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·• <D 
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? 

It depends. I ;.ad j-=<;- gone to work for Mar{e,t Opinio~ 
Research at the er..d of 1966 :_.;:: ;.., :_ ____ :.::..., ::: :_ 1hey were 
doing the,~residential polling for· Romney ~arly c~ while he was 
viable.~ I was associated with it in a fringe way, but yo~ 
couldn't say I was a strategist or anything like that -- not like 
i::1 1972. 

(J::1 ° :::.:::-~"'T'~.i l.97:'.. ~L.d I IL, w!'ii:::::.l L:-.e :-r.; --,,-,""\ ;i 0 0p 1 Q :.3\ed :t: t:: :.o-
de Ure pol:i.iug c.lld,.:. ____ c,i'-2: =-~ be .:r:.volvecl 'i>;:.::: the st.ra.Legy of 

-c:- the Cc:.111;,a.ig.:.i, lL we:.~ .Ll! t.!_e L_e.dit~O.:.lal ::o~e c: the pel:sL.er=:-

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? +, v~ ./,, ,._k., -eln •'if ,rf-

Conceptually, I don't think it was~ diffeffint. Polling, 
from 1960 and particularly from 1972 on, has s ved the same 
basic purpose. Polling gives you the information about where to 
focus your resources, where is the undecided vote, where you're_~ 
ahead and behind and who the undecideds are. :I.t l'gi ves you 

~r~.1~f~ee-rrm~ ... ~a~t~=-~o~:.~:.-i:~Tiur-tonrna~·eerr--tL~o::r-~~~aa~:.~~~e~~f---~:?.h~e~ .. ~.e~s&&s~:.~§~~, information about the 
issue concerns of the voters and tr..fl4. perceptions °I the 
candidates_:_ 

~, there have been major refinements over time: 
the ability to collect information faster; 
collecting a continous flow of data, in termsaof 

designs (which we were the first ones to~do, in 197-fj';~~~~~~u,111~ 
the ability to use various kinds of multi- y ·e analysis;~ 
thg sr 0 gd Hith wh~ch you can pol 1 with phone bar.Ju and-

WA'fS 1 i11es, a.nd e,J · I #.~~./J; 
-- the computer software avai 1 able to analyze the data. 6~ 1 c;-o 7~ 
Al 1 those things are very important and al 1 ow you • .. .. .,,J fo-c u~ 

results. In 1968, surveys were almost al 1 personal interviews, c;,. 6'--.ly,;J· 
where you had to go out irl,,,the field and get the interview. By 
1972, when we really began to do telephone tracking, ~twas an 
incredible 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 

~c~ 0 +'m 0 s -the role of polling in campaigns gets a little bit 
overblown-:-~ . .t.f•:,._,.,/1 ,.,'t/-f;; 

. In ~he .i.988 camp~ng~ we focused on•s?itev.... _he e.;:>_e11--i1 ... 1195-
we drd drfreterrl wo.s tnat the Reagan~:. .. 1980 and 1984 used 
more national tracking data¥ ~n o:der to tailor their message; /:iJe 
used probably more state ~~cl electoral data. ? 0 membey, t 
tha+ ir1 199A. 'Q,::,;:::,gan ins net iu a tightly cor.tesLed tac€-? 

(II 



You were a senior adviser to the 1984 Reagan-Bush campaign. Had 
you done a great deal of presidential polling in 1980? 

Yes, <;~~ te e bCt.. I had p~l ,.!t;~r Bush in • 80,~,1 r l>al'l y 
~h Jim Baker and I were the." ' f people who went over to the 
Reagan campaign. We did some generalielection 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 pollster 1 w-v< ·} 

~J fk_ +G...--1, c,._/ I t,J-.J 

We had G-6 group ii.1st of the tirr.e in the e~J~ly going--~,,,1o1,<t. J(A...,, 

that r1e:; 11 :• worked~ -la -1 Lee Atwater ar.d I were'\Vresponsible l'-· ,.,-v 
tc;e±.l.e-r for the strategy. We T;T pr 'lr ,=,d -it 0 11t -F;g; , red -i+- a;,+- _ and~"-' 
ta.-~ked 9?Cb other five. s-i X . 5,::,von t-imos every day 0,..., --ne -f~ ~-

re alwaT s ·.,.., :: ..... ,... 

