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" MR. ZARB: That was one of the options we
examined pretty thoroughly. I don't remember all the
reasons why we came to this conclusion, but we did come
to the concluSion, it would become a revenue raiser and -
not have the desired effect.

That implies that those who can buy a big horse-
~power car, if you put a reasonable tax on it, one that
would not be unconstltutlonal and scandalous, it wouldn't
make. that much difference.

' So, in the alternative, we preferred to go the
way we have with the automobile companies, which says this:
You show us a.plan to get a 40 percent reduction by 1980
model cars, or improvement on miles per gallon. If you
don't do 1t we will ask for leglslatlon to do it.

We think now we have that plan, and we have
their agreement, and we are working out a method where
the Department of Transportation will be reporting
every six months to the American people on progress.

Q Will you elaborate on that agreement for»”
us? What happens if Congress. doesn't relax the Clean
Air Act? Will that agreement then be struck?

MR. ZARB: I think in fairness, that is
correct. The automobile companies looked at the auto
emission requirements and so did EPA, and we all came to
the same conclusion that it was a reasonable balance
of things to effect the necessary savings.

MORE
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Q TWA is saying the price of the passenger
ticket will have to go up 21 percent. Does that fit into your
calculations, and what does this do to the general idea of
mass transportatlon?

- MR. ZARB: Well, mass transportation on-a local
and municipal basis has been somewhat taken into the
calculations, and I will get back to your TWA problem.

I don't want to sidestep that.

The general revenue sharing the Pre51dent proposes
will be. increased by $2 billion, .taking: into consideration
that communities have to run subways and buses and other
calculable energy uses, so we are attempting to make that
right because mass transportation is important to energy.

The airlines are a particular area that we are
looking at. Let me tell you why it is particular., It is a
regulated industry, but that doesn't make it that much
particular because during the embargo we dld some things
with regulated industries and it worked.

The notion of: returnmng certaln things to- 1ndustry
by virtue of tax credit and lowering the tax. rate, which
is occurring here by virtue of the energy program, and the
stimulus program,is very operative if you are making money.
But if your corporation is not maklng money, you have a
whole new subset of problems. :

When you say 27 or 28 percent, you are using a
rather high elasticity rate, because when you use that number,
you are saying because of this increase fewer people are:
going to buy. tickets and as a result you are going to lose
those revenues. We are looking at the airline numbers along
with them and seeing whatnot.

But let me say one more thing on that question.
If we had gone a different route, as some of our friends
here this morning suggest that we might think about, including
rationing, the thing we would be talking about this morning
is who is going to get a 100 percent of requirements and who
is going to get 90 percent of requirements and who is going
to get 80 percent of requirements and the same kinds of
industries would be in for that kind of a discussion.

Q A question about the $30 billion figure you
are using here as the cost of increasing energy prices. Does
that include such things as the likely effect on air fares,
the spillover of just the plane fuel oil costs?
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MR. ZARB: The questmon 1s,‘“The residual increases
by virtue of the $30 billion increase in taxes --" and I am
gomng to ‘have to be less than. precise on this answer, but
keep in mind a couple of things. The oil" 1ndustry is allowed
to pass through only that much which they incur in “extra cost.
There is no markup on an excise tax -as some have 1mp11ed.

Two, industry in total gets returned approxlmately
$6 billion from that $30 billion in other kinds of revenue
improvement measures directly from the energy package, not
including the stimulus package. Now, those kinds of
activities will have an effect on pricing. So, to come to
the automatic conclusion as some have that there is a geometric
increase based on this first set of price increases is
technically and otherwise incorrect, and we have to look at
it from industry to industry.

Q Mr. Zarb, can you give us some idea of what you
anticipate the floor price would bé which the President would
have to protect synthetics and other types of fuels?

MR. ZARB: The question is, "What type of floor

price would we have to set to protect synthetics and other
types of fuels?"

I would answer that question by saying there are
two numbers you would have to look at. When you look at the
outer continental shelf, Alaska exploration and development and
those kinds of near-term and realizable energy sources, you
are probably looking at -~ I am not saying he is going to
set this floor price,because he hasn't decided to do it yet --
you are probably looking at about $7.70.

