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INTERVIEW WITH ROBERT TEETER

My research indicates you've been polling in presidential races
longer than anyone currently in the game. Jeb Magruder's book
describes your groundbreaking work for Nixon in 1972 -- was that

your first presidential contest? Q Lo
Mar

It depends. I kad Fest Ket Opinion
Research at the end of 1966 they were
doing the presidential polling for/Romney zlz—om» while he was
viable. kI was associated with it in a fringe way, but you
couldn't say I was a strategist or anything like that -- not like
in 1972.
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How has polling and the role of the pollster changed since that
period? How did the Bush operation differ, if at all, from .
previous survey-research teams? fo sk oS
P L h~(¢ﬂé?ﬁh~ﬁ£
Conceptually, I don't think it was “het differgnt. Polling,
from 1960 and particularly from 1972 on, has served the same
basic purpose. Polling gives you the information/about where to
focus your resources, where is the undecided vote, where you're _g,
ahead and behind and wbo the Lndec’dods are. -2ad, At /gives you
Iofersmetior—To order to—teiler—tlhe ge, information about the
issue concerns of the voters and thde,. perceptions 95 the
candidates.
—X=4#, there have been major refinements over time:
-- the ability to collect information faster;
-- collecting a continous flow of data, in terms_of tracking,

designs (which we were the first ones to do, in 197%);
-- the ability to use various kinds of multl—gfacéjgﬁgaysis;and
; : ¢ 3 ;s
ec

-~ the computer software available to analyze the data éa*“l““"‘ J%

All those things are very important and allow you "
results. In 1968, surveys were almost all personal interviews,
where you had to go out irkthe field and get the interview. By
1972, when we really began to do telephone tracking, éﬁat was an
1ncred1b1e advancement.

All of those things have changed dramatically, and are much
more sophisticated. But, in terms of what polling influences in
the campaign, the truth is that you still do it £for the same
reasons, and it influences the same things. That's why I think
sometimes the role of polling in campaigns gets a little bit

overbl owns— Remélomee Privmelq 4’A/ v
In the 1988 campaign we focusedloiﬁstatevu The—asentiriTeS-

we~&r&—drff€rent—was—that’tﬁe Reagan 4 1980 and 1984 used
more national tracking datay im—e=der to tailor their message; Me

used Drobably more state a&é—e%ee%e*a% data. Remembher +eoo.

that in 1984 Reagan was =met—ima—*tt

x_., eentested—Tace




You were a senior adviser to the 1984 Reagan-Bush campaign. Had
you done a great deal of presidential polling in 19802

v
Yes, guste—e—2it I had pol‘éd for Bush in '80 azz&:zzaﬁly
+=2h Jim Baker and I were the Lz f people who went over to the
Reagan campaign. We did some generalt+election polling,
subcontracted from Dick Wirthlin and under his supervision.

Can you list for me your duties for the Bush effort? It seems
your role was far more than that of a conventional pollsterkt’0<

.

et e
We had t&&’c 6 grozf ZSt of the time in the gi;1y goin --Hq~~¢‘,/

£ i 11y Lee Atwater and I wereVresponsible #i.oves¥

pogetler for the strategy. We worked it out, figured it aut __and

talked—+to—each other five, siw . seven times every day on—the fl‘lﬁvaw

'\'P\n"\o == _We yere a'lways 1 = M
Then, basically, we d1v1ded

was responsible £for the me=sage

responsible for the design an exseetmy ©

voting analysis, a=sl the lSSue research/
s = %

lementation of 4dit. 1I
e campiagn. I was
f the pollinq,a:d e
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policy developmente £ = h_ positions and
peiiteies— =5 @uerseeito—the—worit—<deone by Debhi e—s%ee%ranT‘Bﬁb
7oeTliiclk and Demmis—Ress. And ohuicusley 1T yas-Tesponsinle Tor alre
speech writin ~-- gettin those policies written into the
speeches and enunciated -- working with Peggy Noonan, Bob Gracy;TLrLGZfJ;_
Dewnd Te¥ and others. ., sie

Asey I wes responsible), together with Roger Ailes,in the

orchestration of the advert131 g¥ --/what was on the air, when Py

where our buys were, and how large our buys were; That's what
Janet Mullins did for us in the general election. 4o -/.‘,,?,91.7' ,/fz, sl

What is your version of what happened in New Hampshire at that
pivotal Saturday meeting, February 13, when he gave the OK for
the "straddle" ad? Some of the published accounts have the Vice

President reacting sharply to some poll numbers you gave him
about Dole.

First of all, I don't recall him ever getting mad at me. o etk

The fact is we did not ewex do an olling, that—week. . thote Laad
0 G e 18 »4 /
So you were getting poll data from other sources? po Oll ,/ lﬂv /On’ I
4
We were living off the public polls. The spending

limitation was so severee«We had to assume that, going into the
New Hampshire week, we were behind or no better than even; we
had to give them everything we had in order to win. We kept
hearing about public polls and other people's polls coming out
during the week showing us behind. We knew that we'd gone from
being eight or ten points ahead before Iowa to, if you listened
to the polls, seven, eight, or ninerbehind. ~ pointe

We™d said, let's embark on a strategy that says we've got to
overtake -- it's a two-man race and we've got to beat
him. It didn'k make any difference to us if we knew we were two
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points behind or one point ahead. What the hell good is that to
us? It's not going to change our behavior -- so, let's save all
the money we had and put it into operations.

