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REPUBLICAN COALITION 

SIZE X TURNOUT X LOYALTY 
NT NL NP w NU p N NCC NP w NU p N NCC NP w NU 

63 55 l 64 go 73 74 72 84 72 67 61 58 73 61 56 57 61 

60 57.4 75 g1 74 75 71 86 67 64 58 56 69 60 59 59 63 

64 49.5 77 90 75 75 66 87 70 68 65 61 71 63 50 51 55 

63 38. 5 81 89 77 74 72 88 67 66 61 60 68 63 40 42 45 

62 43.4 84 89 76 74 69 90 65 63 62 60 66 62 44 47 46 

NT National Turnout 

NL National Loyalty 

NP Non-Poor (Over $3,000) 

W White 

NU Non-Union 

p Protestant 

N Northern (excluding border states) 

NCC Non-Central Cities (outside 12 SMSA ' s) 

GROUP PERCENTAGE 
X CONTRIBUTION 

p !N NCC NP w NU p N NCC 

61 57 57 75 99 79 75 87 84 

62 60 60 84 98 78 75 84 89 

63 50 52 83 97 84 90 75 90 

44 38 40 89 100 87 80 76 91 

4S 47 45 90 91 81 80 80 92 
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DEMOCRATIC COALITION 

SIZE X TURNOUT X LOYALTY 
• NL p B u C s cc p B u C s cc p B u 

44.4 36 10 27 26 28 16 46 23 66 76 35 68 47 83 5c 

42.0 25 9 26 25 29 14 40 23 64 72 39 63 47 68 5: 

49.7 23 10 25 25 34 13 46 31 60 74 50 74 48 72 6t 

61. 1 19 1 1 23 26 28 12 45 42 69 72 49 65 69 99 80 

42.7 16 1 1 24 26 31 10 44 51 61 68 53 63 44 92 51 

Naponal Turnout 

National Loyalty 

Poor ($3, 000 year) 

Black and other non-white 

Union member (in household) 

Catholic (and non-protestant) 
.. , 

South (including border states) 

Central Cities (12 SMSA's) 

GROUP PERCENT AGE 
CONTRIBUTION 

C s cc p B u C s cc 

57 55 51 28 7 38 41 20 21 

53 52 55 19 5 36 38 23 15 

82 52 65 16 7 31 47 27 19 

75 58 74 15 12 32 36 21 15 

61 39 58 12 19 28 40 24 14 
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/ Multi-city ADI cross-reference. The following cI tIes are In hyphenated markets, but are not the first ci ty given In such a market; 1.e., Troy In I 

/ Alb;iny-Sctenectady-Troy, N.Y They are listed alphabetically. l; 
Ad a, Ok,. See Ardmore-Ada. Okla. Lynchburg , Va. See Roanoke Lynchburg. 'la. ) 

/ 
Altoona Pa. Sf.:·e Jor,nsto:m Altoona, Pa Mason City, Iowa. See Rochest0r, Minn Mason City, lowa-A:;stin. Minn ! 

Austin, .nnl SP~ R':l,_hr;stcr. fA 1nn t.1;ison City. lmva-Austm, Minn Mitche ll: S.D. S•.;c Sioux Fal!s-M1tchell. SD 
Ashevill N.J. See Grecnvllle-Spallanburg, SC-Ashe•,ille. NC Midland, Tex. Se~ Odesso Midland. Tex l~ 
Bay City, Mich . See FI:nt Sag1nc\'I Bay City. Mich Moline, 111. s,•e Da,enpurt-Rock Island. Iowa. Moline. Ill (Quad City) • 
Beckley, W. Va . See Bluef1eld-B~ckley Oak Holl. W Va Monterey, Calif. See Sal,nas-Monterey. Caltf l 
Bismarck , N.D. See Minot Bismarck 01ck1nson. ND New Bern , N.C. St,e Greenville-New Bern-Washington.NC. , 1 
Brown sv ille, Tex. S~e McAllen Brovmsv11le. Tex New Haven, Conn. See Hartfo.d-New Haven. Conn. 1-l 
Sutte, Mont. See l.11ssou!~-Butte. tAvnt Newport News, Va . See Norfolk-Portsmouth-Newport News-Hampton. Va 
Cadillac , Mich. See Traverse C1ty-Cad,llac. Mich Oak HIii, W. Ve . See Bluefeld Beckley-Oak Hill, W. Va . l 
Cape Girardeau, Mo. Sec Pnducoh. Ky Cape Gu;Jrdeau. Mo -Harnsburg, 111 Pascagoula, Miss. Sr.::e 81lcx1-Gu1toort-Pascagou!a, Miss -
Carthage, N.Y. Ste Watertuwn-Carthage. N.Y Pensacola , Fla . See M,Jbtle. Ala -Pensacola, Fla : 
Champaign, Ill. See Springl,eld Decatur Champaign, 111. Pittsburg , Kan . See Joplin. Mo P1tts!lurg, Kan. -2 
Daytona Beach, Fla. See OrlanrJo-Daytona Beach. Fla Plattsburgh, N.Y. See Burlington. Vt Plattsburgh, N.Y 
Decatur, Ala. See Hunlsville Decatur-Florence. Ala Pocatello, Idaho, See Idaho Falls-Pocalello, Idaho 
Deca tur, Ill . Sse Springlield Decatur Champaign. 111. Poland Spring, Me. See Porlland -Poland Spring. Me 
Dickinson, N.O. See IA1nvt-81srnarck D1ck1nson. ND Port Arthur, Tex. See Beaumont-Port Arthur. Tex. 

, l 
,1 

Durham, N.C. See R;,le1gh Durharn. NC Portsmouth, Va. See Norfolk-Portsmouth-Newport News-Hampton, Va. 
Eau Claire, Wis. Sec L2 Crosse-Eau Cla1re. Wis Pueblo , Colo. See Colorado Springs-Pueblo. Colo 
El Dorado, Ark. S~e t.1unroe. La. El Dorado. Ark Redding , Calif. See Ch1co-Redd1ng, Calif 
Elkhart, Ind. See South Bend-Elkhart, Ind. Rhinelander, Wis. See Wausau-Rhinelander. W is. 
Elmira , N.Y. See Syr~cuse-ElmHa, NY Riverton, Wyo. See Casper-Rrvertori. Wyo. 
Florence, Ala. See Huntsville-Decatur-Florence. Ala Rock Island, Ill . See Davenporl-Rock Island. Iowa. Moline. Ill (Quad City) 
Fort Worth. Tex. See Dallas Fort Worth. Tex Saginaw, Mich. See Fl1nt-Sag,naw-Bay City. Mich. 
Gl endive, Mont. See M,les C,ty-GlenJ1ve. tAont Santa Maria, Calif. See Santa Barbara-Santa Maria. Calli. 
Greenville , Miss. See G,eenwood-Greenv1lie. Miss St. Petersburg , Fla. See Tampa-St Petersburg, Fla. '1 

Gulfport, Miss. See B1lox: Gullport Pascagoula. Miss Schenectady, N. Y. See Albany-Schenectady-Troy, N.Y. 
Hampton, Va. See ~Jort01k Po,tsmouth-Nev,pnrt News-Hampton. Va Scranton, Pa. See Wilkes Barre-Scranton. Pa 
Hannibal , Mo. ~e Owney. Ill -Hann-031, ~.10 Spartanburg, S.C. See Greenv11'e-Spartanburg, S C.- Ashev1ne. NC. 
Harrisburg, Ill. See Paducah, Ky.-Cape Girardeau, Mo.-Harrisburg, 111. Steube nville, Ohio. See Wheeling, W Va.-Sleubenvi lle, Ohio 
Hastings, Neb. S0e Lincoln Hastings Kearney, Neb Supericr, Wis. See Duluth, M1nn-Super10,, Wts 
Hattiesburg, Miss. See Laurel-Hattiesburg . Miss. Stockton, Calif. See Sacramento-Stockton, Calif. 
High Point, N.C. See G1eensboro·W1nston Salem-High Pam:. NC Sweetwater, Tex. , See Abilene Sweetwate,. Tex. 
Huntington, W. Va. See Charleston-Huntington. WVa Tacoma, Wash. See Seattle-Tacoma, Wash. 
Hutchinson , Kan. See W1ch1ta· Hutch1nson. Kan. Temple, Tex. See Waco-Temple. Tex. 
Jefferson City, Mo. See Co1umb1a-J~flerson City. Mo Texarkana, Tex. See Shreveport. La -Texarkana. Tex. 
Johm;on City, Tenn. See Bristol Va Kingsport-Johnson City. Tenn Troy, N. Y. See Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY. 
Kalamazoo, Mich. See Grc1nd Rapids Kalamazoo, M,ch. Washington, N.C. See Greenville-New Bern-Wash1ngto 
Kearney, Neb. See Lincoln-Hnstings Kearney, Neb Waterloo , Iowa. See Cedar Rapids-Waterloo. Iowa 
Kingspo rt , Tenn. See Bristol. Va K1ngsport-Johnsos City, Tenn Weston, W. Va. See Clarksburg-Weslon. W Va. 
Kirksville, Mo. See Otlumwa. IONa-Kirksville, Mo. Winston - Salem, N.C. See Greensboro-Winslon-Salem-High Poin. 
Lancaster, Pa. See Ha:risburg Yo•k-Lancaste, Lebanon. Pa York, Pa. See Ha1r,s8,Hg-York-Lancaster-Lebanon, Pa. 
Lawton, Okla. See W1ch1t.:: F.ills, Tex Lm·1ton. Okla Yuma, Ariz. See Et Centro. Cal1t.-Yuma. Ar12. 
Lebanon, Pa. S~e Hari:sburg York Lancaste, Lebanon. Pa. 

The Markets Ranked by Size .., 

Here are the television markets of the US. ranked in descending orde r 
b 1 tne number of television homes they contain. Also shown are the 
ncJrrioers of women, men, teenagers and children In each market and the 
pe,centage of the total US. population each represents. 

All data Is from Amer ican Research Bureau, and represents the Ar-
bitron Television household and populat ion estimates fo r the 
1975-1976 season. · · 

ADI TV Households ADI Women ADI Men ADi Teen-Agers ADI Children 
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Total U.S. 

t-Je .v York 
L0s Angeles 
Ct-i1cag1J 
Pt;il2:rJelph1a 
8:iSl:"Jn 
S-1n Franc1sc0 
Der'J,t 
1/.'35h,:1gto0. DC 
C·e1e•2r:ll 
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J.: 1an1a 
Ta~,p-St Petersburg 
S-::,:n •?-Tacoma 
E~li. rr-:1~e 
tr·,:! ::"3Dol1s 
Markets 11 -20 
Cumula live Total 

l'""-:i:'--:id-rlew Haven 
,•, ~J,(t:'= 

r' .-i5:1s C1t1 
P·:.,·• ('l- i Or 
: .• -: 1 :·1 erito-5to.-:kton 
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fi / 1d ') 
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Mitrkets 2 1 ·30 
Cum";!:Jtive Tota l 

70,573,300 

6,410,600 
3,647,200 
2,777,100 
2,295,500 
1,736,300 
1,682,400 
1,587 ,500 
1.322.900 
1.308,800 
1,082.900 

23 ,851 .200 
23,851 ,200 

1,045,400 
928,900 
908,700 
882.300 
842,600 
836,100 
791,700 
783,300 
745.500 
738,100 

8 ,502 .600 
32,353,800 

6~3.500 
639,900 
632.000 
630.300 
627,700 
617,100 
611,100 
598,500 
597,100 
579,9')() 

6,167 ,100 
38,540,900 

100% 74.874,800 100% 

908% 6,896,600 9.21% 
5.17 3,614,600 4.83 
3.94 2,916,300 3.89 
3.25 2,503,300 3.34 
2.46 1,923,800 2.57 
2 38 1,688,600 2.26 
2.25 1,727.200 2.31 
1 87 1,386.700 1.85 
1.85 1,427,800 1.91 
1 53 1,198,500 1.60 

33.80 % 25 ,283 ,400 33.77% 
33.80% 25,283,400 33.77% 

1.48% 1,083,600 1.45% 
1 32 1,003,600 1.34 
1.29 962,800 1.29 
1.25 9t6,600 1.22 
1.19 905,000 1.21 
1.18 909,600 1.21 
1. I 2 814,100 1.09 
1.11 781,900 1.04 
1.06 823,700 1.10 
105 768.900 1.03 

12.05% 8,969,800 11.98% 
45.84% 34 ,253,200 45.75% 

93ltJ 715,900 .96% 
91 673.000 90 
90 639,800 85 
89 636,200 85 
89 638 200 85 
87 658 200 .88 
87 664,SOO 89 
85 ti,lt,4[)0 .66 
.85 638,200 85 
8, E03.60lJ 81 

8. 77% 6,509,100 fl.69% 
54.6 1% 40 ,762,300 54.44% 

810:idcr1~t!n YcJrb.Ju· 

67,817 ,400 100'/, 24 ,132,900 100% 34,038 ,100 100% 

5,960,600 8.79% 1,978,800 8.20% 2,754,200 8.09% 
3.289,100 4.85 1,t30,400 4.68 1,620.000 4.76 
2,631,600 3.88 966,500 4.00 1,363,100 4.00 
2,225,400 3.28 773,700 3.21 1,054,200 3.1 0 
1,681,200 2.48 593,700 2.46 820,000 2.41 
1.564.60d 231 509.000 2.1 t 698,600 205 
1,5 72,400 2.32 593,100 2.46 835,600 2 45 
1,258,800 1.86 454,200 1.88 655,400 1.93 
1,272,600 1 88 466,400 1.93 644,200 1 89 
1,047.900 1 55 351,200 1.46 459,700 1.35 

22 ,504 ,200 33.18% 7 ,817 ,000 32.39% 10,905,000 32 .04% 
22,504,200 33 .18% 7,817 ,000 32.3 9 % 10.9DS,OOO 32.04% 

971,700 1.43% 346,200 1.43% 520,100 1.53~'( 
877,700 1.29 336, 100 1.39 480,700 i.4 l 
875,900 1.29 348.800 1.45 471.600 1 39 
853,600 1.26 324,000 1.34 479,800 1.41 
777,100 1.15 236,600 .98 328.700 .97 
815,300 1.20 296,300 1.23 460.700 1.35 
689,200 1.02 202,000 .84 289,900 .85 
752,700 1.11 252,700 1.05 341,300 1.00 
754,100 1.11 270,400 1.12 362,400 1.06 
695,200 t 03 258,800 1.07 372,200 1.09 

8 ,06 2,500 11 .89% 2,871,900 11 .90% 4 .107,400 12.07% 
30,566,700 45 .07% 10,688,900 44.29% 15.012,400 44 .10% 

642,500 95% 222,200 .92% 303.300 e9"o 
609,000 .so 231,400 .96 307,300 90 
515.800 85 207 ,600 86 280,900 83 
575.800 85 197,600 82 267,200 79 
602,900 .89 2 I 4,600 .89 281,100 83 
580.300 86 221.400 .92 311 eoo J2 
585,400 86 213,100 88 285,300 84 
591.300 87 2 t 7,300 .90 301,600 89 
564,500 83 192,900 .80 215,400 81 
559 600 83 186,800 77 2u~.1UU 7q 

5 ,88 7,100 8 .68% 2,104.900 8.72% 2,882,000 8.47% 
36 ,453,800 53.75% 12,793,800 53.01% 17,894,400 52.57% 

6' 

6 
5 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 



ADI TV Households ADI Womrn Al)[ Mcrt ADI Trt>ll·A,!ers A/JI Ch,ldrer1 

----- --~ .~-------~ 
;n 01Pgo 542,200 77% 521,200 70% 560,900 83% 164,900 68% 239.500 70~-

