage while McGovern was absent.



oz

ziror roomoris that Al Barkan,political person from
camo into State durine last two weeks and the

iy »raors to have been effective in closing
particularly in Los ZAngeles County which Humphrey

Propositicon 9 which lost by 2 to 1, attracted non-liberal
voters vho nicght not otherwise have voted.

Finally, many sugcest that althouch field poll may be
defective in cormerical marketing, it has spotty record
in political poll and was probably wrong to begin with.

My total imnression is that debates did help by generating
word of mouth of Hurphrev's hard hitting attack and the
important factor was McCGovern's departure.

Incidentally, Los Angeles Times attributes Congressman
Schmitz' defeat entirely to his opposition to the President's
China and Russia initiatives which is very encouraging

news from Orance County.
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FROM: ROY D, MOREY O l
SUBJECT: Predictions vs. Results in
the Czlifornia Democratic
Primary

Five days prior to the clection, Mervin Field, Director of the syndicated
California poll, found that as of May 30 - 31 McGovern was favored by
46 percent of the state's Democrats to Humphrey's 26 percent, The
final vote in the California primary indicates McGovern with 44,2
percent, Humphrey with 39,2 percent, Wallace with a 6.0 percent
write-in and Chisolm with 4.4 percent, Before analyzing reasons

for Humphrey's better than predicted showing, lets first look at the
primary results,

The Results

Counties in which McGovern was particularly strong included (results
in thousands) Alameda (120-69), Marin (24-9), Sacramento (62-48),
San Diego (90-74), San Francisco (82-49), San Mateo (52-38) and
Santa Clara {(95-60),

Humphrey's major strength was in Los Angeles County (553-472)
but he made a respectable showing in districts including Orange
(83~70), San HBernedeno (43-35), and Ventura (25-20).

Significant sources of McGovern's strength were identified by Hart
Rescarch Assoclates, Their figures show that while Humphrey had
been running as a bwo to one favorite among blue collar workers in
previous primarics, McGovern captured their vote by 46% to 38%.

In addition

20 in the April Pennoyivarnia primary to 345 in California, McGovuern's

, Humnhrey stowed a decline among Black voters {rom

.

5

popuiarity mmong the Blaclos inereased over the same period from
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The data also demonsirates that urban voters feel that McGovern

is a Letter candidale by oomarcin of morve than two to one; less than
two months ace, Hwnphrey held the advintage by similar margin,
Humphrey scems o bave increased his suburban streasth (29% up
to 43%) at the expeunse of core city support,

Hwunphrey did well among the elderly (taking California's senior
set by a two to onc mar;
classify themsclves as conservatives, accounting perhaps in part

n) slighily less than half his voters
for his strength in suriurbon lhos Angeles County.

McGovern on the other hand captured more than 70% of the 18 to
24 year old vote, and among liberals and professionals - executives

he ran two to one ahecad of Humphrey. In previous primaries, McGovern

had been finding consictently stronger support among wonien; in
California he did 15% better among the men than did Humnmphrey,
and only 3% better amonyg the women.

A Iast Minute Shift?

There have been a number of explanations advanced for the better
than predicted Humphrey showing: The McGovern decision to lecave
the state the day before the clection; a last minute sympathy vote for
Humphrey; McGovern's position on the issucs as expesed in the
television dchates and elsewhere finally caught up with him, While
there is insufficicnt date to assces cach of these theorics, there is
some evidence which should cast doubt on the significance of the
television debates in influencing voter decisions,

It may be argued that the debates and issues and positions exposcd

in the de¢bates account for the diminution of McGovern strength during
the final days of the campaign. This is a plausible theory, but difficult
to support. Only a little over half of the California Democrats (53%)
watched any of the three debates. Among those three watched, there
was a mixed reaction on the outcome -- 167 thought Jlumphrey came
cut ahead, 177 said LMcGovern was the winner, and 20% thought the
debate produced a stand-off, In short, there does not scem to be much
evidence to sucgest that the debate played an important role in cither
insuring a McGovern victory or in decreasing his winning margin,
There arce several fuctors which are useful in attempting to account for
the better than predicied Thanphrey showing,  I'irst is the matter of

voter volalility 1n primary clections in general, and the California



primary in particulzr. It has been demonstrated clsewhere that
public opinion pollinr is a more ricky enterprise in primary rather

than gene rol clections,

Morce importa:

nt, however, in explaining the apparent shift toward
Humphrey in the final days is the undecided vote. A week before
the election, the undecided vote was 139 in the Mervin I'ield poll

nd most of this went to Hunmiphirey on election day. This was
cspcc'ah‘; true among older voters who made up a majority of
the undecided group. The Hart poll conducted for the Washinaton
Post indicates that as much as a third of the voters did not make
up their minds until the last three weeks of the campaign and that
Humphrey picked up most of these late deciders.

In addition, there werec early Wallace supporters who eventually
decided to forego a write-in and vote for either McGovern or Humphrey.
Humphrey picked up more of thesc nominal Wallace supporters than

did McGovern.

Weighinx the Results

In assessing the resulls of the California Democratic primary, one
should keep in mind the size and composition of the electorate, Only
67% of California's 5,1 million Democrats turned out for this election
as compared with the 73% turn out in the 1968 contest between
Kennedy and Hartke,

We cannot ascume that the 67% who turned out constitute a represent-
ative microcosm of the entire California Democratic electorate. As
Austin Ranncy reports in the current issue of the Amevican Political

Science Reviows, the make up of the electorate in primary clections

.

differs from the voters who turn out for gencral clections. The

Ranney data indicates that the primary voters tend to be more affluent,
better educated, with an over all higher soclo-cconomic background,
They also tend Lo be more ideologically committed. Although there
were a few voter group reversals for McGovern from his experience

in other states, the fact remains thatl his support in California tended

to be from thosce who are more likely to turn out for a primary clection,
Among voters with incomes over $15, 000 he did as well as he has in
other states, MceGovern out polled Hm‘nphruy amang the hetter educated
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The VIV war and the state of the ceconciny (including unemployment)

4.

were the major issues on the minds of both McGovern and Humphrey
supporters, Hence, it ie dilf

[icult to draw a sharp distincetion
between the two basced upon positions taken on the issues, Humphrey
supporters felt be is commilted to ending the war and favor his

stand on cquality for Dlacks and tax reform. McGovern supporters
tended to mention withdrawal from VN, a guarantced minimal
income for the poor and his stand on tax reform, The distinction
drawn in voter's mindg scem to be more a matter of style than
substance.

Judging from the success McGovern had with the more affluent

and professional groups, there does not secm to be much evidence
to support the contention that those with incomes above $15, 000 were
scared into the Homphrey camp by talk of McGovern's income
redistribution scheme.

This year, the primarics have given voters an opportunity to express
their feelings of discontent and concern. This is reflected in the
successcs of both McGovern and Wallace, However, the voter will
have to malie a considerably different kind of decision in the general
election., In'the final analycic he is called upen to pass judgment
on whom he thinks should be entrusted with the responsibility o
the Presidency.

]
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cc: Bradford Rich
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SUBJLCT: Impact of the * ébates" on the
Democratic Presidential Primary
in California

The guestion has been raised as to whether the three
"debates” were in large vart resvonsible for Humphrey's
hichly improved showing on June 6 in California.

Having watched all three "exercises" and having been in
California on and off throughout the period involved, the
answer 1s uneguivocallv: Yes!

Two points need to be made before a discussion of the
debates themselves. First, the Field poll showing McGovern
with a 20 point lead was patently wrong, if not dishonest.
As you know, in the past Field has traditionally "over-
samplad" in the northern part of the state. But there is
no question but that at a point approximately two weeks
prior to the election McGovern had a clear lead probably
somewhere in the magnitude of 10 percentage points over
Humohrey,* and this was fortified by unlimited money and
a superb organization. Even if vou accepted the Field
poll at face value, it would have to be argued that the
13% undecided went over enmasse to Humphrey--an unheard
phenomena.

The following comments relate only to the first two debates
since the third discussion, which included Yorty, Chisholm,
and a Wallace representative, must be treated separately.

While Humphrey was clearly "up-tight and on edge" in the
first debate, talking too much and reaffirming the prevalent
imoression that most voters have of him, he did drive home
his wmoints with rcgard to jobs, the high or uncertain costs
of various lcGovern pnroposals and other extreme positions
tzkon by the Sounth Dakata Senntor.

