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Harold H. Griffin
8/1/62

Complete _Analysis of Final Offielal Primsry Results Yoy Governor
In assessing the eomplete official returns of the June, 1962,
primary, four tables have been compiled, each of which taken both
separately and together shed significant light upon the beshavior of
California voters last June. These are!
(1) An 1temisation by vote totals and percentages of the
Demoeratiec vote, inoluding write-ins for Nixon and Shell,
¥y oounty.

(2) An 1tenizsation by vote totals and percentages of the
Republican vote, countiy by couhty.

(3) A eounty-by-county b reakdown ef Democratic and Republican
voter turnout for Governor, as percentage of registration.

(4) A oounty-by-eounty-brenkdown of persons wheo went to the polls
but cast blank ballots for the office of governor.

Table It The Democratic Vote
On the Demoeratic side, the finasl official vote was reported

as followse:

Brewn 1,739,792 81.4%
Three Unknown Democrats—- 294.863 13.8%
Nixon Write~Ins 35,88 1,74
Shell Write-Ins 66,71 3.1%
TOTAL DEMOCRATIC VOTE 2,136,750 (100.0%)

The Brown Votet Even though Bro@n averaged 81¥4$ of the vote
statewide, he received more than 80% in only 10 ocounties, ineluding
moet of the largest ones by populations

Alameda, Los Angeles, Marin, Plumas, San Bernardino, San
Prancisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Sierra, and Solano.

He received leses than 75% in 22 counties. His highest percentage was
recorded in San Francisco (88.4%) which uses voting machines, and his
lowest percentaze was in .Sutter (60.1%). ).

The Vote for the Three Other Democrats: Because of the completely

unknown charaoter of Brown's three opponents, their vote must be



2.
regarded almost solely as an anti-Brown protest vote. Two facts
suppert this thesis: (1) The eombined vote for the three Democrats
was spread far more evenly throughout the state than the votes for
Brown er the write-ins for Nixon and Shell, and (2) No one of the
three candidates displayed sufficient popularity to open up a gap
over the rest of the field, and the total statewide vote for each of
the three was nearly equal: Stuart--103,654; Moore——100,2373; and
Hamilton—90,472.

Most counties elung ¢lose to and slightly above the statewide
average of 13.8%. However, seven counties recorded ecmbined votes
for them of less than 12%, and 14 counties recorded votes of greater
than 18%. But no county polled iaaa than 10% for these candidates.

The Shell Write~Ip Vote: Although Shell's stzte aver:ge was 3.1%,
there was a wide disparity in the returus from county to eounty. Shell
polled more than 5% of the Democratic vote by wite-in in 25 counties.
These were generzlly the smaller, rural sountiesj however, the list
included Monterey (7.6%), Sacramento (5.9%), San Diego (6.6%), Kern (5.6%),
and Ventura (6.9%). Shell's two highest cougties were Glenn(18.0%), and
Sutter (14.3%), and these were also the TWO LOWEST counties for Brown.
Shell's vote was less than 2% in nine counties, including most of the
larger, metropolitan areas: Los Angeles (1.4%), Alameda (1.5%), San
Mateo (1.8%), Santa Clara (135%). and San Francisco (.2%). San Francisco's
abnormally low write-in vote 1s undoubtedly explained by their use of
voting machines.

The Nixon Write-In Vote: Nixon's state averuge was 1.7%. He ;{110&
less than 1.5% of the vote in 19 counties, including moat of the larger,
metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles (.8%), San Francisco (313%),

Alameda (1.2%8), San Mateo (1.5%), and Santa Claras (1.3%). Nixom received
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largest counties by populetion, Nixon defeated Bhell by greater than
a 2~1 margin in eight of them, excepting only Sacramento and Orange.
Shellt: Kixon's margin was }-2 over Shell or less in 19 counties.
In seven of these, Shell defeated Nixon. These counties are as
follows, with the eounties which Shell carried marked (*):
;:::g:; B%I:o. 5} ggrado‘ G%.nn. Hu:bgldginxgig, g;-uon‘
Stlnill;ul. g::t;r. ;tg:l;. ;:i:::;*? %ole.;ﬂha: srEmTy
The pattern set by these 19 counties is olear. All can be olassified
as either San Joaguin Valley, Sacramento Valiley, or Mountain Counties.
With the exception of Sseramento, all are primarily rural and small.
Of the 10 largest Californis counties, Sacramento is the only one
in whioh Shell polled more than 40% of the vote.
The Gale and Brown Vote: As can be seen from the statewide
totals, the vote for Gale and the Brown write-in vofe both amount
t0 less than 1% of the Republican vote total. B.oaﬁlo these votes
are so statistically inmignifiocant, and beosuse they are spread
fairly uniformly over the 58 oountioli they have been ignored as
far as table II is concerned, and the figures given for Nixon and
Shell are in percentagez of the gombined Nixon-Shell total, for a

more acourate head-jjiff ccmparison between the twe.

zgg,gggigtOEh;; Yotet The ocounty~By-county vote totals for
Christopher for Lisutenant Governor are included on Table II for an
additional comparison. Despite a uniform statewide drop-€f in vote
from Governor to Liesutensnt Governor, from s total of 1,964,298
%0 1,831,131, Christopher sompiled & larger total vote tham did Nixon
in 38 eounties, and Nixon a larger total then Christopher in only 20.
This iz probadly a reflecticn more of Shell's greater strength over
MeCarthy (Christopler‘'s opponent) tham it is a reflection of
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Christopher's strenzgth over Nixon. Shell received far greater
publicity and traveled much more widely during the campaign than
MeCarthy. Yet, it is probebly significent that among the 20 eounties
in which Nixon ran stronger than thristopher, are inoluded Imperial,
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and
Santa Barbara=-—all of the ecunties in “"deep Southern California."
It was well-known that Christopher was the mayor of San Francisco,
but much less well known that MeCarthy was also from the North. Thus
is is possible that Christopher's relatively poorer showing in all of
the "deep South" counties might reflect some degree of anti-Northern
sentiment. With few txeovtioa' Christopher ren strongly in nearly
all of the Northern eounties. Therefore, the primary results deo
not seem t0 indicate any important degree of personal %ﬁiﬂOlity

toward Christopher in his home area, where he is moat familiar.

Table III: Demogratic and Rpublican Turnout
The vote totals for both the Demooratic and Rpublican votes

in Table III include not only the votes for all msjor and minor
candidates, but write-in votes tor members of the opposite party.

By this measure, Demoocratic 4fifrmout for governor was 2,136,750

against s statewide rogistrafion of 3,996,964, for a percentage of
$3.46%. Republican turnout was 1,964,298, against a statewide
registration of 2,833,889, for a percentage of 69.31%.

Turnout was gemerally lower on both the Republican and Democratic
sides in the larger, metropolitan areas, and highest in the smaller,
rural ocounties. For the Democrats, the top ocounties were Alpine and
Amador, both with 70.8%, and the lowest county Los Angeles with 49.5%.
The top county for the Repubiicans was Alpine (93.2%), and the lowest
San Franeiseco (62.8%).
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The averaze turnout differential between the Democrats and
the Ropuhlieanu§ statewide, was about 16%, and there was only one
county in which‘thn differential was less than 9%
(Republican--62.8%, Democratie~~57.6%).

San Franeciseo

Comparing Teble III with Teble I, it can be observed that the
larger, metropolitan ocounties with the lowest vote turnouts tended
to go most heavily, percentagewise, for Brown. In the smaller,
rural counties, with high vote turnocuts, there waz a tendency toward

8 much greater "anti-~Brown" vote. Here is the picture:

Democratie Z%Eﬁﬁ%ag.
Turnout Por Brown
Un;or 563’ (17 eounties) 78.1;
56% to 6 12 eounties 77.3
60% to 66% gla oountiou% 75.4%
Over 66% 11 counties 73.8%
The reverse was also true, as witness the following table:
Peroentage Average
Yor Denocratie
~3rown Turpout
Over 80% (10 countien) 56.94
72% to 80% 241 counties) 60.2%
Under 72% (7 oounties) 62.8%

| Thus, it appears to be true that$ in general, THE GREATER THE

/QD * PERCENTAGE OF DEMOCRATS THAT WENT TO THE POLLS, THE GREATER THE

] 3 DROPOFF IN THE VOTE POR BROWN! The importanee of this observeation

\1n predicting the voting behavior of Democrats who failed to vote

in June, but vote in November oamnot be overemphasiged.

It is a

reasonable predictiom that the Democrats who failed to vote in the

June primary and who may vote in November will go Republican in even

greater percentages than those who protested against Brown in June.
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In comparing Table III with Tadble II, it can be observed that
Nixon was strongest in the larger, metropolitan counties which had low
turnouts, while Shell was strongest in the smaller, rural chunties
whioh had the highest turmouts. Im other words, the best Nixon areas
were usually the best areas for Browam, and the best Shell areas were
the worast areas for Brown.

