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~ " Committee for the Re-election of the President

E : © May 23, 1972

MEMORANDUM

FROM:® , . TED J. GARRISH

Priority Arcas for Drug Programs

SUBJECT:

As we discussed by telephone, this memorandum will outline those
areas of the country where some special emphasis of the adminis-
tration's drug programs would aid in improving public perception
of the President in handling this problem, and eventually will
“help the President's voting strength.

Determined to be an
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MEMORANDUM FOR: . THE HONORABLE MYLES J. AMBROSE -
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Regardless of the record, the President is seen as significantly
less able to handle drug problems than his opponents by those who

- are able to rate the candidates:

Ratings of Candidates

Handliug of Drug Problems

No
Positive Negative Opinion

g

Nixon 38% 55% 7%
Muskle-/ 33 13 54
Kennedy 49 26 25

As you can see, the above table shows a higher percentage of negative
rating than positive for the President's handling of drug problems.
On the other hand, the Democratic opponents receive considerably
more favorable ratings than negative. This identical finding was
also evident in a Louis Harris issue poll conducted in October, 1971.

y At the time our studies were conducted, Muskie was the President's

L strongest opponent. The issue data changes very slowly and

5 although Muskie's position has eroded significantly since this

: . study, the data is still useful to provide comparisons against

| : the President on issues. Up-to-date information on the top

Vo contenders will be collected in our second wave of research.
Q ' Other research leads us to conclude there has been very little

{ change in the President's ratings on the handling of drug

) problems over the past several.months,



The President's rating varles considcrably by geographical -area and-
1 have attachod a priority list (scc Attachment A) of those areas
. we would suggest where special ermphasis would be most productive.

.‘\ Several criteria were used in seclecting the priority areas. First,

we considered those areas where the President's ratings were signif-
icantly worse than the national average. Second, we limited our
list to those areas where we felt additional effort would improve  °
the President's voting strength, giving special weight to those
states with large electoral votes. Areas of the country where the
President was far ahead or behind in the trial heats were not in-
cluded in the priority list. I have.also included two lists of -
those cities in your 35 target areas where the program w1ll be 1ess
beneficial. (See Attachment A,)

The following three areas requlre”special attention.

New York City (and suburbs)
Philadelphia
Baltimore Metropolitan Area

In each of these above areas, two-thirds or more of the voters give
the President a negative rating on his handling of drugs. In
Baltimore it appears that the drug problem also contributes to the
President's low rating on the handling of crime and may partially
account for the high mention of crime problems in the Baltimore area.
Each of the priority areas would benefit from any promotions which
explain the existing drug programs, especially those which tie the

.) President to these programs. For your reference I have included this type of
£on 7 ool Lao Lo vas Bl d o e omse 3 h
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Personal appearances in the priority areas by surrogate speakers
would also be beneficial. Van Shumway of our press section and
Bill Novelli associated with the Committee and the November Group
could provide assistance.in developing your programs and obtaining
additional publicity.

Generally, the public should be responsive to federal governmeﬁt
programs. 467 of the voters view the federal government as the one
most responsible for solving drug problems.

Those Most Responsible
to Solve Drug Problems

Federal Governnment . 462

State Government 18
Local Government 20
Schools ' 15
Parents 43
No Opinion 8

. The analysis from a Louis Harris poll regarding drug abuse is also
attached for your reference. (See Attachment B).

, Following our second wave of polls to be completed July 15, 1972,
./3 I will provide an update of the findings outlined in this memorandum.
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Special Area Priorities
To Improve Perception
of the President in
Handling Drug Problems

New York City and suburbs
Philadelphia Metrxo

Baltimore Metro 1
Saa Francisco/Los Angeles Metro

Portland Met

Newark Metro

Austin Metro and Mid-Texas
St. Louis Metro

San Diego Metro

Milwaukee Metro3/
Dallas/Fort Worth Metro
Cleveland Metro

_ Pittsburgh Metro

Secondarily Monterey, Santa Barbara,
Sacramento and Stockton.

Secondarily rest of New Jersey.

Sccondgrily Racine/Kenosha.

ATTACHME'IT A

Citics Where Drug

Program Will have
Som.: Effect But
Less than Priority
Areas

Indiunapolis, Indiana
Buffalo, New York
Chic.igo, Illinois
Cinc:nnati, Ohio

.Coluibus, Ohio

Detinit, Michigan
Housuon, Texas

Kansus City, Missouri
San /ntonio, Texas
Seattle, Washington
Rochuster, New York
Toledo, Ohio

Cities Where Drug Abuse
Program Has Only Small
Effect on President's
Overall Voting Strength

Atlanta, Georgia

Miami, Florida
Washington, D.C.
Albuquerque, New Mexico
Boston, Massachusetts
Denver, Colorado

New Orleans, Louisiana
Phoenix, Arizona