:Jtumbus. Oh 500,600 71 534,700 71 487,500 72 175,200 73 254,400 75 
r " ar \:.;;ttc 500,100 71 551,500 74 487,000 .72 174,700 72 264 ,500 78 
t,',, -nph lS 493,200 70 541,200 72 478,000 70 191,900 80 275200 81 
•,. ,. ,1 Or!eans 492,200 70 517,900 69 456.000 67 187.600 78 275 300 81 
G ,,,_r:nv11le-Spar ta nbu1g-Ashev1I le 481,800 68 517,600 .69 462,400 68 156,000 65 235,600 69 
P•1oen 1x 475,800 .67 512,800 .68 469,500 69 179,100 74 263,400 .77 
._ -,..,, svtlle 469,100 66 496,400 66 459,100 .68 168.700 70 237,100 .70 
,:, rcs:--1d Rap1ds-Kalamazoo 450,900 .64 489,400 .65 444,000 65 175,400 73 238,300 .70 
:)dyton 446,000 63 477,900 64 431 .500 64 160 100 66 226.600 67 
Markets 31 -40 4 ,651 ,900 '6.67 % 5,160,600 6 .89% 4 ,735,900 6.96% 1 ,73 3,600 7.18% 2 ,510.100 7 .3 7% 
Cumulative Total 43,392,800 61.49% 45 ,922,900 61.33% 41,189 ,700 60.74% 14,52 7 ,400 60 .20 % 20,404 .500 59 ,95% 

,J1C ' c1homa City 443,600 .63% 459.100 61 % 411.300 61% 138,300 57% 196.000 .58 i'c 
Cnar leston-Huntington 434,200 .62 472.300 63 423 900 .63 149.500 62 2,2.000 62 
/. bJny-Schenectady-Troy 430,200 .61 458.000 61 403,600 60 139,700 58 193,100 57 
'.)"ando-Day1ona Beach 428,600 .61 455.500 .61 410.400 61 148,200 61 200500 59 
S:iri ti..ntorno 419,500 59 464,100 .62 428,200 63 165,800 69 250,200 74 
,~ar·isburg- York-Lancaster-Lebanon 419,100 .59 444.200 .59 397,800 59 137,300 57 192,100 .56 

Barre-Scranton 406,300 .58 444,800 59 381,400 56 117,300 49 162,900 48 
~H!'.Jl k.•Portsmth-Newprt News-Hamptn 397,800 56 435,000 58 449.000 66 156,000 65 220,380 .65 
Syracuse-Elmira 396.700 .56 429,600 57 391.300 .58 141,800 59 193.100 58 
Sa I Lak.P. C,ty 396,500 .56 414,000 55 387 .000 57 159,200 66 258, 2')0 76 
Markets 41 -50 4 ,172,500 5 .9 1% 4 ,476,600 5 .98% 4,083,900 6.02% 1,453,100 6.02% 2,083,400 6 .12% 
Cumulatise Total 47,565 ,300 67 .40% 50,399,500 67.31 % 45,273,600 66.76% 15,980,500 66 .22% 2 2,48 7 ,900 66.07 % 

8-• ~;mgharn 396,300 56% 430.400 57% 371,100 .55% 134,900 .56% 190,200 56"1c 
F ,,1-Sag,naw-Bay C11y 380,800 .54 409,500 55 378,200 .56 157,400 65 223.100 .66 
Ra ;eigh-0urharn 380,300 .54 427.400 57 417,900 .62 138.800 .58 207 700 .61 
•w ,c'71ta-Hutch1ns0f1 377,800 .54 381.900 51 345,200 51 123,600 .51 158.700 47 
G1eensboro-W1nston-Salem-H1gh Pt. 371,900 .53 409,800 .55 362,300 .53 126,400 52 183 200 .54 
q ,ch:11ond 358,800 .51 405,800 .54 368.800 54 127,400 53 I 77 500 52 
L11lle Rock 353,800 .50 363,300 .49 324.700 48 113.700 47 165.600 49 
'<noxvdie 350,300 50 373,500 .50 332.100 49 115.000 48 166,400 49 
Des "Aoines 344,100 .49 341,300 .46 310,100 .46 108,100 45 144.100 .42 
Tc edo 343,400 49 365,300 .49 328,100 48 122.100 .51 177.700 52 
Markets 51-60 3 ,657 ,500 5 .18% 3 ,908, 200 5.22% 3 ,538,500 5.22% 1,267 ,400 5.25% 1 ,794,200 5 .27% 
Cumulative Total 51,222,800 72.58% 54 ,30 7,700 72.53% 48 ,8 12 ,100 71 .98% 17 ,24 7 ,900 71 .4 7 % 24 ,282,100 71.34% 

Snreveport-Texarkana 341,800 48% 355,300 .47% 310.400 46% 114,000 .47% 163.400 48 '~1:;; 

Tu isa 331,300 .47 342,300 .46 303,500 45 104,600 43 144.200 .42 
Or:1 aha 326,400 .46 330,500 44 298,900 44 116,300 48 157,100 .46 
Rochester. NY 316,800 .45 340,800 .46 304,000 45 110.900 .46 159,100 .47 
M>Jo1le-Pensacola 310,700 .44 340,200 45 318,700 47 128.200 53 186,000 55 
Green Bay 302,400 .43 324,500 .43 300,200 .44 119.600 50 155,400 46 
Davenprt-Rock ls-Moline (Quad C,ty) 295,400 .42 298,100 40 271,200 .40 101,200 .42 138,100 41 
Paducah-Cape Girardeau-Harrisburg 294,800 .42 ,. 303,400 .41 273,400 40 86,500 .36 118,500 35 
Jacksonville 294,500 .42 318,800 43 297,300 .44 110.000 .46 160.700 47 
Roanol-:e-Lynchburg 292,900 .42 329,300 44 298,000 44 100,800 42 147.100 J3 
Markets 61-70 3,107 ,000 4 .40% 3 ,283,200 4 .38% 2,975,600 4 .39% 1,092,100 4 .53% 1 ,529,600 4 .49% 
Cumulative Total 54,329 ,800 76.98% 57 ,590,900 76.92% 51 ,787 ,700 76.36% 18 ,340 ,000 76 .00% 25.811 ,700 75.83% 

C~dar Rapids-Waterloo 288,600 .41% 298.400 40% 272,500 40% 102,600 43% 141),300 .41'~ 
S:;ringl,e!d-Decalur-Champaign 285,500 .40 296,300 .40 269,300 .40 91,100 38 126.200 .37 
Jonnstown-Altoona 284,500 .40 307,400 41 278,400 41 93,100 39 131 200 39 
Fresno 281 ,000 .40 291,800 39 273,900 40 105,100 44 147,500 43 i SoJ!h Bend-Elkhart 267,300 .3B 279,000 .37 254.100 37 92,900 .38 135,300 .40 
Cnallanooga 259,000 .37 271,600 .36 240,000 35 85.500 35 129,300 .38 J 
Ycungstown 256,500 .36 286,700 .38 257.900 )8 90,500 38 120.900 .36 I Pcrlland-Poland Spring 252,100 .36 280,700 .37 253,000 37 89.400 37 127,100 .37 
Spokane 248,700 .35 255.400 34 241,100 36 83.300 35 112.900 33 
Albuquerque 238,500 .34 247,000 .33 225.700 .33 99.700 41 139 800 41 1 Markets 71-80 2 ,661,700 3 .77% 2,814 ,300 3 .76% · 2 ,565 ,900 3 .78% 933,200 3 .87% 1,310 ,500 3 .85°'"0 
Cumulative Total 56,991 ,500 1!0.76% 60,405 ,200 80.67% 54 ,353 ,600 80.15% 19,273,200 79 .86% 27 ,122,200 79 .68% I L incoln-Ha st1 ngs-Kearney 238,300 .34% 243,000 32% 225,600 .33% 73,600 30% 99,400 .29'<, 
Springfield, Ma 228,900 .32 257,400 .34 227 .100 33 15,800 31 101,600 .30 
West Palm Beach 226,500 .32 233.700 .31 203,800 .30 65,900 27 96.400 .28 
Springfield, Mo 222,700 .32 226,300 .30 218,200 .32 64,300 27 90.400 27 
Jackson. Ms 219,800 .31 259,900 .35 222,700 .33 94,200 39 138,300 _41 

Bristol-Kingspcrt-Johnson c,1y 219,300 .31 238,500 .32 214,600 32 72,200 30 106.700 31 
Evansville 209,100 .30 218,500 .29 196.400 .29 71.300 30 95.BOO 28 
s 0UY Fal ls-M,tc~ell 208,100 29 219,600 .29 203,800 .30 78,900 33 97.300 29 
Ft V/ayne 198,800 .28 207,100 .28 187,400 28 71,000 .29 103,500 30 
Peoria 198.400 .28 209.700 28 186.800 28 65,700 27 91,900 27 
Markets 81-90 2,169,900 3.07% 2,313 ,700 3 .09% 2 ,086.400 3 .08% 732,900 3 .04% 1,021 ,300 3 .00% 
Cumulative Total 59,161 ,400 63 .83% 62,718,900 83 .77% 56,440,000 83.22% 20,008,100 82 .90% 28,143,500 82.68% 

Greenv1!1e-New Bern-Wash. 195,600 .28% 219,700 29% 220,000 .32% 75.600 .31 % 112.400 33'" 
Fargo 194,800 .28 202.700 .27 199,100 .29 71,700 30 92.200 27 
Lex ,ngton 189,100 .27 203,800 27 184,500 27 62.800 26 97.600 29 
Salinas-Monterey 182.700 .26 182,600 24 195,100 29 55,100 23 81.500 24 
T.;cson 180,400 .26 196.400 26 182,600 27 66,200 .27 98.000 29 
La~s,ng 179,800 .25 197.700 .26 187.700 .28 66,100 .27 98.300 29 
Co!vmb1a. SC 177,700 .25 201,800 27 200,500 30 71,500 30 105,100 31 
Baton Rouge 176,800 .25 199,100 27 184,700 27 75,300 31 111.700 33 
H .J 'lts vi l le- Decatur· Florence 173.900 .25 187.400 25 171 ,200 25 67,200 28 94 ,600 28 
Bor 1,ngton-Plallsburgh 172,500 .24 192,600 26 179.600 26 68,200 28 95.600 28 
Markets 91-100 1,623 ,300 2.58% 1,983.800 2 .65% 1,905,000 2 .81 % 679,700 2 .82% 987,000 2.90% 
Cumulative Total 60,984,700 86.41 % 64 ,702 ,700 86.41 % 58 ,345,000 86.03% 20 ,685 ,800 85.72% 29,130,500 85.58% 

·----·-- -- ---------~--- -------
171,300 24% 170,900 23% 189,900 28% 51,300 2t % 87 000 26"•, 

E1 Paso 169.600 24 185.400 25 174.000 .26 76,200 32 115,600 34 
Col9rado Springs-Pueblo 168.900 .24 175,400 23 181,700 .27 62.700 26 90.100 26 
P.oc lo:.ford 165,200 .23 167,900 22 153,300 .23 60,500 25 85 ,100 25 
r/ad ,son 164 ,000 .23 170,600 .23 158,800 23 55,900 .23 76.800 23 
Austin, Tx 163.700 23 173,'./00 23 163 500 .24 50,500 21 79,000 ?3 
1~rre Haute 160,700 23 166,300 22 148,100 22 48,600 .20 66,-100 20 



108 Duluth-Superior 160,300 .23 162,600 22 153,100 .23 55,900 .23 68,000 

I 
- 109 Amarillo 158.400 22 158,900 21 148,200 22 53,400 22 76,200 

110 Wheet1ng-Steubenville 158,300 22 170,600 .23 151,400 22 51 ,200 21 70,300 ' Markets 101-110 1,640,800 2.32% 1,701 ,000 2 .27% 1,622 ,000 2 .39% 566 ,200 2.35% 814,500 2 ,31 
Cumulative Total 62,625,500 88.74% 66 ,404 ,500 88.69% 59,967 ,000 88.42% 21 ,252 ,000 88.06% 29 ,945,000 87 .9; 

111 Augusta 157,800 22% 175.900 23% 166,100 .24% 62,100 .26% 91',600 
112 Monroe- El Dorado 154 ,500 22 163.400 .22 143.000 .21 56,600 .23 82.900 
113 Lafayette. La 152,500 22 162,200 22 146,800 .22 65,100 .27 93,000 
114 Jopl1n-P11tsburg 150.200 .21 151 ,400 .20 132,100 .19 41,600 , 17 57,900 
115. Binghamton 149,600 .21 160,100 .21 144,200 .21 54.900 .23 73,800 
116 Columbus, Ga 149,100 .21 165,200 .22 150.400 .2 2 55,300 .23 84,100 
117 La Crosse-Eau Claire 146,900 .21 158,900 .21 146,100 22 53.400 .22 70.300 
118 W1ch1la Falls-Lawton 146 ,800 21 i 48,600 .20 149.400 22 46,300 .19 65.600 
I 19. Sioux City 146,300 .21 151 . 100 .20 137,100 .20 50,700 .21 64.200 
120. Rocr,ester -Mason C1ty-Aust1n 139.000 .20 142,100 .19 129.600 .19 50,500 21 62,900 

Markets 111-120 1,492,700 2.12% 1,578,900 2.11% 1,444,800 2.13% 538,500 2.22% 748,300 2.1 ! 
Cumulative Total 64,118 ,200 90.85% 67,983,400 90.80% 61,411 ,800 90.55% 21 ,788,500 90.29% 30,691,300 90.1; 

121 . Montgomery 138,200 .20% 153,400 20% 131.900 ,19% 51,700 .2 1% 75.300 I, 
122. Traverse City-Cadillac 137,700 .20 144,300 .19 138,000 .20 52,500 .22 69.400 t ·. 
123 Charleston, SC 137,600 .19 149,400 .20 147,500 .22 59,200 .25 86,800 ,. 
124. Topeka 136.500 .19 135,100 .18 138,600 .20 41,000 .17 61 ,300 ,, 
125. Columbia-Jefferson Cily 132,500 .19 142,900 .19 135,400 .20 41 ,200 .17 58,500 I 
126. Corpus Christi 131.700 19 144,900 .19 134,700 .20 55,200 .23 83.600 ,. 
127. Beaumont-Port Arthur 131,400 .19 141 ,200 19 128,800 ,19 48,900 .20 64,700 
128. Wausau· Rhinelander 131,100 .19 138.200 .18 130,000 ,19 51.500 21 66.100 
129. Yakima 130.400 .18 134,400 .18 126.000 .19 44 ,800 .1 9 59.600 ., 
130. Eugene 128,300 .18 127,900 17 122.500 .18 43,000 18 57,400 

Markets 121-130 1,335 ,400 1.89% 1,411 ,700 1.89% 1,333,400 1.97% 489 ,000 2 .03% 682 ,700 2 .01 
Cumulative Total 65,453 ,600 92.75% 69 ,395,100 92.68% 62,745 ,200 92.52% 22,277,500 92.31 % 31,374,000 92.1 1 

131 , Savannah 127.900 .18% 138.400 .18% 136,200 .20% 49.100 .20% 74,500 2: 
132. Quincy-Hannibal 124,000 18 129,500 .1 7 115,800 .17 37,400 .15 51,500 11 
133 Bluefield-Beckley-Oak Hill 123,800 .18 136,100 .18 120.200 .18 42.700 .18 61,700 1! 
134 Lubbock 122,600 .17 129,300 , 17 119,800 .18 46.400 .19 69.100 ?' 
135. W1lm1ng1on 117,700 , 17 129,500 .17 117,200 .17 45,700 .19 69,000 2'. 
136. Macon 117,200 .17 137.400 .18 119.000 .18 46,100 .19 66.500 2: 
137. Erie 116,900 , 17 126,600 .17 111,800 .16 40,800 .17 59,600 ,, 
138 M1not-B1smarck-Dickinson 115,100 .16 122.200 .16 I 16,200 .17 48,700 20 62.800 lt 
139. Albany, Ga 112.900 ,16 124,300 .17 111.000 .1 6 44,200 .18 70,800 2· 
140. Las Vegas 110,900 16 107,200 .14 107,400 .16 39,100 .16 59,100 L 

Markets 131-140 1,189,000 1.68% 1,280,500 1.71 % 1,174,600 1.73% 440,200 1.82% 644,600 1.81 

i Cumulative Total 66,642,600 94.43% 70,675,600 94.39% 63 ,919,800 94.25% 22,717,700 94.14% 32,018,600 94.01 