If you are talking about shale and liquefaction and
coal and coal gassification, if you are talking about solar
or geothermal, then you are talking about a whole new set
of measures, and you don't go with those disciplines using a
floor price. Instead, you look at each individual development
and determine whether the Government can help by way of some
form of guarantee, perhaps, area by area, some form of
subsidy, some form of stepped up research and development.

So, the two categories, which some have called the
exotics and what I consider the mainstream of the future,
including OCS and Alaska oil, you just look at with a different
set of numbers and come to different conclusions.

Q I would like to ask a question concerning the
possible recessionary effects of the energy plan. You gpoke
of a loss of 400,000 jobs if import quotas were placed on
the amount of oil coming in, and since the tariff is
designed to limit the amount of foreign oil coming in, how
do you prevent the same job loss effect?
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MR. ZARB: The conclusions we reached on the job
loss effect were based on an immediate and abrupt limitation
starting tomorrow -of one million barrels a day less allowed
into the country. Now, the benefit of the program that ‘the
President will outline is a more gradual, freer and economic
program for withdrawing it from the economy and you don't
have the same effect. It is the abruptness of the change
that causes the klnd of effect lt did.

Somebody wants to talk ‘to Blll Seidman.
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Q Mr. Seidman, the Congressional package
announced earlier this week contains a variety of measures -=-

MR. SEIDMAN: It is a Democratic: package. We have
a few pecople up there yet, you know.

Q == it contains a variety. of methods or
proposals to stimulate the economy, including low interest
rates, allocation of credit, emergency housing programs.
The President's program is entirely in the tax stlmulus.wf
How does he feel about these other measures?

MR. SEIDMAN: I thlnk an 1mportant part of the
program, which I am sure you have seen, is the question of
Federal spending. When you go to stimulation, there are
two ways to-do:it, obviously.  That is, for Government to
spend more or take in less in taxes. I haven't costed out
that Democratlc program yet, but I w1sh ‘some of you would.

It looks now ‘1iRe the def1c1ts that we are 1ook1ng
at are $30 billion to $50 billion for the two years --
30 and 50 or 30 ‘and 45 ---and those avre very substantlal
by any measure. : :

Adding any number of those kinds of programs that
have been suggested, I think would clearly put the budgetary
deficits at the kind we have not seen in this country and
I think in the long-run, would have to be very inflationary.

Saul?

Q In the State of the Union and in the fact sheet
you talk about high energy prices being passed through and
being largely responsible for the recent inflation. Now,
you are saying that the higher energy prices are not going to
be passed through but by about two percent and the geometric
progresses that others have sought are a mistake. What
is the basis of that?

MR. SEIDMAN: First, I don't believe the Message
says oil prices are largely responsible for our inflation. They
say they are a substantial factor in it. That is a different
thing.

I think if you read the Message as a whole, it says
that past budgetary deficits are a very substantial part of
the reason for the inflation. Certainly the oil is. You
have all seen the arguments among economists and there is
no question but what this increase, though it is nowhere near
as big as we have recently experienced, it will cause an
increase in the cost of 1living.
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Q But only by two percent.

MR. SEIDMAN: That is right, by its direct pass-
through and roughly that two percent would be $25 billion.

Q I have a question for both you and Mr. Zarb.
In the long~term energy package ~- looking ahead =-- why
is. there nothing in there that would increase the use of
mass transit? And I wondered in the economic incentive
proposals that you have. put together, why is there nothing
in terms of specific economic incentives designed to help
the most depressed industries instead of across—the-board
incentives?

MR. SEIDMAN: First, we do have a very substantial
mass transit program, as you know, which the Pre51dent
signed last year. 4 : -

Secondly, you always get down to the question,
if you are going to try to give the consumer more to spend,
do you want to direct him where to spend it or do you want
to allow him to exercise hlS own judgment and will he be
more likely to spend it if you make it so he gets it only
if he buys a car or will he be more likely to spend it if
you say, "Here is the money and: you can buy whatever you
want, really.". .

MORE
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. fd‘ Bux you are dlrectlng hlm on the ba31s of
the prlce 1ncent1ves? ‘

MR SEIDMAN We are, becauﬁe for the longrun”'
fuel and energy is one of the very finite resources on ' -
this globe. Somehow or other we have to use less of it.