Then, basically, we divided up t of it. I 
was responsible for the ~essage of the campiagn. I was 
responsible for the design e;-d '"'YC'£3e~:.. .• ,d of the polling.,_.~ t: .. ___ 
voting analysis, -t:.0.e issue research1a,,,A I, we:.3 .. es;iu!b..:.D. e f ~. 
policy developmenta, f8'£ LLe <le-:::.~op!'P.e::t o:: Bi:l.S!:'l positio-ns 2""',..; 
P-l~c:.cs a~?Qrs .::.ei:~1;:; L..!.e ~01..~;: d::nis ~l' nebb.; e Stee:1ua.11, BOb 
ioe"·n; ck s.'la DelL .. :..s Ross. F-""'c i ol•wi C .. "'lY1 T .L was""1:"""espons1-.01e tor air~ 
speech writir.g gettir.g those policies written into the 
speeches and enunciated -- working with ?eggy Noonan, Bob Grady ,:r~ rl C:,f.l.,__ 
a1:.d others. t,,.~ .s.,..-

SO'";' I i~ responsiblep ~her with Roger AilesJin the 
orchestration of the advertising~-- what was on the air, when~~ 
where our buys were, and how large our buys were; That's what 
Janet Mul 1 ins did for us in the genera 1 election. -f<- +,~?.,/.j .,/ ft. eJ~. 

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. "tk,Y-~ 
The fact is we did not~ do any Pollinglthat wsek._A~~~--tJ.,,u-,~ 

- /hv ;-&~-- .JI 
So you were getting poll data from other sources? 11 ~J 1 'fl-- fr/. P-. J. 

,.J t<f"'" (f 
We were living off the public polls. The spending 

limitation was so severe...---iwe had to assume that, going into the 
New Hampshire week, we were behir.d 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 nine~~ 

We'a. 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' make any differer.ce to us if we knew we were two 

IJ;(~ 
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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 decision was made early -- o"" t::.e way 1....p there a:=i.d the 
day we went up~to focus the folks in New Hampshire on the two 
leaders. Remember that, 2""1' ~o::s, we were ahead before Iowa. 

oY...1;,: :.:ways fel:. t.:1a.t whue t;te----ffi-ig:!::.t ·..., 0 1-,P,'h~..l c::..i:Le.:.. :owa, a week 
fa/J' or ten days !:ief ore, there were enough people who ;ad1 a 

propensity to vote for Bush to win-~ /,,A fi, f fl<- ~' l<" • 
So, New Hampshire was not a case of going into a place 

locked against you. We'd lost some people over Iowa -- we needed 
to get them back. They 1 iked Bush. W-:. hac +- o conwi nee :.::2n 
~l;-,~t i.,e was;::, goo,..:i '::;"y -- \rAh knew we had a r.;arket we could appeal 
to1, Next, we focused them on Dole, made it a Dole-Bush race and 
~ezlly draw 4 sharp contrast between the t wo. To those people 
who '4-- ba-':. c::. 1 1 y liked Bush before, we'd say, "Look, one of these 
guys is going to be our nominee. Here's what's right about Bush 
and what's wrong with Dole." 

Did you feel that, at some point, Dole would crack? /I. 
, f t.,,.wl-,·I ev,._ 

N T d'd 't d - , ·~ +-' •• 'h d' .f".._ . , • •• , J.. .o, ... 1 n , an .......... s ::.:.:-:,i. .. e id.,;_,;,....:-.:. L. -2,,, :;:X;-
election. 

e~ the 

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 corning on strong, and Du Pont challenging Dole to 
sign the no-tax-hike pledge? 

It was important, but we had the thing rolling our way 
before that. I think the Vice President's campaigning, his 
speeches and :.r.~ the contrast advertising on taxes were critical 
-- 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. t'~ I-

What was frightening was h.o-wDole, on the 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 headquarters. I knew Wirthlin was polling for 
him, and Wirthlin's a good pollster. That gave me, frankly, as 
much concern as anything.: knew abeu~. 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 
anythingy>y~d do. 

e1~a. 111 
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 April~~ere was a feeling we couldn't sustain a 
high level of interest~the public, hold the center stage for 
all that period of time. We had to go at partial speed --

.~A~~con~in~e to campai~n d~ring 
4 

the final_ primary months and 
JJt=1~~ money and time 1n sta~es where it would pay us some 

dividends in the general election. Bush woule. sper~ time in 
California and New Jersey. e·:cr. L:.;.uu.glr t.:.e pr::..me: .. .;,.t:::s we::-en't 
eontested. He'd rea~~~ not try to dominate the national news, but 
invest that time in t~o=e 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 laying 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. 