-



In the second debate, Humphrey was much more appealing
and plausible, kept his answers more brief, did not

have to be interrupted to close his sentences and had

a more confident air. He did separate himself from
McGovern on the Prisoner-of-War issue and was clearly
appealing to the orthodox Democratic New Deal consti-
tuencies of labor, the farmer, the o0ld and the minorities.

In my opinion, the third discussion, with the five
participants, had its impact on the election in a peculiar
way. Yorty tended to buttress Humphrey on his strong
defense position (and, of course, endorsed HHH the day
before the election), and Chisholm improved her visibility,
picking up 4% out of the vote of the Black community on
which Humphrey had been relying.

It seems to me that Humphrey's showing in Los Angeles,

San Diego and Orange Counties, as well as in the San Joagquin
Valley, showed that he wrang the most out of the orthodox
New Deal appeal and leaned heavily on his arguments on
defense levels and California jobs. He also appears to

have scored well with Catholics although he probablyv did

not explolt sufficiently McGovern's vulnerability in

the "Three A's" -- Abortion, Acid and Amnesty.

As the Los Angeles Times reported:

McGovern ran up big margins in San Francisco,
Alameda and Santa Clara counties, among others,
and this more than made up for the beating he
took from Humphrey in Los Angeles, Orange and
San Bernardino counties.

McGovern cut into Humphrey's strength in the
black communities but preliminary figures showed
he did not do as well as expected with Mexican-
Americans nor with some suburban voters.

A check of three predominantly Jewish precincts --
No. 2236 on Beverly Blvd., No. 2230 on N. Crescent

Heights and No. 2226 on Stanley Ave. —-- covering
different economic groups showed Humphrey winning
by a comfortable 20 percentage points -- 58% to 38%.

A check of blue-collar precincts in South Gate,
Bell Gardens and Bellflower showed Humphrey
beating iicGovern 5435 to 33%.



McGovern stafifers said the decision to go into
the three televised "debates” with Humphrey cut
into campalgn time which had been allocated to
the blue-collar areas.

As for the black vote, a check of four key precincts
-=- two in the Watts area and two in Willowbrook =-
showed almost a dead-~even split between the candidates.

The final point to me would be that care must be utilized
in not having our people attempt to characterize McGovern
as a "flaming radical." Rather, it can be argued that

he is terribly naive (i.e., his position on hoping that
North Vietnam would release our Prisoners-of-War once

we left), and totally unrealistic about fiscal matters.
In other words, his positions are "extreme" or "far out."
The reason this is important is that he does come across
on television as & plausible, soft-spoken, trustworthy
sort of a man from the mid-West and this appearance
belies the gross stupidity of some of his statements

and programs.

Charles Kerch prediction Actual results Field Poll
{(week of May 28) {(May 30-31)
McGovern 54% 45% 46%
Humphrey 26% 40% 26%
Wallace 9% 5% 8%
Muskie 4% 2% 1%
Chisholm 3% 43 2%
Yorty 2% 1% 1%

Jackson 2% 1% 1%
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 15, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H, R, HALDEMAN
PROM: GORDON S8TRACHAHN
SUBJECT: Dinner Reservations at

the Kennedy Center

I ragret to report that dinner reservations cannot be

made for either the Gallery or the Promenddd. Discusaion
with Gilles Savin, who runs the restaurants at the

Kennedy Center for Canteen, and others at the Center
disclose that there is a very firm "no reservations" rule,
These two restaurants are strictly first come, first serve,
Mr. Savin emphasized that whatever the rule, there was no
side or back entrance to preclude standing in line. He
cannot hold a table either, According to Savin, the number
of Trustee and VIP requests for "special service” at these
two restaurants has been very high., He claims the rule
has not been violated in spite of all the requests,

To stand in line at the Gallery at 6:30 or 7:00 would
take 15-30 minutes according to Savin, At the Promenade,
which is a self-gervice, cafeteria-style restaurant, the
line will be 15-20 minutes at least,

To say that the food at the Promenade is undisti#nguished
would be charitable. At the Gallery it is fair -- the
Quiche Lorraine and House Wine are acceptable,

If you want to eat at La Grande Scene, Pascal, the new

maitre'd has a reservation for you for 4 at 6:30-73:00,
Pascal has served you before and will have a good table,

GS/jb
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 13, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H, R, HALDEMAN
FROM: - GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT Gallup Surveys

-Discussion with John Davies developed these interesting

pointas

1) The next Presidential popularity figures will be
available June 25th based on field interviewing June 16-18;

2) The Gallup Survey for Priday, June 16, will show
that "the public does regard George McGovern as rather
liberal, but he's not a radical among the public in the
same sense as the columnists have painted his image". The
Republican Party has not been successful in pinning the
radical label on McGovern, Davies says that "in a sense
they (the Republican organization) are hitting a nerve
there (Bainting McGovern radical) and it is a successful
campaign ploy, but at the same time, McGovern isn't seen
by the public to be radical®;

3) The Gallup Survey for release Bunday, June 18
will show that the Republican share of the Catholic vote
today is higher than it has been since 1956, Davies says
that, "and a lot of that can be directly pinpointed to the
President's strong positions on aid to private education
and also abortion";

4) In asking Davies for more detailed information on
Wallace's vote as reflected in the June 9 release (McGovern's
Dramatic Gains Due to Independents), he mentioned that
Wallace's strengths were among Independents in the South,
the South generally, and among the younger non-college
segment of the population, Davies msaid the sample was too
small to permit more detailed cross-breaks)



o

5) PFinally, Davies confirmed again that Gallup would
not conduct their annual Kennedy-Chappagquiddick poll in

spite of the recent Quayle poll in Hggggr's, and "independent”

letters to the New York Times, Apple and Wicker., Davies said
that the Wall Street Journal survey on Kennedy was the only

Kennedy/Chappaquiddick poll that would be done unless Kennedy
became the Democratic nominee.

GS/jb



PHONE CONVERSATION WITH JOHN DAVIES -- JUNE 13, 1972

Gordeon, how are you?

Pretty good.

We've been having a little problem touching base here.

Oh yeah, back and forth. That happens.,

I'm in and out of this place.

I wanted to thank you for letting us know about those releases
last weekend. They came as a very pleasant surprise to us.
Well, I wouldn't think it would be that much of a surprise.
Well, it's always a surprise to do that well., On a sort of

a further question on that, were popularity guestions also taken

on that, Presidential popularity?

NI N -
No, sir.

Nothing, huh? On either of those polls that were released,
either the May 26th or the

Right. The most recent popularity figure of course was the

61%.

—

61%. ©Nothing since then?

There'll be a popularity figure, we just sent a questionnaire
out as a matter of fact this morning that will be maturing,
let’s see, on June 16, 17, 18. It will mature sometime about
the 23rd. |

I see,

If you're desperately ;ﬁferested in the figures, be sure you

contact me before the/%éﬁh, because the 27th, 28th, 29th and 30th

and the lst of Jn]y/zfll probably be in Meomphis and Los Angeles



G - So you're out from the 26th to the 30th, huh? OK.
What are we releasing this week of interest?

D - We are releasing, let me check into those, we didn't send one
out yesterdav. It's going out later today. I'll have to check.
I'll be right with you.

G - OK.

D - In strictly public relations form, the story for Friday will

answer the question: "Has the Republican Party been successful
in pinning the Radical label on McGovern?" The answer is vyes
and no. I don't have all the data in front of me so I can't

give you a specific reading on it, but yes the public does
T L AT

regard George McGovern as rather liberal, but he's not as

radical as the columnists have, I mean, he's not known as

radical among the public in the same sense as the columnists

have painted his image.

G - I see, But the title is not "Has the Republican Party been
successful, is it?

D - You know, the Republican organization obviously in the last
2 or 3 months in the newsletters so on and so forth has tried
to paint George McGovern as a wild-eyed radical. In a sense
they are hitting a nerve there and it is a successful campaign

- ploy, but at the same time, McGovern isn't seen by the public to

be as radical ...

X
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And the story for Sunday, I think, will be very interesting

to the President, particularly, because it shows that the
Republican share ofbthe Catholic vote today is higher than

it has been since 1956.

That is interesting.

And a lot of that can be directly pinpointed to the President's
strong positions on aid we—weuwblie, aid to private education and
also aborticn.

Any regional breaks on that, I mean, is that abortion issue
Yes,

I see,.

But I den't have anything yet. I probably won't until midday
tomorrow.

OK. We'd be very interested in that because as you know Catholics
are of considerable interest to us.

Absolutely,.

One last question, if you've got another moment, John. On the
release for Friday, last Friday, June 9, it says, "McGovern's

dramatic gains due to Independents?"