What do you see as the two or three pivotal events of that week?

Lee and I have talked about this -- there were many things
we did in that week, all of them important. But the key
strategic cdecision was made early -- en—the—weyupthrere—ead the
day we went up7&evto focus the folks in New Hampshire on the two
leaders. Remember that, b¥~an;»eer%s, we were ahead before Iowz.
I slways feli 4+ T = a, a2 week

ten days before, there were enough neon’e who had, =
nronens’ty to vote for Bush to win.od e fcd Ho ch‘ tlom bacle.

So, New Hampshire was not a case o0f goin into a place
locked against you. We'd lost some peopnle over Iowa -- we needed
to get them back. They liked Bush. We—had o convinee—itbem
shat he was 2 caond cuy -- W knew we had a market we could appeal
tof. Next, we focused them on Dole, made it a Dole-Bush race and
==aly draw#* sharp contrast between the two. To those people
who feslly liked Bush befcre, we'd say, "Lock, one cf these

i going to be our nominee. Here's what's right about Bush
s wrong with Dole."

Did you feel that, at some point, Dole would crack?

li-. U:"”L"./ 6//P

No, I didn't,
election.

How do rate in importance the Sunday debate at St. Anselm's
College on February 14? You had a good performance by the Vice
President, Kemp coming on strong, and Du Pont challenging Dole to
sign the no-tax-hike pledge?

It was important, but we had the th'1 rollin our way
before that. I  think the Vice Pres*de 8 campalgnlﬁg, his

-- and then the debate. They all fit together, and without any
one of them we might not have made it. I don't see the debate as
overwhelming in that regard, but it did take away Dole's chance
to get his lead back. I really felt by the end of that next day
we were probably about even. ,h

What was £frightening was hew Dole, on th day before and
the day of the New Hampshire primary, acted like a guy who had it

won. The afternoon before the election, he went around and
visited his own headgquarters. I knew Wirthlin was polling for

him, and Wirthlin's a good pollster. That gave me, frankly, as
much concern as anything,T—hknew—sbeut. There wasn't anything to
do about  it. It was always one of those cases where we had a
strategy, we stuck with it, and for seven days there just wasn't
anythingyyes—ould do.
else v

The Bush campaign received some of its toughest criticism from
April, when Bush clinched the nomination, until his speech in



New Orleans. How do you look back on that period, seen by the
press as a dead time when Dukakis built his huge lead?

From Ao*i‘i;;z?M?Zé re was a feeling we c¢ouldn't sustain a
high level of interest/#%% the public, hold the center stage Ior
all that period of time. We had to go at partial speed --
continue to campaign during the final primary months and

3 money and time in states where it would pay us some

dividends in the general election. Bush #weuld spen® time in
California and New Jersey, -evenr—though—the—srimeriTs wesea't
centested. He'd xesllx not try to dominate the national news, but

invest that time in tkese key electoral states. That was the
first phase of of our preconvention strategy.

From June forward, =< particularly between the conventions,
we used the time to begin layin out a base of Bush issue
positions.

And also to attack Dukakis. The Houston speech to the Texas
state convention was the first time he really took off after the
Governor -- June 8, to be exact.

the contrast. That—was-t L Ttex

iz prim > He gave a similar speech in Colorado.

be strategy was to use the period up to California and New

ersey to simplysshow—up and —try—to gain some ground in those
1mpor-ant states. Then after that, two more phases.

One, Dukakis and Bush at that poin were seen{both as nice
guys, - he—pre in hig. We T&—=cally sharpen it up

and say, "Look, these are very different candidates. They may
be fine fellows, but their fundamental ideas and positions are
very, very different from each other."

Two, we then went to a period iz—=id-swmrer where we weslly %uaﬁ

He started to draw

did——stalte out a whole series of policy positions, meayef—them——ea
the——second—ievel—=tsswe= -- for example, the July speech in

Albuguerque on child care. There were a whole series of Ehesaaﬂu“?““”/
It was during this period that Bush clearly became the candidate : Z&
of ideas.
If you recall, the press was nailing Dukakis, saying that he
had no ideas, where were his positions -- and Bush was coming up
with all this stuff. We were doing something to a greater degree
than I ever thought possible -- getting credit from the press
that we were the guys who had something to say. We were grinding
out the proposals, trying to stay one foot ahead of the pack all
the time. That's when our issues and policy people, I think,
really did yeomen's work for us. Even between the conventions,
we were still unloading significant policy positions.

Even at this late date, Bush still was personally holding back
until the convention to break away from Reagan. How did the Bush
campaign strategists deal with this?