He started to draw the contrast. ~:. was tuo cla7::, a~ L--e-;:: 
.--t-h-e Caiiforci ... prir:-.e:t 1 ~ He gave a similar speech in Colorado. 

The strategy was to use the period up to California and New 
Jersey to s::..r:-.p~~- show up a!id Lr 1 l:-o gain some ground in those 
important states. Then after that, two more uhases. 

One, Dukakis and Bush at that P~in4 w~re seenrboth as nice 
guys. - t' e ~•-- .ss was :;;;e1ey.; .,...,.. tb.; s r.Je- ~--J, -, shar,.,en 1· t ·u"' 

... .: .. .L .. ::, - •• - • Y'I - - a: - - 1 ,. ::' • - ::' 
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 in ?..::..d 3l.! ..... 11er- where we :::-e:.~~y-
did stalre out a whole series of policy positions, m:.ny of them en 
the seco.ud levt:::l !.!:5u:e:e- -- for example, the July speech in . 
Albuquerque on child care. There were a whole series of Hlsce...~~44"f~ 

It was during this period that Bush clearly became the candidate 
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 tlret :'c. 
a 1 H3Y"' a .,..gucd w.:. th :Sasl.t- was~ 'M..I t' 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 for fresident -- independent, in your own 
right. a- potential Pr:e3idenl o:: the 'Jr.i Led SLa.Les. 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 people see you as independent someone on 
your own, not simply Reagan's Vice President." 

Bush agreed with that. W0 c 0 'hat cd a l G+- ; ..... -1- erna 11 y abo1 1 t 
when that moment was_ He 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. Re w u ul d be : ::j"':.::~ "This is the time 
-- the primaries are over, and I'm not going to be vice 

""Bresident any longer (c:: a.L -i-east not as l! ,uc~d-. I'm going to be 
the candidate, the Republican candidate."~ 

Then, ::t ·:ar::. ous :.:.mes as we we;~ <a sing our 1 ead during the 
early summer, we debated about doing/b~t~een the conventions or 
at different times during the suwmer. But, it really was Bush's 
basic instinct not to do it until the convention. He would use 
the convention and the acceptance speech for that purpose--
which ebviousl1 worked masterfully. ·He gets the lion's share of 
the credit for that. 

Going into 
where you 
order for 
beforehand? 

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

some really good ads. Had you planned for that 

No. We didn't know before Bush gave that sDeech /;~w 
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 film 
everything that was importa~t~.tt.Nobody knew until after he gave 
the speech how good it wasr?Sig • and the others looked 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? 

~c::t, 
The first thing ¥--9-Y had ue::-e a couple of unique challenge{ 

we hadn't faced before -- fo:: exa.rnple, Hhere you had the Vice 
President ef a ongoing Administratio.1 running for President. 
Nobody in our lifetime had faced that. The problem~ 
~he rnore I ~hink~, how do you get elected to a third 
term? ..Whal new 1.s th~te te s~ .::(,. 

One of the pare rules of /presidential 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 aTt= to evaluate the two candidates. I've al ways 
thought a huge share of the voters make up t heir mind by deciding 
which of the two individuals they would like to see as President. 

But Reagan, in some ways, changed that. Reagan mad ,_ __ 
V.. Fo,s:, 

...,<:> 0 
"t" a: ... 
c!) 
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ideology and policy,(direction and basic ideas more important. He 
was the first ~n 30, maybe even 50 years to come into office 
fundamentally on the basis of changing the direction of American 
public policy. --Whe,.., you have a gny lilr9 R.@aga.\ i~-.£ar tw,.., ter:rr.s, 

...y-oa Love Lo LLink aboat how you're going Lo cor..:101 tha.L a~enda, 

Did you see Bush as capable of controlling the agenda like 
Reagan? 

We always thought Bush was a very good candidate, and he 
would probably be a better candidate and more likable than 
anybody the Democrats had to put up. We also felt that message A/~ 
alone at the end of two Reagan terms was not enough. 
get you two-thirds of the way, but it was not going to get you 4;..o,. 
where ,,.,[o: n~e~ed to be ... - +- .. :. . . 