Republicen Surnocut was under 70% in only 11 eounties! Yet, these
11 eounties inoluded Alameda (68.2%), Fresno (69.2%), Les Angeles (68.0%),
San Bernardino (66.3%), San Diege (69.9%), San Franoisco (62.8%), San
Mateo (63.2%), and Santa Clara (67.2%), Kings (68.4%), San Luis Obispo
(67.8%), and Santa Barbara (68.7%). 0f these 11 counties, Nixon
gained at least a 2-1 nnrgin'ovtr shell in 7, and in none of them was
his margin less than 3-2.

Put another way, in the seven counties which Shell earried,
Republican turnout was sn average of 77.7%. In the 12 counties in
which he polled between 40% and 50% of the vote, Republican turnout
was an avera:e of 77.1%. In 17 counties in which Nixon received more
than 60% of the vote, Republican turnout was am average of T4.8%. Aind
in the 22 counties which Nixon carriodbby more than 2-1, Republican
turnout was an average of 72.4%, (exeluding small Alpine).

Table IV: Blapk Ballots for Governor
In assesaing the mea:ring of the June primary results, one further

factor must be taken into considerstion: The abnormally high percentage
of persons who went to the polls but left their ballots blank for the
office of Governor. The total vote for all candidates for Wvernor,
including Prohibition, write-ins, and "scattering,” was 4,104,943.

Yet, the Secretary of State reports that there were 4,479,723 ballots



oast in the election. This means that 374,780 persons, or 8.4% of
the persoms who went to the polls, failed to mark their ballots for
governor®

The Secretary of 8tate made no tabulation of how many of these
374,780 blank ballots for governor were Republican and how many are
Democratic. However, a spot shmek of several oounties which 4id make
such a breakdown reveals the blank ballots rumning fairly uniformly
8t 5-1 Democratie! This would appear to be a reasonable figure, also,
because the Republicuns had a apirited primary contest while the
Democrats dif' not. Thus the normal expectansy would be for a grest
majority of the blank ballots to be Democratic, where no real cholee
was offered. Assuming, then, that the 5-1 Democratio ratig?&n the
blank ballots ran true stctewide, it would mean that 300,000, or 12.3%
of the Democrats, left their ballots blank, while about 75,000, or 3.7$
of the Republicans who voted 4id so.

It is hard to draw any important conclusiocns from the couhty-by-
county breakdown of the blank ballots, because their distribution wase
fairly uniform, ranging from 6.2% for both parties combined in San
Diego, to 14.5% in Sierra. Th: proportion of blank ballots, however,

was generally higher in the smmall, rural oounties.



Sounty
Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras

Colusa

Contra . osta

Del lorte
E1l Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Inyo

Kern
Kings
Lake
Lessen
Los Angeles
Haders
Marin
Hariposa
¥endocino
Merced
Hodoo
Hono

Honterey

Sxom

124,990
48
2,006
8,991
1,608
1,600
52, 397
1,684
3,589
40,289
2,012
10,321
6,059
1,881
27,549
5,148
2,264
2,370
673,534
5,108
15,984
879
6,389
8,539
1,130
320
14,883

SARLE J1 ZHE DEXQCRATIC VOTE BY COUNTIES

IO T sl el il

18,681
15

561
1,335
461
a9
8,359

360
1,126

6,726 -

350
1,545
1,806

505
7,168
1,086

624

523

101,579

963
1,975

172
1,19%
1,372

32«

98
2,8m

1,744

21
691
123

55

1,901
122

996
203
834
252

1,078
141

2,286 84.6
- 76
104 T4.5
1,415  72.3
N7  66.3
86 TT.T
2,993  79.6
139 713.1
249 71.6
1,945 T1.6
564  64.3
2,109  69.7
135 73.4
75 75.6
2,124  72.6
211 T8.2
151 72.7
49 79.8
11,461  84.9
183 719.7
855 82.4
1 79.1
75 76.8
718 77.7
64 73.4

32 65.1
1,525 73.8

12.6
23.8
20.8
10.7
19.0
15.5
12,7
15.6
22.%
16.8
11.2
10.4
21.9
20.3
18.9
16.5
23.0
17.6
12.8
15.0
10.2
15.5
14.4
12.5
20.9
20.9
13.9

1.2
.8
5.6
5.1
2.7
2.9
5.3
1.0
1.9
6.5
5.5
3.1
1.0
2.8
2.1
2.4
1.0

.8
2.4
2.9
2.3
4.4
3.3
1.5
4.3
4.7

1.5
3.9
11.4
9.6
4.2
4.5
6.0
5.0
3.7
16.0
14.2
1.6
3.0
5.6
3.2
4.9
1.6
1.4
2.9
4.4
2.2
4.5
6.5
4.2
6.8
7.6



County E—
Rapa 8,987
Revada 2,706
Orange 57,891
:lmeer 7,916
Jlumas 2, 304
Riverside 28,631
Cacramento 60,230
San Lemito 1,792
fan jermardimo 49,863
San Diego 192,379

tan Prsnoisco 116,849
San Josiuin 24,488
San Luls Ubispo 9,154
‘on Meteo 47,875
Santsa Berters 14,870
S:nta Clara 62,570

Canta Crus 9,984
Shasta 8,59%
Sierra 411
Siskiyou 5,067
Solano 17,3717
Sonoma 16,168
Stanislaus 16,667
Sutter - 2,673
Tebams 3,032
Trinity 1,471

7+BLE It (Continued)

4 Demce. XRixzep Shell

1,729
| 546
14,229
1,642
368
5,970
11,583
329

10,100

18,1315
14,646
6,846
1,733
6805
2,240
10,159
1,856
1,240
79
964
2,749
3,014
2,773
818
583
299

196
47
1,609
132
g
741
683
83
900

. 5910

374
876
252
825
549
956
735
242

185
472
378
435
227
136

25

337
209
3,867
1,055
83
938
4,508
12%
1,465
8,211
273
1,527
463
1,029
1,08%
1,132
907
1,375

286

668
1,253

419
12%

Brown 3} Dems. Kixom Shell
£ £ % £
79.9 15.4 1.7 3.0
77.1 15.6 1.3 6.0
74.6 18.3 2.1 %.0
73.7 15.3 1.2 9.8
82.9 13.2 -9 3.0
78.9 16.% 2.0 2.6
78.2 15.0 9 5.9
76.9 14.1 3.6 5.4
80.0 16.2 1.4 2.4
74.0 14.7 4.7 6.6
88.4 1.1 . | 2
73.1 19.8 2.6 4.6
76.9 14.9 2.2 4.0
85.7 10.9 1.5 1.8
79.} 12.0 2.9 5.8
83.6 13.6 1.3 1.5
74.1 13.5 5.5 6.7
7%.1 10.8 2.1 12.0
83.9 16.1 - -
77.9 14.8 2.8 4.4
82.0 13.0 2.2 2.8
79.9 14.9 1.9 3.3
78.9 13.1 2.1 5.9
60.1 18.6 6.3 14.3
72.7 14.0 3.3 10.0
76.6 15.6 1.3 6.5



TABRLE I: (Contigmed)

Cowaty  irgmn ;;;;ig Nixon Sgyi:» Br;ys 3 2‘!:. Bx;on Bh:}l
Tulare 14,079 3,439 417 880 74.8 18.3 2.2 4.7
Tuolumne 2,578 613 105 117 75.% 18.0 3a 3.4
Venturs 20,627 3,449 TS5 1,847 77.3  12.9 2.9 6.9
Yolo 8,082 1,400 151 T08 78.2 13.5 1.5 6.8

Yuba 2,977 736 187 419 68.9 17.0 4.3 9.7

>
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Alameds
Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras
Colusz
Contra Costa
Lel Norte
El Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Inyo

Kern
Kings
Lake
Lassen
Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
Mariposa
Mendocino
Merced
Modoc

TABLE 1II - THE REPUBLICAN VOTE BY COUNTY

Christopher  Nixon  Shell Nixon Shell
Vote Vote Vote % %
86, 163 75, 576 34, 173 68. 9 311

56 B2 40 67. 2 3z. e
1,018 857 890 55, 4 44.6
8, 494 7,678 5, 194 $9.6 10.4
1, 158 1,218 717 83.0 37.0
1,081 1, 046 805 83, 4 38. 6

39, 936 34, 451 18, 233 62. 0 32.0
1,223 1,347 805 88,0 $1.0
2, 278 1,986 1, 754 53, 2 46. 8
21, 403 18, 927 11, 284 62.7 37.3
1,808 1, 581 1,015 50, 5 40. 5
3, 268 7,252 3, 141 39, 4 41,6
3, 984 4,778 1, 486 76.3 28. 2
1,081 1,230 768 61.6 38, 4
16, 185 15, 126 12, 554 54,6 45.4
2,331 2, 185 1, 304 82.6 37, 3
2,211 2, 052 1,097 85. 2 3¢.8
183 857 848 56. 9 43.1
162, 131 505,344 248,351 7.2 32.8
2,101 3,201 1,102 87.5 32,5
13,707 18, 333 7,717 70, 4 29, 8
670 738 363 67.0 33,0
1,487 4, 337 1,871 69.9 30,1
4,031 4,305 2,672 61.7 38, 3
562 141 425 §3.6 38,