141 McA llen-Brownsville (LRGV) 109,900 .16% 132,700 .18% 113,200 .17% 56,100 .23% 93,400 2; 

I 
142. Ft. Sm ith 109,200 .15 t 10,500 15 101,400 .15 34,000 .14 49,900 I ~ 
143 Columbus-Tupelo 108,400 .15 122.600 .16 110,100 .16 41,500 ,17 62,500 H 
144. Boise 104,700 .15 109,400 15 102.600 .15 37,500 .16 54,300 1 
145. Abilene-Sweetwater 100,300 .14 104.300 .14 93,900 .14 30,000 .12 41,400 ,: 
146. Bangor 99.400 .14 111,800 .15 t03,800 .15 36,400 .15 50,600 
147, Utica 99,200 ,14 109.400 .15 -'97.500 .14 34,100 .14 47,200 
148. Odessa-Midland 99,100 .14 105,400 .14 98,000 .14 39,200 .1 6 54 ,500 le 
149 Tallahassee 97,000 ,1 4 111,700 .15 98,500 .15 36,300 .15 54,900 ., 
150. Reno 96,000 .14 94,000 .13 92,700 .14 30,400 .13 41 ,100 ,; 

Markets 141-150 1,023, 200 1.45% 1,111 ,800 1.48% 1,011 ,700 1.49% 375,500 1.56 % 549 ,800 1.6l 
Cumulative Total 67,665,800 95.88% 71 ,787 ,400 95.88% 64,931,500 95.74% 23,093,200 95.69% 32 ,568 ,400 95.6E 

! 151 Bakersfield 95,700 .14% 97,400 .13% 91.300 .13% 36,000 .15% 48,600 ,, 
152. Chico-Redding 95,500 .14 96,000 .13 89.000 .13 30,300 _-13 38,200 , . 
153 Fl. Myers 94,600 . 13 95,400 .13 84.700 .t 2 24,400 .10 36,300 ,, 
154 San ta Barbara-Santa Maria 93,800 .13 98,600 13 92,700 ,14 30,900 .13 40,900 ,; 

i 155. Medford 90,500 .13 88,200 .12 83,400 .12 27,900 . 12 37,400 11 

' 156 Tyler 86,200 .12 93,100 .12 83,300 .12 27.300 .11 41 .800 1; 

"' 157 Alexandria, Mn 86.000 .12 88,200 .12 84,000 12 31,500 .13 38,000 11 

I 158 M1ssoula -Butte 84,100 .12 90,200 .12 88,200 .13 30,600 .13 40.900 1; 
159. Dothan 82,900 .12 87.200 .12 84,700 .12 28.700 . 12 45,400 
160. Florence. SC 78,500 .11 88,900 .12 76,800 .It 32,100 13 47,500 ,, 

Markets 151-160 887,8('0 1.26% 923,200 1.23% 858 ,100 1.27% 299,700 1.24% 415,000 1.22 
Cumulative Total 68,553,600 97.14% 72,7 10,600 97 .11 % 65,789,600 97 .01 % 23,392,900 96.93% 32 ,983 ,400 96.90 

16 1 Clarksburg-Weston 77,300 .11% 82,700 .ti % 73,200 .11% 23,900 .10% 34,200 10 
162 V/atertown-Carthage 71 ,600 10 79,400 .11 72,700 11 28,200 .12 38.400 11 
163 Laurel-Hal t1esburg 65,400 09 75,300 .10 66,800 .10 25,000 .10 37 ,000 11 
164 Meridian 64,400 09 72.600 .10 63.800 .09 23,600 .10 37,300 11 
165. Rapid City 64.400 .09 65,000 .09 64,200 .09 24,200 .10 35,200 10 
166 Salisbury 63,200 09 66,100 .09 58,700 .09 21,300 .09 28,700 08 
167. Alexandria, La 63.100 .09 67,300 .09 77.800 .11 24,600 10 35.400 10 
168. Jonesboro 62 .600 .09 63,800 .09 57,500 .08 18,900 .08 25,300 07 
169. Idaho Falls-Pocatello 62.400 .09 69.300 09 65,800 .10 27,500 .It 40,900 12 
170 81ll1ngs 62,300 .09 65,800 .09 61,300 09 22.900 .09 28,600 08 

Markets 161-170 656,700 .93 % 707,300 .94% 661,800 .98% 240,100 .99% 341 ,000 1.00 
Cumulative Total 69.210,300 98.07% 73,417 ,900 98.05% 66,451,400 97 .99% 23,633,000 97.93% 33,324,400 97.90 

171 Cheyenne 56,000 .08% 57,700 08% 53,900 .08% 20,300 .08% 26,800 Oe 
1 72 Great Falls 54.000 08 56.700 .08 55,300 ,08 22.600 .09 29,600 09 
1 73 Ardmore-Ada 53,100 08 54,000 07 48,500 .07 15,400 .06 21,100 06 
174 Marquette 52.800 07 55,100 .07 57.700 ,09 18.000 .07 25,200 07 
175 Lake Charles 51 ,300 .07 53,400 .07 49.000 .07 20.800 .09 28,700 08 
176 Anchorage 50,700 .07 52,200 .07 57,300 .08 22,600 09 35.600 10 
117 St Joseph 50.600 .07 53,300 .07 46,800 .07 15,100 .06 20,700 06 
178 Panama City 47,200 .07 52.000 07 46800 .07 18,400 08 25,200 07 
179 Mankato 46 ,300 07 50,500 07 45,900 07 15,500 06 19,900 06 
180 B1fox ,-G ui I µort • Pas ca gcula 45,000 06 48,900 .07 53,<100 08 18,400 .08 28,900 oq 

Markets 171-180 507 ,000 .72% 533,800 .71% 514,600 .76% 187,100 .78% 261,700 .71 
Cumulative Total 69,717,300 98.79% 73,951,700 98.77% 66,966,000 98.74% 23,820,100 98.70% 33,586.100 98.67 

181 Eureka 44,700 06% 43,901) 06% 44,000 06% 14,800 06% 19.200 06 

Brondcastmg Yenrbook 1976 
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• ADI TV Households ADI Women ADI Men ADI Tcen•Ager·s ADI Children 

G:J ,,P.sv11le 44.500 06 50.400 07 48.400 07 14.900 .06 23.200 07 
;:, :;,Sr'l(fl 44.300 06 44.100 06 40.800 06 16.600 07 21.800 06 ., ' (i:,,itro-Yuma 43.400 06 45.500 .06 44.900 07 18.600 · .08 26.800 08 
c :1<.y_:r R1Yerton 40,000 06 40.900 05 38,800 .06 15.300 06 20,200 06 
·1•u"d Junction 38,600 05 41,500 06 38,900 .06 14.000 .06 17,000 05 .. ... .., Fa'ls 38,600 05 40,100 05 37,400 06 14.100 06 20.300 06 
..1ackson. ln 38.500 05 41,100 .05 35.400 .05 12,100 05 18,000 05 

·• G•~Prh\l"JOd-Greenv1lle 38,000 05 45,300 .06 39,000 .06 18.400 .08 29,100 09 
.,. .;t.caioosa 37.400 .05 44.900 06 41.400 06 12.400 05 19,300 06 
Markets 181-190 408 ,000 .58% 437 ,700 .58% 409,000 .60% 151 ,200 .63% 21 4,900 .63% 
Cumulative Total 70,125,300 9$.37% 74,389,400 99.35% 67 ,37 5 ,000 99.35% 23,971,300 99.33% 33 ,801,000 99.30% 

Pa,m Sp11ngs 36,600 05% 36,300 .05% 33,300 05% 12,000 .050,, 16,400 05% 
Lafayette, In 35,900 .05 39.400 .05 40,600 .06 10,500 04 18,300 05 
l1'11a 34,800 .05 36,900 .05 33,600 05 12,800 .05 18,200 .05 

' ~!. /."'1•S:on 32,400 .05 36,500 .05 32,300 .05 11,200 .05 16,600 .05 
. ,~ C;'..;rn-,.a-Kuksv1lle 30.400 04 30,400 .04 28,800 04 8,200 03 11.300 03 . ·~ 81;;:l1ngham 30,200 04 31 .500 .04 28,900 .04 9.000 .04 12,900 04 
,::. .. t1a•r·sonburg 29,300 04 35,700 .05 30,100 .04 10,000 .04 14.400 .04 
._ .. Pa:rk:ersburg 29,100 .04 30.400 04 26,500 .04 9,800 04 14,300 .04 
• ,1 Zar.esv111e 28,100 .04 29,800 .04 25,900 .04 9,600 .04 14,200 04 

Seo Angelo 26,700 .04 28,500 .04 26,000 .04 8.700 04 12,500 04 
Markets 191 - 200 313 ,500 .44% 335,400 .45% 306 ,000 .45% 101 ,800 .42% 149,100 .44% 
Cumulative Total 70,438 ,800 99.81% 74,724 ,8 00 99.80% 67 ,681,000 99.80% 24 ,073 ,100 99.75% 33 ,950,100 99.74% 

·-. Presque Isle 26,300 04% 30,700 04% 29,100 .04% 12,400 .05% 16,800 .05 '1, 
:;, Laredo 21,200 .03 24,800 .03 21,700 .03 10,600 .04 18,200 .05 
;:) '<or\h Platle 17,300 .02 18,100 .02 16,000 02 5,700 .02 7,200 .02 .. • Farrn1ngton 16,700 .02 17.800 .02 16,500 .02 8,900 .04 12,300 .04 
;:s Selma 16,500 .02 18.100 .02 15.500 .02 7,000 .03 10,900 .03 
Y.:6 Flagstaf! 16,100 .02 19.000 .03 18,100 03 7,300 .03 12,500 .04 
,,, Helena 11,800 02 12.400 .02 10,900 02 4,200 .02 5,700 02 .. p M11es City-Glendive 8,600 .01 9.100 .01 8,600 01 3.700 02 4,400 01 

Markets 201-208 134,500 .19% 150,000 .20% 136,400 .20% 59 ,800 .25% 88 ,000 .26% 
Cumulative Total 70,573 ,300 100% 74,874,800 100% 67 ,8 17 ,400 100% 24 ,132,900 100% 34,038 ,100 100% 

rv Markets by Nielsen Retail Index Territory 
;1elsen Retail Index territory groupings are another standard way of re- (Boston, Hartford and Providence) contain more than 80% of the New 
ior ting sales data. The following table ranks TV markets w1th1n each England terr itory households. Or, he can use the table to get a better 
;1e:sen Territory. This provides a yardstick for determ1n1ng the number of idea of how and what TV markets are needed to cover all of New Eng-
pot markets needed to achieve a given coverage of a territory. For ex- land. Data is from a special Nielsen Station Index tabulation based on a 
1mp1e, 1f the national media are not delivering sufficient advert1s1ng September 1975 estimate. 
,eight 1n New England, the planner will find that three TV markets 

% % 
TV % Total TV % Total 

eolgnated Market Area Households Territory U.S. Rank Deol11nated Market Area Households Territory U.S. Rank 

,tal U.S. (excluding Alaska. Hawau) 69,644,300 100 100 Raleigh-Durham 330.570 29 .473 62 

letro New York Mobile-Pensacola 304,740 2.7 436 65 

eN York 6,337,510 100 9069 Roanoke-Lynchourg 299,560 26 429 68 
Chattanooga 255.210 22 365 77 

.etro Los A·ngeles West Palm Beach. Ft Pierce-Vero Beach 222,760 19 319 82 
;s Angeles, Palm Sp11ngs 3,638,680 100 5.207 2 Tr1 C1t1es : Tenn -Va 220,500 1 9 315 83 

etro Chicago Greenville-New Bern-V'Vash1ngton 220,440 19 315 84 

h1cago 2,718,100 100 3890 3 Jackson, Miss. 211,020 18 302 87 
Columbia. SC 177,620 16 254 96 

ew England Territory 3,718,960 100 534 HuntsvLlle-Oecatur, Florence 173,900 1 5 .249 99 
;stcn. tAanchester, Worcester 1,734,090 46 6 2.482 5 Augusla. Ga 157,480 1 4 225 111 
3rtfeird & New Haven 646,280 17.4 925 21 Montgomery 153,630 1 3 220 112 
ov-dence 588.990 15.8 843 29 Charleston. SC. 151,970 13 217 114 
lf\land-Poland Spring 240,300 65 .344 78 Columbus. Ga 141.900 12 203 118 
,r,ng!1eld-Holyoke 214 ,060 5.8 306 86 Wilmington 128.710 11 .184 130 
1••.ngton-Plattsburgh 169,530 4.6 243 102 Macon 120,300 1 0 172 134 
mgor 99,220 27 142 144 Tallahassee- Thomasville 114,440 1.0 .164 137 
esque ls!e 26.490 .7 .038 195 Savannah 114.400 1.0 .164 138 
lddle Atlantic 7,562,250 100 1086 Columbus-Tupelo 100,450 .9 \ 44 142 
qladelphia 2,278,100 30.1 3.260 4 Albany, Ga 93,660 8 134 149 
asn1ng1on. D.C .. Hagerstown 1,287,850 17 .0 1.843 8 Dothan 84,590 .7 .121 155 
1lti1T1ore 731,460 9.7 1.047 20 Fl Myers 80,100 .7 115 157 
1113 !0 620,620 8.2 .888 25 Florence. S C 78,490 .7 112 158 
oany-Schenectady-Troy 429,970 5.7 .615 42 Hattiesburg-Laurel 64.860 6 093 163 
1ike:s Barre-Scranton 426,850 5.6 .609 44 Meridian 64,180 .6 092 164 
1 rr 1sburg-L anca sler-L ebanon-York 41 8,100 5.5 .598 47 B1!Q'(I 44 ,120 063 182 
racuse. Elmira 417,750 5.5 .598 48 Panama City 43,400 .4 .062 185 
-chester 303,790 4.0 .435 67 Greenwood. Miss. 38.490 3 055 187 
hnstown-Altoona 2ll4.380 3.8 .407 70 Harri~onbu1g, Va 37,050 3 053 189 
i ghamton 135,020 1.8 .193 125 East Central 10,451 ,960 100 15010 
ca 94,430 1.2 .135 148 Detroit 1,559,890 14 9 2 232 7 
3!ertown 71.990 1.0 103 161 Cleveland-Akron 1,280.570 123 1833 9 
lisbury 62,940 .8 .090 165 P1tlsburgh 1,11 8,180 10.7 1.600 10 
,utheast 11,457,870 100 16 45 lnd1anapol1s. Lafayette 771.760 74 1104 19 
ar-'a 827.240 72 1 184 15 C1nc1nnat1 625.580 60 895 24 
a-n•-Ft Lauderdale 820.820 7 2 1 175 16 Columbus. Ohio 493 580 4 7 706 34 
-La-St Petersburg, Sarasota 794,470 69 1 137 18 Lou1sv1lle 449 ,170 4 3 643 39 
sr 111 e Bowling Green 573.520 50 52; 30 Grand Rarnds-Kalamazoo 444.570 43 636 4 \ 
: ..... Gnis. Jackson 554,680 48 794 31 Dayton 429 190 · 4 1 614 43 
2· ·c11e 504,790 44 722 33 Charleston -Hunt ington 420,180 40 601 46 
':'·.., vdle- Soartanburg-Ashev tile 473,040 4 \ 667 37 Fhnt-Sag1na..v -Bay City 375,830 36 538 53 
,.,_ rghar11, Ann is ton 463.890 40 664 38 Toledo 338.400 32 484 60 
1L'.ndo· Daytona Beach 421,980 37 604 45 Soulh Bend-Elkhart 263.250 25 377 76 
1:u•"' Portsmouth Newport News 392.180 3d 561 51 Youngstown 218.380 2 1 313 85 
e'=nsboro• High Po1nt-W1nston Salem 376.660 3.3 .539 52 Evansville 201.880 1 9 289 90 
:t·;mond-Pete, sburg 352,350 31 504 57 Lexington 192,130 18 275 92 
":.-s,}nv•lie Florida 339.460 30 4C6 59 Fort Vh;yne iC7.770 18 269 94 
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l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

11 
12 . 
13. 
14. 
1 5. 