•4 """ (...u _. ...... "" ... ·--·-- __ --' campa i gn 
~d~a, or set of idea3, driving it in orde, to control the 

-W-e tr.:.ed :o como "P wj t'I-:. t'l-,2t, --and we~d i,+- 's •:c:::-:i.· difficult 
.Co, c.. "t~1ird-- ter,n" s.i.tuc..Liou like 1.988--:--
W-L Iice a:::d. I agreed b-:i.• ab o:.:: :::.e ea::- l y 51:!:'.'ll . . ::r o f- 1 88 :hat there 

were four basic objectives of the campaign: 
setting a Bush perception; 
controlling the agenda; 
separating the two candidates and ma king a clea r contrast 

between them; and ~,ef . 
raising~kakis 's P.:-ega:ive.s~ 

I LhL .. ~{ we loa.,..,....ed yeu Lad to cor.trol :he agenda a."C:::. :hat..,._ 
p1.ababl1r in t'l-.is .-.2s 0 , tre per.3onc.l populo. .. ..:.:y o:: :::--.e ca •. C:::.i2ate- a.,,,iq...;/,-,, 
ai-o-P.e would .ICt. be enough We had to add somelhLrg 

We also saw --something els-€ from the surveys /t.hat-~was t • 7~ 
important. For ten years, the country had been focused almost~ 
exclusively on two big issues (the economy and national 
security/foreign policy). Now, that was beg!~~o fragment. 
There was ,an increasing in:e~est and concerni _ a variety of 
domestic ~a problems (environment, education,L dFugs). We 
called them "quality-of-life" issues. ~.1 

i?e had Lo address Llrese-. The big issues were s ti 11 the most 
important -- the ones that would drive the campaign-~nd the onQs 
where we had t--h-e-~g-e--a.-ftti could win-. __,.g..J.t, if we ignored 
the quality-of-life domestic agenda issues, we'd be ignoring too 
many voters. The agenda, aud the cont tol of .i. L ,''1¢; cent .. e:.l. 

One thing I -~ally learned from this campaign is that, if 
you get rocked back and you're ever having to debate on someone tk-~,,.1-
else's agenda, you are in trouble. You must have that control~ / ---

Another lesson: while polling is extremely important to ~~ea.. 
campaign, providing the information used to make decisions, you 
can overdo it. There are appropriate times to poll. But, there A~--d,., 
are other times when matter hew maffi you~...-,~ 
because you ean't. fiud oul what you wanl because the voters just 
haven't focused on it, o,: jast··don't kue~-VU.. ~' 

Any specific examples of this from 1988? 

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



6) 
• 

of ours that we~aged to win and we saved a lot of money. We~ 
were careful to poll at appropriate times. -Sefore -we ever 
started, there was one national survey done .. for the E,,sh 
ee:rnpaig:'%-. But we did not go in and rea~~y. start polling on 
issues and Dukakis until Jl'h after we knew who the 
candidates were going to be. --r 

Our national polls were used to design our message; what we 
wanted to focus on about Bush, what we wanted to focus on about 
Dukakis, and what we wanted to highlight. Not until 
the rniddl~of-t1:fum.~er did we begin to concentrate on individual 
states, because there just wasn't enough awareness of Dukakis. 

W-t.,. -¥cu had :o wait.04' 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. focus groups intended to generate 
ideas,¥get::::. better qualitative insight on e~r message~ and ::::.l=Q 
to test ideas and concepts. The focus groups done in late May 
and early Junex in those four areasx took all the opposition 
research -21 011 g 1..:.y:: rad come 1 1:- l•'.; ta- about Dukakis, and tested the 
efficacy of e::::.ch o:: t~:e~rguments. -.. 

The Paramus focus groups became the m9E~ infamous, but ~wa-s 
~all-y treated as only one of t.h.e four-:-...u-n- was ~famous" because 
.w1s 1.rere a 1 l :heL•e I because of the Washington 1:.£§._t story about it,. 
and because it w~£ schedul 0 d firgt. 

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

The biggest one is fairly ~chnical. It was our system of 
analyzing the one-day tracking\:~ We had a w,hgl e series of states 
in which we were doing 100, 150 or 200 interviews a night. We 

, developed the ability to plot those one-day. and increase the 
~sophistication of our analysis of that data.__-£9 underste:P:.e! Hh~ 

'- His l--appeniRS, :J•whc:l::er thL1gs were J..eall:y moving or not at all. 
---we-t-hel"e~.f saved e1:nselves from many false lurches where you--. 
-see something happening for two days, then you panic or get ve-.:y 

concerned. 
J.v'~e also felt we had enough experience to know how much~ 

~ffe'J pol~ what to ask and when to pol 1, so that there wasn't any 
wasted moti or,.. ~:new:.r.~ whe.r we co;.:l d in: 1 uence :hing£ and wk11 
we couleln't. 'Phere 19ete) a1s=a some =£--lc4...l advo.ncement-s---in 

---"'dverH £ing testing; we used what was }.r.r.,n as a "p0rccpti a.u._ 
analygcr," one of tb,,,se-e.evices with dials :Cur regi£t""dl}9__, 

~Lions. ':Pha:. bad l;ieen do::e before we'd .... .-sed _;_t a Ieng__ 
<Lime o.go, but by 1908 the state of the ar""t- was advanc""cL 
'-' ubs tantial I y. 