Right.

In that last column, it says, "Wallace leads among Independent
voters"” ;

That's correct.

And our ques+tion 1s, do you have some crossbreaks on where those

JENENES S

yuthy, or are Llhey ?




D - They are primarily in the South, yes, but also among the younger

segment of the, the younger non-college segment of the population.

G - .I see., Any further geographic break on those Independents that
are for Wallace?

D -[Not at this point, no, no. The sample is rather small to permit

that kind of an analysis, but we can say that it is primarily

in the South and also among the Independents, particularly the

young Independents. Those of course non-college educated and
mostly the young people.

G - That is interesting for support level. One final question,
we have noticed that in Harpers ran a story on Chappaquidick
recently based on a Quail poll. Did you see that?

D - No, I didn't.

G - Yes, the most recent issue of Harpers has a whole series of
questions on the Chappaquidick incident done by a pollster
named Quail. I don't know how good he is.

D - He's terrible.

G - Is he?

D - Just between us, he's awful,

G - Well, whatever. It shows a sort of an interssting change.
They use something called arTrust Index, and slightly different
.questions than the usual.

D - How do spell that Gordon? Truss?

G - No joke intended, huh?

D - OKR.



Anyway, I thought you might be interested in that.

Great, I sure would be and I presume you saw copies of the

Wall Street Journal survey on Kennedy.

Yes, I did.

That was also done by our organization.

Right, I know that.

How does that compare with what Quail found?

Oh well, Quail asked some different guestions that indicate that
Kennedy's trust is up some. That sort of screwy guestioning,

I don't know if that's your criticism of him as a pollster,

but ..

No, just the way

He asked some really crazy questions, like "44% agree that'in
my opinion EMK behaved immorally before his car went off the
bridge", "He has redeemed himself enough"”, while, you know, he
goes on and on. "70% were sure he didn't tell the whole truth
about what happened!

The one thing I don't think anyone has touched on and maybe
they did, maybe in the article, but many people now say that
you know that he has redeemed himself and that he didn't give
the whole story, well nobody has gone farther and asked "Well,
does that make any difference to you?"

Yes, right.

Now that's the important thing, the fact that they didn't think

1

he told the whole truth, I'm inclincd to belicwve that the public

5
_



is a very forgiving people ...

I think so too. If you guys do run down on that, we'd be
fascinated of course.

I don't think we will. Of course if Kennedy should by some
chance get the nomination, then there'll be a lot of that ..
Sure.

There really is no license for it at this point. There is no
sense in kicking a dead horse.

No, No, OK. Well, I'll call you tomorrow afternoon if

you have some more breaks.

Very excellent. And I said, I'll probably be in Washington
on the 22nd ...

Look forward to seeing you.

I just may have those data at that particular point in time.
Good.

Maybe I'll stop by for a minute. I won't be able to stay long,
though.

Understand.

OK, sir.

Good, John.

Righto, bye, bye.
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For Release: Sunday, June 11, 1972
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Y June 8, 1972

HEMORANDUM YOR1 He B, HALDEMMH
FPROM GORDOH BTRACHAN
SUBJECT s Callup Survevs

Discussion with John Davies this morning disclosed that
the Gallup release for Sundav, June 1l will contain trial
heats with thesgse results:

R Hes Wal Und,
G -~ uay 26-29 43 30 19 8
6
G = Apr 28- 43 s 15 7
May 1
R HHH Hal Und,
G - May 26~29 43 26 22 S
G = Apr 28- 45 34 15 )
Hay 1

The tyrend page on trial heats from your poll book iz
attached,

In addition, Sunday's Gallup release will refute the
agsgertion in the June 8 iNew York Timea editorial: "At
best the party must face the posgibility that Governor
Wallace, the other prime baneficiary of the politics of
disaffection in this strange primary campalign, will seek
to rally his followers behind a third-party b»id. W¥hether
such a bid would, on balance, take more electoral votes
away from the Democratic nominee or from Preosident Hixon
is an open question, Bput whatever chances a Democrat




might have to triumph in the face of a Wallace defection
would plunmet to near-szero if a convention gang~up on
McGovern sparked a fourth-party challenge led by the army
of young activists s0 prominent in his dramatic spurt to
the top." The Gallup release will says "Many political
observers are of the opinion that wWallace will not run as

a third party candidate this vear, It is important to see
where his vote would go in the event that he does not enter
the race, 7The national findings show Hixon benefitting over
each of his two leading rivals if Wallace is not in the
picture., lHixon would gain 10 points with Wallace out while
McGovern would pick up only 4.°

Other interesting comments by John Pavies include: “"The
Wallace vote obviously is considerably stronger in the
South and therefore what help Hixon will get in the South
will be greater than any help that the Democratic candidate
could possibly get outside the South, ¥We find that the
Wallace vote goes about 2 to 1 to Nixon in the South, and
it goas to the Democratic candidate by about 3 to 2 outside
the South, Which would indicate that since the Wallace
vota is up in the neighborhood of 30% in the South and only
about 7-10% outside the South, and that, on balamce, the
President stands to benefit the greatest,”

I will meet with John Davies whan he is in Washington again
on June 22, 1972,

GS/3ib
F/U every XMHX Tuesday
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PHONE CONVERSATION WITH JOHN DAVIES -- THURSDAY, JUNE 8, 1972

on the last column of the release the survey alluded to was in
early May and it seems to indicate that you ran a trial heat poll.
We would be very interested in the figures.

Now that was the last column -~ I'm trying to find that now. Is
that under subhead "Wallace Leads Among Independents"?

No, that's just above that. The paragraph just above that.

OK.

When matched against Nixon and Wallace.

That's the one on Independent voters. It wasn't in the index
was it?

No.

Well, you would want the national figures, right?

Yeah, if you have them. That would be great.

I think that's in the --- let's see that's in the -- let me have

those stories for Sundaz, please. That's in the one that's coming

out now. The new trial heats show Nixon just murdering every&9dy
now. If you'll excuse the expression.

That'll be the Sunday release?

And here it is right here. OK. ©Now. Nixon-McGovern-Wallace.,

In a survey taken May 26-29, which is the most recent ...

May 26-29 —-- RN-McGovern

Right. Which shows Nixon 43%, McGovern 30%, Wallace 19% and 8%
undecided. Now the April 28 through May 1, that's the one that
started the first two. Shows 43% for Nixon, 35% for McGovern,

Wallace 15%, undecided 7%.



o<©

Does it have some of the other contenders also.

There's Humphrey in there too.

Oh, what's Humphrey?

Uh, Humphrey is. Nixon is 43%, believe i%Anot 26% for Humphrey,
Wallace 22%, undecided 9%. And the April 28th through May 1 it
was Nixon 45%, 34% for Humphrey, 15% for Wallace and 6% undecided.
That's -- that will be Sunday's release?

Right. You'll probably get that today.

OK. Anything else of interest?

Yes. There was an editorial this morning in the New York Times.

I don't know if you've had a chance to see it or not. But the
story, I mean the text read as follows and I shall read it for
you here: " At best the Party must face the possibility that
Governor Wallace, the other prime beneficiary of the politics

of disaffection 1in a strange primary campaign, will seek to
rally his followers behind a third party bid. Whether such a

bid would on balance take more electoral votes away from the
Democratic nominee or from President Nixon 1s an open question.”
Now I claim it is not an open question. But since the New York
Times sees fit to print what it sees fit to print, we will put

in here in this story:(b %Mf’Many political
observers are of the opinion that Wallace will not run as a third
party candidate this year. It is important to see where his vote
would go in the event that he does not enter the race! -NHow-hoiole~
éhe—&née&eﬂtingupart?S\MThe National findings show Nixon benefitting

over each of his two leading rivals if Wallace is not in the picture,.



D (cont) - Nixon would gain 10 points with Wallace out while McGovern

‘) \\would pick up only 4.
G - Now do you have those broken by region or is that just nationwide?

D

That's just nationwide.

}

G I wonder what it is in the South vs, you know, the Northern industial
states? Because that's always the way the argument goes too.

D - We're probably going to tab that for the next index.

G - Gee, that would be fascinating. There are some who say that although
Wallace would help the President in the South by dropping out, he
hurts us in the North. Especially in the ...

D - That is true. We have shown that all along, but Gordon I think you
have to put it in its proper, the Wallace vote, in its proper pro-
portion. The Wallace vote obviously is considerably stronger in

-

C:'//Z;e South and therefore what help Nixon will get in the South will
be a greater than any help that the Democratic candidate could

C"\possibly get outside the South.