There were two key thoughts along that line. One #het—F'4&-
1 s rsued—with—3ush— was @ ™It's not so much breaking from
Reagan and being different from Reagan, as it is stepping out on




your own. The goal we're trying to meet here, the hurdle we're
trying to jump, is for you to be seen as someone who is the
Republican candidate f£for gre51dent -- independent, in your own
rlght a—petential Prestdent—cf —the—Tnited—St=tes. Whether
you're sometimes the same as Reagan, sometimes different -- all
that doesn't make any difference. What we're really interested

in, is making sure that Deople see you as 1ndependent someone on
your own, not simply Reagan's Vice President.

Bush agreed with that. We debated—ea—lot internally about
whea—that wmoment wag, HEe went into it always with the instinct

that the convention was the right time. There were times when we
talked about doing it as a follow-up to the Texas and the
Colorado speeches in June. : "This is the time

~- the primaries are over, and I'm not going to be vice
‘Bre51dert any longer fex—at1€35t not @3 —muchy. I'm going to be
the candidate, the Rebubli can candidate." 2.l

Then, &t as we we{;/fgelﬁg our lead during the
early summer, we debated about doing“ between the conventions or
at different times during the summer. But, it rezally was Bush's

basic instinct not to do it wuntil the convention. He would use
the convention and the acceptance speech for that purpose--
which ebwiousty worked masterfully.-He gets the lion's share of
the credit for that.

Going into the general, you were in an unusually good situation,
where you had a convention acceptance speech that was made to

order for some really good ads. Had you planned for that
beforehand?

waa—
No. We didn't know before Bush gave that speech :in New
Orleans that it would turn out to be as good as it or as
useful to us. Our policy was for Sig Rogich and his team to £ilm
everything that was important Nobody knew until after he gave
the speech how good it was éaé and the others loocked at the
film, and there was a whole set of ads there.

In preparing for the 1988 general election, what special problems
did you see in terms of polling and strategy that had to be
overcome? What lessons that you'd learned over the previous four
presidential cycles were important to this election?

The first thing feu had wene——e—eeﬁeéfr—ﬂyi unique challengey

we hadn't faced before -- £e= caampLE“‘ﬁhefe you had the Vice
President iy ministratior running for President.
Nobody in our lifetime had faced that. The problem was(Teally,
+he moreI—think-back ahout—i%, how do you get elected to a third

term°‘whe*’HEW‘TE—TEere—te—eaya”

One of the sure rules of /pres:Ldentla1 campaigni=g is that
you must control the agenda. You really need to dominate the
debate and -- to the degree you can -- influence the criteria the
voters zre “Usi=«¢ to evaluate the two candidates. I've always
thought a huge share of the voters make up their mind by deciding
which of the two individuals they would like to see as President.

But Reagan, in some ways, changed that. Reagan mad




ideology and pe;i;z}fdirection and basic ideas more important. He
was the first in 30, maybe even 50 years to come into office

fundamentally on the basis of changlng the dlrectlon of American
publlc pOllCY ~When_¥nu_haxe_a,gu¥_ =

sou neve—tothinmk—aboot—how yuuLfe’§3Tﬁg‘tt—eea%fcf“that—ageﬁéa*_
Did you see Bush as capable of controlling the agenda like
Reagan?

We always thought Bush was a very good candidate, and he
would prebekly be a better candidate and more likable than

anybody the Democrats had to put up. We also felt that message
alone at the end of two Reagan terms was not enough. <ka¥ might

get you two-thirds of the way, but it was not going to get you %a

where you needed to be. il
Th ted ceatent 2 campaign ——ea——=undamentgl]
_Lde«T-e*—sev-ef—+éees——tf1v1ng Tt—im order—to comtrot—tke—<genda.

Hetriedto come up with that
fTor—="hird-term*situstion liké’isasT
We Iee—ssd—I agreed 3

were four basic cbjectives of the c@mpalgn
-- setting a Bush perception;
-- controlling the agenda;
-- separating the two candidates and making a clear contrast
between them; and Liscencae=f

-- raisingf/Dukakis's ﬁega%é¥esv¢“unﬂ4
. 21

ard focg,

important. For ten years, the country had been focused almost ba”"zﬂjg
exclusively on two big issues (the economy and national 2.
security/foreign policy) Now, that was beginning fo fragment.
There was ,an increasing interest—end concerng a variety of
domestic 4&%@#&&——probfems (env1ronment educatlon,L drugs).
called them "quality-of-1ife" issues. Uime,
He—tred—+to sddress—theses The big issues were still the most
important -- the ones that would drive the campaign-and the onss
-ﬁhefe—we—kaé—%he—~adxaa%age~aﬁd-eeﬂ%d—wfﬁ- _But, if we ignored
the quality-of-life domestic egenda issues, we'd be ignoring too
many voters. The—agenda;, and—the comtrol of t7;%%%sTemtret.
One thing I zxeally learned from this campaign is that, if
you get rocked back and you're ever having to debate on someone Hhe
else's agenda, you are in trouble. You must »awve—that controls a?%wﬁ>
Another lesson: while polling is extremely important to +kea
campaign, providing the information used to make decisions, you
can overdo it. There are appropriate times to poll. But, there
are other times when it—dcesn't matter—bew—musk youfggT?Tvdému&%Z
because you esa'tfind out—what—yeuw want becaus="the voters just

haven't focused on it+—or—Jjust domt—hmew the ca»70a7»u

e = . t Fdd—something /L?__ﬂa_u//
We also saw b from the surveys - that was

Any specific examples of this from 1988?