It is a nasty business. We are used to going the other
way. : , . Cel L

Neither way, whether you go the rationing way
or the pricing method, is going to be pleasant, but you
are allowing the individual the freednm if you go the
price method. . : e

Q Why wouldn't a new 'Federal program to
stimulate massively a depressed housing industry create
more jobs, quicker, 51nce that is the goal of your program,
than this. tax guf when you don't know how people are
going to spend thelr money? : ,

. 'MR. SEIDMAN: Let's take a look at some of the
numbers., In the first place, the only: thlng that will "~
really get the massive housing industry going agamn is
lower interest rates.u As you know, that is our longest
term purchase and, therefore, interest rates are.the
largest part of the purchase price.

There is no way really to get that industry
going w;thout a fall in the long-term interest rates.
We have had what you might call pretty massive housing
subsidy plans, over $20 billion in the last 17 or 18 -
months. A -

This is a $16 billion tax.cut. . That industry is
so large that, in terms of the kind of numbers you are
talking about, it appeared to us--and again g1v1ng the -
consumer his rlght to decide where he wants to use the
money--that that was the better way to go.

Q - There are no guarantees, as I see your
plan with the automobiles, that Congress is going to give the
auto industry =-- I guess this is for Mr. Zarb -- Congress'
is going to give the auto industry the extension on the -
emission requirements..

. What assurances are there the auto industry is
going to deliver and why not put nonperformance penalties
into your arrangements with the auto industry?

MR. ZARB: The original deal that was presented,
or the original program (Laughter), the original program
or the original deal was simply this: We asked the auto-
mobile companies to come to town.
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We said we want a couple of things, we want
your plan as to how you are going to get the 40 percent
and then we want to develop a monitoring program that would
be made public on a continuing basis by the Department
of Transportation so the Government can analyze what
you are doing and assure the publiec that you are keeping
your word.. » :

I am not implying that they wouldn't, but that
was in comparison to a fiscal or other kind of penalty
mechanism.

I would say this, Ed: If this works and we
do get the kind of reductions that we seem to have
agreement on, and we do it in this way, that seems to
be more like the American way than the old two by four.

Q . If it ddesn't work?

MR. ZARB: The President has already said if it
doesn't work he is going to ask for legislation.

Q How much basis is there for your belief
that we are going to get a million barrel a day decrease
in imports at the end of the year through this series of
energy tax measures if in the past year you have had a
far larger proportionate price increase and have not gotten
it?

MR. ZARB: I would challenge a little your
conclusion based on the fact. Nineteen seventy-four
was about flat with 1973. -In some products they were
under 1973, which was unheard of in the history of
the Republic.

We think if you took 1974 and 1975 together,
we would be up by about 10 percent, as I recall, or
more based on the rate of increase that was occurrlng
in the consumption price. :

If you take a look at what was happening, and
what did happen, and what you thought would happen
if you continued down that road, you would come to the
conclusion as we did, that we could save between 800,000
and 900,000 barrels a day based on these price changes
alone.

I think they are valid and I think we will get
them. S S ‘
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Q  Mr, Seidman, will you please give us a little
better explahatlon of this two percent a year inflationary
factor? Are you talking about on an annual basis in your
inflation impact statement? Does this just apply to the pricing
‘of fuels or does "it take into consideration the rlpple effects

‘ thlS w1ll have on other industries?

MR. SEIDMAN: Thls\takesAlnto effect;'as,besfiwe
can calculate it, theé total one-time increase that this
one-timewincrease in price will have on the cost of living.

~ Q By "one-time," do you mean on an annual basis?

° MR. SEIDMAN: Yes, I guess so, if you want to
say that. It means when you put this in if it all happened
at once, prices would g0 up two percent. :

Q - The fact you dzd not 1nc1ude any reference in
the message to a new wage=-price council, should we interpret
that to mean that you think the present authority of the Wage
and Price Council would be capable of dealing with any
inflationary prices that arise in the coming year?

MR. SEIDMAN: We think the Council is doing a
good job now. They feel they can do the job they have with
their current powers. At any time that that does not appear
sufficient, we will ask for more. But at this time, it
looks like it is doing the job. -

Q I would like to ask a question on the price pass-
through and whether there is going to be any multlpllcatlon
effect. Companies don't price products generally on the
basis of after tax income. They price it on the basis of
cost and mark-ups and this sort of thing, and in addition,
you -have a circumstance in which you are raising the CPIL,
which is going to result in wage increases through escalator
clauses.