G - Yeah.

D ?/%k find that the Wallace vote goes about two to one to Nixon in
the South and it goesg to the Democratic candidate by a about 3 to 2
outside the South. Which would indicate that since the Wallace
vote is up 1n the neighborhoqd of 30% in the South and only about

ak 7-10% outside the South, that on balance the President stands to
\\‘benefit the greatest.
G - I see. That's amazing. OK. What else of interest is there

around?

D - Not too much.



Coming down here again soon?

The 22nd of this month.

Ch great.

I will be down at the Department of HEW hearing a seminar on
the "Mood of America".

Oh, excellent.

The Public Affairs officers. We're going to be there with Albert
Kantzel, Dr. Kantzel, the fellow who wrote "Hopes and Fears”.
"Hopes and Fears" - right., Feel free to stop in.

I sure will if T get a free moment, well I'll call you well in
advance, so you know.

Oh, good.

Very good.

All right, John, I'1ll be talking with you.

Good enough, Gordon.

Thanks a lot. Bye.



COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT

June 2, 1972

Gordon ——

The enclosed letter was sent to Tom
Wicker, and a copy to the Times
editorial page editor. It was fairly
difficult to get someone to sign the
Wicker letter, and I had a couple
false tries. People seem to get
nervous when the Great and Grand
Times is mentioned!

Also, a very good woman out in
Montgomery County knows William

Shannon through family connections

and sees him socially. She has

written to him -- an informal but
concerned note -- indicating that

she has heard the rumor about Wicker
squashing news unfavorable to a Kennedy
and is concerned that it might be true,.

Will send any answers on to you.



4538 Cathedral Avenue, NW
‘Washington, D.C. 20016
June 2, 1972

Mr, Tom Wicker

c/o New York Tine s

1920 I, Street, NW

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr., Wicker,

I heard something recently -- one of those nothing political
comments so common in this city, But as I thought about it, I
realized that, if true, il is a very serious matter. The comment
concerned George Gallup's annual July poll to measure the impact
of the Chappaquiddick accident on a possible Kennedy presidential
candldacy, According to the rumor Gallup is being pressured, by
yourself and others of the Times staff, to drop the Chappaquiddick
poll, as not of public interest,

Washington is a rumor-filled city, and this may be just
another false potshot., But, considering your personal attitudes
and your belief that these rightly belong in your professional
writings, it is not difficult to believe that you could be working
to eliminate the Chappaquiddick poll. If true, your attempt to
deny people an opportunity to express and know public opinion
would appear to conflict with yar often-stated commitment to
the public's right to know. Or does the public perhaps have a
right to know only what you approve?

Senator Kennedy cannot evade Chappaquiddick by striking
it from public print, regardless of the cooperation of his friends,
or the media or even the judiciary. (I am still incredulous that
nobody in the media has done anything about the people’s "right
‘to know!" about the Edgartown inquest hearing.,) But more impor-
tant than Senator Kennedy, or Chappaquiddick, or even a public
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poll, is the danger implicit in any covert laison between a
politician and a major news source. Mr. Wicker, are you
attempting to prevent a new Gallup poll on Senator Kenme dy,

and how does this square with your responsibility to public
truth? |

Sincerely,

.Roger W, Eisinger, Sr.

cc: Mr. John B. Oakes
Editorial Page Editor
The New York Times




e

4538 Cathedral Avenue, NW
Washington, D. C. 20016
June 2, 1972

VMr. John B. Oakes

Editorial Page Editor
The New York Times
229 West 43rd Street
New York, N. Y. 10036

Dear Mr. Oakes:

The attached is a carbon of a letter sent to Tom Wicker.

I thought perhaps it would be of interest to you also, as edi-
torial page editor.

Sincerely,

Roger W, Eisinger, Sr.
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An AP report leads: "If Wallace accomplishes nothing else this
yvear, he has succeeded in making a shambles of the once-formidable
labor-union vote. Organized labor has fought Wallace at every turn
in the primaries and, except in W, Va, has come away beaten or
bloodied each time. "

Tagge of the Trib quotes Tommy Corcoran and an unnamed top
I11 Dem MC who feels Connally would be the best choice their party
could make.... A Quayle poll conducted in Ill. for Harper's indicated
the stigma of Chappaquiddick” still persists for EMK and it may be
getting worse, Using a '"trust index, ' EMK scored 47, down 1% from
last Nov., while RN rose 6 to 66 in I11. The national ''trust index' in
April was 53 for EMK to 59 for RN. The I1l. poll showed RN preferred
60-40 over EMK, compared with 55-45 last Oct. 44% agreed; "in my
opinion, EMK behaved immmorally before his car went off the bridge. "
60% believed he "has redeemed himself enough, ' while 75% said ''the
matter should be dropped.' However, 70% were sure he 'didn't tell
the whole truth about what happened.' 36% were willing to say, 'I
trust EMK more than RN, " while 60% agreed that "I trust RN more. "

NBC film of EMK speaking at a fundraiser after Utley noted the
alternative to McG is not brought among the candidates but that leaves
EMK. Reporter said EMK is not a candidate but whatever he is doing
he did more of it last night. EMK on film saying the nation faces a
crisis of faith in gov't that has failed the people. The dinner was all
politics as he insisted he's not running. He said it so many times,
concluded reporter, that many are beginning to believe it altho they
wish it weren't true.

"EMK brought excitement to the Pitts, Platform hearings,' leads
Trib, account. Pa. Dems stood along the streets to watch his car.
They crowded around him with one idea -~ to shake his hand to touch
him or to be spoken to by him." This account also tells how EMK's staff
culled out the inarticulate and unattractive who wanted to testify....
The Post report on the hearings leads: ''If applause means anything,
the economic issue that matters the most to the average man is tax
reform that makes the rich pay their fair share and cases the burden
on the poor.' Tho the session was called to hear mainly from the
people, the Post says 'it developed mainly into a recitation of EMK!s
views. "




ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 13, 1872

MEMORANDUM POR: H. R, HALDEMAN
FROM: GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT Fred LaRue

Fred LaRue called today with sorme information on Kennedy.
LaRue said he could only discuss it with you or Mitchell,
who i3 out of the city today. LaRue would not discuss
the Kennedy matter with me, even though we have covered
many sensitive items in the past.

I think you should give him a call,

Gs/ib



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 12, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR13 He R. HALDEMAN
FROM¢ GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT : Campaign Surveys -

Wave 11 = New York

Rockefeller's assistant in New York, Mr. Bixby, appealed
directly to John Mitchell over the weekend and convimced
him to delay the survey interviewing in New York #ntil
after the New York primary on June 20, Mitchell directed
Teeter to have the New York interviewing begin on June 22
instead of June 14 as originally planned, The New York
regults will not be available until eight days after the
other states have been submitted to you.

UK
GS/3b



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 10, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. RKRLDEMAN
FROM: GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT: RNC Convention

© Bill Timmons returned from Miami Beach, June 8, 1972.
Extended discussions with him June 1 and vesterday
covered several follow-up matters from your May 19
meeting with Mitchell, Ehrlichman and Timmons.

Many very specific aspects of the Convention arrangements

have been set. These included: redesigning the podium;

fanned seating for 13,600; using three sculptured nrojection
screens (12' x 25') for the documentaries and slides; and

the office and command post locations. The Doral is set as

the Headguarters Hotel for which separate non-White House
passes will be required for admission. Timmons has "cut

deals" on rooms, food, security, etc. Rietz' 3000 vouth will he
housed in 20 inexpensive hotels. Staging areas for concerts,
etc. are near, There chartered planes are set for the Campaign
and White House Staff., Dean has ruled the Cabinet can take
thair own cars.

fhe Host Committee has been cleared by Bebe Rebozo (list
at Tab A) but not yet announced.

There have been several interesting substantive developments
involving security arrangements. Miaml Beach Police Chief
Pomerance has agreed there will beaeno demonstrations up Collins
Avenue. There will be no march on the Doral; however, isolated
longhairs may be able to trash on Collins Avenue which the
police may not have the capability to stop. Timmons believes
Pomerance £s & pretty good man caught in a tough bind because
the Mayor and certain members of the City Council have been
encouraging demonstratéem to come to Miami Beach by offering
camping and other facilitiea. The prime political secmmity contact
with Pomerance is Deputy Assistant Attorney General Harlington
"Woody" Wood. Mitchell and Kleindienst chose him. Wood will bhe



-

in the hardened underground command post with the FBI,

UsssSs {(Paul Rundell), Army (Ken BeLieu or direct designee),
local and state police leaders. There will be a direct line
from this command post to John Dean's room where he,

Fred Fielding and Dave Wilson and secretaries will prepare
hourly reports for Mitchell. There will be no political

types (Dean or Timmons) in the command post because if something
goes wrong, Mitchell doesn't want us to get blamed.