Yes. Fred Steeper and I feel it's a private little success




of ours that we( managed to win and we saved a lot of money. We{z‘
were careful to poll”at appropriate times. Nou, Before we—ever
started, there was one national survey done. fexr—the— Rush
eempaies-. But we did not go in and -=>=eellx start polling on
issues and Dukakis wuntil Ju -- after we knew who the
candidates were going to be.

Our national polls were used to design our message; what we
wanted to focus on about Bush, what we wanted to focus on zabout
Dukakis, and what ;eléégﬁgV we wanted to highlight. Not until
the middlwny/ofYSummer did we begin to concentrate on individual
states, because there just wasn't enough awareness of Dukakis.

Wl ¥eou-had—to waited until after the Democratic convention and, in
some states, after the Republican convention to poll.

When you speak of polling, are you including the now-famous May
and June focus groups conducted for the campaign in Paramus,
N.J., Livonia, Mich., Orange County, Calif. and Birmingham, Ala.?

I call that "research"; before, I was referring to sample
survey polling. Zhe chus groups “¥&xre intended to generate q%;aﬂwb
ideasfwbet =—better qualitative insight on euwx messages and =1lso
to test ideas and concepts. The focus groups done in late May
and early Junex in those four areasy took all the opposition
research 4£&_—§&f=——2a come up with about Dukakis, and tested the
efficacy of arguments Ut oeca

The Paramus focus groupsbecame the most infamous, but-igZ%zgu'
zreatty treated as only one of ithe fourr#1t was Zfamous' because
&MLJuﬂﬁ&A%LL—vhefé7~b€écﬁ5e of The Washington Post story about it,

-~
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Concentrating on the survey polling, did you, Fred and others
bring any new refinements to this particular race?

The biggest one is fairly(technical. It was our system of
analyzing the one-day tracking. We had a whole series of states _wo/dds
in which we were doing 100, 150 or 200 interviews a night.Aﬂg,/

. developed the ability to plot those one-daygs and increase the

%ggﬂﬁﬁﬂpsophistication of our analysis of that datze e —understemdshet
i f § .

\
- (] - b - -
[ =z many als
—see somethiinilg happening IOr two days, then you panic or—get—very
concernes—

ﬁ/,~—\_,ge also felt we had enough experience to know how much £e
/ﬁf ol what to ask and when to poll, so that there wasn't any
wasted motion, : : = : i

The Bush campaign's decision to micro-manége the trafficking of
its TV ads, to make media buys in spot markets and aveoid network




buys early on was a major departure from the 1984 Reagan campaign
-- indeed, from all previous presidential campaigns in the TV
era. What was the genesis of this strategy?

This is probably the one major strategic move we made that

has not gotten the attention it deserves. I&£—czme—Erom—a—
fun&umen_al_s%r:-,g*t d,t_atuu F—rsde — == —Tees =g < Bakra__péwm’
<certaimty—egreed—with ntirel Tl s, Qur game”was to get

enough electoral votes to win,--®e€ were always focused on a 270
electoral-vote strategy. We wanted to get 270 and not have a lot
of wasted motion.

I've always thought many people kefexre—=s had made a mistake
in trying to get in a situation where they're going after
everybody -- all 50 states, all demographic groups. Newr—Ilue

P E oy 2 109 % -
bees—wey—beirid UCLULU s ceTTord 19745 maykbe—Dulkalig
2 eeTil -n t;.lS b‘L «_«

£z etrs .LL.U, 3g10} betrimd cv\.“}""".’: (ox 9y - oy = (- s
TC‘U"TE_‘Q’UWYU\.; St wEnr A

CWhat you do in that situation is to throw everything you've
got against the cement wall in front of you. Hit it as hard as
you can, and then stand back and see if there are any crackscshere
we can expand. : Tifferest—wken—sou'
beh+4é——btt:ft was our tbought thrOtghott

il contlnuﬁ&g to reinforce and stick with our 270 strategy

Maybe this is where experience counts, but it was our
feeling that, 1if George Bush raises his hand on January 20 and
gets sworn in, we were successful, period. %he%e——éSﬁL%—cpy

Y _me = : The way he gets there is if we get

wﬂy 270 The way you get 270 ist take the resources you've got, then
concentrate and focus them in tkese states -- and ihese markets
within states -- that will get you those 270 electoral votes.

Was there a specific method of ranking the states, in order to
create the 270-majority configuration?

Fred Steeper and I Gape—l?—thh a model of the 50 states, <un-
rank ordendfromﬁgl to EQ ;on the probability of them voting
Republican. historical¥data and e= current
polling data. We would rerun they model every two or three daysqw—
So, you always knew, cumulatively, ss—seu—worked —your way—<dewn
from I through 5% where the battlefront was for attaining 270.