Why, under those circumstances, do you argue that
this will be just a two percent direct effect and there
will be no later indirect effects?

MR. SEIDMAN: I didn't say that that was so and
if you take the two percent and multiply it out, it comes
to more than the 18, but the point of the matter is how
companies cost depends entirely on what their markets are.

In many cases, if the market does not allow for
that increase, the companies may absorb some of it. The
other side may be that they will get it with their normal mark-
up. Often they will get it with no mark-up. There is in the
figure that we have some 20 or 30 percent excess there.

MR. NESSEN: We have been at it about an hour and
I think a lot of people will want to file. There are a whole
series of briefings.
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Q I have waited a long time to ask a question.

- MR, NESSEN: Ted, everybody has had it for about
an hour or more. o ' , )

: There will be a whole series of brieflngs actually

' stretched over the next month. If everybody wants to go file,

you can go file and maybe we will take another five minutes

of questions. Let's let the people who want to file go

and then we can quzet downAa Ilttle blt.i
Ted is striving desperately to get hlS questlon in,

Let's have about another five minutes and let a little bit

of this sink in. These people are going to be available

and a lot of other experts are going to be available. We

are g01ng to have a whole serles of brleflngs.

Q The question is for Mr. Seidman. With the
stimulative effects of the $16 billion 1974 rebate, will
the effects be greater, less or about the same if it is
concentrated in the lower and mmddle income famllles rather
than 12 percent across-the-board° ‘

MR. SEIDMAN: ‘First, it is 12 percent, as you know,
up to $u0 , 000, C o

Again, you have to study ‘'what has happened in the
past, looking at 'what our problems are in the economy.
Obviously, the slowest 1ndustrles, ‘the ones hardest hit
are the big ticket industries == the appliance, automobiles,
television, many others, housing ~- and therefore, going
higher on the economic brackets may well produce more.
purchasing in those areas than ‘sone of the purchasxng that
mlght ‘be done 1n the other areas. , ‘

I thlnk,'ln looking at the'tax‘packages;,yoq,have
to look at ‘the fact that the second, the energy-related
package which adjusts for this inflation and which is
longer term, not just this one-shot, and would go in with the
withholding tables belng changed as soon as it went in, would
move very strongly in the dlrectlon of helplng the lower
income people where spending would be perhaps on a dlfferent
type of product.
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Q.  Mr@ﬁZé£5, how muchﬁdo you expect thlS to
increase domestic production of o0il and why? Lo

MR. ZARB: That is a very good question, and ;
will ask you to refer to the charts in your package, which
I haven't used, and the chart maker is very unhappy

with me because I was supposed to. You all have one of
these. ’ '

We have set out a chart, both short-term and
long-term effects of the actions we intend to take. If
you will look at the long-term effect chart, which
starts out "affects midterm program, 1985," there is the
answer to your gquestion. If you want to know why, I-will.
have to get into each individual area.

Q Does your excess profits tax, does: it not
take away from the producer who would otherwise want
to produce more 0il? Doesn't it leave him making the
same profit and, therefore, why would he expand his .
production?

MR. ZARB: It does year one, as I have said. I
will bring it back again to last year's discussion with
Ways and Means. The ultimate conclusion was that over
some unit of time -- and you.can pick four years or
eight years that have been under discussion -- windfall
profits would phase out and the world price would prevail.

Obviously, the conditions of the world price
are going to effect when that ultimately occurs, but the
mechanism provided a means by which the price of domestic
oil from $5.25 to go up to $7, $7.70, and whatever the
appropriate equilibrium price was.

v The certalnty of whatever those numbers are,
the certalnty of depletion questions, the certainty of
plowback, which is a factor, once those issues are settled
and are written into law, then we are going to get people
out there putting money into more exploratlon. :

As it is now, we are getting a lot of exploration.
We have more wells drilled than we have had for a long,
long time. The curve on the chart went way up. "
when the price changed. I have given you these numbers
and they are based upon the kinds of actions we have
taken,

Mr. Seidman would like to talk about that.

Q One question. Why would a further increase
in prices increase the amount of exploration? There is
already a limitation on the amount of equipment available
now.
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MR. SEIDMAN: That is a fair question. There
is a fair amount of restriction with respect to constraint
with respect to equipment. That prinecipally runs to rigs
and pipe. I think pipe is coming under control and we are
going to be doing some thlngs here in short order to help
the rig situation.