Timmons faces several prcoblems and needs some answers from
you. The first concerns the handling of the President's
family and special friends. Timmons needs gufidance on the
Ryans, Drowns, Billv Graham, ete. Timmons asked Rose Mary
Woods when he gave her the 1968 list of VIP's, She has

not responded and Timmons wants vou to prod Her.{a memo randum
for your signature is attached at Tab B).

The program is being developed and a more detailed version

than the one you reviewed on May 19 will be submitted early

next week. However, Timmons aska for your reaction to using

the U.S. Marine Band on the evening the President delivers

his acceptance speech. Brenman diszcreetly approached the
Marines and discovered reluctance because a "political funtion.”
Their use could be criticized as militaristic and as an incorrect

use of a government unit., Timmons and his program committee would

meet the "political" argument by offering the band to the Demo-
crats and believes the patriotic benefits outweigh the negatives.

RECOMMENDATION

That a commercial, non-military band be obtained for the
acceptance speech evening. Chapin and Butterfield agree -
not to use military band.

AGREE DISAGREE

COMMENTS

Housing arrangements for VIP's and the White House Staff
continue to cause Timmons problems but he belleves they are
solvable., He has not located a private home for the Vice
President that meets his requirements., Other private homes
are much harder to acquire than in San Diego.

Concerning the White House personnel and the Presidential
party in Miami Beach, Timmons submitted three memoranda
{attached Tab C). Timmons philosophy on who should ke

invited and where they stay is 2) include as many political
types as possible to preclude numerous appeals, jockeying, and



private arrangements as possibles b) discourage staff
members from taking wives by not offering free transpor-
tation or foodj; c¢) put the great bulk of White House Staff
in the Doral with a limited Presidential Party at the Key
Biscayne Hotel, which would be treated as a regular Presi-
dential trip outside Timmons' control.

One of the problems with Timmons' plan is that it suggests
Kehrli and Hoopes go to the Conventicn to run a “"government
information” office for the White House Staff and Cabinet.
Kehrli recommends that he stay here to handle reqular
Presidential and Haldeman matters just as if there were

a trip but no Sonvention, I would suggest that we let

the Cabinet members ocontinue their current system of
information gathering rather than try to set up a special
offica. Another problem with Timmons' White House list
tco the Convention is that it doesn't include most Staff
Assistants from the Domestic Council, 1In spite of
Ehrlichman's agreement to the number of Domestic Council
members on May 1%, this may become a problem when Cole
learns who else is attending the Convention, Finally,
there may be appeals from Flanigan, Colson and Malek
since they have the lowest portion of their staffs attend-
ing. The best stance is to give Timmons the final word
and concentrate the resultant flak away from you,

To summarize, Pimmons requests that 1) you relinquish
three of the twelve villas at Key Biscayne for the
Ehrlichmans, Magruders and Malekej; 2) that you approve
the staff list; and 3) that you approve the President's
travelling party. Higby's comments appear in pencil,

GS/car



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 10, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H, R. HALDEMAN
FROM: GGRDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT: Malek's Analysis of the

Campaign Organization

Malek discusses the campalgns serious organizational prob-
lems in tough, readable language. iz comments on the
disastrous field organization (Flemming, Mardian, et al)

will not come as a surprise to you. Nor will the criticism
of the surrogates operation be a surprime. I agree with
Malek that the direct mail, telephone and canvassing problems
may be solvable because Bob Marik ahdd Bob Morgan are
basically capable managers.

The real problem, which Malek discusses at length in the
Overall Direction and Priorities sections, is for a

tough, hard-driving, ass~licking manager. This may be

the role Flanigan served in 1968, <Colson is filling this
void in some way on particular projects, but this is a
structurally unsound arrangement. If there is a plan to
shift Flanigan or equally senior,tough manager to the
campaign, it should be done quickly. If there is no

such plan, oonsider Malek. The Voter Bloc groups have
heen planned, staffed and can be run with little of
Malek's time by Chuck Shearer, Occasional revigions

{e.g. older voters) can be handled directly by Malek., I
believe Malek had developed Mitchell's confidence and has
the respect of the rest of the campaign organization.
There will be obvious positioning problems by Magruder, Mardian,
La Rue and others, but these problems will be nothing com-
pared to the country's if McGovern wins.

Malek wants the job.

GS:car



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H., R. HALDEMAN
FROM: GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT: Celebrities Briefing -

Kissinger's Participation~
California, June X7,1972

., There are conflicting views about whether Kissinger will
attend the briefing for celebrities, arranged by Taft
Schreiber in California on June 17, 1972, The facts
are:

1) Taft Schreiber issued invitations to a party
featuring John Mitchell and Henry Kissinger;

2) Kissinger "committed" (word confirmed) to
Schreibexr {source: Porter) the June 17,1972 date;

3) XKissinger "committed" (word confirmed) to
Mitchell {source: Magruder);

4) The date of the event had been changed 3 times
at Kissinger's behest. Mitchell accommodated each
time;

5) Rumor had it that Kissinger did not want to do
the event because Martha Mitchell would be there.

Magruder chacked with Haig, who said this was not

the case;

6) Campbell, Rissinger's aide, believes the chances
are 40-60 that Xissinger will do the ement.

Hagruder believes Kissinger‘wants to do the event but alone,
without Mitchell, because of an ego problem.

All feel the event is cruclial to the success of the President's
celebrities program.

If possible, you should talk with Kissinger and ask him to



stand by the commitment to attend the celebrities
briefing on June 17 in Califomnia.

GS:car




June 8, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR1 H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM3 GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT : Gallup Surveys

Discussion with John Davies this morning disclosed that
the Gallup release for Sunday, June 1l will contain trial
heats with these rasults:

RN McG  Wal Und,
G - May 26-29 43 30 19 8
g - Apr 28- 43 35 15 7
May 1
RN HHH  Wal  Und.
G ~ May 26-29 43 26 22 9
G - Apr 28- 45 34 15 6

May 1

The trend page on trial heats from your poll book is
attached,

In addition, Sunday's Gallup release will refute the
assertion in the June 8 New York Times editorial: "At
best the party must face the possibility that Governor
Wallace, the other prime beneficiary of the politics of
disaffection in this strange primary campaign, will seek
to rally his followers behind a third-party bid. Whether
such a bid would, on balance, take more electoral votes
awvay from the Democratic nominee or from President MNixon
is an open question. But whatever chances a Democrat




might have to triumph in the face of a Wallace defection
would plummet to near-zero if a convention gang-up on
MoGovern sparked a fourth-party challenge led by the army
of young activists so prominent in his dramatic spurt to
the top.* The Gallup release will say: "Many political
observers are of the opinion that Wallace will not run as

a third party candidate this year. It is important to see
where his vote would go in the event that he does not enter
the race. The national findings show Hixon benefitting over
each of his two leading rivals if Wallace is not in the
picture. Nixeon would gain 10 points with Wallace out while
McGovern would pick up only 4."

Other interesting comments by John Davies include: "The
Wallace vote obviously is considerably stronger in the
South and therefore what help Nixon will get in the South
will be greater than any help that the Democratic candidate
could possibly get outside the South, We £ind that the
Wallace vote goess about 2 to 1 to Nixon in the South, and
it goes to the Democratic candidate by about 3 to 2 outside
the South., Which would indicate that since the Wallace
vote is up in the neighborhood of 30% in the South and only
about 7-10% outside the South, and that, on balamce, the
President stands to benefit the greatest,”

I will meet with John Davies when he is in Washington again
on June 22, 1972, -

GS/jb
F/U every XHEX Tuesday



6/8/72
TRIAL NHEATS

1972
Poll
bates MUSKTR (PNNEDY 1H McGOV WALLACE
H - Jan. 45-48-7 '
42-42-11-5 46-37-12-5
T - Jan. 52-42-06 51-40-9 54-40-6
3-20 46-37-11~6 46-37-10-7 48-35-12~5
G - Jan. 47-37
7-10 43-42-12~3
O - Jan. 52-36-12 52-41-7 58-33-9
26-27 46-32-13-9 45-37-12-6 50-30-12-8
G - Feb.
4-7 43-42-10~5 47-39~%-5 46-39-10~5 49-34-11-6
H - Feb. 47-45-8 51-41-8
8-14 44-40-11-5 47-36~12-5
H - Feb. 28- | 50-37-13 53-37-10 59-32~9
Mar. 7 47~35-12-6 48-35-12-5 |53-28-13-6
O - Mar. 52-37-11 49-43-8 55-37-8 66-24-10
18-19 44-30~-17-9 41-38-15~6 44-32-17-7
G ~ Mar. 69~23-8
24-27 46-36-14~4 46-35-15-4
H - Apr. 50-42-8 54-34-12
1- 7 44~33-15-8 45-35-14-6 42-36-16-6 47-29-16-8
G - Apr.
15-16 46-36-12-6 46-31-15-8
G - Apr.
21-24 44-31-16-9 45-32-16-7
G - Apr. 28- 50~-38-12 49-39-12
May 1 45-34-15-6 43-35-15~7
H - May 50-42-8 48-41-11
9-10 41-37-16-6 40-35-17-8
5 ~ May
26-29 43-26-22-9 43-30-19-8




June 7, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. Re. HALDEMAN
FROM:3 GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT Campaign Survey - Wave IT

John Mitchell decided to meet with Bob Teeter privately at
10 a.m. today instead of at 3 p.m, with his political group
as scheduled. The questionnaire will not be discussed at

3 p.m.