What the model said was thaty if a state ranked 15th, you
had about a 3% greater chance of carrying that state than the one
that was ranked 16th. You had about a 3% less chance of carrying
that state than the one that was ranked 1l4th. You always had
that rank order.

So, if  you had.: polling from 10 er 12 states
exd——ren the model, it would =atse adjust the other statesY¥

e SeT 1
~which you didn't necessarily have polling). That's what drove
our electoral strategy.




How did you integrate this model with your diverse spot-market

media buys?

The electoral strategy was driving the media/gecisions. ==

_¥au_L_—QVimg stter—270—electer = e P S PR U5 6 5y o oL

=t—to TEke youaEs- ta;gcl&. tist——ef StXCceS & X = Just

<4H%—1n* 290, berause there'ts—teoo—much chenece feor oxror You.
4

[
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et—yOourT ATUT_JN
(In the 1988 race,//;ﬁe data was tight enough, so we pretty
g

well knew where we were/going to get our 270; Timatel 22 -
everyiiiss we—resded—Sy—thelest—Tour—weers., We saw there were

three ways £zt we could win:

-- One, if 2ll the small states that we—=ki=k should go
Republican do, and we don't have any errors, then we had ey
<hat—goet us—+0 273 -- with Vermont, South Dakota, everything but
—=et California. That's obviously very rlsky

-- Two, carry California. €= = ,égarly on the key
was always California.~— ®ithout Callfornla, you didn't have 270;
with California, you did. We—=lways kmew—thet—but This approach
was also risky.

-- Three, pick off two o0f the Michigan-Ohio-Illinois combo

(assuming Bush carries New Jersey). If we had Ohio, we we;eavwé/
2luays coine—4+o make it and we never let off there, even though

we were 12 or 13 points ahead pear the end(in ORio. We never
took anything out of Ohio to put smywkere else wrere,

Ohio Democratic leader Gerald Austin went after you with his
"Rising Sun" trade TV spot and other tough measures. Didn't
Bush's lead in Ohio dip into single digits at some point?

Yes, but barely Ohio always hung 1in there  for us. I
always thought we'd carry Michigan, and felt that Illinois would
be the toughest of the three. That's-the way it turned eout.

A close race in Illinois because of GOP slippage downstate?
LA, s T
, we had +treuble. The ational Journal's county-by-

county computer map, published the week after the election,
#eally shows that Republican weakness in the farm areas.

Rather like an eastern version of 1Iowa. You relied heavily on
the Bush campaign's "Rapid Response team" for knowledge of what
was happening in the field, in terms of Democratic media buys and
rotation of TV spots. Would you get information £rom them
everyday?

?avv&“D%&ot for every state. The Rapid Response effort was very
important and one of the toughest things to do in a campaign like
this. Janet Mullins handled this for us,~—ske'ld-sever —dene—this
befere—and it wes—wes=xtough. They worked hard; it's difficult
to find out what the other guys are doing in the way of media
buys. (Frankly, it was a little easier early on with the Dukakis

%‘Foﬁo
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media, because they were all network buys. What we'd £find out
was they were making network buys and no spot buys.)

The Dukakis campaign's media-buying operation would try
things on the air for two or three days, then stop and do

something different. Our Rapid Response team tracked that in key
states.

About the substance of their TV ads, what was your reaction when
they didn't respond to some of the early tough hits the

Republicans were giving them? Had you expected the Democrats
just to sit there?

No. They were in a tough spot. Remember, the press had
hounded them about making Dukakis more likable. They were
determined to make him more presidential and more likable. But,
at the same time, they were giving up the toughness to go after
us. When they did go after us, they did it badly. A

I thought the worst set of ads 1in the history of

presidential politics, at least in the terms of wasted time and

" " 1 (9 2 e v : 52
money, were the handlers ads, aboot—tePRush—stefi—sitiing
S Xous \ == td—+est our ads 22d Reger Aries—Sust—hetes—

—~ad—testing—Fell ad guys do), Thes hote—it—when—they get 2n 3d
ks sp 1.4 .1 3 : 1 o 1
thexr thinl do »ioht —-- and thev'd oftem—lee—xiebt at—that
—doesmt—test—very yell e
y well- =
Sgreenment,

the best—=ds.

Was there a regular meeting everyday in the fall at the Bush
campaign about increasing or decreasing buys in markets?

I don't think we met quite everyday until the—very—end
the last three weeks or so. There'd be a meeting twe—er three aL}ﬂbdd/
times a weekuor U .

In terms of micro-managing the buys and the message, was that
mostly you and what role did Jim Baker have in that?

We often met with him, but in termsof the micro—meanagement,
that—wasme- I think Baker took our recommendations almost
totally, in terms of where we were going to heavy-up our buys.
He presided over the meetings, and there'd be three or four of
us -- Roger, Lee, Janet, myself.

What would Baker do here that was beyond your purview? Would you
formulate the buy, and then he'd review it, make changes and give
the seal of approval?