Christopher  Nixon Shell Nixon Shell
Vote Vote Vote % %

Mono 369 433 254 83.0 37.0
Monterey 15,610 13, 717 8,231 88. 2 31.2
Napa 7,657 8, 338 3,218 66. 3 38,7
Nevada 2, 163 1,788 3,112 45.8 54.4
Orange 70, 253 11, 995 48,672 86,7 35. 3
Placer 4,584 3, 335 3, 912 48. 0 54,0
Plumas 181 642 747 48,2 53. 8
Riverside 23,824 28, 768 12, 248 70.0 30, 0
Sacramento 37, 905 28, 034 28, 054 19. 98 50, 02
San Benito 1, 831 1, §26 589 70.8 29, 2
San Bernardino 29,811 37, 561 16, 356 69.1 30.3
San Diego 79, 002 85, 832 41,032 69,6 30, 4
Sam Francisco 60, 793 59, 553 19, 545 75, 3 24,7
San Joaquin 18, 868 19, 008 8, 177 87. 4 32. 6
San Luis Obispo 7, 157 6,784 3, 836 63,8 36. 1
San Mateo 46, 698 41,383 17, 378 70, 4 28, 8
Santa Barbara 13,008 15, 946 8, 427 85. 4 34,8
Santa Clara 61,610 54, 228 25,203 88.2 31.8
Santa Cruz 11, 978 11,015 4, 908 69.2 30, 8
Shasta ¢, 088 3, 041 3, 637 48,2 53.8
Sierra 2685 178 283 31.8 62,2
Siakiyou 2,178 2, 396 1,510 61,5 se. 7
Solano 7,763 8, 964 3, 250 68. 2 31.8
Sonoma 16,653 14, 418 7, 507 85, 8 94,2

Stanislaus 13,118 10,385 8,678 34,5 45.6



Sutter
Tehama
Trinity

Tuolumne
Vextura
Yolo
Yuba

Christopher Nixon Shell Nixon Shell
Vote Vote Vote % %
2,959 2,598 2,035 58. 1 43.9
3,137 3,047 1,873 52.2 47.8
526 473 $01 48.8 81.4
10,610 10, 248 8,344 1.8 38.2
1,843 1,734 708 71.1 28.9
13,783 13, 550 8,881 80, 4 39.6
4,079 3,408 3,403 50,7 48,3
1,743 1,701 1,283 57.0 43,0



~

TABLE III - VOTER TURNOUT FOR GOVERNOR BY COUNTIES

Democratic Democratic Dem, KRepublican  Republican Rep.

Registration Vote % Registration Vote %
Alameda 283, 588 147, 701 58,0 163, 434 111,433 86.2
Alpine 8¢ 63 170.8 133 124 3.2
Amador 3,801 2,692 70.8 1,870 1, 568 83, 8
Butte 21,241 12, 432 58,5 17, 804 13, 083 73.0
Calaveras 3,817 2,425 69.0 3,386 1,975 B82.8
Colusa 3,338 2,080 63.6 2,088 1,688 80.5
Contra Costa 113,558 65, 780 57. 6 72, 225 81,412 7.2
Del Norte 4,275 2, 305 83.9 2,488 1, 982 8.7
El Dorado 8,301 5,015 80, 4 3, 103 3,103 74,8
Fresno 83, 469 51,856  55.6 44, 103 30, 538 89, 2
Glenn 4,830 3,129 87.8 3,333 2,698 81.2
Humboldt . 34, 549 i4,808 60,3 16, 201 12,610 77.8
Imperial i3, 241} 8, 252 62,3 8, 166 8,337 1.3
Inyo 3,838 3,487 68.4 2,537 2,03} 80. 1
Kern 71,223 37,818 §3.2 39, 2§81 28, 052 71,8
Kings 12, 733 6, 588 51, 8 5, 151 3,824 68,4
l.ake 4,574 3,113 88.1 3,868 3,100 82.5
Lassen 4, 580 3,871 85.2 1, 988 1, 528 76. 9
Los Angeles 1,802, 831 792, 871 49,95 1, 118, 375 758, 530 g8g. 0
Madera 10, 570 8,408 80,6 4,551 3,47 76.3
Marin 32, 707 18, 383 560, 3 38, 543 28, 351 72. 1
Mariposa 1,784 1, 111 62.3 1, 388 1,113 79. 8
Mendecing 12, 284 8,318 €8, 0 7, 980 8,378 80, 1
Merced 19, 557 10, 880 56,2 7,121 73.2

8,728
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Demecratic Democratic Dem. Republican Republican Rep.
Registration Vote %__ Registration Vote %

Modoc 2,285 1, 588 87.4 1,468 1, 188 80. 9
Mono 798 470 58.8 85% 694 §1.0
Montersy 34, 707 20, 152 58, 1 28,0838 20, 230 72. 1
Napa 17,918 11,249 62.8 13,318 9,678 72.7
Nevada 5, 827 3, 508 80.2 6, 13} 3,912 78, 4
Orange 152, 068 77,5886 51.0 162, 533 119, 389 73.5
Placer 18,125 10, 745 86.6 ¢, 328 7,887 80, 1
Flumas 4, 038 2,780 88. 8 1,788 1,405 8.8
Riverside 84, 888 36, 280 55. 8 58, 884 41,476 0.3
Sacramento 132,872 77,004 58.0 77, %31 56, 786 73.3
San Benito 3,719 2,320 62.8 2,659 2,082 11.6
San Bernardino 118, 843 g2, 328 52. 4 82,170 54,487 68.3
San Dlego 232,807 124,811 56,0 199, 608 139,803 §98.9
San Francisco 229, 334 132, 142 57.6 127, 148 79,877 682.8
San Joequin 59, 178 33,521 56,6 87, 343 28, 462 76.0
San Luis Obiapo 20,843 11,802 53.7 15,9818 10, 781 67.8
San - Mateo 111,809 55,834 50, 2 03, 187 39, 287 63.2
Santa Barbara 38,8006 18, 734 51,1 - 85,829 24,0828 68. 7
Samta Clara 141, 088 74,817 53.0 119, 868 80,513 87.2
Santa Crus 22,438 13,482 60,1 22, 340 i8, 284 72.9
Shasta 17, 790 11,452 84.3 8,783 8,680 756.7
Slerra 838 480 58.6 564 478 g4, 8
Siskiyou 8, 997 8, 302 85.0 5,388 3, 205 74,2
Solano 33,808 21,200 63.1 14,689 10, 398 70, 8

Sonoma 37,072 20, 228 54.6 31,246 22, 241 71.2
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Democratic  Democratic Dem, HRepublicen Republican R;p.

Registration Vote % Regiatration Vote
Stanislaus 38, 285 21,1328 55. 2 25,800 19, 174 74.8
Sutter 8,972 4, 885 83.0 6,034 4,733 78. ¢
Tehama 7,200 4,170 57.8 4,719 3, pé2 84.0
Trinity 3,088 1,920 82,86 1,816 286 74.9
Tulare 34, 800 18,811 53.9 a3, 047 18, 700 72.5
Tuolomne 5,169 3,413 86,0 3,118 2, 183 78,7
Ventura 47,285 36,608 50.5 31,805 22,795 L7
Yolo 15, o71 10, 341 64.7 &, 253 7,027 15.9

Yuba 7,137 4,319 60,5 4,084 3,024 T4, 4



Sounty

Alaneda
Alpine
Amadoy
Butte
Calaveras

Colusa

Contra Costa

Del Norte
El Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Inyo
Kern
Kings
Lake
Iassen
Los Angeles

Madera
Marin
Mariposa
Mendoeino
Merced
Modoe
Mono
Monterey
Napa
Revada

TABLE IV: BLANK BALLOTS FOR GOVERNOR BY COUNTY

Total Vote Total Ballots Blank
For Governor Cast in Primery Ballots

259,274 281898 22,624
187 207 20
25,502 27,5%5%0 2,049
4,400 4,941 541
3,750 4,220 472
117,297 126,732 9,445
4,294 4,706 412
8,816 9,698 882
82,559 913461 8,922
5,832 6,423 591
27,449 29,430 1,981
14,591 16,211 1,620
4,521 4,961 440
66,039 72,041 6,002
10,118 11,287 1,169
6,307 7,005 698
4,500 ) 00‘ 506
1,554,040 1,710,772 156,732
9,895 10,958 1,060
45,737 49,683 3,946
2,224 2,486 262
14,705 16,034 1,329
18,163 20,267 2,104
2,728 3,059 jan
1,164 1,339 175
40,414 43,556 3,142
20,937 22,974 2,037
7,424 8,072 648