16. 
l 7. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 

26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 

31. 
3?.. 
33. 
34. 
35 . 

State 

Nebraska 
Kans as 
Vermont 
Idaho 
North Dakota 

UL1h 
Wyoming 
Arizona 
South Dakota 
Okl ahoma 

Indi ana 
Colorado 
New Hampshire 
Maine 
Imva 

Florida 
Virginia 
Nevada 
Ne1v Mexico 
Montana 

Wisconsin 
Ohio 
NeVJ Jersey 
Illinois 
Oregon 

Ca lifornia 
Tcnnesse 
KL' n tuc ky 
Connecticut 
Texas 

Mary l and 
De 1 a~·1a re 
Washington 
Ne\v York 
!forth Carolina 

Sumnary Statistics ______ _____.,__ __ :___~-----·-

Average 

62.4% 
60.4 
58.6 
58.4 
58.0 

57.9 
57.7 
57.5 
56.3 
55.7 

55.5 
55.4 
55.4 
54.9 
54.7 

54.2 
53.6 
53.5 

(52.6 
·. 52 .8 

52.2 
52.2 
52. 1 
51. 8 
51. 1 

50.9 
50.4 
50. 1 
50. 1 
49.9 

49.9 
49.9 
49.7 
49.7 
49.4 

Range 

23. l 
23.7 
38.5 
16.3 
29. l 

22.3 
25.6 
14.3 
24.9 
29.4 

22.5 
27.8 
30.0 
39.7 
25.9. 

31. 4 -
24.4 
22.3 
20.6 
18.8 

23.9 
24.0 
30.8 
19.0 
24.5 

15.5 
29.9 
27.7 
31. 6 
29.7 

26.8 
20.8 
19. 5 
29.9 
30.0 

Minimum 

47.4 
45. l 
33.7 
49. l 
41. 9 

45.3 
43.4 -
50.4 
44.4 
44.3 

43.6 
38.2 
36. l 
31.2 
37.9 

40.5 
43.4 
41.4 
40.4 
40.6 

37.7 
37. 1 
33.9 
40.5 
36.0 

40.8 
37.8 
35.) 

·32. 1 
36.5 

34.5 
38.8 
37.4 
31. 3 
39.5 

Maximum 

70.5 
68.8 
72. 2 
65.4 
71.0 

67.6 
69.0 
64.7 
69.3 
73.7 

66. l 
66.0 
66. l 
70.9 
63.8 

71. 9 
67.8 
63. 
61. 
59. 

61. 6 
61.1 
64.7 
59.5 
60.5 

56.3 
67.7 
63. 4 
63.7 
66.2 

61. 3 
59.6 
56.9 
61.2 
69.5 



Sumnary Stal is tics ----
----

Stute 
Average Rang~ Mini mum Maximum 

---- --- ·-
-----

36 . Pennsylvania 49.3 24.4 34 .7 59 . l 

37. Missour i 
48 .9 26. 2 36.0 62. 2 

38 . South Carolina 48.5 45. 6 25.2 70.8 

39. Michigan 
48 .4 23 .1 33 .1 56 .2 

40 . Minnesota 47.9 19.3 36 55.3 

41 . West Virginia 47.7 31 .5 32. l 63.6 

42 . Alaska 
47.l 24 .0 34. 1 58 .1 

43 . Arkansas 
46 .0 38. 1 30.8 68.9 

44 . Louisiana 45. 8 41.8 23.5 65.3 

45. 3 58. 4 14 .o 72.4 

45. Alabama 

46. Mississipp i 44.6 73.6 13. 5 87 .1 

47 . Georgia 
43.4 44. 7 30 .3 75.0 

48 . Hav~a ii 
43. 1 41. 3 . 21 .2 62 .5 

49 . Massachusetts 42.4 35.9 23.4 59. 3 

50. Rhode Island 41.6 39. 2 19 .1 58. 3 
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Executive summary 

This Report stands out from those that have gone before it because of 
the new highs set by the key measures we use to understand the mood 
of the American people. Consumers have become markedly more opti-
mistic about the health of the economy and the prospects for both their 
own and the nation's well-being. In fact, the total number of confident 
consumers is the highest we've found in any Cambridge Report survey, 
and the total number of unconfident consumers the lowest. 

Inflation psychology has taken an even bigger jump than consumer con-
fidence, and it, too, is at the highest level we've seen since the start of 
17ze Cambridge Report program . Today, despite their experience of 
stable or falling prices over the last quarter, nearly half the population 
belieyes prices will never be stable again. TI1is acceptance of inflation 
has combined with consumer confidence to boost purchase plans for 
some items - in particular, automobiles - to their highest level in over 
a year, and sustain others at the same record level they set last quarter. 

So, looking at the growing confidence of cur respondents and the way 
they plan to spend their money, it's hard to resist the conclusion that 
the country is back on the track again. Yet there are some disturbing 
signs. Confidence may be spreading across the country. but we're defi-
nitely not in the midst of an epidemic; it still hasn't jnfected the majority 
of ArnericaIJ,S,. Although economists have no doubt that recovery is in 
full swing, the majority of Americans still aren't convinced that the worst 
times are behind us. Fear of inflation is strong, and we're already getting 
signals of a new round of price increases. If inflation psychology gets 
additional impetus from rising food and fuel prices, it may boomerang 
and push caos11roef'i bock into pessimism_ 

A marriage of hope and fear 

In understanding the economy today, the history of the last few years is 
of vital importance. The massive and unprecedented inflation of 1974 
and 1975 set the stage for both a different kind of recession and a dif-
ferent kind of recovery. And unless that point is understood, it is hard 
to follow the developments of today. It is clear that complex interactions 
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exist between price changes and confidence, between price changes and 
inflation psychology, and between both confidence and inflation psy-
chology and purchase plans. Inflation contributed to an extra decline in 
the economy during the recession as it scared consumers away from spend-
ing. Now, as the recession ends, it is aiding the upturn as more confident 
consumers are encouraged by inflation psychology into additional spend-
ing, particularly for luxury-type goods. We can envision several possible 
scenarios for the coming months. If prices remain stable or falling in 
many sectors, as they were last quarter, confidence should continue to 

I,..- increase and, sooner or later, inflation psychology will abate. In this 
scenario the nation should experience a stable and sustained economic 
recovery. 

v On the other hand, a resumption of rising prices could fuel inflation psy-
chology and proportionately weaken confidence. Rumblings from the 
farms already indicate higher food prices are on the way; similar increases 
can be expected in industrial commodities. If prices rise rapidly, consumer 
confidence could fall dramatically. Our findings in this Report indicate 
that while inflation psychology would continue to rise, it is not strong 
enough by itself to keep purchase intentions up in the absence of wage 
increases that sustain real income. Indeed, in times of falling confidence, 
inflation psychology may actually work against increases in purchase 
plans. Worried consumers who see their standard of living falling may 
view inflation as just one more bad sign, one more reason to pull back 
and save. 

A third scenario, which exemplifies the last quarter, is also possible. 
Prices resume their climb and inflation psychology marches onward. 
However, the rise of prices is moderate and wage inflation cushions or 
negates any impact on real income. TI1e consumer thus finds inflation 
an unreliable planning tool - as we saw in Report 5 - and remains con-
fid ent until some more decisive clue to the future of the economy ap-
pears. A marriage of hope and fear continues to fuel economic progress 
for at least the rest of the year. We think this is the most likely scenario. 

In this Report we introduce a new scale - the buying power scale -
designed to measure the sum total of consumer confidence and inflation 
psychology and help us determine how the two together affect consumer 
behavior. Hopefully, this scale will provide a more sensitive indicator of 
aggregate consumer intentions than either of the original indices alone. 
We also think it will be helpful in understanding the patterns of indivi<lu::il 
consumer purchases. 

Personal economic plans 

We mentioned earlier that purchase plans for some economically impor-
tant goods, such as au to mobiles, have registered substantial increases 
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since the fourth quarter of 1975. Intentions for durable goods show less 
of an upbeat pattern, with small increases for some items and small de-
clines for others. However, intentions to purchase have, on the whole, 
held steady at the same healthy levels of last quarter. 

What is more interesting than the absolute levels of purchase plans this 
quarter are the patterns of these plans. In the case of automobiles, for 
example, we are seeing a shift back to medium-size, American-made 
vehicles. However, this is due less to any change in preferences than to 
the fact that many middle-income, middle-aged Americans have re-
entered the auto market after a year's absence. Similarly, the seeming 
shift that we saw over the past year to smaller, imported cars was pro-
duced largely because higher-income and younger consumers, who prefer 
such cars, accounted for a disproportionate share of all auto purchases. 

In the case of consumer durables, our buying power scale shows that in-
flation psychology not only encourages both confident and unconfident 
consumers to purchase more than they otherwise would, it also affects 
the types of goods they purchase. Thus, confident consumers who be-
lieve prices will never be stable again tend to make luxury purchases, 
such as televisions, stereos and dishwashers. Unconfident people who 
have an inflation psychology, on the other hand, are more inclined to 
make investment-type purchases, such as clothes washers and dryers and 
refrigerators. 

One note of caution in the area of personal economic plans is sounded 
by the expressed desire of consumers to take care of their fiscal obliga-
tions regardless of whether their personal economic circumstances get 
better or worse. Despite the fact that inflation psychology should make 
debt more attractive to consumers, many - obviously wary of being 
trapped in a future downturr, still carrying the debt burden they incurred 
over the course of the recession - have announced that they will use any 
increase in prosperity to pay off their outstanding debts. Thus, while 
they intend to make more purchases, it seems unlikely that consumers 
will indulge in as much spending on credit as they did before the reces-
sion. In fact, most consumers say they expect their total debt to remain 
stable, or decline over the course of the next 6 months. 

Our system, right or wrong? 

Although it is difficult to sum up in a few words, a new mood seems to 
be emerging among the American people. In earlier Reports, we noted 
the dilemma that most Americans experienced when confronting issues 
such as business regulation and energy policy. People think business 
needs to be watched and regulated, but they're afraid of giving govern-
ment more control over their lives. This survey indicates that a compro-
mise solution may exist -- the essentially conservative solution of reduc-
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ing the size and power of both government and business. This is clearly 
an important objective for Americans today, as the response to one of 
our questions about possible changes in this country's basic system shows. 
~ore than half the population believes that wealth and power have be-
come too concentrated in our societ and should be broken ch 
of the anti- ashington sentiment evident today as well as much of the 
surprisingly strong public support for oil industry divestiture, rests on 
this belief that "smaller is better." This theme - along with its twin, 
"less is more," also appears in our examination of growth in this Report. 
Many Americans, though still a minority, are rejecting the traditional 
American idea of continued economic growth. 

We looked at attitudes toward the size and power of government and 
business on two levels: the changes Americans would like to see in our 
basic economic and political structure, and the level of regulation they 
feel is necessary. 

The economic structure 

The survey uncovered a substantial amount of ignorance about the basic 
economic system of this country and the way it works. Most Americans, 
iEcluding many supposedly well-educated people, simply do not know 
how our economic system work o heless the ma·orit believe it 
nee s some m o undamental change to function better. This senti-
ment was particularly pronounced among the poor, the liberal and the 
young. Americans have come to believe that power and wealth are too 
concentrated in our society. 

The main complaint that most Americans have about the "system," as 
we mentioned earlier, is that power and wealth are too concentrated in 
our society today. However, our respondents roundly rejected one pos-
sibility that radical critics have proposed - socialism. Americans defi-
nitely don't want to put government in business. 

As we've seen before, Americans do want their government to watch 
business. \Vhen the government engages in protecting the consumer, it 
is at its most popular. We found strong opposition to relaxing regulation 
of industry in areas that affect consumer safety. Nearly half our respon-
dents even opposed relaxing commercial regulations such as mies affect-
ing interstate commerce. These findings suggest that sweeping proposals 
\o free "free enterprise" will not win strong grass roots support 

One area of regulation where the "small is better" philosophy comes 
through clearly is the question of oil industry divestiture. A plurality of 
the American people favor divestiture, and although many believe prices 
would be reduced by such a breakup, a more important motivation is 
the belief that "smaller" companies would be better, simply because 
they are closer to the original ideal of free enterprise. Americans also 
like the idea of reducing the "power" of the large oil companies. Unfor-
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tunately, the oil industry has become so unpopular with most people 
that the strongest reason of all for favoring divestiture is hat it 
would "punis e oil companies. 

The political structure 

Although no level of government is popular, state and local governments 
- which are smaller and closer to citizens - are rated more favorably 
than the federal government. On the whole, Americans feel that state 
government taxes more fairly and spends more wisely than does Wash-
ington. Consequently, Americans tend to favor proposals that would 

itrip away some of the power of the federal government. Ronald Reagan's 
roposal to shift $90 billion of federal spending to the states is greeted 
avorably by a plurality of our respondents. 

Despite their concern with protecting themselves, Americans also reject 
a series of proposals that would increase the government's power to fight 
crime. However, it is an astounding testimony to the fear of crime and 

I violence that pervades much of our society that nearly a quarter of our 
respondents consistently favor compromising basic constitutional liber-
ties in the war on crime. 

Anti-growth grows 
It is in the area of attitudes toward growth, however, that the "smaller 
is better/less is more" philosophy reaches its zenith. While only a minor-
ity of Americans - though a substantial one - oppose growth, sentiments 
on individual questions show high levels of doubt about the feasibility or 
wisdom of continued growth. For example, more than half the popula-
tion agrees with the statement that America would be better off if we 
stopped the frantic pace of growth. 

Many who worry about the impact of the "no-growth" movement had 
hypothesized that the recent economic hard times would cause anti-
growth people to back down from their positions. This trend, however, 
is not evident in the data. Anti-growth sentiment remains just as firm 
today as it was a year ago. 

One major reason for the strong anti-growth sentiment we see today is 
worry about environmental quality. When we posed the possibility of 
trade-offs between growth and the environment, both pro- and anti-
growth Americans choose the environment, arguing that no trade is 
needed. +:4ost people feel we can have both economic progress and en-
vironmental gualitx;. This conviction will, of course, make them less 
tolerant of any compromises that may be needed to promote economic 
growth. 
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The crisis of capital formation 

The American people know as little about the accumulation of capital as 
they do about the workings of Glpitalism. Many of our economic plan-
ners are dee ply concerned with the question of where the capital to build 
the factories and industries America needs in the future will come from. 
Only about a quarter of the population, however, worry about this prob-
lem to any great extent. Their lack of concern and their distaste for all 
the solutions available suggest that it would be difficult to mobilize 
Americans behind any course of action. 

When confronted with the basic choice between public and private invest-
ment as a means of providing needed capital, our respondents came out 
overwhelmingly for action through the private sector - one more expres-
sion of their aversion to giving the government more control over the 
economy. From here on, however, the path to a solution gets muddied. 
Although people say they could accept higher corporate profits as a con-
sequence of going the private investment route, they are completely un-
sympathetic to one change in tax legislation - the elimination of double 
taxation - that would increase profits, thereby attracting investment, 
and are relatively sympathetic to another change that would actually de-
crease profits - the elimination of special tax treatment for capital gains. 

Increased savings are, of course, another way to fill the capital gap, but 
respondents reject this approach as well. Most do not think they could 
save more. The minority who think they could, however, represent a 
potentially substantial increase in the total national savings rate. 

Most Americans are also hostile to the prospect of foreign investment, 
the third solution we tested. They strongly reject the idea that foreign 
investors should be allowed to own any substantial share of an American 
corporation. Such attitudes, while not precluding foreign investment, 
certainly make America a less attractive place for foreigners to put their 
money. 