He almost always went with it. Baker came in August and
oversaw the campaign. He brought a greater cocordination to it
than anyone else could have, :

. —growing—imr—thefell —F kmewwhet—T thrinkMXome 0&—%he——other—gurs/“9ﬁu§>

Aﬂ”ﬁ” didn't ¥~ how much the campaign had to grow in sheer sizes=- the
political operation, media buying, 4ke scheduling and advance
work, everything. ¥ - 1 I 4%¢2%/5%;

LonwerZion,




Jim Baker was the chief
executive officer that oversaw e relied on ouT people to do
it; he sometimes made changes - *t; and he
“vlped keep it coordinated. He xe=llx rode herd on the budget
very carefully.

Baker saw it as critical to reduce expenses such as polling and
put more into media?

Yes. I think we ended with a larger portion of our budget
setuslly on bthe—si+r—3in radio and television than anyLFampgign
JUtetocey

What did you see as the turning points for Bush in 19882
W\M
New Hampshire. We had just gotten knocked down{’aﬁéﬂi—w&s
- - £ that——=showv——om—=n
knew he

*eouvr—to=hour Das;§E> and Bush
was in trouble, but he was, : : -
a"-’a'eé—*n'm—‘ee—de—,——“v hed—Tdeas om IS OWIT; et sugoesticn

"Uit;ng SPESCES and thlugs‘WETE—aLways—gUUd~ I thought, "We're
in - this, and this guy's net going to cave. That was very
important.

Another turning DOlnt_,—¢+%et3+7, was the convention period.
Then, durlng the fall i ; = ~

Stoaed =S o
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HriTkiTg youve—< Ifm—the 13> Dukakis
made a couple of runs at us, and then the debates. . .but after
the debates, particularly after the first debate, I reaztiy felt
confident Bush could handle Dukakis.

Even though the first debate was not up to his usual standards?

Ne~f ' I knew around that time that if we didn't have a
problem in the second debate, Dukakis was in a very bad position.
Dukakis needed so many things to go right for him electorally.
There just wasn't any way for him to get from here to there. It
was like the situation Wwe s were- in . with - Ford Sinieel1976=~
theoretically, you could figure on paper how you could get 270,
but what you realized was that ten or eleven things all had to
happen, none of them with a very high probability of happening.
You had to have them all.

In 1976 with Ford, the real key was those 14,000 votes we

losts ints Ohior But even with Ford, there were fewer of those
things that had top happen than with,Dukakis. When you looked at
where Bush was actually ahead, and :d pukakis had to turn
all these places around, the odds of that happening were pretty
small. <

Dukakis may have been doing ;%e right thing because his only
hope was prebellyx to get enough”national movement -semewsy that it
would affect a wkele lot of states. He didn't have enough time,
money emd“*wherewithal to try picking off any three or four
states. There were too many for him to focus on.
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In your dealings with the national media, was your patience taxed
more in this campaign by the press than before?

Fesh— T guUeSsS— I don't want to get into an attack on the
press. In 1988, there was so much more press, and so many more
rabbit trails they went down thet—were—smet particularly Smeortent.
s+ofE, and you had to spend a lot of time on it. It was tough,
but you have to deal with the press. I=s—etrsspesct —there's

Y poin Adin th -
It seems they'd underestimated Bush for so long. Was their

treatment of Bush tougher than Ford's bad press?

It was tougher because there was so much more of it.

Therefore, smaller things got blowq up more in this campaign,

+ 1 - <> 4 (oS 1

“then—sny—sther T —TeEmEmber T~ Thatts a‘w“ya = u—ebéem_mhea—fcu*ve- ‘ééa%dt
- = as

St< =3 et onat PresSsc~ nt was —rea.u.y reredistls

competiveness and the size of the press corps. ihﬁ%ﬂﬂﬁﬁr—yvu—h&é-

'] .
theCampaic—Hest i re—out—there.

You apparently solved the "third-term problem”™ that you'd had to
face with Ford, and again here with Bush. How was that done?

We realized -early on that people who won third terms did it

by raising the risk of%letting the other guys in” -- as was true
with Harry Truman and Margaret Thatcher. You usually don't go
into a third term, particularly if you're the incumbent party,
with a whole 1lot new. If things are bad at the end of two
terms, you're not going to win,~yeuwlre out - gSo "If things are
good, you want to keep them good, and raise therrisk”of letting
the other guys in. —%ut,  vou're probably Tot—guing—+to have-a
% : X! : . ':~. F i .¢

Which raises the matter of the tough "comparative" or "negative"
ads of 1988, which received so much coverage.

The ads were comparative and they were legitimate. My basic

feeling going into this campaign was that you had two <u$5 who

+eatly were representative of very different ideas. Dukakis's
strategy, it seemed to me, was to get as <close to Bush as
possible, to try to fuzz those differences based on two theories.
First, at the end of two terms many people, if—tkeyden't——see
Pﬁ@h—»dtffefeace, will vote for change; and second, there are
still enough Democrats in the country that, if you don't det—en¥y

e

% them?Bave—a reasons not to vote for the Democrat, then yvt—+41xv*29~”ﬂdl

be in pxetity good shape.