Percent

Blank
8.0

9.7
11.9
T.4
i0.9
11.2
T.4
8.8
9.1
9.8
9.2
6.7
10.0
8.9
8.3
10.4
10.0
10.1
9.2

9.7
7.9
10.5
8.3
10.4
10.8
13.1
7.2
8.9

8.0



) TABLE IV: (Continuedd

Geoupty

(range

rlscer

ilumes
Riverside
Sacranento
San Benito

S8an Bernardino
San Diego

San Francisco
San Joaquin
Luis Obispo
Sen Y. teo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Crus
Shasta

Sierra

Siskiyou
Solano
Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter
Tehama
Trinity
Tulare

Tuolumne
Venture
Yolo
Yuba

Total Vote
Por Governor

197,166
18,138
4,185
77,833
134,170
4,396
117,043
264,699
212,033
62,000
22,416
115,162
43,381
155,430
29,849
18,153
970

10,504
31,607
42,49
409377
9,141
8,140
2,921
35,541

5,905
743,540
17,413

T,345

Total Eallots
Cast in ‘rimary

212,185
19,826
4,701
84,750
145,440
4,815
126,739
262,173
230,988
68,910
24,465
123,996
46,872
170,021
32,142
19,573
1,135

11,430
33,93
46,437
44,174
9,925
8,906
3,292
38,987
6,626
53,083

18,963
8,102

Blank
Ballots

15,019
1,378
516
6,917
11,270
419
9,696
17,474
18,955
6,910
2,049
8,434
3,491
14,591
2,293
1,420
165

926
2,324
3,946
3,797

T84

766

T
3,446

121
3,543

1,550
757

Blank

Percent

T.1
7.1
11.0
8.2
7.7
8.7
7.7
6.2
8.2
10.0
8.4
6.8
7.4
8.6
T.1
Ted
14.5

8.1
6.8
8.5
8.6
7.9
8.6
11.3
8.8

10-9
6.7
8.2
9.3



Barold H, Griffin
1/25/62

Republicap vote for Governor im Los Angeles County:

While assembly district breakdowns of the gubernatorial vote
are not released by the Secretary of State, but must be obtained
separately from each county widA which there is more than one
assenbly district, a statewide asserbly district reeppitulation of
the gubsrnatorisl wvote is not attempted here. Instead, this report
will deal specifiocally with the gubernatorial vote brokem down by
assenbly distriocts within Los Angeles County slone, itself a large
sampling of the entire state.

In Los Angeles County there are 1,116,275 registered Republicans.
Of this number, 505,344 turned ocut to vote for Nixon in the June
primary; 246,351 cest ballots for Shelly 6,204 voted for Gale;
and 2,040 cast ballots tabulated as "scattering”. This latter figure
included write-in votes for Brown. By percentages, this means that
Nixon polled 45.27% of the registered Republicans; Shell polled 22.07%;
Gale polled .55%; and .18% were "scattering.” The total Republican
turnout for Governor was thus 68.08% in Los Angeles County.

In the aocompanying table, the Nixon and Shell vote is ¢§~!n
in terms of percentage of the Republicans registered, so that both
the Nixom~-Shell margin and percentage of Republican turnout itself
can at once be assessed. The percentage given in the “ocmmbined Nixon-
Shell"” columm ignores the votes cast for Gule and the "scattering,”
as these oategories are not only statistiocally unimportant but are
spread falirly evenly throughout the county.
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2.
Republicap Turpout

The average Rixon and Shell combined vote for the county was
67.34%. Of the 31 Assembly districts im the County, nine had combined
Nixom-Shell turnouts of more than 6T%, while 22 distriots had cambined
Nixon-Shell turnouts of less than 67%.

In Los Angeles County there are 10 assexbly distriots which
either have a distinct Republicen complexion, or else are marginsl
districts which have Republican imcunbents. These districts are:

39, 43, 46, 47, 49, 54, 56, 57, 60, snd 64. Of the nine districts

which hed Nixon-Shell turnouts of more than 67%, RIGHT of them were among
the 10 Republican districts in the County. Of ths 22 distriots which
bhad turnouts of leas tham 67%, 20 of them were Democratic districts,

and only two were Republiocamn. The districts which had the lowest
Republican turnouts in the county were those two distriots which are
nost heavily Demcoratio: The 53rd district had a Nixon-Shell turnout

of 50.2£, and the 55th district has a turnout of 53.1%. Both districts
are heavily Negro.

Thus it seems clear that Republican turnout definitely tends to
be highest where there are the greatest numbers and concentrations of
Republiocans, and turnout is lowest where there are the feweat Republicans,
both nung@ically and proportionately.

Nixop Margin Over Shell

There were 16 distriots in which Nixon's margin over Shell
exceeded 2-1, while there were 15 in which Rixon's margin was less
than 2-1. ‘Although there were some exceptions to this generalization,
it can be said that Nixon's margin tended to be greatest in the higher
socio~econcmic and more hesvily Republican areas, while his margin

tended to0 be the lowest in the lower sccio-economic areas.
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0f the 16 which gave Nixon mergims of 2-~1 or better, seven
were the higher-income, Republican assembly distriocts. Of the 18
which gave him margine of less tham 2-1, only three were Republican
districts, and one of these three gave him a margin just below 2-1.

Bffsot of the Hixop Mailings
Prior to the primary, there were 13 assembly districts whioh

received no mailings, even county central committee cards with Nixon's
name included. Thygife were 10 assembly districts in which thers were
mailings inocluding Nixon's name (either Nixon exclusively or & county
central committee card with Nixon's name included) which reached between
SO% and 66 2/3% of the Resistered Republicans. Thers were eight
assembly districts in which the mailings including Nixon's name (the
total of the Nixon meilings and the County Committee mailings with
Nixon's name included) reached 100% of the registered Republicans.

Pisting these figures against the percentage of registered
Republiocans in each district who voted for Hixon, the following results
ere obtained: In the 13 districts where there were no Nixon mailings,
the averzge Nixon turnout was 41.8% of the registered vote. In the 10
distriots which hed Nixon mallings of one type or another reaching 50% to
66 2/3% of the Republiocsms, the average Nixon turmout was 43.4% of the
registered Republicans. In those eight distriects in whioch 100% of the
Republicans were mached with Nixon meilings, the average turnout for
Nixon was 44.7% of the registered Repudlicans.

Thus there appears to be a correlation of some sort between the
mailings and the percentaze turnout for Nixon. However, when hsad-on
comparisons are made between apparently similar distriots, the results
are conflioting.
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For example, the 67th A. D. (55% Fixom mailing) and the 68th
A. D, (0% mailing) both comprise the 17th Congressional District
and appear fairly similer in complexion. Yet the Hixom turnout in
the (:h was onl}.y 36.8%, while the turnout in the 68th was 39.2%.
The 55th and 53rd A.D.'s are both heavily Negro snd eomprise the
21st Congre=sional Diatriot. The 55th received no mailings, but
the 53rd was 100% saturated with Kixon mailings. Yet, turnout
was 32.7% in the 55th and 32ig§ in thogz;rd.

On the other hand, the 45th snd 58th Districts are adjoining
areas of similar com:lexion, and received mailings of 100% and 50%
rcapoctivcly.7>ﬂixon turnout was 45. 4% in the tSth, and 41.0% in the
58th. The 46th Distriot (05 mailing) and the 5Tth District (100%
mailing) both comprise the Republican 28th Congressionsl. Kixon
turnout in the 46th was 41.7% and in the 57th was 44.9%. The
heavily Republican f%th Distriet received a Nixon mailing of SO%,
while its ocounterpart fgrd District received a mailing of 100%.
Turnout for Nixon in the 47th was 43.5%, and in the 43rd, 49.5%.

However, despite some discrepancies and exéeptions to the rule,
it does appear from the 31 distriot averages discussed sbove that
the mailings probably influence between 1% and 3% of the registered
vote, as the overall averages should cancel ocut any disparities in
sococic-sconomic status and other ver.ables which exit between the
different distriots.