A tougher line on foreign affairs 

Whether we are seeii1g another example of xenophobia or the impact of 
the barrage of criticism that has been aimed at Secre tary of State Kis-
singer, Americans are taking a much more activist view of their country's 
role in the world today. 'This has become an important election year 
theme , and the shift in attitudes from last year is striking. Where Ameri-
cans were weary of foreign involvement and eager to make big cuts in 
the defense budget, they now are less enthusiastic about dete11te and 
more concerned about defense. Kissinger gets a much lower, though still 
positive, rating on his performance, and defense spending gets much 
stronger support. Out of a list of possible foreign policy moves, 
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cans suQport the more aggressive proposals - e.g., cutting off food ex-
2_2rts to unfriendly countries - and reject the more "dovish" ones -
e.g., closing military bases in foreign countries. 

In the political arena 

With the rapidly advancing primary season, the political data from our 
survey were out of date almost as soon as we completed our inteiviewing. 
Furthermore, the results can hardly surprise anyone who has followed 
the newspapers. 

Obviously, Jimmy Carter was the major story of the last quarter. While 
he may yet be blocked on the path to the nomination, he catapulted 
himself from relative obscurity to front-mnner status. Head-to-head 
matches in our hypothetical election contests show Carter tied with 
Hubert Humphrey as the leading choice of Democrats, and ahead of 
both President Ford and Ronald Reagan. 

Despite Reagan's primary victories, Ford continues to be the choice of 
most Republicans for the nomination. However, there is no national 
primary, and Reagan has shown an ability to capitalize on his strengths 
in specific states, including an ability to attract Wallace voters into the 
Republican primary. The whole process is an intriguing one; F...o.rd i>--

. clearly the stronger standard bearer against the Democrats at this 1irnei 
but many of his cohorts seem to be rejecting him. 

All in all, this suivey presents a relatively positive picture of America 
today. Americans see an upturn in the economy. Their fear of inflation, 
coupled with this new confidence, has encouraged them to spend money 
and to make purchases. Considering the events of the past 2 years, they 
remain wary that something will go wrong. If food inflation can be con-
trolled, however, and other prices do not get too far out of line, we anti-
cipate a fairly healthy continuing recovery of consmr\er ~pending. ln 
other areas, as well, Americans remain on guard - wary of big govern-
ment on one side and big business on the other. Their divergent choices 
in the various debates of 1976 indicate they are unlikely to be stampeded 
either way. 
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HITRODUCTION 1 

This is a report on a survey designed to investigate whether, and 

to what extent American voters have become cynical about the electoral 

process. 

The objectives of the study were to determine: 

1. Have A.mer~ccms lost interest and confidence -in the 
eZectoraZ process? 

2. Do Americans believe they have any means avaiZabZe to them 
for influencing the way the government is run? 

3. What is pvbZic opinion regarding the need for strong 
leadership or for non-political candidates? 

4. How do Americans assess the over-alZ quality of 
candidates today? 

5. HQI.J) much trust do Americans have -in the nation's institutions 
and leaders? 

To achieve these objectives, a national sample of the adult 

ctvilian population was personally interviewed by means of the 

Gallup Onmibus. A total of 1,525 adults 18 and older was interviewed 

during the period February 27 - 29, 1976. A description of the 

sample design, the composition of the obtained sample, recommended 

tables of sampling tolerances, and a copy of the questions asked 

are to be found in the Technical Appendix. 

All questions have been tabulated by the following characteristics: 

1. Political affiliation - Republican, Democratic, Independent 
2. Education - Any college, any high school, grade school only 
3. Region - East, Midwest, South, West 
4. Sex - ~ale, Female 
S. Age - 18 - 29, 30 - 49, SO and older 
6. Occupation of Chief Wage Earner - Professional, or Business 

Clerical or Sales, ~!anual Worker, Farmer, ~Jon-labor 
force (retired, etc.) 
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7. Political Idealogy - Right, Middle of the road, Left 
8. Interest in this year's elections - Lot, Some, Little or None 
9. Trust in Washington government to do right - Always, 

Most of the time, Some of the time 
10. Country's need for strong leadership - strong leadership 

dangerous, strong leadership needed. 

The number of interviews in each of these anaylitical segments 

of the sample are to be formd in the first three of the detailed 

tables. These should be used when estimating sample tolerances, 

and not the weighted percentage bases. 



SUMMA.RY 

Interest and confidence in the electoral process 

This year's primary contests may have stimulated an early 

interest in the presidential campaign . Forty two percent say 

they are more interested in politics this year than in 1972, while 

28% say they are just as interested and 29% that they are less 

interested. 

By way of reference, in reply to a standard Gallup Poll 

question asked in this survey, 33% said they have given a "lot" 

of thought to the November elections. This compares with 50% 

who said they had given a lot of thought in an August 1972 

3 

Gallup Poll. Taking the time of year difference into account, it 

seems likely that interest is indeed higher now than at a comparable 

time in 1972. 

Another indicator of attitude toward the electoral process 

is the proportion who would like their son or daughter to go into 

politics as a career. In the current survey 34% said they would, 

virtually the same (36%) as said in February 1965 that they would 

want a son to go into politics. Two year's after Watergate, politics 

is in as good esteem as it was before . Vietnam divided the nation. 

Finally, there is virtual consensus that it does make a 

difference who is elected President. Fully 80% take this position 

contrasted with 18% who believe it really does not make a difference . -~ 1 • .,, 

(2% had no opinion). 
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Despite this "vote of confidence" in the electoral process, 

there is still considerable dissati_~_fa~tion with the way it is 

functioning . By a margin of 27% to 18%, there are more who feel 

there has been a worsening of quality of political candidates 

rather than an improvement. 

Moreover, the public is divided as to whether things are now 

improved after the scandals and problems in Washington during the 

4 

last few years. Forty seven per cent believe there has been improvement, 

but 46% take the opposing view. 

A similar split exists with regard to the kind of 

leadership the nation needs. Virtually half (49%) concurred with 

the view that "what this cotmtry needs is some really strong leader-

ship that would try to solve problems directly without worrying 

how Congress and the Supreme Court might feel". However, almost 

as many (44%) think that such leadership might be dangerous. 

Support for a strong leader exists at about the same level among 

young and old, in all occupational categories, among Republicans 

and Democrats alike, and among middle of the readers as well as 

among those who identify with the political right. 

In only a few segments of the public does the weight of opinion 

tilt to the belief that such a strong leader might be dangerous. 

Even in these segments, large proportions concur in the need for 

a strong leader: 42% of those who have attended college, 43% of 

those who identify with the political left, and 40% of Westerners. 

In other words, a willingness to accept a strong leader who might 
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trammel constitutional forms of government is widespread 

in all walks of life and among those with otherwise di-sparate 

political positions. 

) ·· . ..__ ' • .J -,;-,r; 
\ 

These conflicting attitudes are encapsulated in the expressed 

tendency of a significant proportion of the public to cast a 

"no-confidence" vote. If there were a place on the ballot where 

one could refuse to vote for any of the candidates, 21% say they 

are very likely to cast a "no-confidence" vote and 32% fairly 

likely. It is true that the largest proportion, 41%, said they 

are not at all likely to do-so. Nonetheless, it is noteworthy 

that this 41% who are committed to the electoral process are 

outnumbered by those whose committment is provisional. 

Influencing Hovi The Government Run 

Parallel with its attitudes toward the electoral process are 

the public's beliefs concerning the effectiveness of alternative 

ways of trying to influence how the government is run and what 

laws are passed. 

The most effective way, in the public's view, is working 

through the electoral process while the least effective way is 

one that attemnts to bypass it. However, also rated quite high 



are attempts to manipulate the electoral process through political 

contributions and personal influence. 

Rating of Eight Ways 
of Influencing The Government 

6 

Very 
Effective 

+ Fairly 
Effective 

= Total 
Effective 

~laking sure to vote in all elections 
Making large contributions to political 

leaders 
Working in political campaigns to get 

your preferred candidate elected 
Writing your Congressman or other 

political leaders 
Joining your local political party 
Developing personal contacts in your 

local political party 
Joining non-political organizations 

that lobby for your point of view 
Staging protest demonstrations 

% 

38 

28 

22 

19 

17 
16 

13 

6 

% 

39 
23 

50 

42 

47 

46 

39 

22 

% 

77 

51 

72 

61 

64 

62 

52 

28 

It is evident in the above ranking that most Americans accept the 

belief that the electoral process does provide the public with 

a reasonably effective way of influencing the government and that 

relatively few are ready to try to work outside the system. At 

the same time, the view that the system can be manipulated by 

money and personal influence is also widespread. 

Further testimony to the doubts many Americans have regarding 

the responsiveness of government to the citizenry is the fact 

that almost half ( 45%) agree with the statement "People like me 

,.. 
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don't have any say about wr1.t the government does." Fifty percent 

disagreed, and s~s were wiable to decide. 

Trust and Confidence in the Nation's Institutions and Leaders 

In light of the above attitudes, it is not surprising that 

at this time there is limited trust and confidence in the nation's 

institutions and leaders. Only 32% believe that they can trust 

the government in Washington to do what is right "just about 

always" or "most of the time". 

Related to this lack of trust is a desire that someone from 

outside of politics be a Presidential candidate. Nationally, 

45% think a non-political candidate would be a good idea, and 

42% that it would be a bad idea. However, among those who think 

the government can be trusted just about always, only 17% endorse 

the idea of a non-political candidate. This endorsement goes up 

to 34% among those who think that the government can be trusted 

"most of the time". Among the majority who feel that the government 

can be trusted only "some of the time", fully 53% favor a noTl-

poli tical candidate. 

The limited confidence in "the government" extends over both 

the executive and the legislative branches and to the state and 

local level as well. However, few are completely disillusioned: 

.Amount of trust in A 1 ot Some None at all -----
% Cf % lo 

President Ford and his Cabinet 23 63 12 
~!embers of Congress 19 70 8 

Your own state government 20 66 11 

Your own local government 19 63 14 
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Trust in the news media is at a level comparable with government, 

while both business and labor rank appreciably lower in the public's 

esteem. 

.£\mount of trust in A lot Some :·bne at all -----
% % 

The news media 20 66 
Business leaders and heads of 6 62 

corporations 
Labor leaders and heads of labor 7 49 

unions 

Distrust appears to be a generalized attitude in the United 

States today, as indicated by the limited trust that most have 

toward "most people you meet". Only with respect to their 

neighbors and to local police is there any widespread degree 

of trust. 

Amount of trust in A lot Some None 
% % 

Most people you meet 28 64 
Your local police 42 47 
Your neighbors 49 44 

Confidence In Current Political Leaders 

% 

12 
26 

36 

at all 
% 

6 

8 
4 

About two out of every three Americans (66%) can name at least one 

political leader or figure who they think are '!really speaking out on 

the important probelms facing this country" (without being shown any 

list or prompted in any other way). 

_) 

TI1e three most frequently named leaders who are "speaking out" are ---
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Ronald Re~gan 22%, George Wallace 22%, and Gerald Ford 21% .. Three oth.ers 

named by relatively large proportions are --- Jimmy- Carter 14%, Edward 

Kennedy 13%, and Hubert Humphrey- 12%. No otlier person was named 

by more than S%. 

Ford and Reagan are each more likely to Be named oy RepuEi licans 

than by Democrats or Independents as ttspeaking outu, while Wallace 

is named by equivalent proportions of each political segment. 

Perhaps surprisingly, Carter is as likely to be named by Republicans 

as by Democrats. Conversely, Humphrey and Kennedy are selected 

primarily by Democrats as a spokesman. 

tlamed as 11 seeaking out 11 -Reou51 ican · Democrat · Indeoendent 
% % 

Ronald Reagan 33 18 

Gerald Ford 32 16 
George Wallace 20 22 
Jimmy Carter 17 15 

Edward Kennedy 6 18 
Hubert Humphrey- 5 19 

Two noteworthy aspects of this identification of spoResman 

are: 

1. Those named by the largest proportions are primarily 

associated with a conservative or moderate viewpoint rather than 

a liberal one. 

2. Democrats are as likely to name the Repuolicans --

Reagan and Ford -- as they are to name the De!'locrci.ts -- Kennedy 

and Hunphrey. 

% 
19 

20 

21 

11 

11 

8 



A s.omewhat different pattern emerges wh.en eacfi. leader is 

" , rated separately with respect to the amount of trust and confidence 

held in each regarding his ability ttto provide tfiis country 

with the kind of leadership it needsu. In this case, Ford and 

Kennedy socre best, followed closely by Humphrey and 'R.eaga.n. 

Carter and Wa llace trail behind the other four, with equal 

proportions rating ea.ch. favorably. However, Carter's relatively 

poor standing is due to the fact that he was the least well known 

of the six, while Wallace got th.e largest negative score, (Six 

other political leaders were also rated, but none of them comes 

close to the standing of these six). 

10 

Trust and Confidence To Great deal Unde.:. Never heard 
Provide LeadershiQ and lot SomP. Little cided of him 

% % % % 
Gerald Ford 38 35 22 4 
Edward Kennedy 37 27 32 4 
Hubert Humphrey 34 34 28 4 
Ronald Reagan 32 35 28 4 
Jinnny Carter 24 34 18 9 

George Wallace 22 29 44 5 

I f Carter's rating were to be based only on those claiming they 

had heard of him, his favorable score would be 28%. 

The amount of trust and confidence five of these six leaders 

inspires is strongly colored by partisan loyalities. The one 

exception is Carter, who rates about as well among Republicans as 

among Democrates. In contrast, Ford, and to a somewhat lesser 

degree Reagan, are the Republican's choice while Humphrey and Kennedy 

are the Democrat's. 

% 
1 

* 
* 
1 

·15 

* 



Taking these partisan loyalties into account, a few noteworthy 

points are: 

11 

1. Ford is the strongest a~ong Independents, and is relatively 

strong among Democrats. 
2. Wallace's appeal is limited to a minority among Democrats, 

Republicans, and even Independents. 
3. While Kennedy and Humphrey score relatively well among 

Independents, as well as leading among Democrats, they show little 
ability to attract Republicans. The reverse is true for Reagan. 

4. Carter is the only one to show bi-partisan strength, though it is 
as yet limited in relation the other five, 

Have "A great deal" or 
"A lot of trust" in Renublicans Democrats Indeoendents 

Ford 
Kennedy 
Humphrey 
Reagan 
Carter 
Wallace 

% 

57 
15 
20 
50 
25 
17 

\le: . o 

28 
51 
48 

22 
27 
23 

Although the above six are the only "standouts" of the twelve 

candidates tested, it must be recognized that none of them emerges 

as a leader who inspires trust and confidence among an absolute 

majority. In light of the fact, noted earlier, that few think 

the choice of candidates has improved, the electorate's judgment 

can best be summarized as: acceptable but not what the nation 

really needs. 

% 

40 
33 
25 
31 
20 
24 

In summary, it appears to be an exagerration to describe the electorate 

at large as "cynical". As of now, "disillusioned". would be a more accurate 

term. The seeds of cynicism are evident, ho1vever, and it would be equally 

misleading to conclude that the danger of widespread 1JOSt-Watergate cynicism 

has been successfully avoided. 
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Harris Survey 

Ford's still 
well ahead 
of Reagan 
By Louis Harris 

PRESIDE:'\IT FORD has the support 
of 60 per cent of Republican and inde- . 
pendent voters for the GOP nominaticti. · 
compared ~ith 30 per cent ' backing for 
Ronald Reagan. - - · · 

Despite the closeness of many prima-
. ry contests and several Reagan victo-

ries, Ford has held a two-to-one 1ead 
among repre5ent3tive cross-sections of 
the cowitry surveyed since )!arch. 

However. -.hen those surveyed we:-e .· 
asked which candidate would do a better · 
job on vario~ specific issues . Reagan ; 
emergeci with a lead over the President 
in several key areas: 

On "clear.fag up the federal b•.rreauc-
racy, "· th~ former California goverr.or 
was preferred by 3i per cent, to :n per · 
cent for Ford. One of Reagan's I most 
effec;h·e cam-;,aign thrusts has been to 
tag the President with being part of the 
··wastiilgton establishment." \ 

On '·standi!'.g up firmly to the Sovi-
ets, " Reagan got the preference of 39 
per cent. versus 34 per cent for Ford. 
Howeyer. tl:ere is considerable doubt 
whether t!':.is ic:sue is working for R~.:;.-

gan. 
TJ-:e ?:-~sident goc a '.v:de. ~o. :ier cenc 

to ~o ?er i::ent etl~e for "' workmg ior 
peace ~he ·vorid .... :u:d a 54 cer ::ent -
~o ~3 :,er -:~nt ~e2.d JC ••1r~°9.ing '" he· 
C!.!Untr:.r OU! e:t w~r .. 