We couldn't allow that to happen. My view was that, if you
looked at Bush and Dukakis -- saw them accurately and got the
press to discuss their values, records and policy positions--
it would be clear they were very different. The majority of the
oters in the country were¥ closer to Bush than they were to
Dukakis. What we had to do was to make that point -- we didn't
have to make it up, we just had to get it across.

M




The Democrats' harping on Iran-Contra, and the attempts to link
Bush and Noriega -- that never seemed to go anywhere. Were you
surprised at that?

It did sometimes leave a little <cloud over us, because you
didn't know what was going to fall out next, cr—hewhardit—wss
. i But, at the same time, we knew there was
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you, there s nothing moreto
Marc Nuttle's theory of the Quayle issue is that it took away the
negative issues wused by the Democrats during the summer. By
wiping the slate clean, he says, the Democrats were forced in the
fall to discuss their issue positions. Do you agree?

F—=biree /Yhat may have been what did it. Eﬁt4>£ooner or
later, those issues just had to wear out because there wasn't
anything new. They were just gone

At what point did you feel the Bush campaign had taken control of
the agenda from the Democrats?

Yeu—weorry aoout—thet—svery week, —msot-—sure veu can ever
Lol et s —TFTm—fest, e did have a little trouble with the
agenda at the end. If you remember, the only time Dukakis ever
really seemed to get a leg up was at the very end, when he was
accusing Bush of running a "nothing" campaign. We countered by
putting out the "Leadership of the 1Issues" bock, a week before
the election, detailing the hundreds of policy positions and
proposals Bush had made throughout the year.

o

What was happening to your poll numbers in the last two weeks?
There were reports of your being worried about a Dukakis surge.
What's the real story?

During that period, my view was that nobody in history has
won an election this big; therefore, it's got to get closer. ¥eu

c 2 % '
- - e

Tesd. The question is, when will it get closer, and how much
closer is it 901ng to get.

=
) . I |
bedy'ls—ever won-that

But—second; —you—=

19, and 3 i 3 wtg_ge%—elesex—
What you want to make sure in those last two or three weeks
is that you've got an accurate view of whether it's really
getting closer, or whether it's a natural closing that must take

place, because there™s**“some eé——fﬁﬁse—peog%? you appear to be

gettlnglaren tk901ng to vote Republican,evex. 16Giee..
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(/“*\~_‘Q£E§£;pukakis in two or three states we thought we could take
J%wbuﬁ— away X —=e kepnt holding baclk e

: ; bigger thanm we WwWere tartking
~<bout——Im Mmany Of the big states, we were looRimg—eat+310~—+toc-14-
—poimt—Teads, and =10 pouints—tm Some ovi—thre——states—thatwere—the
tougkestT

We've discussed your 270 strategy, with emphasis on Ohio and
Illinois. Which states concerned you most in the closing weeks?

You're always concerned about California because it's so
big. New Jersey stayed in good shape, and Michigan stayed in
remarkably good shape, even though you always keep an eye on it.
Illincis was a great concern to me. Anything in the Farm Belt T
=S was&foncer \eg——=bert -- for example, we never counted on
Iowa.

In that last week, we got a little more adventuresome in our
media buys and scheduling. Lo d E hidden threatg 1s

1.3 =

ekt —the—time in Pennsylvania We wanted to go in and go

~n't

7 wemt—+o divert resources a%é—ge%—eway from our 270 strategy

So you did get the chance to go for scme Democratic-base states
the way Reagan had in '84, such as Pennsylvanlg,where the
Republicans pounded Mondale in the last two weeks?

We really didn't do that until about five days out. We
threw a lot in over the .-weekend, in Pittsburgh and all over
Pennsylvania. We'd wanted to go for Pennsylvania, et T

Did you do the same in New York this time?
No, I learned my lesson there.

Looking at the results on Election Day -- 40 states for Bush, 10
plus D.C. for Dukakis -- what was the biggest surprise for you?

Probably Bush carrying Maryland. I had a feeling -- based
on a lot of experience, a long life of polling, but mostly
instinet -- that we could carry Pennsylvania and Michigan.
Michigan for sure -- I was telling Steeper that two years ago.

Michigan is your home state and the headquarters of your
consulting firm. Did you base that assessment on the rightward
trend in suburban counties like Macomb and 0Ozkland?

are

There®s three /reasons. One, the state was becoming
significantly less Democratic, largely because of a sharp
decrease in union influence and membership. The percent of union
members in Michigan over the last 10 or 15 years has declined by

11% ar i1 2%, We had carried it in th past four presidential
elections. Second, the kind of people who are the ticket-

splitters in Michigan
Western Wayne County
as Democrats nominate

-- who you must have to win in Macomb and
-- are exactly the same people who, as long

a liberal,

are not going to vote fer—him\moriszs




The folks in the districts of Democrats John Dingell and Bill
Ford?