Assemb
‘ Y

38

39
40
41
42
43
“
45
46

~

Republiocan
Begiatration

27,512
46,104
18,196
27,981
26,391
55,430
39,334
27,303
50, 726
70,161
32,195
57,687
23,485
25,477
26,894
13,044
65,735
10,166
42,572
50,591
28,064
36,940
62, 39%
30,665
34,1338
36,791
44,836
32,588
29,461
23,006
18,247

Nixon
Yots
11,093
21,465
8,101
11,449
10,748
27,464
17,341
12,408
21,18%
34,040
14,8%51
27,070
9,938
11,464
11,840
4,286
$.,90)
3,327

18,592

22,720
11,507
16,994
29'206
13,572
13,707
16,863
18,589
14,320
13,144

8,466

7,159

Shell
Vose
6,381

9,7%0
2,838
6,609
6,049
10,718
8,289
6,371
13,1318
14,634
6, 365
12,691
5,653
5,469
6,198
2,278
15,673
2,074
T7,99%
11,%64
6,722
6,548
11,799
6,058
8,598
7,440
11,665
6,072
6,444
5,369
4,267

«€UBLICAN VOTE FOR GOVERNOR IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

5 i
M;/éfor s:mi?;f Combiast 70
Hexistrution Registration 8 of Rec.
40-3 23.2 63.5 /vi/ 32
44.5 15.6 60.1 29
40.9 23.6 64.% 37
40.7 22.9 6336 5}9J}7

Q%QL!) 19.3 (gB-B) RKL)QS?
4.1 21.1 65.2 }é
2.4 23.3 | ﬁf’/OLJ 33
41 - 26.2 &ggog7/00 \i@

@ 20.8 &9.4 5 60

%%%Q%Z 2.9 68.8 o &Y
45.0 21.5 66.5 B 2/
41.0 21.5 62.5 33
2.8 17.4 0.2 /00 g

& 23.8 Y /97 ¢

-7 20.4 53.1 .
43.7 18.8 6;12 34
44.9 22.9 B v gy

Qéﬁﬁg) 17.7 63.7 55 34

(46,8’ 18.9 5.7 ./ 53

44,31 19.8 64.1 ¢ 30
"_5_‘§ 20.2 66.0 }{
41.4 26.0 67.4 - . 44
43.3 18.6 62.5 5 33
4.6 21.9 6.5
6.8 23.3 60.1 - 3Y
39.2 23.4 2.6 — W



MAILINGS IR LOS ANGELES COUNTY *HICH INCLUDED NIXQN

A.D, County CC % of Reg. Nixom £ of Reg. Total ¥
¥With Rixop Republicaps Cards Republicans Covered
38 - - - - ——
39 - - - - -~
40 -— -— -— — -—
41 -— -— -— _— —
42 — - 9,459 50%. 50%
4} 39,672 100% - _— 100%
44 - - -— — —
45 - - 20,014 - 100% 1008
46 34,552 100% - - 100%
47 — — 25,073 508 50%
48 — - 13,659 55% 55%
49 9,919 25% 29,757 T5% 100%
50 — -_— 6,914 55% 55%
81 -— -_— — — —
52 - - - — —
53 — -— 11,482 100% 100%
54 50,438 1008 25,219 $0% 150%
55 — - - —
56 - - - -
57 17,355 S0% 17,356 50% 100%
58 - - 10,314 50% s0%
59 - - 15, 267 55% 55%
60 -_— - 29,918 66.6% 66/6%
61 9,719 43% 1,069 5% 48%
62 — - - -— -—
63 13,509 508 13,510 50% 1008
64 -— - 154,060 50% 50%
65 11,131 45% 13,605 55% 10u$
66 - — I — -—
§7 — —~ 9,240 55% 55%
68 - -— -— -— -—
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Harold H. Criffin
June 22, 1962

Analysis of the Demoorstic vote in %he June Frimaryt

It is the normal occurrence for the primary vote for
Governor in both parties to be detween 50,000 to 100,000 votes
greater than that for Lieutenant Governor, and for there to be
a8 slight drop—-off in vote al. the way down the tiocket excepting
thosse cases where there are hotly contested primaries. For
example, in 1958, the total vote for Governor, coukhing votes
cross filed for Brown as well as those for Knowland, on the
Republican side was 1,664,000. The Total Republican vote for
Lieutenant Governor was i,GOS,OOO. and the vote for the hotly
contested Attorney General spot was 1,550,000. On the Democratic
side the total vote ocount for Governor, including Knowland's
crossfiled vote, was 2,288,000. The total Democratic vote for
Lieutenant Governor was 2,199,000, and the total Demccratic vote
for Attorney General was 2,157,000, all totals including oross-
filed Republiocans.

This trend held true for the Republican vote in the 1962
primary. The total Republican vote for Governor was 1,977,000,
for Lieutensnt Governor 1,808,000, for Secretary of State 1,682, 00,
for Treasurer 1,535,000, for Controller 1,386,000, and for the hotly
contested Attorney General post, 1,629,000.

However, the Democratic vote was distinguished by one extremely
significant deviation from this trend. The total vote cast for
Governor was 2,067,000, while the total vote cast for Lieutenant
Governor was 2,076,000; The total vote for Secretary of State was
1,850,000, Treasurer was 1,658,000, Controller was 1,783,00C, and
Attorney Gene'al was 1,764,000.
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The surprising fact that the total vote oast for Gevernor on
the Democratic side was even less than that cast for Lieutenant
Governor almost certainly indicates that in addition to the protest
vote cast for Brownf§is three unknown Democratic opponents, &t least
100,000 Demoorats cithcr left their ballots blank or wrote in the
pane of a Republican candidate, Vhile this may tend to oast some
doudbt upon the rather extravagant estimates of Hixon's Democratic
write-in vote whioh rangef up to 300,000 (based on the 10 per preoinct
estimete of Benjemin Hitc;- assistant), it remains an extremely
optimistic sign that Governor Brown's showing in the primary was the
weakest by far of the Demooratie ticket of Constitutional officers.
In other words, while the vote drop-off appeared to be fairly normal
for all other offices, the vote for Governor on the Demcoratic side
clearly showed extreme weakness at the top of the ticket.



Harold H. Griffin
6/11/62
Apalysis of Republicap Gubermatoris) Primary Yote

In the June 5, 1962 gubernatorial primary, final unofficial

returns show: Nixon—-—-1,287,5%99

Shell————=6T1,247

Gale———-—-—=19,050
Translated into percentages, Nixon received 65.0%, Shell 33.9%, and
Gale 1.0%. By comparison, Brown received 1,732,099 and his three
Denocratic opponents a combined totasl of 335,723. Brown thus received
83.8% of his party's vote and his opponents 16.2%. There have been
authoritative reports, as yet officially unconfirmed, of write-in voted
for Nixon and Shell on the Democratic ballots which may total in the
neighborhood of 100,000 to 200,000.

Thus, the primary resulte of June 5 indicate reason for cautious
optimism about Nixon'e chances in the Rovember election against Brown.
Tdking. statewide registration figures into acoount, Nixon must zain
90% of the Republican vote and at least 20% of the Demooratic vote to
win. If a minimum of 75% of the ballots cast for Shell go to Nixon
in KNovember——and this is not an unressonable expectation~--Nixon will
receive slightly more then the necessary 90%. If more than 75% of the
Shell sup.orters go for Nixon, his percentage could go as high as 95%.
On the other side, Nixon will possibly receive at leant a msjority of
the 16.2% cast against Brown in June, and will unquestionably receive
all of the write-ins cast for him on the Democratic side, as well as
a portion of those cast for Shell. Therefore it i# fully possible
that Nixon may receive as much as 22% to 25% of the Democratic vote
in Rovember--—especially when it is considered that & ocertain portion
of those who voted for Brown in Juns may switch their prefersnce when

Brown's name appears beside trat of the Republican candidate.
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These projections clearly indicate the possibility of a
Rixon victory by something in the neighborhood of 250,000 votes.

It will be meaningful to review the June results in light of
both statewide and county registration totals. The accompanying
table displays the votes of Nixon and Shell eounty by county, and
gives these results in terms of percentage of Republicen reglastration.
For the purposes of this anslysis, the Gale vote is ignored, as it
is too insignificant to meke a statistical difference. Thue, by
€lving the Nixon and Shell votes as percentaze of party registration,
vanﬁ'totnlling the Nixon and Shell percentages to give an approximation
of total Republican turmout, county by county, one can see at once
not‘only the relative strength of Nixon and Shell in the various areas
of ke state, but can alsc sseess to some degree the strength of
Republican precinct organisation in those areas. It must be remembered,
however, that heated primary fights for legislative offices in certain
aress may have contributed to higher turnouts, &s well as precinot
organization.

Republican registration in Californis totalled 2,833,889 for the
June primary. Nixon's vote in terms of this figure was 45.4% and
Shell's was 23.6%. Gale received .7%. Thus total Republican turnout
was approximately 69.7%. Democratic registration was 3,996,964, and
Brown's percentage waes 43.3%. His Democratic opponents received 8.4%,
for a total Demooratic turnout of 51.7%. Taking into account Nixon
ans Sholl write-ins, the Democratic turnout was somewhat more than this
figure.