I think;we can remove thatfrestraint with some
good actions over a period of time.

I will ask the question: How much does it cost
to go out and drill a lot of dry holes in the Atlantic
outer continental shelf? As you go further into
these frontier areas and begin to question the current
cost, today's cost of drilling to explore and to find oil,
I think the ratio now is ten holes, one wet and nine dry --
that's pretty close -~ the costs have increased substan-
tially and when you do it in less and then have to
deliver it down hqre from PET-IV, for example, the
price changes.

Q  You said that if the world price of petro-
leum falls, we would set a price to protect Project
Independence. How high do you expect that floor will
have to be?

"MR. SEIDMAN: I can't give you a technlcal
answer to that question that I could now defend based
on good economics because that work is not yet
completed However, the Pre31dent has asked fpr a paper
on that 1ssue as soon as the work is completed.

But he does want the authorities to require -
the President to set that prlce. We have had testlmony
over the last year, pretty much,. by our economic people
who env1smon that number being somewhere between $7 and $8.

I think the $7.70 was one somebody settled on
because they dldn t want to make it $7 50 because it sounded
made up. : :

Q Could you go a little bit deeper into the
natural gas deregulation and what the 37 cents excise tax
would mean? We all want average figures today, so if you
have got it, flne.

MR. SEIDMAN: 'I think the average means something
like about a 30 percent increase for natural gas.
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Q Can I get back to a question .about whether a
10 percent increase in retail prices will really save a
million barrels a day? Are you talking about saving a
million barrels of the current level, or what some projection
is for the end of the year? Can you guarantee a hundred
percent that a 10 percent increase will make that sav1ngs,
or do you have some reservations about that?

MR. SEIDMAN: You have two questions there. We
talked about this before. The savings were set at a level
of anticipated consumption based upon real Troika estimates
80 everybody could see exactly what formula was being used
to achieve what level.

The first cut was an antlclpated level of 6.7
million barrels by the end of 1975, meaning.our target would
be 5.7. But, in our first generation of reports, we had
a footnote that said we would readjust that target based on
new issues of the Troika estimate.

Obviously, if the economy turns around like that,
Wwe may want to readjust that target level, but it will be
a real million dollars from a point which we would be at if
we didn't take these specific actions,

Q Are you posxtlvely'convlnced that this small
price increase, relatlvely speaking, will cut a mllllon
barrels?

MR. SEIDMAN: I am convinced these actions in total,
including our Elk Hills, including our coal conservation
act1v1t1es, will conserve us a million barrels by 1975, if
we get the total package. I really am. :

I pointed out earlier that the President is
committed to stand behind that program by having us fine tune
the system using export controls if they are necessary to
make the program successful and somebody has import controls.

Q Mr. Seidman, in your budget estimate, sir, on
page 20, which has spending at 314 and 349 resPectlvely, do
these spending estimates include all of the net savings you
propose from the October 8th message and from the subsequent
proposals that the OMB made and the ones that you say you
are going to make? :

. MR. SEIDMAN: They are the President's budgets.

Q They would be 17.1 billion higher if you don't
get any of that?

MR. SEIDMAN: That is right, you would have a
$360 billion expenditure. The speech points that out
specifically.
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Q Sevehigeh’would get you to 3662
MR. SEIDMAN: Well, about that.

Q The President is asklng standby authorlty
for gas rationing, among other things?

MR. SEIDMAN: . Yes.

Q Why didn' t ‘he mention that in the State of
the Union Message?

MR. SEIDMAN: Because there has to be some
limitation on the many, many things he is doing in both the
economic and energy area,and in good conscience, we thought
maybe we shouldn't subject people to the total load, as they
say. :

Q Why is he suggestiﬁg ratiohing completely?

~ MR. SEIDMAN: No, he has not. The rationing is
there in the event of an embargo. That is the reason, and
he says that.

. MR. ZARB: Let me add to that. He did address the
ratlonlng questlon in his speech. He said that he looked
at rationing, it didn't achieve the desired results and it
had inequity and residual results that he just thought were
unacceptable,

" MR. NESSEN: The thmng about the standby on the
rationing bill, that is a whole little package to deal
with emergencies like a new embargo. And I think he
mentioned in general terms that he was going to ask for
steps to deal with a new embargo. It is not to deal with
the day~to-day or year-to~-year problem of cutting down on
imports. - It will deal with an emergency.