Yes. Yoo —S=ed—that—Tphessmenen——geiss—sn. And third, =us:
“wmstinetively, Michigan had a1ways1~peen a good Bush state.
People there like Bush, and Bush fltdbolltlcs in Michigan well.

It had gone for Bush in the 1980 primaries; so had Pennsylvania.

You should also remember the amount of time and money we had
spent there in that «c¢razy nominating process. If you take any
other priority state like Ohio or California, and check how many
stops Bush made 1in -=}+ those states ever=}l over the entire
cycle, I'll bet Bush made three times as many stops in Michigan
as in any of them.

Was California about where you pegged it?
¥g;;i Lee wembt—e=d spent a lot of time sut there. We Sus:-

thought California was ﬁoing to be 50-50 all the way. Pexsenslly,
“+—=always thought we'd win it B eiss, With California, there

TR A os = o

was nothing to tell you that ye&-could ever break it open.

Was it similar to the Ford situation in 1976 where Reagan finally
went out and did some campaigning to tip the scales for the GOP?

California is just a tough state, eaddoy,—thiz3ear—Tt w35
Bush did not have any of the natural things going for him in
California that he had, for instance, in Michigan. Ee wasn't
well-known, he hadn't been there a lot.

You managed to keep a pretty low profile throughout the campaign.
The one time you really surfaced was in September, with the brief
furor over the "Landslide"™ book on the 1984 election, and the
controversial audio tape of you and others criticizing the lack
of policy direction then in the White House. Any reflections?

It was one of those things that just makes you £feel bad.
First, you don't want to do anything that either detracts from

your own campaign by embarrassing the candidate -- you don't
want to become the center of attention. Seecond—it's
emberrassing vourself—+e-be—there andt—teve—that—heppen to you
V2lied, you can't believe, as long as you've been around, that you
can be that dumb. TE - it was - my First - campaign I1'd  have fel®
differently. T 1 i —
rou’ S 1 aevel OO reaiseifewiltl-go——en—amd
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Is that part of your philosophy -- to step back and stay away
from the press?
he poreca
No. I don't make a conscious effort to stay away from k.

There s one thing I've always tried to do in politics, over the
st 23 or 24 years,_L_dsc;dsd——%h4s——4;_4EH+-+yxuu;__Lo——ga%—=a%o

= =tix ==t you want to be around

for a long tlme, don't be a shooting star. I've been covered a




lot in the press -- sometimes good, sometimes bad, sometimes
flattering, sometimes not.

If*yvu—*ust—%et—r%—g st —3ts—roTmal p‘te*——whea—;hexs_s_&mmiN

ttentionon Yyou, tiet's—=1t rlgnt and—Tt xnal

-zut’whéﬁ'fﬁéfé“s not, donrtso ount—ofyeur—way—to *=be__.faér*—nr\
: § : .
give £k

m‘:vt-vt T #OVEL&UL‘JS S ruu'll Lo :1‘::,’:‘%.

I've had a very simple philosophy for dealing with reporters
that's worked very well. One, you <cannot lie to them; two, you
don't have to tell them everything you know. You cannot lie —
e ougrt—=tell the4ruth—— but, at the same time, you shouldn't
be shy about saying you're not going to talk about somethin

A lot of political reporters are bright and interestin

people. I enjoy them and enjoy talking to them. I think that's
esp°c1a11y true of the 7%5ws with more experience. ﬁt%h—&:“kmaahp
*Vuugd*gn“*¥:+ hﬁnnﬁ“cf*“—fvu*,u~x 3ct T Wave oL oW
— ot TIoerstend——seset o bt Tt——ds—4+heyire

Was Bush's team the youngest staff you'd seen for a presidential
campaign?

It certainly was, and until Fred Malek came I was the oldest
guy in the building. I was glad to see Malek and Baker show up.
I couldn't believe it -- I'd started cut in politics thinking of
myself as one of the young Turks, and then you realize you're one
of the old men, the veterans.

Is there a "Teeter touch" that you try to bring to every
campaign in which you're involved?

I think -- I hope -- a sense of overall strategy, a sense
of objectives. You may argue about the objectives, and you may
change them within the course of the campaign. But, at any given
time, you must have a long-term strategy; there's a certain flow
to it, and you try to get across certain things at certain times.
You must have the patience to know #=b there's a two- or three-
week period where you're trying to accomplish an objective.

It goes back 2= to controlling the agenda. You get that
accomplished and there's a natural flow: there's the period
between the conventions, the period between the second convention
and Labor Day, and then a two- or three-week period, and so on.

There should be a“T%gégé plan, describing how seulre—tryiTg
to accomplish different objectives and messages at different
times. But when you bring it all together, you've got one

Pu”§&ffe, one message and one overall campaign,&ﬁhayfn

You can do this without losing sight of the day-to-day
tactical problems you always‘ﬂﬁﬁffﬁho. I seallsy think it's that
sense of an overall strategy that says, "Look, here's where we
are now, and here's where we want to get to." There™N<S nine
innings to this game, three or four acts to this play -- here's
how we want to do each, here's how they ought to fit together.
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