One of the interesting things revealed by the primary results

is the correlation between high versus low voter turnout and the Nixon~
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thell vote. There were 17 counties in the state which had a voter
turnout on the Republicen side of less than 70%. These were:

Alameda, Contra Costa, FresnqKings, Maorin, Los Angeles,

San Bernardino, Sen Diego, San Luis Obispo, San Hateo,

San Francisco, Santa Barbsra, Santa Clara, Santa Crus,

Solano, yif Sonoms, and Tehama.

In every ocase except that of Tehama these counties were those which
went most strongly for Rixom. On the other hand, there were 25
counties which had a Republican turnout of more than 75%. Ten of
these 25 were the counties which went most strongly for Shell, and
twelve of them were strong Nixon counties. In the other three, the
Nixon-Shell vote wag about average for the state. The 25 counties
with more than 75% turnout were:

Alpine, Mbbh0ifY Amador, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, Clemm,

Humboldt, Inyo, Lake, Lassen, Imperisl, ¥endoocino, M¥odoc, Hono

Yonterey, Newvada, Merced, rlacer, Riverside, San Joaquin, Shasta,

Sutter, Twolumne, aff Yuba, and Trinity.

Twenty counties went for Nixon by at least 2-1. These were
the following:

Alpine, Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, Imperial, Los Angeles,

Yarin, ladera, Mendocino, MontereysSan Benito, San Bernarxdino,

San Diego, San Franoisoo, San Joaquin, San Yateo, Santa Clarsa,

Santa Crug, Solano, and fuolumno.

Although 1t ie impossible to generslize Nixon's areas of heaviest
support, it ocan be said that he was especisl.y strong on the Bay
Peninsula, the East Bay, yOff all along the California coast, and in
Southern California generally.

Shell carried seven counties: HNevada, Plecer, Plumas, Sesoramento,
Shasta, Siorra, and Trinity. In addition, he polled a substantisl
vote in Amsdor, Butte, F1l Dorado, Glenn, Humboldt, Kern, Lassen,
sfanislaus. Sutter, Tehama, Yolo, and Yuba. In sll of these counties
Nixon's margin was less than 3-2. Shell's strength was thus oconcentrated

almoat solely in the San Joaguin Vallyy and Mountain Counties.
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However, it oa2nnot be said that these areas went for Shell as a
bloo, dbecause Kixon also received strong support from some of the
San Joaquin Valley and Mountain Counties.

It has been speculated that the strong Shell support in
gertalin of the Valley and Mountain Counties was due to the editorial
policies of the Sacramento Bee and the other McClatchy news organs.
However, Nixors strong support in Presno, Kings, San Joaquin, and
Kadera counties might tend to belie this tholgi. It 4is more probable
that Shell's support in the Valley and Mountain counties is due to
the strong appeals he made %0 agricultural interests in these counties
during the campaign, as it was no secret that he was an outspoken
advocate of the farmer. It is fully poesible that Shell's strength
is thus due far more to agricultural issues than to any "Birch
revolt” 2§E-nt1-ﬁixon sentiment. A review of voting results in the
supposedly conservative communities of Los Angeles County, such as
Areadi,ginﬂ Pasadena, reveals that Kixon gained some of his strongest
support from these sreas. Yet these are the "hotbeds of Birehism. *

A recommendation as to the future conduct of the Gubernatorial
canpaign could be made to the effect that Nixonr could gain far more
by sharpening his position regarding agriculture than by attempting
t0o placats right-wing elements of the party.



REPYBLICAN VOTE AS PERCENTAGE OF REGISTRATION

County °
Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras

Cojusa

Contr; Costa

Del Norte
Fl Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humbolds
Imperial
Inyo
Kern
Kings
Lake
lanssen
Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
unripo'a
Mendooino
Merced
Modoo
Mono

Monterey

Republiocsan

Registration

133
1,870
17,904
2,386
2,096
72,225
2,486
5,105
44,102
3,323
16,201
8,196
2,537
39,251
5,151
3,866
1,988
1,116,275
4,551
36,543
1,398
7,960
9,278
1,469
857
28,068

Nixon Shell
Yote Vote
73,758 33,894
82 40

827 656
7,825 5,565
1,239 T24
1,052 608
33,969 16,417
1,429 709
1,997 1,76%
19,166 11,5T1
1,679 1,26%
T.372 5,795
4,686 1,559
1,161 T46
15,274 12,802
2,203 1,108
2,069 1,145
882 661
518,446 255,956
2,290 1,116
17,762 17,610
660 363
4,449 1,899
4,311 2,694
743 422
433 254
14,637 6,507

Nixon Shell
Pg;oont( Pere
45.1 20.7
61.6 30.0
44.2 35.2
43.7 31.0
51.9 30.3
50.2 29.0
47.0 22.7
57.5 28.5
35.1 34.5
43.4 26.2
50.5 38.0
45.5 35.7
57.2 19.0
45.7 29.4
38.9 32.6
42.7 21.5%
53.5 29.6
44.3 34.2
46.4 22.9
50.3 24.5
48.6 20.8
47.2 26.0
55.8 23.8
46.4 29.0
50.5 28.7
50.5 29.6
52.1 23.2

Total j
Percent

65.8 |
91.6
79.4
T
82.2
79.2
69.7
86.0
73.6
69.6
88.5
81.2
76.2
75.1
71.5
64.2
83.1
78.5
69.3
74.8
69.4
73.2
79.6
75.4
79.2
80.1
75.3




County

Rape

Hevada

Orange
Placer

Plumas
Riverside
Sacranento
San Benito
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Franocisco
San Joaquin
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Crus
Shasta

Sierra
Siskiyou
Solane

Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter

Tehama
Trinity
Tulare

Republican
Registratio

13,318
5,121
162,533
9,226
1,788
58,984
T7,431
2,659
82,170
199,609
127,149
37,443
15,919
93,767
35,829
119,869
22,340
8,793
564
5,386
14,689
31,245
25,600
6,034
4,719
1,316
23,047

Rixon
Vote

Shell
Vote

6,434
1,769
71,751
3,344
600
27,936
27,268
1,374
18,057
91,908
57,308
19,092
6,792
40,392
15,918
54,324
10,721
3,090
138
2,408
6,720
14,182
10,074
2,611
1,549
489
10,285

3,312
2,121
46,723
3,930
T10
16,385
27,462
605
17,016
41,908
18,978
9,121
3,8N1
17,092
8,489
25,416
4,907
3,732
263
1,534
3,189
T,374
8,585
2,169
1,390
586
6,459

Percent Fercent Percent

Nixon Shell
48.3 24.8
34.5 41.4
44.1 28.7
36.2 42.1
33.5 39.7
48.7 27.7
35.2 35.4
51.6 22.7
46.3 20.7
46.0 20.9
45.0 14.1
50.9 24.3
42.6 24.3
43.0 18.2
44.4 23.7
45.5 21.2
47.9 21.9
35.1 42.4
24.4 36,6
44.7 28.4
45.7 21.7
45.4 23.6
33.3 3.5
43.2 35.8
32.8 29.4
37.1 44.5
44.6 28.0

Total

73.1
75.9
72.8
78.3
73.2
76.4
70.6
74.3
67.0
66.9
59.1
75.2
66.9
61.2
68.1
66.7
69.8
T7.5
71.0
73.1
67.4
69.0
72.8
79.0
62.2
81.6
72.6



Republicen Nixon Shell |Nixon 8hell Total
County Registration Yote Yote Pardent FPercent Fercent

Tuolumne 3,116 1,744 709 55.9 22,7 78.6
Ventura 31,80% 13,576 8,972 42.7 28.2 70.9
Yolo 9,253 3,536 2,981 38.2 32.2 70.4

Tuba 4,064 1,758 1,387 43.2 34.1 77.3



Harold H. Griffin
6/12/62

Some Yurthexr Reflsotiops on the Primary Results:
The Shell vote in the June primsry can be only partially

explained by the "conservative protest™ theory. Nixon seored
some of his grestest gains in exactly those areas which Shell
¢laimed as his conservative stirongholds. The counties of San
Diego, San Mateo, Marin, and Los Angeles, which are generally
oconceded $o0 contain Republicans of the strongest right-wing
tendencies sll went for Fixom by more than 2-1, well over the
state average. Even Orenge Oounty gave Nixon a better than 3-2
vote. Some of the most conservative communities in Los Angeles
County also went heavily for Kixon by better than 2-~1.

Shell clearly had a base of conservative support which probably
acoounted for an average of about 25% of the vote across the state.
The ocrusial question is: How can the Shell vote in the San Joaguin
Valley and mountain counties whioh gave him 40X or more of the vote
in 19 California counties be explained?

The thests that the MeClatohy newspapers and radio stations have
bullt up a reserveir of anti-Nixon sentiment over the past li years
which expressed itself in a disproportionate turnout for Shell at
first seems plausidble. However, of the 19 counties which gave Shell
at least 40% of the Republican vote, Nixon earried 7 against Kennedy
in 1960 and just barely missed in 4 more. In all of theae counties
the Republicans faced registration deficits of verying defrees.