Thank you. ’
- Everybody here will be available and their staffs
will be available and my office will be to help you in further

ways.

END (AT 10:13 A.M. EST)



MEMORANDUM - -

January 15

MEMORANDUM FOR RON NESSEN

FROM: = JOY CHILES

THE WHITE HOUSE
E WASHINGTON

1975

Re: Reaction to the President's Economic/Energy Speech

" The last count of telegrams and phone calls from time of the speech
Monday mght to just before the SOTU today was:

TELEGRAMS

PRO 200
CON 224

COMMENT 109

TELEPHONE CALLS:

PRO 105
CON 146
COMMENT 16




Econ speech since Mond. night

PRO

113

per Pat Strunk




MEMORANDUM

o’
THE WHITE HOUSE
WA;HINGTON
January 16, 1975
MEMORANDUM FOR RON NESSEN
FROM: JOY CHILES
Re: Public Reaction to the President's two speeches this week

MONDAY NIGHT ECONOMIC/ENERGY SPEECH (TOTALS)

TELEGRAMS & MAILGRAMS

PRO 267
CON 385
COMMENT 176

TELEPHONE CALLS

PRO 113
CON 153
COMMENT 12

SOTU (as of 10:30 a. m.)

TELEGRAMS
PRO 128
CON 66
COMMENT 30

TELEPHONE CALLS

PRO 41
CON 19
COMMENT 9

The unfavorable reaction to the SOTU is a mixed bag some of the break-down
was 1. oppostion to new fuel/gas tax, feel it is inflationary and will take back
what the tax cut will give. Some people favor price controls or gas rationing,
2. Social security limited to 5% increase, 3., Environmentalists concern,



January 23, 1975

TELEGRAMS AND LETTERS RESPONSE TO:

Economic and Energy '""Library'' Address - January 13

PRO 840
CON 1,707
COMMENT 777

SOTU - January 15,

PRO 711
CON 1,569.
COMMENT 609

Press Conference - January 21

PRO 139
CON 158
COMMENT 13



Ron - these figures are from the comment office...
. telephone calls for the indicated time period,
- /“
. THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

joy

Jan. 27, 1975
JOoy ——

These are the totals for the week
of Jan. 20-24,'75.

Pro Press Conf.---19
Con ~==25
Comment -——14

Pro SOTU~-~-2
Con SOTU---1

Pro NBC interview---#¥" 20

on ———g /50

Pro GF's Econ program---41
Con ---9

Pro GF's Energy program---46
Con ~==9

Pro fuel tariff---19
Con ---89

Pro gas rationing-~-57
Con ---34

Pro tax rebate---3
Con -~-=8
Comment —-———1

s

:’I@




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 28, 1975
Jack:

A Mr. Grady of the Philadelphia
Bulletin called me today to get the

mail count on reaction to the President's
economic proposals, I told him that

we kept track the day of and several
days following the address but didn't
have a current count.

Roland Elliott gave me the following
mail & telegram count on reaction
to the President's SOTU:

) Gacf /2 30
PRO 1,355 !

CMT. 1,475

CON 3,125 /:..-95’ 7§

What should I do? The figures aren't so
hot. Grady has been in contact with many
. offices or;_the Hill.

}
}
t

;
|
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 12, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: SEE DISTRIBUTION
FROM: BOB MEAD ",
SUBJECT: President Ford's ""Library' Speech

The television ratings are in for the President's economic and
energy speech which he delivered from the Library on Monday,
January 13. The A.C. Nielsen Company reports that 81.4 million
people watched that broadcast from 9:00 p.m. to 9:25 p. m.

Our records, which go back to 1970, show this to be the highest
Presidential rating in that five year period -- outscoring the
former President's announcement of the Vietnam truce. {(Ironically,
the runner-up in this period for ratings on TV was the Gerald Ford
nomination for Vice President which shows 79 million viewers on
that night.)

DISTRIBUTION:

Ron Nessen:*
Dick Cheney
Terry O'Donnell
Tom DeCair
Paul Theis
General Adams
Jerry Warren