~ Mitchell directed Teeter to make the following changes in
the Wave II Survey:

1) Develop and add two follow-up gquestions on national
defense. The first question would cover whether those who
believe the government should spend less on national defense
believe that because the U,S, does not need such arms or
because there is too much wastej;

2} Develop and add a welfare question which asks
whether those with over 12,000 income should be taxed to
assist those with less than 12,000 income, Then a series
. of welfare proposal questions including the President's
and McGovern's would be tested;

3) Develop and add a question on "change"™ - whether
people believe the country needs a radical reorganization)

4) Develop and add a quastion on the nature of cam-
paigning., The question would be something to the effect
that "in light of the Wallace shooting, shoudd the President
not campaign in public®;

5) Drop the Humphrey's handling of the isaues sections;

6) Drop the Richard Nixon-Edward Kennedy trial heats,


http:HALDEM.MT

.

The reason the Humphrey section is dropped is because Mitchell
wants a Richard Nixon~McGovern poll, The Edward Kennedy trial
heats are dropped because Mitchell and Teeter bheliave people
are taking Kennedy at his word that he will not be a candidate
and 30 their answer to trial heat gquestions are inaccurate.
Also, Mitchell believes both Harris and Gallup will supply
adequate trial heat results on Kennedy.

GS/ib



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDEN TIAL

June 6, 1972
MEMORANDUM FOR : H.R. HALDEMAN
FROM GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT Campaign Survey - Wave Il

Attached is the latest draft of the Wave Il survey. Joha Mitchell reviewed
the questionnaire and met with Teeter on May 30 to discuss his suggested
changes. They are indicated. The questionnaire attached at Tab A has
been pre-tested in Detroit.

Teeter needs a commitment from you and John Mitchell on the final
questionnaire on June 7. Mitchell has agreed to have all his changes in

by then. The vendors -- ORC, Decision Making Information and Market
Opinion Research -~ will begin field interviewing June 13 and i4. After
10~14 days of interviewing, the vendors will tabulate the results, Teeter
hopes to have the trial heat figures on July 3 but has told Mitchell they may
not be ready until July 5. The complets reports on each of the states from
the vendors is due to Teeter on July 15, You should receive your copies

- July 16, The suggested form for reporting the results is attached at Tab B.
Mitchell is not particularly interested in the format of the results, Teeter
will change the format in any way to suit your requirements.

You may want to discuss with Mitchell whether to have a final review of

the questionnaire with Ehrlichman's political group -- Coleon, Harlow,

and MacGregor. Due to the length of the questionnaire, many of the suggested
questions prepared by the Domestic Council (Cole, Harper, and Morey) were
not included. After the first series of campaign surveys in January, the
Domestic Council complained that they had not had sufficient input and there-
fore the issue materials were not very helpful. In light of your comment
yesterday on the advertising - that you and Mitchell would tell Ehrlichman's
group what you were planning to do to protect against a gross oversight --
you may want to do the same with this Wave Il survey questionnaire. Mr.
Ehrlichman will not be back until Thursday evening so he could not review
the questionnaire until Friday. This would cause a delay in the results.

)
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As to the substantive aspects of questionnaire, the three areas Mitchell
added on May 30 were amnesty (Question 22); marijuana (Question 24);
and abortion (Question 24). Pursuant to your decision on May 19, there
are no Vice Presidential trial heats on this questionnaire,

The standard trend questions on Presidential and Vice Presidential
popularity, Vietnam, and the economy are included, However, the
President's credibility on Vietnam question -- "As far as the War in
Vietnam is concerned, do you think that President Nixon has been frank
and straightforward about the War or do you think that he has not told the
American people the real truth about the situation there?' ~- is not
included, Mitchell believes ''Catholics and credibility’’ will be crucial
in this election so the credibility question should be included. This
question could be added or substituted for Question 27 -« "How much do
you care who wins the Presidential election this fall?"

The alternate green pages in the questionnaire assure that one-half of the
interviewees will be asked questions about Hubert Humphrey while the
other half will he asked questions about George McGovern, If Humphrey
does poorly in California you may want to reduce the Humphrey questions,
though Teeter recommends against this,

On a related polling matter, ORC has conducted seven private telephone
surveys for us. The amount of their latest invoice is 44. Dsan and Kalmbach
believe that unacceptable risks of viclating the campaign spending law would
be incurred if ORC were paid in green -~ either from your 300 fund or from
1701, However, ORC received a prepayment of 50 hefore the April 7 dead-
lne. This was to be applied toward Wave I polling expenses. Instead,

the 50 could cover the private telephone polls and ORC would receive a full
payment for its share of the Wave 1l surveys (approximately 123)., The
payments to the three polling vendors -~ ORC, DMI, and MOR -- will appear
on the September 10 public disclosure statement, ORC's figure will be 50
higher, which can be explained as '"additional campaign surveys and analyses'',

Recommendation

That Strachaa instruct Hugh Sloan to pay the full Wave Il cost to ORC and
apply the 50 prepayment to our pendiag ORC bill.

Approve Disapprove , Comments

GS: LH:pm
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 6, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR3s H. R. HALDEMAN
FROM: GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT: Campaign Survey - Wave II

Bob Teeter called regarding approval of the questionnaire
for the Wave II series of campaiagn surveys, Mitchell has
agreed to give Teeter a commitment tomorrow afternoon, so
that Teeter can meet with the vendors in Detroit Wednesday
night. This change in the time frame somewhat modifies
the recommendations in my June 3 memorandum to you on the
Campaign Surveys, Pirst, it precludes a final review of
the questionnaire with Ehrlichman's political group.
Ehrlichman's office advises that his plans now call for
his return from S8tockholm late Thuraday, June 8, 1972,

and that he does not plan on having a political meeting
until Monday, June 12, Second, Teeter may have to sub~
stantially revise the questionnaire if you and Mitchell
balieve there should be less emphasis on Humphrey in light
of the projected California results. If Humphrey does as
poorly as most now suggest, the sections on Humphrey's
ability to handle the issues could be partially replaced
with substantive issue questions, Teeter recommends against
dropping any Humphrey questions because he is a bland,
middle-of-the~road representative of a possible compromise
Democratic nominee,

After Teeter meets with Mitchell and his political group
at 3 p.m, on June 7, I will prepare a written description
of the proposed changes for your review, If you have a
chance to review the changes and give final approval by
tomorrow evening, Teeter will be pleased, If not, I will
ask Teeter to delay the Wave II schedule.

GS/jb
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 3, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR: H, R, HALDEMAN
FROM3 GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT Campaign Survey -~ Wave II

You reviewed the first draft questionnaire of Bob Teeter's
proposed Wave II polls in Russia. John Mitchell also re~
viewed the gquestionnaire and met with Teeter on May 30 to
discuss his suggested changes, The questionnaire attached
at Tab A has been pre~tested in Detroit.

Teeter needs a commitment from you and John Mitchell on the
final questionnaire on June 8, The vendors == ORC, Decision
Making Information and Market Opinion Research ==~ will begin
field interviewing June 13 and 14, After 10-14 days of
interviewing, the vendors will tabulate the resulta. Teeter
hopes to have the trial heat figures on July 3 but has told
Mitchell they may not be ready until July 5, The complete
reports on each of the states from the vendors is due to
Teeter on July 15, You should receive your copies July 16,
The suggested form for reporting the results is attached at
Tab B, Mitchell is not particularly intereestéd in the format
of the results, Teeter will change the format in any way to
suit your requirements.