FORD .\L.50 led by !3 ;,er c·~nt to ;; 
per cenc on ··:.2nriling the P::i::affi.'.l Ca-
r.al ques~ion." :,y l.7 per cent to ~a per 
cent r:n ··~andling :-el3tions ·v:~h :Zussia" 
and by .;:? per cent r.o 19 ;:er cent on 
--hamiling ~eiations ·.v1th China . . , 

.These f::nding;; :ndicace ?crd· is deci-
si\·e!y •Jut front on the foreign-poiicy 
:ssue. :llthough Reagan man:iged to pul 
him on the defensive. 

Reagan was rated superior by -H ,:er 
cent on "campaigning eifectiveiy ,' '. ver-

N-5 

. · sus 35 per cent for Ford.. However. 
: ·:ask~ ap_out the chances of "winning the 
• . election m_'fove:nber," 53 par cent gave 

;For? the edge. while 21 per cent said 
Reagan was the more likely victor. . 

Reagan and Ford ended un with 33 
r1 per cent_ each on the issue . of "keeping · 
- the military defense of the - country ' 
itrong." One of Reagan's most consist-
ent cri~icisms of the Ford administra- · 
tion ,1as bel?n the charge that the United 
States has slipped · behind the Soviet 
l"rjon in defense capabilities. 

O'.'i THE OTHER issues, Ford finished 
well ahead of his opponent. 

On "inspiring confidence persor.ally in 
'. he White House," Ford led ·with -t4 per 
cent to 27 per cent for Reagan. 

On ·•handling federal spending," Ford 
ied by 51 per cent to 31 per cent. · 

On "handling inflation,' ' the President 
was preferred by -!7 per cent to 25 per 
cent. .-\nd in ·'handling unempioyment , ., 
Ford had an edge of -H oer cent to 24 
per cent. · 

On " restoring integrity to govern-
ment, ., the ?:-e:. ident leo- H per cent to 
::s oer cent. 

Ford was ·preferred over Reagan 0:1. i2 
of the 16 campaign issues tested. Ee 
:ared best on his bandlinz of :he =~ono-
my. :ore1gn µolicy. ~.ifor:s tc ;es:ore 
'.nte?:ty :o gov?.rnmenc. 2nd :he C!aim 
c :lat :'ie :!as 1 Jet~e.1· 1~i1anc'= ·Ji ·.v1nnt:!Z 
:ne -,iet.'!:on i.=i ;-/ovemoer :!;an :.:teagan. -

On a ;Jany-versui:- l:1cependenc :ireak-
-:i,ll':11 ;if ,tose 9oiled. 6:l per cenr. -J i 
,•:::.:li{-and-fiie 3e0uofa:ans fa vor Fxd for 
c:1e GOP nomination. •.•:hile ~9 oer cent 
;iret'er ~.eag:m. :.nd .jfl ;:,e:- :snt of the 
inciepenaents preler Ford ·,\·htie :;o i)t:r 
cent favor Reagan. 

L.\TE LAST .\IO'.'iTH. after Ford 
bounded back in the :'rlichigan and 
:\larylar.d primaries after a ~rring 0i 
losses to Reag:m. the cross-5eccion o~ 
70ti persons poiled were as::.ed this ques-
tion : 

Chicago Tribune, 6/7/76 

•'For t!le Reoublican nomination for 
President this !'ear , if you had to choo~e 
between Gerald Ferd and Ronaid :1ea-
gan, who wou!c be your ;_:il'eferreci 
choice?" " 

The answers , compared ·.vith those of 
earlier polls,... were as follows: 

FORD VS. REAGAN 
RfOUDiican! and in ;!PIMC:rn rs 

Foro ~!agJn tio, surt =,, ant P!r C.!nt Per C.!:'T 

MaY i 976 
.A;ri : 

;o :o ;o 
39 :u 11 

Mace, 
F!bn:an 
Januar/ 
oe~:~b!:' 197$ 
Novemce r 
Segt ! mter 
A1.19ust 

60 :o 1C 

~ '-. 
• Jo ~.1- i J 

j J .!3 !.! 
S.i • ., lJ 
5.3 :J tl 

Nevertheless. among Republican con-
5ervacives , e~pecially in· the South. 
where the Ford lead is only 43 per cent 
t,1 Reagan's 40 per r•ent. the ccnte5t is 
close. 

It is also ciear from tt1e :~irnouts in 
_ the various primaries that Reagan sup-
nca-ters are much more likelv to rnte 
than are . those backing :he ?!:~sidenc. 

TO GET RESPO~DE~Ts· views on, 
the candidates' strengths vr. 5peciiic i5-· 
;:;ues. thev were :.sked ,his auest ion: 

--Between Gerald Ford ru:d Rea!.!3G. 
who di) you chlnk. c::m do a t:ecter .:.oG 0n 
~::::~e ~isc"' ?" 

_.:,, 'J reaKdo•x:1 ,Jt :he ::espGnses ,.:owe::;. 
~::esc 9referer..c~s : 

=1:!~uot •-: ] l"!S • •:.: ·.::ece--~ ?=-i "s 
=·~ru ; .. 3c~ n -:-:, •<. =-~ 

.:i~~ ":?:'Ir :::~, :~.,r -=~r •· ,!11 

"'.e!,,n.; ·~t .:·w:irr, ,;1..,1 ~t :. dr 5~ 

_~ ;.;;~-:~~ ~7:.:':;a~n ;~'"~i~•;}e'~1ber 
...ia1c:i :: i; l"! !arioi1S w,t'l ~,J!=5id J7 

:!~~:!~~ J~~;'f",\f~·-•-t::,,on H 
"<~! crir.q ,,1;~,:ntv ·o ;~,. grnmenr J.:i 

.,d:"10i"l9 ;.~fld l:on .4] 
4 ~ri(,, ., n.:: m~'Tl c:o..,,,?.,r .:A 
· r:s ::11 r: --:j ..:Jr. ; :! '! 'iC! :~r~cr.a:t •, 

· t .•• :-:•t~ :-io:J~e J.t 
..J ,: ·o,i.·-: :,-: ..: 1Js-:ie~! .. o 
KJ?!:: i,,:i· _.., ;•: ~:r1 cefe,.~e if 

:::;n P"'f FrJ•tq :z 
CJi!"'Oa,~;:-,r,g !T"~-:ri-~!Y • .... 
~ ·an_, :,-,: _., f!r;r,1·, ·o rr. ! ~.:, v1! TS ~"' 
r:: ea n1j~ : -::, f!11erJt oured ucr.:.c, ;1 

I -, 

rmcnitt
Text Box



1\ \ 1\ l~Kf I ()!'INION IUSfARCH 

6/ l 0//6 

PRIORITY STATES 

1 2 3 ---·--- ---

Elec- El ec- Elec-
toral toral toral 

State Votes State Votes State Votes 

California 45 Mis souri 12 Connecticut 8 
Illinois 26 Florida 17 Iowa 8 
Michigan 21 Maryland 10 Alaska 3 
New Jersey 17 Washington• 9 Colorado 7 
Ohio 25 Wisconsin 11 Delaware 3 
Pennsylvania 27 Minnesota 10 Oregon 5 
Nevi York 41 Kentucky 9 Indiana 13 
Texas 26 Tennessee 10 North Dakota 3 
Tota 1 228 Total 88 South Dakota 4 

Virginia 11 
Okl ahoma 8 
Total 73 

4 5 
Elec- Elec-
toral toral 

State Votes State Votes 
Ari zona 6 Massachusetts 14 
Maine 4 Rhode Island 4 
New Hampshire 4 D. C. 3 
Vermont 3 Hawaii 4 

7 W. Virginia 6 -----Kansas ~ - rORo',, 
Nebras ka 5 Georgia 12 <:i <'.,..\ 
Idaho 4 Al abama 9 

o:i \ 

Utah 4 Arkans as 6 
i,./yomi ng 3 Louisi ana 10 
r,1on t ana 4 Mississippi 7 
"leva da 3 North Carolina 13 
Ne w Mex ico 4 South Carolina 8 

Total 51 Total 96 



WHAT IOWANS 
LOOK FOR IN 
A PRESIDENT 
Hy (;LENN ROHEKTS 
OinK1or of n.. Iowa Pol 

C10Pvr'1111I, 1,1,, De• -· Reeiller 
and Tribune Company 

Iowans still look for basic qualities 
in a president in 1976, placing a 
high rating on honesty, leadership, 
intellect, stand on issues and ex-
perience in foreign affairs. 

They have less concern about such 
factors as personality, experience in 
Washington politics, family lifestyle, 
age, and religious convictions. 

This was revealed m an Iowa Poll 
taken before the last week's primary 
elections which apparently narrowed 
the presidential field to Jimmy Car-
ter, Democrat, and Gerald Ford and 
Ronald Reagan, Republicans. 

In rating 10 factors in the poll, hon-
esty received a 4.9 rating out of a 
possible 5.0 score, making it the most 
important quality voters are looking 
for in 1976. 

Leadership ability ranks second 
( 4 7) , followed by intellectual capac-
ity (4.5), stands on specific issues 
( 4.2) and experience in foreign af-
fairs ( 4.1 ). 

The second five are personality 
13 .8) , government experience in 
Washington (3.7), lifestyle of family 
!2 .9) , age (2.2) and religious con-
victions (2 .0 ). 

IOWA POLL. 1tijffl.1ffl I 
Men and women in the poll reflect 

about the same rankings, but women 
tend to give higher ratings than men 
to religious convictions, personality, 
f:•mily lifestyle and Washington ex-
J>f'flPncP. 
Ov.-r -6a Preferences 

Iowans over 65 years of age place 
greater weight than total Iowans on 
the factors of age, religious con-
victions. personality and family life-
<;tyle 

Republicans and Democrats are 
f; iirly close in rating the factors, ex-
cept Repuhlican voters show higher 
regard [or religious convictions, 
Washington experience and family 
lifestyle. 

How do these ratings match the 
PPneral image which Carter, Ford 
awl Reagan have projected in their 
; ampRigr,i11g ~o faf? 

Ca rte,.·s ('amoai,m has tended to 

DES MOINES SUNDAY REGISTER 

June 13, 1976 

(744) 

PRESIDENTIAL QUALmES RlllD 
0 ::if ~l,-~~;wrr•, 

':f&'!f .-..liii~Y/ 
·-P:l!IWU 

..... Mtatoitiiilll r· -

~-

1 2 3 4 5 

Question: Using the scale O to 5, with the O meaning not important al all and 5 meaning very im -
portant, how important lo you will each of the following factors be in making your choice tor 
President in 19767 

THE IOWA POLL Is baud on 600 lace-to-lace, ln-hame lntorVlews wllll Iowan• 11 YHrl of a .. and 
- localod In 106 1amp11n9 pOlnll lllroullhaUt Ille 1tato. A _....._ stall of 61 lnt.r 
view..-. -ws a probabllll'I .. mP11n9 melllod Illa! ellmlnlltos lntorVlewer•• cllolce In HiK1lnll P..- · 
1on1 to be lntorVlewed. n.. IOWA POLL wa1 establllllod In 1f4l ea • Pllbllc ...-vice and 11 IPOfl· 
-od bV n.. Del Moines Retliller and Tribune Companv. 

THE IOWA POLL II a ret111tered trademark and al reMll!s are CoPVrifllllod; res,ubllsllin9 or 
broadcasting THE IOWA POLL or Its re1UIII Wlllloul credit lo TIie Del Maines Retll•t..- and Trlburw 
C-nv II prehlbllod. 

emphasize his honesty and leadership 
..ibility - the two factors Iowans rate 
most important. But he has been crit-
icized frequently on two other highly 
valued factors - stand on issues and 
foreign affairs experience. 

The former Georgia governor has 
campaigned strongly on the fact that 
he has no Washington connections, 
which matches Iowans' low rating of 
Washington experience. 

However, another prominent factor 
in Carter's campaign - his close as-
sociation with religion - may have 
little impact here since Iowans rate 
religious convictions as the least im-
portant quality for a presidential can-
didate 
Ford's Image 

President Ford's campaign image 
tends to show him as being open and 
honest and experienced in foreign af-
fairs . But some have questioned his 
in~ellectual capacity and ~eadership 

ability - factors which Iowans con-
sider important. 

Although Ford has abundant Wash-
ington experience, Iowans assign a 
low ranking to this quality. 

Fonner California Governor Rea-
gan's campaign has portrayed him as 
honest, a proven leader, strong on is-
sues and knowledgeable of foreign af-
fairs. 

Reagan has stressed his detach-
ment from Washington politics, and 
Iowans agree that the Washington 
connection is not an important factor. 

Reagan's age has been considered a 
negative factor in his pursuit of the 
nomination, but Iowans rate age only 
ninth among the 10 factors. 

The accompanying chart shows how 
total Iowans in the poll rated the im . 
portance of ten presidential factors . 
with "O" indicating the least impor-
t.ant and "5" the most important. 
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Har is Survey_ 

Integrity 
is· Carter's 
strong suit 
By Louis Harris 
'WHAT THE American · people filld 

. most appealing about former ~rgia 
Gov. Jimmy Carter is that "he i.s _not 
part of the Washington, D.C., e~bli!~-
ment," and that he is a "man of mte~1-
ty." 

N-6 

less privileged people gnd genuinely" 
wants to help them if he beeomes Presi-
dent." 

• By 40-22 per cent, a plurality oe-· 
lieves that "as President, he 1:.ould ilt- · 
spire confidence perS-Onally in the White 
House/' 
· These figures indicate that Carter· is 
beginning to come through to substantial 
numbers of the American people as a 
different type ol national figutt who can 
generate much positive support. 

HOWEVER, AS he becomes a more 
familiar face, S-Ome of the early nega-
tives that we~ raised about him linger: 

• A 48-26 per cent plurality believes 
the charge by his primary opponents 
that ''he has ducked taking stands on 
issues to avoid offending anybody, and 
that is ;1.-:-oog." However, the public has S?me ~oubts 

about Carter. The most ~r1ous is ex-
pressed by the 53-23 per cen_t. r:iaiority 
who "worry some about a poht:c1an -;vho 
savs. 'I will never lie to ;.-ou.' " 

. • By 41-24 per cent, a plurality also 

With the primary season now over and 
Carter driving toward a first-ballo~ nom-
ination in next mont.il's DemOC!"atlc ~-
vention. it is i.nstn1ctive to see !!ow tee 
voters look at the man who may ;veil 
carry his party's ban.l'\er. 

On ~he positive side: 
o A 46-2t per cent piurality admire 

him. for "having the counge not to 
make oro:nises to get votes." 

e &tter than a 2•to-l plurality •,~ 
Jieves t!lat "if he gets ~e D~m~auc 
nomination, :-ie- will :1a•:e dor..e it ~taout 
bein~ oblitated to anyone e:te!?t ~.? 
voters, and that is :;ood." The ser.se 
that Carter is inc:e,;..enc:enc of the u:su'.1:1 
voii-za:ions built up oy asp.ir:ng c~~i-
dates could ser:e him :..'l good sce.ac in 
the fall camoaign. , 

• Bv 42-35 per cenc. a plurality fe!1S 
that Jimmy Carter is ''the ki:ld of ne_w, 
fresh face that is needed in the Wnite 
House. " . 
' • Bv 42-18 oer cent, tile oubllc also 

thinks. that Camr "feel! ceeply about 
- - :-. -- . t 

Chicago Tribune (6/ 17) 

· feels U1at ·'underneath that smile, he is 
a tough and cold-blooded politician .. , 

Aithou;h it is much discussed, Car-
ter's strongly held religious faith dces 
not appear to '.le a decisive factor in_ 
people's judgments about him. 3y 3:-31 
per cenc, with n per cent unable to 
express an opinion, most people do . u0t 
agn!e with the statement that "he i.S a . 
deeply religious man, -..hich is v~ry im-
portant to me this year in d1oos;ng a 
President." 