For exanmple, Shell ran strongly in El Dorado County, which went for
Kennedy in 1960 by only 100 votes, despite a Democoratic registration
edge of 8833 to 5293. 8hell ran strongy inm Stanislaus County, yet
Nixon lost the ecounty by lgss than 100 votes out of 60,000 in 1960,
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against a registration edge for the Democrats of 42,000 to 26,000.
Shell »an strongly in Tehama County, yet Hixon captured the county
in 1960 & ainst & registration deficit of 7479 to 4957. Shell
captured close to0 45% of the vote in Yube county, yet Nixon cajptured
the county in 1960 against a sericus registration defieit of 7756
to 3962.

It seems clear that the Shell vote in theee aress cannot be
explained by the existencs of a reservoir of anti-Kixon sentiment,
however caused, in these arems, becesuse if such a reservolir were to
exist Nixon oould hardly have run as strongly in these areas in 1960
as the results show that he did.

It It appears that ths Shell vote must be explained by factors
peculiazr %o the 1562 primarxy campeign. Thile it is possidle that
Shell's organisation may have been stronger in eome of these sreas—-
apd this is reinforced by the extremely large turnouts of Republicen
voters ia some of Shell's atrongest counties in the Valley and
nountain sreas-—-it 18 also apparent from a review of Shell's press
¢lippings during the campaign that he made a spe¢ial effort to canpaign
in the Valley and mountein areass, and,that he made stronz appeals to
agricultural and mining interests in these districts. The disproportionat
Shell vote in these areas can probably best be explained by the
importance of azricultursl issues and Shell's standz on them, rather
than by interpreting his support as largely anti-Nixon.
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Harold H. Griffin
Aug_;;ust 27’ 1962

tedia Distribution, and the irimery Yote:
%e have just received from Hixson & Jorgensem, Inc., Advertising,

a sunmary of T. V. spots, radio shows, billboard coverug e, and

telethon coverage during the June rimary.
Generslly spemking, the radio shows, T. . spots, and telethon

coveraze was fairly uniform throughout the statejss 50 of California's

58 counties received 5 or more T. V. spots, ranging up to 66 in the

Loz Angeles arsaj 50 ecunties slso received 10 or more radio shows

of 5 to 1% minutes sachj and 46 counties were exposed to at least

1 3/4 hours of the telethon on May 29th. Biilboard coverage was

more erratic, with 24 counties having one or no billboards placed

in them, and Loz ingeles having 23) large billdosrds and 443 small ones.
There does not seem to be muoh correlation between media distridution

and the voting results of the primary. To be specific, there were 12

counties in which there was no thkethon coverage reported:

lzperial, Inyo, Mendocino, fontersy, San Benite, San Luis Ubispo,
Santa Gus, MYono, Hodoe, lLassen, lake, and Alpine.

Of these 12, there is found all) 8 counties which received no radio
coversget

Imperial, Inyo, San Luis Obispo, iono, odoe, lassen, lake,
and Alpine.

And also anong these 12, are found all 8 counties which received no
T. V. syote:
Imperial, Inyo, Hendocino, Hone, .odoo, lamsen, Lake, and Alpine.
In seven of these counties trere were no billboards:
Sen Benito, S5sn Luis Obispo, ¥ono, Hodoe, Lussen, lake, and Alpine.
In only one of these accunties (Monterey) did Nixon appear as nany as
two times, and in four he appeared only once (Imperial, Hendoeino,
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San Luis Obispe, Momo). In the remaining seven Nixon made ne
public a pearances.

Thus 1t appears olear that the above-named 12 oounties im whioh
there was no telethom coversge osn by all standards be termed the
*"Low-media” ocounties during the Junse, 1962, primary.

Yoting in the "Low-Medla" Counties:
Nixon's average margin over Shell throughout the state was

Just under 2-1. Yet, of the "low-media® counties, 11 of the 12

posted a margin for Nixon of greater than 2-1, sxcepting only lassen.

Judging by Hixon's Democratic write in vote, his statewide write-fn

average on the Demccratic tickat was 1.7%, whilk his write-in vote

was greater than 2% in eight of the 12 "low-media” counties. The

highest margin for litxon swer Shell of any oounty was posted b Imperial,

one of these 12 counties, although Imperial was one of the five of these

counties which bhad billboerd coverasge.

Yoting by Geogrsphical areus:
Virtuwlly all of the large-population, metropolitam counties

were saturated by all media, and 1t is not believed that any comparison
between voting patterns among them on fh- basis of slight variances

in saturation would be sither sccurate or meaningful. Furthernore,

in the San Josquin Valley ths coversze by all media was fairly unbfirm
and high throughout, while in the middle const region cover:ge was
uniform and low. In the Rortherm Mountsin area, the Horthsrn Coastal
area, the Sseraunto Valley, and the Xother Lode area, there occowr
gountiss with disparities between some or all medis which ;rovide the
basis for comparison between the media distribution and the voting

results.
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Ihe Sortherp Coactel spd Mountaip Countles:
The following %:ble represents both media distridbution amd
voting results in the ten northern coastal snd mountain counties:

Redio, TV Bumber of Nixon Dem. Rixonm ¥ of
Sounty & Ieletion  Bilibdoards  xite-in = Rep. Vote

Lassen Ko 0 1.0% 56.9%
Hodoe No 0 1.5% 63.6%
Mendooino Mo 4 4.4% 69.9%
Trinity Yos 0 1.3% 48.6%
Slumms Yea 0 .9% 46.2¢%
Siskiyou Yes 0 2.8% 61.3%
Shasta Yoo 1 2.1% 46,2%
Tehama You 3 3.3 52.3%
Humboldt Yes 7 5.6% 58.4%
Del Rorte Yes 4 5.3% 69.0%

1. There does not sesem to de a correlation between the Nixom-3hell
vote and telethon coversge. Of the three counties which had mo tele-
thon coverage, Hixon carried all three, and gained his highest margin
in Mendoeino of all ten counties. Of the seven whioh had telelXhom
coverage, Shall oarried trres.

2. There may be same correlation betwsen the Nixon-Shell vote and
bilibourds, as all four countiss which had three o0r more billboards
went for Nixon, while three of the six counties which had omne or less
went for Shell. HKixon's two highest margins were in Del Norte and
“endocino, whioh both had good billdoard coverage.

3. There appears $0 be 2 slight correlation between telethon coversge
and Nixon Democraiie write—in, as Nixon's write-in was generally higher
whore therewms telethon exposure.
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4. However, there a;pears to be & much better ocorrelation between
billboard coverage and the Hixon Demcoratic write-in vote. Right
down the line, Nixon's write-in w:z greates t where there was the
best billboard coveruge. It was highest in Eumboldt (7 billbosrds),
with 5.6%. 1t was sedond highest in Del Horte (4 billbourds) with
5.3%3 third in Mendocino (4 billboards) with 4.4%; and fourth in
Tehama (3 billboards) with 3.3%. In all of the counties remsining
in which Shere was one or leas billboard, Nixon's write-in was leas

then 3% and ranged down to 19%.

Zhe Ssoxamento Valley:
The trends are unclesr in the Sasramento Valley. Of the nine

counties whioh oan be classified in this ares (Iake, Glemn, Coluss,
Soleno, Yoio, Yuba, Hapa, Sutter, Butts), only Iake had no radio,

TV, or telethon coverage. Lske county posbed a very high 65.2% for
Rixon against Shell, and an aver:zge write-in of 2.4%. The only two
counties of these nine wihich had no biilbosrds were again Lake, and
Glemn. Glenn posted & 59.5F for Nixon against Shell, and a 6.5% write-
in vote for Kixon, the jighest of all nine ocounties. However, the

second higheat write—in of the:e counﬁics was Suxiﬁi?’zith two billdoards
for its 33,000 population, and third was Butte (5.6%) with seven
billboards for its 82,000 population.

Ihe Mether Lode:

L1l seven Mother Lode Counties (Fl Dorsdo, Nevada, rlager,
Tuolumne, Meriposa, Calaveras, Amador) were ex;osed to radio shows,
IV spots, and telethon in equal amounts. liowever, in Amador there
was four billbourds for only & 10,000 pojulation, in Flacer two
billboards for 57,000 opulation, in Hevada one billboard for 20,000,
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and in sariposs, one billboard for 5,000 perscme. Shell captured
both Nevads and Flacer-———two of the counties which had billbecarde,
and Hixon carried all counties which 4idn't have any billboards.
Hizon's write-in on the Democratic side was highest in Calsveras (5.1%)
wiioh had no billboarde, and lowest im Amador (.8%) wiich was most
thoroug ly saturated with billboards. However, it is worth noting
that lixon's high 5.1% write—-in in Calaveras might be dus to the
fact that he mude three pudlie ap.earances in this county. Im four
of thess counties he made no appearaences, and in two of them he
appeared only once. Kixon's highest vote againat Shell of these
counties(71.1%) and his second-highest write-in vote (3.1%) came
in Tuolumne, which hsd no billboards and no appearances.
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Harold H. Griffin
August 27, 1962

Hedis Distribution, snd the Primary Vote:

Ve have just received from Hixson & Jorgensen, Inc., Advertising,

& summary of T. V. -potl.vradio shows, billboard coverage, and
telethon coversge during the June primary.