Concerning the June 8 deadline for the final gquestionnaire,
Teetar will meet on June 7 with Mitchell's political group =-
Magruder, Malek, Marek, Finkelstein, LaRue, Miller, and
Flemming =~ to make “final® changes in the questionnaire,
After that group makes its suggeations you may want to dis-
cuss the questionnaire with Mitchell and Teeter. You may
want to discuss with Mitchell whether to have a final review
of the quaestionnaire with Ehrlichman's political group --
Colson, Harlow, and MacGregor ~- on Thursday, June 8, Due
to the length of the questionnaire, many of the suggested
questions prepared by the Domestic Council (Cole, Harper,
and Morey) were not included. After the firat series of



campaign surveys in January, the Domestic Council complained
that they had not had sufficient input and therefore the
issue materials were not very helpful., 1In light of your
comment yesterday on the advertising == that you and Mitchell
would tell Fhrlichman's group what you were planning to do

to protect against a gross oversight -- you may want to do
the same with this Wave II survey questionnaire.

Recommendation

That Haldeman and Mitchell tell Ehrlichman's group wheut the :
Wave II survey questionnaire on June 8, Strachan will have :
Magruder advise Mitchell, :

Approve Disapprove Comments

As to the substantive aspects of guestionnaire, the thres

areas Mitchell added on May 30 were amnesty (Question 22)y ;
marijuana (Question 24)j and abortion (Question 24).- Pursuant
to your decision on May 19, there are no Vice Presidential
trial heats on this questionnaire.

The standard trend questions on Presidential and Vice Presi-~
dential popularity, Vietnam, and the economy are included.
However, the President's credibility on Vietnam question ~-
"As far as the War in Vietnam is concerned, do you think

that President Nixon has been frank and straightforward
about the War or do you think that he has not told the
American people the real truth about the situation there?” --
is not included, Mitchell believes "Catholics and credibility"
will ba crucial in this election so the credibility question
should be included, This question could be added or substi-
tuted for Question 27 -- "How much 40 yau care who winas the
Presidential election this fall?"®

Recommendation

That Strachan instruct Teeter to include the “"credibility” §
question,

Approve Disapprove Comments




The alternate green pages in the questionnaire assure that
one-half of the interviewees will be asked questions about
Hubert Humphrey while the other half will be asked questions
about George McGovern.

On a related polling matter, ORC has conducted seven prévate
telephone surveys for us. The amount of their latest invoice
is 44, Dean and Kalmbach believe that unacceptable risks of
violating the campaign spending law would be incurred if ORC
ware paid in green -~ either from yvour 300 fund or from 1701,
However, ORC received a prepayment of 50 before the April 7
deadline, This was to be applied toward Wave II polling
expenses., Instead, the 50 could cover the private telephone
polls and ORC would receive a full payment for its share of
the Wave II surveys (approximately 123). The payments to the
three polling wvendors ~- ORC, DMI, and MOR -~ will appear on
the September 10 public disclosure statement, ORC's figure
will be 50 higher, which can be explained as "additional
campaign surveys and akalyses®.

Recommendation

That Strachan instruct Hugh Sloan to pay the full Wave II

cost to ORC and apply the 50 prepayment to our pending ORC
bill.

—__ hpprove ___Disapprove ; Comments

GS/3b



. State
Dates
No. of Interviews
Trial Heats 1968: +0
McGovern Hunphrey Kennedy
o 0 0 o] 0 o 2} 0 1]
(+0) (+0) (+O) + 0) (+0) (+0)
0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ o 0 0 0
(+0) (+0) +0) (+0) +0) (+0) +0 *+0)
Rep. T-8 Dem,
N 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 1] o
(+0) (+0) (+0) (+0) +0) +0)
Me~H-K 0 1] 0 1] 0 0 . 0 o]
+0) (+0) + 0) (+ 0) +0) (+0)
W 0 0 [+ 0 0 0 o 0 0
+0) (+0) (+ 0) (+0) 0 +0
U o ol ] g, ] 0 o} 2} Qo
+0) (+0) + 0) (+0) +0) (+0
Approval
A. D, N.O.
Job 0 0 0 (+0) 0 (+0)
Economy 0 +0) 0 (+0) o0 (+0)
Vietaam 0 (+ 0 0 (+0) 0 (+0)
Job/Agnew o (+0) 0 (+0) o +0
Issues o
State Natfonal
1 0 (+m 0 {(+ 0
2 0 (+0) 0+ 0
3 0 (+ 0} L0+ 0
4 0 (+0) ¢ +0
5 0 (+0) ¢ +0
Igsue Handling
N Mc H
+ - + - + -
Vietnam Q 0 o] 1] [} 4]
+0) 0 *
Inflation 1} 0 0 0 o 0
+ 0 (+0)
General Unrest 0 o] Q 0 0 0
+0) (0
Crime 0 a 0 0 0 0
+0) +0)
Uncmployuent Q 0 0 0 ] 0
(+0) (+O
Drugs 0 0 0 [ 0 0
+ 0 (+0)
State
A L. .0,
Gov. o {(+0) 0 (+0) 0 (+0)
>en. a0 S G o (203
Sen. 0 (+ 0y 0 (+0) 0 (+0
State Ballots
Eon,

OO

Candidate A
Candidate B
Undecided

QDO



Nixon
McGovern
Wallace
Undecided

Nixon
Humphrey
Wallace
Undecided

Nixon
Kennedy
Wallace
Undecided

Nixon
McGovern
Undecided

Nixon
Humphrey
Undecided

Nixon
Kennedy
Undecided

Stat
Date
No.

e
8

of Interviews

A
BALLOTS
Ticket-

Total ~ Republican Splitter Democrat

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 -(+0) 0 (+0) 0 (+0) 0 (+0)
0 (+0) 0 +0) 0 +0) 0 (+ 0
0 (+0) 0 (+0) 0 (+0) 0 (+0)
0 +0) 0 (+0) 0 (+ 0) 0 (+ 0




e e
State

Dates
No. of Interviews

A (1)

BALLOTS

Media Markets (ADI)
Total Area 1% Area 2% Area 3* Area 4%

Nixon
McGovern
Wallace
Undecided

OO OO
OO OO
OO OOo
OO0 O0O
OO O

Nixon
Humphrey
Wallace
Undecided

Nixon
Kennedy
Wallace
Undecided

Nixon
McGovern
Undecided

Nixon
Humphrey
Undecided

Nixon
Kennedy
Undecided

* Use descriptive words




State
Dates

No. of Interviews

B
Nixon McGovern Wallace Undecided Number

Total - 1007 0 0 0 0 0
Age

18-24 years 0 0 0 0 0
25-34 years 0 0 0 0 0
35-44 years 0 0 0 0 0
45-54 years 0 0 0 0 0
55-64 years 0 0 0 0 0
65 years + 0 0 0 0 0
Education '

Less than High School
High School Graduate
College

Religion

- Catholic
Protestant
Jewish
Other

Race
White
Black
Yellow
Brown

Union
Yes
Ko

Income

Under $5,000
$5,000-9,999
$10,000-14,999
$15,000 +

Sex
Male
Female

Geonvapuil (Felivical)
Area 1+
Arca 2%

Aam o Db
3 ST S A



State
Dates
No. of Interviews

B (1)

Nixon Humphrey  Wallace Undecided Number
Total -~ 100% cC + 0 0 (+0) 0 (+0) C + 0) o -
Age |
16~24 years 0 + 0 0 (+ 0 0 +0) 0 (+ 0) 0
2534 years o + 0 0 + 0 0 (+ 0) 0 (+ 0 0
35-44 years 0 (+ 0 6 + 0 o + 0 0 (+0) 0
43~54 years 0 + 0 0 (+0) 0 (+ 0) 0 (+0) 0
5564 years 0 +0) 0 (+0) 0 (+0) 0 (+0) 0
65 years + 0 + 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 (+0) 0
Education

Less than High School
High School Graduate
College

Relipion
Catholic
Protestant
Jewish
Other

Race
White
Black
Yellow
Browm

Union
Yes
No

Income

Under $5,000
$5,000-9,594
$10,000-14,999
$15,000 =

Sex
fzle
Female

Geographic (Political)
Area LR
Area 2%
A Ya:d 3‘}:

L T A R Rl R TR I CE R AV S R )
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State
Dates
No. of Interviews