In the corder states. a 43-19 :;er cent 
plurality agree- with this view·, but :1 
chumping 75-9 l=e:- cent majorit:1 of jew-
ish voters disagree wit..'1 it-

THE H.~'US ~urvev re-cti:tlv 1:i.keti a 
cross•seccion oi 1.431 adults ~ationwide: 

'·Let me read you some state:ne.r,ts 
that have ~n mace acout fo.c::::.er Gvv. 
Ji.111my Carter of C...oqia. For !acil one, 
tell me if you tend to agree or dis~-
gree. ·• 

Election: News 

~OSITIVI 11,t 
,.,,.. 01sune sm . 

l'lf ctnr l'tr cut "" <Ht 
He Is nor part of th W1$lllnq• 

re/I, o. c., tstJtHsr.mtnt1 
!nd tl'lis is ~oi:d~ . . 57 

He is t min ?f ••~h ,nre-iriN. $.I. 
If n, c:ets r:,e C't-iT.ecnt ic ncrni-

inaricn, 1i,e 'Nill /'11v• 10r.e ,t 
wirnaut t>e:ln; eolit;11e<J ra 
inycnt. uctPt the vcrt rs .. 
aod in•rs •11N toed. 17 

Ht ~s ?h t c:,ur11! ,ot to 
rn1i.t ~rcmisl!s r, ;et ·,ot-.s. 4& 

• H! !~t is .:&!:.'IIY 1bout l ess i:rtv-
·0 il~td ;eoolt and genulntlY· 

winrs to ..io 1t,em if nt -
- comes ?r!1ldtnr. •2 
· As Pruidtnl, M would lnsoirt 

c:ontidcnct :ier,ontllY !n U'I• 
White HOUH- «l 

H• is ti':• kind of nt'W--. fru,, 
fact th•t i, ,itt<J~ . in rhe J"" 
White H~Sf. -

H• is I dHOtY ro1rgi011s m••· 
Nnic.''I fs ·rert lm:ortan, to me 
'111s year in dlooslng a P, ... 
idtftl. - 31 

MEGATiV& 
f 'NO<r'f s.,mt i:¢Ut , ,~li tloan 

'M:':0 3a'f1 ' 'f 'NIii M 'lef :if 
fO ) OU.' ' SI 

Hf /1iS ;J;c:X~ r,1(Jnt st,,,ds 
011 iSSUH flt l't'efd ,ttt:,dln4 
1nrt:oc.,, 11"1d rnis is wront. l3 

1Jr.d!rnu1" ils !mi lt. ": t i s t 
ti,ugt, 1nd c;,ld~blOOOe-: :ofi• 
tician. "' 

Ht ;s '°" c:xk'/ 1&cut :,utnq, 
•i-:e -:emocri tic •crNMtion 
,11 loclted uo. :.S 

Nc-1t :Nr .,, is 1enf"q dos.! 
:o i;errlr,g nw naminacion. ,it 
is •ry1ng ro ,;et !n •~OC-C ·Mith 
111 '"'• 11d :clltlc1u1s, t l.fC'T• 

~tic:u,s. Jr.d I.at.er ·ue-
trs ":I Wit~ ·~r"t •i,, ~ld 
,,:lltic:. tnd ·~t Is .vron4. ~l 

He s rco )ious 1r.cs ·en-, .. 
rhan--thou tcaut ,is :-! t,i; l 
~ li~IOUS r.'l•n. 11 

I .jc,n·'! 1?!! c~mplett lY :::.,,_ 
:-,rr-!e•a , . ~,n• J SQ'!.l,r.trn,r 

13 

14 
\ l 

21 . 

1! . 

n 

2' 
lS 

32 

30 
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'Slection: News 

The Harris Survey 

Carter holds wide -lead 
!~ : ., . . . . . ,· • . -~ ! __ < ,· .. - --- ~- ~:;-::- -.. - ·- --~-- --- ::-;.:.-~-:--~-~-:S- ·:J 

over E 9t~J1~g Reagari 
: --•- ·~ •a---...41i.i.-.'• . .-..,r- ._; -.' ,..,.'.:t Ma;.,,.~ ··:C,-.:.,.; ··w ·· •· s(- ~ -· '"-~ --V-~..;;,.~..,___.. . ......,.: 

,-··:-~ ~ -:-::--~ .,.,..~...._ ~ - ,~-... ~-.~-~ _,~ _,;• .. -,,.:, - ·• -~:~·:-:-,."':_ ... ::--" , }':~."!'{' ...... ~t-:, .. - r, -• --~•-•._.. .-r.,t .., .. ":'"'.>~$.,.. .•. !!Ir' ·•~~- - •·~. ~ -:·-·.-~ ... _-·----~ ~-~ •-•. • '-" _1. 

.. By Louis Harris . , .· . ' . · · · .. - i~tered and likel_y voters . is that tr~di- back. to tht: fold under -Carter '_s banner,·. 
· · ' . · ·, · . · :. · tional DemoCI'.3hC groups have ralhed there are two other groups with who~ 

· . WITH ms_ FffiST-ballot: nominat!on '. behind his c~ndidacy now that. the pri- • he 1!1akes. a· · particular.ly · impr~ssive 
now assured, former Georgia' Gov. Jim- mary season is over. . .. ·. . showmg: · • · . -- ·.· 

. my Carter has moved out to a swee_ping • Among labor uni~n members, Car- ,t Amon~ yomg people · ~rider :,o, who·· 
:;~ t., 40 per cent p!ad r>yer President. ter leads -the-President by 6~ to 33. pel" - have not notably, backed Carter in the : 

. Ford._and a .much w~ ~"'"~" ;ier- cent ·cent and.Reagan by 64 to-30 per.cent-. . ·<! S!)ring primaries, h_e is now ahead:by 60 . 
_. marg,n over· former .~orrua · Gov. . • Amcng· blacks, , he: hoids ·a · 11_ to rt " . to. 36. per cent ~gainst 'Ford and by 63 to,; 
. Rona_ld Reagan, acc~r~g to the latest per cent edge over. Foci ami' a 75, 0 . ll .. 30 per cent against ~eagan. _ i 

- H~ns Survey, hel_d m II11d-June.. . - per cent spread over Reagan~---:' •.~ong voters m th~ $10,000 to S:15,- j 
.. .c. The base. of Carter's strength is · his . e Amotig:people. who-view themselves: .. 000 mc~me'_ b_racket,: he is ahead of Foret: 

apparent ability to carry his home arE? as liberals, Carter is-ahead against Ford by a wide 53 to 36 per cent and ahead of:~ 
of the South. He leads Gerald Ford ln by 67 to 27 per cent. and against-Reagan- Reaga~ by 60 to 34 per ~nt. _ . 
the :-,order · states by 08 to 29 per cent by 76 to lS. per cent. · . · Despite Carter's broad-based support, 
and in the deep South by 57 to 38 per a e Among Catholics. he runs well there are some key se~ments of the 
cent . . H~ is ahead of Ronald Reagan_ in ahead of the President by j 3 to -!O per electorate w~~re the vo~e IS cl?~e: ._ 
the region by almost the same margin: . cent and · he beats R gan . a more • In thE: :.fidwest, th~ Pres1aent le-a:. 
68 to 28 per cent in the border states sizable 58 to r ceff. · - tn Georgian by a narrow_ 43 to 46 per-
and 55 to 37 per cent in the deep South. bng Jewish voters, a problem c t, alt~ough Reagan traJ.ls him ~ere 

He is the first Democrat in 12: years to or him in the primaries, Carter- leads 51 to 42 per cent. . .. _ . 
demonstrate . a capacity to win a soil ' Ford by 61 to. 25 per cent and Reagan • Among professional . peo~le, . the~ 
South~ by 70 to 10 per cent. · , · Carter lead over the Presi?ent IS a zµr-

,, · · __.:- _ . row 48' to 46 per cent, but m the case- of 
THE REASON FOR Carter's cur nt APART'FROM THE traditional Demo- Reagan, it is a much bigger 57 to 3& per-

wide lead in this latest poll cf 1,480 reg- cratfu groups who appear- to be coming cent. 

Chicago Tr;_1y, ·, :-, 6 / 24/76 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
WASHINGTON , D .C . 20220 

August 5, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Honorable Michael Duval 
Special Counsel to the President 

FROM: Jerry Thorn~ 

SUBJECT: Balanced Budget 

You will undoubtedly recall the discussion 

concerning a Constitutional amendment requiring a 

balanced budget except during times of emergency. 

A recent Gallup poll shows that 78 percent of 

the people favor such an amendment. 

5-·f-01r; ',, 
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STRATEGY 

POLLING REVIEW 
Gallup (post Dem. 

Convention} 
62 
29 

PRIORIT Y STATES 
(A} 

CONSTITUENCIES 
Base Republican 

Gallup 
8/9 
56 
33 

Ticket splitter s - 2 groups 

Upper Middle 
Suburban 
Rep. Tendency 
Younger 
More affluent /bette r 

educated 
High school and some 

college 
High media intake print 

Conservative economically 
Moderate conservative 

socially 

Both upward mobile 
Both younger 
Candidate oriented 

SPECIAL GROUPS 
Catholic 
Jewish 
Younger 

August 24, 

Gallup 
8/9 
52 
33 

95% 
60-65% 

197 

11,~l~ 
1.f1" 11 

MOR 
8/14 
48 
33 

Upper Working Class 
Upper blue collar 
Lower white collar 
High school educate d 
Dem. tendency 

TV 

Libe ral economically 
Conservative socially 



August 24, 1976 

CANDIDATE PERCEPTION 

FORD 

CARTER 

REVIEW MAPS 

Positive Questions 

Honest 
Decent 

Intelligent 
Political opene s s 
Compassionate/ 

under standing 

Honest/moral Religious fanatic 
Social conservative 
restore traditional 
American values 
Good Democrati 
Economic liberal 

Negative 

Not strong 
leader 

Not decisive 

Not experienced 
Not specific 
No record of 
accomplishment 



August 24, 1976 

THEME 

Trust Ford more than Carter to sit in Oval Office and make 

value judgments for you. 

DESIRED PERCEPTION 

FOR D 

Intelligent 
Competent 
Knowledgeable 
Campas sionate 
Decisive 
Stable 
Even-hande d 
Trustworthy 
Forward-looking 

NEW DIMENSION OF FREEDOM 
NEW FREEDOM 
NEW GENERATION OF FREEDOM 

MISC . 
Break stero type 
Use anti-establishment record 
Ask for support 

CARTER 

Calculating 
Manipulative 
Inexperienced 
No record of accomplishment 
Not specific 
Classic Liberal Democrat 
Soft/fuzzy 
Thin- skined 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 20, 1976 

MEMODANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MIKE DUVAL 

DAVE GERGEN 

Initial Reaction to 
Sindlinger Visit 

--•-a-
(j~ · FO~ .\ (; 
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Mike, there are several important things that 
emerged from the Sindlinger visit which I want to 
give you in a summary form now and I'll expand upon 
later. 

One, the sample we heard was fairly extensive 
but it tilted toward the upper-middle income voters 
and, therefore, we had an overlay of strong pro-Ford 
group responding to us. The net result showed Ford 
ahead but that is contrary to the nationwide polling 
Sindlinger's has been running over the last few weeks, 
most of which shows Carter with a lead of 6-8 points 
with a very, very high undecided rate. 

Two, it was interesting that much of the Ford 
support seemed to be solid whereas the Carter support 
was soft. And there were a number of people who indi-
cated that they might switch over to Ford under the 
right circumstances. There were several Reagan supporters 
who were called and they are all for Ford. The oppor-
tunity here, clearly, is to draw supporters away from 
Carter in the first debate. The danger is that Carter 
will be able to solidify his supporters and draw away 
the undecided during the first debate. 

Three, the key question then, since Ford sup-
porters are hard, is how to break into the ranks of 
the undecided and soft Carter supporters. The major 
point that emerges from the undecided and the soft Carter 
supporters is that they are more for Carter than for 
Ford because they don't think Ford has shown much leader-
ship and doesn't have much of a record. As you know, 
in our preparations, we are heavily stressing the record 
and what he has achieved. In view of what is recounted 

. 
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here, I seriously think we ought to reconsider what 
we have in the answer, for instance, to the question 
of 'Why I should be President". It should not be mv 
record, my performance in office, myexperiences- in 
Washington. Rather, it should be directed at the 
softnesses of Carter which are perceived; namely, that 
he may be very expensive, that his programs will be 
inflationary, that he's unreliable, and that he'll send 
the country down the river. In response to the question 
of "Why I should be President", the point one might 
want to make instead of record, experience, etc., are 
these: 

(a) I am a candidate who will reduce inflation. 
Carter is a candidate who will cause more inflation. 

(b) I am a candidate who is going to lower 
taxes. Carter is a candidate who will raise taxes. 

(c) I am the candidate who is going to reduce 
the size of government. Mr. Carter is a candidate 
who is going to increase the size of government. 

As you can see, this is a very different approach 
but after hearing the polls and recognizing what the 
opportunities are, I am more and more persuaded that 
this is the right way to go. 

Four, we have got to make it very clear that 
inflation causes unemployment. Contrary to Carter's 
view that the way to stop inflation is through govern-
ment spending to create new jobs. We ought to use 
very simple, man-on-the-street language to convey the 
point that too many people in this country like plumbers 
and construction workers have found that they have 
priced themselves out of the market so that business has 
turned bad. What we need to do is get inflation under 
control in order to start jobs up again. 

Five, it is very clear that most people don't 
think that Ford "has turned the country around" on infla-
tion. They think that inflation is still very bad and 
they don't seem to give Ford much credit one way or 
the other. Ford can say "We've stopped run-away inflation, 
but prices are still going up and I am the man who is 
going to bring them down." 

Six, we ought to hit Carter hard on a philosophy 
of spend-and-spend, elect-and-elect, and we ought to hit 
him hard on his inconsistencies and vacilations. It 
is very clear that he is extremely vulnerable on both 
of these points. 

,oRD~>--
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 1, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MIKE DUVAL 

FROM: FOSTER CHANOC~c_ 

SUBJECT: Polling Information on Foreign Policy/ 
National Defense 

Teeter Polls from Market Opinion Research 

1. Foreign Policy and National Defense are low priority issues. 

2. The President enjoys a 5: 3 advantage over Carter on the 
ability to handle foreign policy and defense matters. 

3. The President's advantage is due to incumbency and 
experience. People do not offer a positive reason 
for preferring the President. Therefore, it is to our 
advantage to make this area an is sue if we can articulat 
accomplishments which give people a reason to supper 
the President. 

4. Republicans traditionally receive higher ratings in this 
area. 

5. By a 5:3 margin, people are against defense cuts. But, 
if asked to cut the budget, people agree that about 8% 
could be cut without jeopardizing our security. Forty 
percent cannot place the President on the defense spending 
is sue. Sixty percent cannot place Carter on the defense 
spending issue. 

6. The public disapproves of the general foreign policy by 
a slight plurality. Those who approve have no reason. 
Disapprovers cite : Kissinger ..........••..••• 10% 

Isolationist reasons. .....•• 25% 
Interventionist reasons ..•.. 10% 
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7. In the priority states, we are doing below our normal vote 
with people in the Midwest and West who cite foreign 
policy as an important issue. Those same people do not 
like Kissinger. 

8. The public wants us to be number one and wants to see 
evidence that detente benefits us. 

9. Those who disapprove of Kissinger are on the idealogical 
extremes. The public wants to see evidence of the 
President's running foreign policy, not Kissinger. 

10. The President should not be an apologist for our international 
situation -- Congress is responsible for our defense cuts; 
the Russians are responsible for inflaming the trouble spots 
in the world. 
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National Yankelovich Poll on Foreign Policy 

1. Half of the public see detente benefiting the Russians more. 
Half of the public see detente benefiting both parties equally. 