Generally spesking, the radio shows, T. L spots, and telethon
coveraze was fairly uniform throughout the ltato?h- %50 of Californie's
58 counties received 5 or more T. V. spots, ranging up to 66 in the
Los Angeles areaj 50 counties slso received 10 or more readio shows
of 5 to 15 minutes eachi and 46 counties were exposed to at leant
1 3/4 hours of the telethon on May 29th. Bililboard coverage was
more erratic, with 24 counties having one or no billboards placed
in them, and Los ngeles having 233 large billbosrds and 443 amall ones.

There d0es not seem to be much correlation between medis distribution
and the voting results of the primary. To be specifie, there were 12
counties in which there was no %hllethon eoverage reported:

Imperial, Inyo, Hendocino, Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo,
Santa Gus, Mono, Modoc, Lessen, Lake, and Alpine.

Of these 12, there is found all 8 counties which received no radio
coverage!

Imperial, Inyo, Ssn Luis Obispo, Hono, Modoce, lasaen, lake,
and Alpine.

And also anong these 12, are found all 8 counties which received no
T. V. spots:
Imperial, Inyo, Mendoeino, Kono, Modoc, lassen, lake, and Alpine.
In seven of these counties there were no billbdoards:
San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Mono, Modoe, Lussen, lake, and Alpine.
In only one of these counties (Montersy) did Nixon appear as many as
two times, and in four he appeared only once (Imperial, Mendoeino,
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San Luis Obispo, Mone). In the remaining sever Nixon made no
pubklic a;pearances.

Tmas it appears clear that the above-named 12 ocounties in which
there was no telethom coverage can by all standards be termed the
*Low-media® counties during the June, 1962, primary.

Yoting ip the "Low-Nedia" Cousmties:
Fizon's average margin over Shell throughout the state was

Just under 2-1. Yet, of the "low-media® counties, 11 of the 12

posted a margin for Nixon of greater thanm 2-1, excepting only Lassen.

Judging by Nixon's Democratic write in vote, his statewide write-ta

average on the Democratic tiaknt was 1.7%, whikh his write-in vote

was greater than 2% in eight of the 12 "low-media” counties. The

highest margin for Nixon weer 8hell of any county was posted b. Imperial,

one of these 12 counties, although Imperial was one of the five of these

¢ounties which bad billboerd coverage.

Yoting by Geographical aress:

Virtually all of the large~population, metropolitam counties

were ssturated by all media, and it 4is not believed that any comparison
betwesn voting patierns among them on the basis of »light variances

in saturation would be sither accurate or meaningful. Furthermore,

in the San Joaquin Valliey the coversge LY 2ll medis was fairly unfifhra
and high throughout, while in the middle ccast regiom cover:ge wes
uniform and low. In the Northerm Mountain area, the Rorthern Coastal
area, the Sacrlnonta Valley, and the Mother Lode area, there ooccur
counties with dieparities between some or all medis which provide the
basis for comparison between the medis distribution and the voting

results,
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2he Sorthern Coastel snd Hountaip Countles:
The following t:ble represents bdoth media distribution and

voting results in the ten northern coastal and mountain counties:

Radio, TV Rumber of Nixon Dem. [KNixon ¥ of
County & Teletrhon  Billboards ‘rite-in Rep. Vote
lassen No 0 1.0% 56.9%
Modos Ko 0 1.5% 6).6%
Mendooino Mo 4 4.4% 69.9%
Trinity Yes 0 1.3% 48.6%
Zlumas Yes 0 .9% 46.2%
Siskiyou Yos 0 2.84 61,3%
Shasta Yes 1 2.1% 46.2%
Tehana Yes 3 2.3 52.3%
Humboldt Yes 7 5.6% 58.4%
Del Norte  Yes 4 5. 3% 69.0%

1, There does not seem to be a correlation between the Nixon-Shell
vote and telethon coversge. Of the three counties which had no tele~-
thon coverage, Nixon osrried all three, and gained his highest margin
in Mendooino of all ten counties. Of the seven which had telekhon
coverage, Shell carried three.

2. There may be some correlation between the Nixon-Shell vote and
biliboards, as all four countiss which had three or more billboards
went for Rixonm, while three of the six counties which had one or less
went for Shell. HNixon's two highest margins were in Del Norte and
Mendoeino, which both had good billboard coverage.

3. 7There appears to be a #light correlation betwsen telethon coverage
and Nixoa Demccratic write~in, as Nixon's write-in was generally higher

where therews telethon exposure.
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4. However, there appears to be & much better correlation between
billboard coverage and the Nixon Democratic write-in vote. Right
down the line, Nixon's write-in wus greates t whers there was the
best billboard coverage. It was highest in Humboldt (7 billboards),
with 5.6%. It was sedond highest in Del Norte (4 billboards) with
S.3%; third in Mendocino (4 billboards) with 4.4%; and fourth in
Tehama (3 billbosrds) with 3.3%. In all of the counties remaining
in which shere was one or lees billboard, Nixon's write~-in was less

than 3% and ranjged down te‘§9‘.

Ihe Sseramento Valley:

The irends are unclear in the Saeramento Valley. Of the nine
counties which can be classified in this area (lake, Glenn, Colusa,
Solano, Yolo, Yuba, Naps, Sutter, Butte), only lake had no radio,

TV, or telethon coverage. Laske county posted a very high 65.2%€ for
Kixon against Shell, and an average write-in of 2.4%. The only two
oounties of these nine which had no billboards were again Lake, and
Glemn. Glenn posted s 59.5% for Nixon against Shell, and a 6.5% write-
in vote for Nixon, the jighest of all nine counties. However, the

second highest write-inm of thece counties was suttSr* 31t two billboaras
for its 33,000 population, and third wes Butte (5.6%) with seven

billboards for its 82,000 population.

The Mother lLode:
All seven Mother Lode Counties (E1 Dorado, Nevads, Placer,

Tuolumne, Mariposs, Calaveras, Amador) were exposed to radio shows,
IV spots, and telethon in equal amounts. HHowever, in Amador there
was four billboards for onliy a 10,000 poyulation, in Placer two
billboards for 57,000 population, in Neveda onme billboard for 20,000,
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and in “ariposs, one billboerd for 5,000 perscne. Shell captured
both Nevada and rFlacer——two of the counties which had billboerds,
and Nixon carried all counties whioch didn't have any billboards.
Nizxon's write-in on the Democratic side was highest in Calauveras (5.1%
which had no billboards, and lowest in Amador (.84) wiich was most
thoroug ly saturated with billboards. However, it is worth noting
that Nixon's high 5.1% write-in in Calaveras might be due to the
a0t that he made three pudblie apyearances in this county. Im four
of these counties he made no appearances, and in two of them he
appeared only once. Nixon's highest vote againat Shell of these
counties(71.1%) and his second-highest write-in vote (3.1%) came
in Tuolumne, which had no billboards and no appearances.
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more than 4% of the vote in 12 eounties, whieh were mostly small and
rural but included San Diego (4.7%). Nixon's best counties were
Glenn (6.5%) and Sutter (6.3%). Nixon geined more votes than Shell
in only two counties: San Francisco (.3% to .2%), and Imperisl (3.1%
to 1.6%).

The counties which tended to go most strongly for Nixon by write-
in were the same counties in which Shell received the highest percentages,
sand generally, Nixon was also strong slwwe Shell waa strong. For
example, Glenn and Sutter were the first and second best counties,
respectively, for both Nixon and Shell. In Glenn, Shell received 18.0%
to Nixon's 6.5%, and in Sutter, Shell received 14.3% to Nixon's 6. 3%.

Table IIt The Republican Vote
On the Republican side, the vote for Governor was:

Nixon 1,288,151 65.4$g
Shell 656,842 33.4%

Gale . 17,369 0.88%;
Brown Vrite-Inw——- 5,236 0.27%

TOTAL VOIE 1,964,298 (100%)
Nixon Vote: Nixon outpolled Shell by grezter than a 2-1 margin in

22 countiest

Alameda Riverside
Alpine San Benito
Contra Costa San Bernordino
Del Norte San Diego
Imperial San Francisco
Los Angeles San Joaguin
Madera San Mateo
Marin Santa Clara
Mariposa Santa Crus
Mendoeoino Solano
Monterey Tuolumne

All geographical areas are represented. However, on balance, it can
be said that Nixon was sirongest in Southern California and the San
Francisco Bay Area. If is probably significant that of the ten
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