B (ii)
Nixon Kennedy Wallace  Undecided Number

Total - 100% 0 (+0) 0 (+0 0 (+0) 0 (+0) 0
Age

18-24 years 0 +0 o + 0 0 <+ 0) 0 + 0 0
25-34 years 0 + 0 0 + 0 0 <+ 0 0 0 0]
35-44 years 0 + 0 0 (+ 0) 0 + 0 0 +0) 0]
45-54 years 0 +0 0 + 0 0 (+ 0 0 + 0 0
55-64 years 0 + 0 0 (+ O 0 + 0 0 (+0) 0
65 years + 0 + 0 0 (+ 0) 0 (+ 0) 0 + o 0
Education

Less than High School
High School Graduate
College

Religion
Catholic
Protestant
Jewish
Other

Race
White
Black
Yellow
Browvn

Union
Yes
No

Income

Under $5,000
$5,000-9,999
$10,000-14,999
$15,000 +

Sex
Male
Female

Ceosraphic (Political)
Arca 1%
Arpa 2%

Area 3%



State
Dates
No. of Interviews

c

RATINGS ON ABILITY
TO HANDLE ISSUES

Total Rating Total Rating  Total Rating
Nixon McGovern Humphrey
Pos, Neg. Pos. HNeg. Pos. Neg.
Vietnam 0+ O 0+ 0) 0 0 0 0
Inflation ’0 + 0) 0 ¢+ 0 0 0 -0 0
General Unrest 0¢H+0 O0HOW 0 0 0 0
Crime 0 (+0) 0 (+0) . 0. ’ ? 0 0
Unemployment 0 (+0) 0 (+ 0) o 0 , o o
Drugs
Education
Taxes
Bussing

Health Care

National Defense

Environment

Race Relations



State
Dates
¢ (1) - No. of Interviews

RATINGS ON ABILITY
TO HANDLE ISSUES

4 Current Rating Rating Rating
Issue Voting Nixon McGovern Humphrey

Pos. Neg. Pes. Neg. Pos. Xeg.

Vietnanm Total
Hard Nixon
Soft Niwxon
Soft Dem.
Hard Dem,
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

oocoocooO
oo OO
co0CcCOoOO0O
coocoOooOO
cocoooo
COOOOOO

Inflation Total
Hard Hixon
Soft Wixon
Soft Dem.
Hard Dem.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

General Unrest Total
Hard Nixon
Soft Nixon ’ Do
Soft Dem.,
Hard Dem.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

Crime Total
Hard Nixon
_ Soft Nixon
Soft Dem.
Hard Dem.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

Unenployment Total
Hard Nixon
Soft Nixon
Soft Dem.
Hard Dem.
Hard Vallace
Soft Wallace

Prugs Total
Hard Niwxon
Solt Wixon
Soft Dom.
Hard Donm,
Hard wWallace
Soft Wallace



Issue

Education

Taxes

Bussing

Health Care

National Defense

Environment

™oL ™Y -t e
LS DA e LD

C (i) Cont'd.

Current

Voting

Total
Hard Nixon

- Soft Nixon

Soft Demn.
Hard Dem.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

Total

Hard Nixon
Soft Nixon
Soft Dem.
Hard Dem.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

Total

Hard Nixomn
Soft Nixon
Soft Dem.
Hard Dem.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

Total
Hard Nixon
Soft Nixon

- Soft Dem.

Hard Dem.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

Total

Hard Nixon
Soft Nixon
Soft Dem.
Hard Dem.
Hard VWallace
Soft Wallace

Total
Hard Nixon

" Soft Wixon

Soft Dem.
Hard Den.
Hard Wallace
Soft Wallace

e L IPUP I |

R WRINS N

Iard Nixon
foft Nixon
Ol e Ty

[ 2 W05 N Al ke
Hard Doem,
Heord Unllogoe

ol L vaidoce

State
Dates
No. of Interviews

Rating Rating Rating
Nixon McGovern - Humphrey
Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Neg.
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 o 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0



State
Dates

D No. of Interviews

PERSONALITY ATTRIBUTES

Total Rating  Total Rating Total Rating
Nixon McGovern Humphrey

Trust

Close Minded
Neutral
COpen Minded

(+ 0)
+ 0)
+ 0

SO0
OO0
[N el w)

Dishonest 0 + 0 0
Neutral 0 (+ 0) 0 0
Honest 0 (+ 0) 0

Unjust 0 (+ 0)
Neutral 0 (+ 0)
Just C (+ 0

OO0
o

" Competence

Inexperienced
Neutral
Experienced ; S e

Untrained
Neutral
Trained

Uninformed
Neutral
Informed

Incompetent
Neutral
Competent

Strength

Timid
Neutral
Bold

Dangerous
Neutral
Safe

Mool
Neutral
Aggressive

Soft
Movrrnl

Toush



N State
Dates
No. of Interviews

D (1)

NIXON PERSONALITY. ATTRIBUTES

Current Voting
Hard Soft © Soft Hard Hard Soit
Nixon Nixon Dem, Demn. Wallace Wallace

Trust

Close Minded
Xeutral
Open Minded

OO O
(]
OO0
OO0
o
o

Dishonest 0 0 0
Neutral 0 0 0
Honest 0 0 0

(@ N @ R
oo
OO0

Unjust 0
Neutral 0
Just 0

o OO
o
o
o

Competence'

Inexperienced
Neutral
Experienced . v T e -

Untrained
Neutral
Trained

Uninformed
Neutral
Informed

Incompetent
Neutral
Competent

Strength

Timid
Neutral
RBold
Dangerous
Neutral
Safe

Mecek
Neutral
Aggpressive

Soft
Noutral

Tooroh



State

Dates
No. of Interviews
E
NIXON JOB APPROVAI, DEMOGRAPHICS
Approve Disapnrove
Nixon McGovern Nixon McGovern No
Total Voters Voters Total Voters Voters Opinion
Age '
18-24 years 0 (+0) 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0
25-34 years 0 + 0 0 0 0 (+ 0) 0 0 0
35-44 years 0 (+ 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0
45-54 years o + 0 0 0 0 (+ 0) 0 0 0
55-64 years 0 +0) 0 0 0 +0) 0 0 0
65 years + 0 (+ 0 0 0 c +0) 0 0 0

Education

Less than H.S.
High School Grad.
College

Religion
Catholic
Protestant
Jewish
Other

Race

White
- Black
Yellow
Brown

Union
Yes
No

Income

Under $5,000
$5,000~9,999
$10,000-14,099
515,000 +

Sex

Male

Female

ggggzgggég'(Political>

Area 1%
Area 2%
Area 3%

* Use descriptive words



State
Dates .
No. of Interviews

. SUMMARY

Three pages of conclusions highlighting differences from tradi-

ticnal patterns and significant changes from first wave.



CAMPAIGN IMPLICATIONS

State
Dates
No. of Interviews

Three pages of recommendations and suggestions for campaign

action.



ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

June 1, 19272

MEMORANDUM FORs H, R. HALDEMAN
FROM s GORDON STRACHAN
SUBJECT1 Campaign Advertising

You last met with Peter Dailey to discuss the campaign
advertising on January 12, 1972, In the last four months

- Dailey has assembled the campaign advertising staff

{(November Group) in New York and Washington, The staff

" prepared three presentations for the Campaign Strategy
Group (Chapin, Buchanan, Garment, Magruder, Chotiner, Dent,
LaRue, Moore, and Teeter)., These materials have been
summarized in the attached binder,

Peter Dailey is anxious to have you review the materials,
Dailey can give you an abhbreviatad presentation with his

two top meni (Phil Joanou and Bill Taylor) in 45 minutes

based on his attached agenda. In addition, Dailey would

like to disvuss the documentary situation with you, That
would take 15 minutes.

John Mitchell has seen some but not all of the advertising
strategy and materials in informal sessions with Magruder

and Dailey, Mitchell is very interested in your suggestions
on the advertising. However, according to Magruder, Mitchell
might not be very anxious to have all the advertising reviewed
and commented on by the Ehrlichman political group of Harlow,
MacGregor and Colson, You may want to cover with Mitchell
whether it would be appropriate for Peter Dailey to present
the campaign advertising materiala to this group.

Racommendation

That Dailey and his two top men present the campaign adver-
tising materials to you at 10 a.m. tomorrow for your comments.
Chapin should sit in the meeting due to his responsibility
for his documentary.

Approval, set meeting at 10 a.m.

Disapproval, re-schedule meeting.

Comments.

GS/jb
H-FU-6/2
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