2. The public strongly agrees that: 

3. 

A) We should not get involved in a country's internal 
affairs. 

B) We should not aid countries just because they are 
anti-Communist. 

C) We should withold aid from countries supporting 
our enemies. 

D) We should not aid corrupt regimes where aid does not 
reach the people. 

E) Our domestic needs should take priority over the 
needs of people in foreign countries. 

,,...--........ 
and/4. f ORD F) We need more cooperation on food, energy, 

economic problems. \., 
The public less strongly agrees that: 

. 

A) We should work more closely with our allies. 

B) Our foreign policy should be more moral (consistent 
with American values). 

C) The United Nations is ineffective. 

D) We should work more closely with Peking without 
abandoning Taiwan. 

E) We must end our dependence on foreign countries 
for raw materials. 

F) We must learn to "get along" better w.th countries 
different than our own. 

\ .,,,,.. 
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4. The public is strongly divide d on the subject of arms sales: 

A) The y favor sale s because of job creation and increased 
international influence. 

B) But, they fear sales which might get us involved in 
another Vietnam and v.bich encourage military 
governments. 

C) Vietnam-is viewed as a dark moment in American 
history and we should never have been there (by 70%). 

5. Seventy percent of the people are worried because the U.S. 
is losing power and respect in the world. 

6. The public will compromise morality for self-interest but 
they don't want to. 

7. The public classifies themselves as: 

Interventionists 
Moderates 
Isolationists 

44% 
3 3% 
23% 



-5-

Potomac Associates National Poll 

1. The general public sees the world situation facing the 
country and the prospects for peace as slightly 
worsening. 

2. Confidence in our armed forces has risen as has a willingness 
to maintain the U.S. in a dominant military position. 

3. The public sentiment for defense spending and military 
bases abroad has increased while military aid, economic 
aid and UN support are decreasing. Those against 
military spending and bases tend not to be our 
constituents (liberals, blacks, union members, and 
under 30). Our constituents do fear that the Russians 
are getting stronger at a faster rate than we are. 

4. Although a large majority agree we should improve 
relations with Russia (trade, SALT, other cooperative 
agreements), few people trust them. 

5. More people think that our alliances are improving in 
the last two years, but they find that they could be 
stronger. 
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Conclusions 

The average voter is best described as a cautious internationalist. 
He is uneasy about the present and the future, and therefore, 
supportive of being as strong as possible militarily. Vietnam 
left a bad taste which on the one hand encourages a desire to be 
strong and respected while on the other hand a reticence to 
become involved. There is no cause in the world which Americans 
would lay down their lives at present. 

The electorate favors more cooperation in the areas of food, energy, 
and economic planning. They want to see us once again standing for 
what I s right in the area of human values. But, they want us to be 
more selfish in our decision-making. 

We are on the right side of the major issues in foreign policy and 
defense but people need a reason to be proud of their country and 
their President's leadership. We must be strong and we must be 
right. Our policy must first protect ourselves and then strive to 
achieve goals for other people which we set for ourselves, which 
ultimately benefits ourselves as well. 

Carter I s thematic approach restores a moral tone which people 
are longing for; to be friendlier with our allies, to stand up for 
what's right, to be tougher on our enemies, and not to get 
where it's unnecessary. 

We must level with the people in the debate: 

1. We must be strong enough to keep the peace. 

2. We must cooperate with other countries where it benefits the United States. 

3. We must stand up for human rights wherever we can so people can 
be proud again. 

4. We must face the fact that it is a hostile and difficult world where 
we must often settle for less than perfection to protect the safety of 
our nation. 



TO: 

FROM: 

October 21 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

MIKE DUVAL 

For -------
For -------xx 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

October 21, 1976 

Dear Cliff: 

Just a short note to thank you for 
sending me the most interesting 
opinion survey of editors. 

I have taken the liberty of making 
copies available to other interested 
individuals here. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

• r arsh, Jr. 
ellor to the President 

Mr . Clifford Evans 
Vice President 
Washington News Bureau 
RKO General Broadcasting 
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue ,N.W. 
Washington , D. C. 2000 6 



1701 PENNSYLVAN IA AVENUE, N . W. • WASHINGTON, D .C. 20006 • AREA CODE 202 965-1500 

VICE PRESIDENT 

WASH INGTON NEWS BUREA U 

Dear Jack , 

October 20, 1976 

I know you wil l find the enclosed of 

interest. This wil l be released tomorrow . 

Mr . J ack Mars h 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

CE/kp 

Regards, 

Clifford Evans 
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CLIFFORD EVANS 

VICE PRESIDENT 

A SHINGTON NEWS BUREAU 

t .. uAGCASTIN G 
1701 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE . NW. • WASHINGTON, D .C. 20006 • AREA CODE 202 965-1500 

OPINION SURVEY 

of 

***EDITORS*** 

of the 

Release at Will · 

MAJOR DAILY NEWSPAPERS OF THE COUNTRY 

on the 

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

* * * 

Jimmy Carter is the stronger Candidate at this time 9Cfo say : 

4Wo say: ~immV Carter will be elected and 45 % say President Ford will 
be elected ( Gib Don't Know) 

55% say: 

68% say : 

Economy is the No. 1 Issue in the Election ; 27% also 
say, Leadership 

Election will be determined by 
Issues and Personalities ... 12% 
determined by Issues. 

Personalities .. ~O % say 
say Election will be 

~/)-~- -., 
Q <~\ 

* * * 

112 Questionnaires were mailed October 7 & 8 

5] Answers were received October 11-19 
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CLIFFORD EVANS 

VICE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON NEWS BUREAU 

17 01 PENNSYLV ANIA AVENUE N . W . · WAS H I N G TON. D . C . 2 00 0 6 • A R EA COD E 20 2 96 5 -1500 

Release at Will 

(Opinion Survey conducted by the Washington ·News 
Bur e au*RKO General Broadcasting) 

Responding to a written Questionnaire, the Editors 

of the major newspapers of the nation see the Pr es id e ntial 

Election as being very close ... Jimmy Carter being stronger 

1'at this time 1
', and also bearly winning the eleGtion . 

112 Qu e stionnaires were mailed to the Editdrs of the 

largest daily ne ws papers in the Northeast, South, Midwest, 

Southwe st and the Pacific Coast. 

51 r esponded and of that numb er, 25 Editors s ay that 

Jimmy Cart e r will win ... 23 othe rs s ay Pr es id e nt Ford will win 

L 

l 
l 

I 
I r 

r 

and 3 Edi tors are und e cided . .. 

In an s wer to the Question, 11 Who is stronger at this time?" .. 

46 s ay Jimmy Carter is ahead, 3 say President Ford . .. and 2 Editors 

believe it's a tie even now . 

Responses came Irom the Editors oJ tllc following daily 

1icwspapcr s: 

Northeast (lG Editors): New York Daily News, Philadelphia 

Inquirer, Harrisburg Ne \1S & Patriot, Camden Cour •i ~r-Post, Syracuse 

N E\V YORK· wJ; ~•.• H t,,tO r\' • LOS A NG E LES· il'J i 1.l-l',li'.i-''H H 1 • BOSTON: Y.'.~C ?, ;.: , r, l'.( t,='S~ f M 
SAN FRANC I SCO: 111,C j.',1 f!.I • WAS~~NGTO ~. DC .: i',G 1,'S ~•.'-! !,' • M EMP HIS : l,rl?O AY -lV 

CHI C AGO : ll l'l'R • FT . L AUDE RDALE : MJ..Y 

( more) 



Surve :, u f Eclilors 

Jicrald-Journal, Provjdence Journal & Bulletin, Boston Hcrald-

American, Buffalo Evening News, Worcester Telegraph & Gazette, 

Pittsburgh Press, Newday, Christian Science Monitor (4 Editors 

asked not to be identified ). 

South (llEditors): The News & Observer of Raleigh , New 

Orleans Times-Picayune, St . Petersburg Times, Orlando Sentinel 

Star, Winston-Salem Journal, Jacksonville Times-U11ion & Journal, 

Knoxville News-Sentinel (1 Editor asked not to be identified) , 
Atlanta Journal, Atlanta Cons ti tut ion, ~liami Herald. 

hlidwest_(l4) : Detroit Free Press , Cincinnati Post , 

Cleveland Press, Detroit News, Indianapolis Star, Chicago Tribune, 

Chj_cago Sun-Times, St . Paul Dispatch & Pioneer Press, Lincoln Star, 

(5 Editors asked not to be identified) . 

Star-Telegram , Southwest (4): Albuquerque Journal, Ft . Worth 

Austin kncrican, Houston Chronicle . 
,,,.......- ..... 

6i•. " 0 t I)'-. 
< ,. 

U CO 
~r 

.:o/ 
Santa Ana Pacific Coast (6): Long Deach Press-Telegram, 

Register, Sacramento Union, Spokane Spokesman-Review, 

Portland Oregonian . 

San Diego Union, 

***What Do You See As The- Key Issue?*** 

In answer to the Question , "\\"ha l do you sec as l11e key issue 

in determining the 1976 Presidential Election?' ', 28 of the 51 

(more) 



. .i·c,a(kastin g"'\\ashington News Bureau 
,"d i to r s 

Editors say, The Economy . i . 14 say, Leadership. 

A number of Editors list more than 1 Issue, but the 

p~i 
,.__ 

following list only The Economy as the key issue which will de- t~~; 
termine the election: Hal Gulliver of the Atlanta Constitution; 

James Hoge, · Chicago Sun-Times; William Sumner, St Paul Dispatch & 

Pioneer Press; William 0. Dobler, Linc6ln Star; Clayton Kilpatrick , 

Chicago Tribune; Frank H. Crane, Indianapolis Star; Robert H. Wills , 

Milwaukee Sentinel; Ralph L. Millett Jr., Knoxville News-Sentinel; 

Fred Flagler, Winston-Salem J6urnal; Claude Sitton, The News & Obser-

ver of Raleigh; ~Jiles E. Sines, Long Beach Press-Telegram; Don Hoen-

shell, Sacrrunento Union; Robert A. Brown, Albuquerque Journal; J.R. 

Nokes, Portland Oregonian; John Troan, Pittsburgh Press; Creed Black, 

Philadelphia Inquirer; Sam, Bornstein, Dost on Herald-American; Charles 

M. Hauser, Providence Journal & Bulletin; _ 

1 .. 

Po-

. ; William D. Cotter , Syracuse Herald-Journal; Robert T. Seymour, 

Harrisburg News & Patriot . 

***\\'ho ls Stronger Now? Who Will Win?*** 

In answer to Lile question , !)Who is sLro11g<~r at thjs ti.me?", 

4G say Car tcr ... 3 say Ford .. . 2 are u nclecidcd . 

In ;111 swc r Lo Lile Question, "Who will win on Elc)ct:ion Day?", 

25 of the 51 Editors who responded pjck Jimmy Carter as the Election 

Day winner ... 23 name Presiclen t Ford ... and 3 make no prcdj 

\. ,. 

-



;-_ij) ,;, ll\'l'Dl 13r1,;,rJc;ast1, r- •v;~sl.i.i,'L<,. l ~;I'-; L 11rcau 
Sui--:,. :. ,;l Edi.tc,r:::, -

Geographical Br e akd ow n: 

Northeast: (lG Editors respond e d) 15 say Carter is stronger 

now, but 9 say Ford will win . 

Sou th: (11 responded) 9 say Caiter is ahead now, but 2 

switch-~7 see Carter as the winner. 

Midwest: (14) 13 say Carter is the leader now, but as to -

who will win, 8 say Carter and 6 say Ford. 

Southwest: (4) 3 say Carter is ahead now, but as to who will 

win, 2 say Ford and 2 say Carter . 

Pacific Co::1.sL: (6) All G say Carter is thG LGaclcr now, but as 

to who will win, 2 predict Carter, 2 predict Ford and 2 are undecided . 

Clayton Kirkpatrick, Editor of the Chicago Tribune, says 

Carter is stronger at this time, but in answ0r to the Question 

"\\'ho will win on Election Day?", 

lean to Ford . " 

writes, "Too close to call, but I'd 

Thoma.<-; 13oa1·d111an o[ lhc Cleveland Press, 

110w, secs Car lc1· a::-; lhc w:innc~r, ''bu L close."' 

Robert C. /\chor n of the Wore es L er Te lcgr ;un and Ga7.et te, says 

(more) 
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that Carter is stronger now , but that Ford will win "br a whisker ." 

Jack L . Butler of the Fort Worth Star-Telegram sees Carter the win-

ner, adding : "Ford is coming--but I doubt that he can make it . " 

Miles E. Sines of the Long Beach (Calif .) Press-Telegram says that 

while Carter is stronger now, the winner on Election Day is "too 

close to cal l." 

The upcoming Debate is emphasized by Don Shoemake r 

of the iliami Herald, Gerald Warren of the San Diego Union and John 

S . Walters of the Jacksonville Times-Union & Journal . 

Shoemaker says Carter is stronger now and will win , but he 

writes, 1 'This does not mean that I will vote for Carter . I am u11de-

cided so far and I think that 15-20% of the voters are, too . Carter 

shows evidence of eating into the undecided and indeJJendent vole. 

But much will swing on the last debate . " 

Warren , who says Carter is stronger now but sees Ford the 

winner adds "I still believe President Ford 

the electorate of his leadership qualities. 

momentum , however, sine~ the second Debate . 

crucial .Ior the President . " 

has time to reassure 

Mr . C::trter has regained the 

The third Debate is /roTi,; 
., . {/ 

I c:-'_, -;.:, ..... :-,,. 
,r-... 
\,~ .(;; 

'. 

J\ n cl \\' a 1 Le 1; s s c es Car i., er the E le c t i o 11 Day w :L n n c r , " i £ no n e w 

dj sclosure or development such as the Pl:1yboy In tcrview surJacc to 

his cmbarr::i..ssment between now and November 2. The thjrd Debate should 

be especially j_mportant to both men ." 

(more) 



On the Key Issue;*** 

Michael J. 0 '.Neill'" of the New York Daily News sees the 

Key Issue as "the public perception of the Leadership qualities 

of the respective candidates." David Laventhol of Newsday says 

"competence :::l!S President." While John Hughes of the Christian 

Science Monitor sees the Key Issue as "economy and personal ·integ-

rity." 

hbrtin S. Hayden, Edi t,_)r of the Detroit Ne\\·s says the Key 

Issue is "taxes and cost of government." But Joe H. Stroud of the 

Detroit Free Press says , · "trust in government ." 

The Key Issue? James Hoge of the Chicago Sun Times writes, 

" state of the Economy and the effect on Jobs ancl Prices." Claude 

Sitton of The Newsancl Observer of Raleigh says, "The economy is the 

single most freqi_tently mentioned issue in my opinion , however, the 

decisive factor will be the voters ' 

style of the two candidates ." 

Wi_lliam 0. Dobler o.f the Lincoln (Neb.) Star Wl'ites, "the 

economy i.s a gut i::-;sue that is hard to put clown. Second to that, 

Con[ .iclc11cc .in Llic ~uvcrnmcnL 01· 
. • I 
l 11 L c r r ., t y • Ford cl <w:-; 11u L ~uJ t c t· 111u ch 

on that , but his party does, a:::; docs all of politics, which L1Vors 

Car tel' as a new face . 11 

Everett D. Colliel' of the Houston Chronicle sees the K8:'i_ Issue 

as "morality <i.nd big government, with taxes being a part of big g 0 vern-
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ment ." /ind Jim Dean of th e S:,nta /ina (Calif.) Register lists, 

"Candiuate Cr e dj_bili ty." 

* * * \\'ho is Stronger at This Tj_me? * * * 

Only three Editors, out of 51 who responded, say President 

Ford is stronger at this time. 

Michael J. O'Neill of the New York Daily News (who then 

says Jimmy Carter will win) ... Edward Tunstall of the New Orleans 

Times-Picayu ne (who predicts a Ford victory) ... and Fred Flagler of 

the Winston-Salem Journal (who forecasts Carter the Election Day 

winner ). 