The Bush campaign's decision to micro-manage the trafficking of 
its TV ads, to make media buys in spot markets and avoid network 
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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. :t came from a--
fund-amo,.,+al atra:.egic Jeclsloir I ::r.ede, a:a.d !.iee and Jim Be1e1'" 
~ainl l agreed wi Lh ent j ,-el i. T:-.e.t i-s., Bur game"was to get 
enough electoral votes to winJ--~ 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 zc:ore ".13 had made a mistake 
in trying to get in a situation where they're going after 
everybody -- all 50 states, all demographic groups. Now, I'v~ 

•l;een waJ behind before 1:-. a ::::ce [Po,.c:, 1976J maybe nulraki. 
h6.d be-. .i _;_11 this s_;_L ..... e.t:.o:--., ....... ,.e..il.,e :-.e had::.':. w!:c::o _2o-..i're so 
..fa:: Lelrind, aud beldnd ece::yHhc::-e, tr.e.t you can':. see whc::=s 
you'rt::: gain to et _yuu..L. 290 lo win. 

Cwhat you do in that situation is •to throw everything you've 
got against the cement wal+ in front of you. Hit it as hard as 
you can, and then stand back and see if there are any crackswhere 
we can expand. :~ ::-.::·· _ 1:.:.:.: 
behi:::d, b~t::[t was our thought throughoutM~~~~~~~~~~;.,-e,:±--e 
tl1_;_~ :.::::":~ 1 :h_ last. lwo u ... t::r~o days ::::--.d 

--f-t'-effi continu~ to reinforce and stick with our 270 strategy. 
Maybe this is where experience counts, but it was our 

feeling that, if George Bush raises his hand on January 20 and 
gets sworn in, we were successful, period. There i5n't any 
·s.ther m-=-as 11 "e of a'J.Gaess, --t.Jhe way he gets there is if we get 
270'. The way you get 270 isl take the resources you've got, 
concentrate and focus them in ~estates -- and those 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 aa~.@ with a model of the 50 states, 4-n-
rank order;,"from":½l to .. Lon the probability of them voting__~ 
Republican. -I-t:~~d en historical~ata and 0-ft current - • T 
polling data. We would rerun that model every two or three days~...--

you always knewJ cumulatively, a-s _2e;.i worked your way down 
horn I through where the battlefront was for attaining 270. 

What the model said was that.)(' 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 14th. You always had 
that rank order. 

So, if you had polling from 10 or 12 states 
-EH1d r the model , it would a-±-s-a adjust the other stat es. -¥-9-l.l 

-weuldn' t--w;.nt to try it w:. th ~ust three er four s Lal es. B·...;.t LJc 
,f e 1 t, f you had a big enough database, and r:an the !'Rode 1 then 
yeu aeuld get a Se .. se -of whete stales would fail tates for 

~hich you didn't necessarily ~ave 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 medialdecisions. :~ 
yon'r<=• ge.:.ng afler 290 electoral votes, then I don't LlrirJ. .. it's-
very :-rude::t to itio.ke lO=:.:.:r ta1geL list of !ltates aG!d up ts j,i.s.t_ 
280 or 290, because Llrere's too much ch_ncc :or er~or:. Yo;,i_ 
al11aj"s r .. ced a target l.:.gt t.l1al total;::, 325 or 350, :.n th5.t rango,-

-t: o gC t i oat :27 u::= A {:; 
In the 1988 race, the data was tight enough, so we pretty 

well knew where we were going to get our 270; ~ltimate 1 y w~ g"~ 
-eve q• t:.::.::-.g we .. eeded. :.z the l El:3 L £ o a.,_ e saw there were 
three ways~ we could win: 

-- One, if all the small states that we thi::k should go 
Republican do, and we don't have any errors, then we had:::. wa-y 
ttat got ~s to 273 -- with Vermont, South Dakota, everything but 

--?.-e-t California. That's obviously very risky. 
-- Two, carry California. C-:..::.::-::.0 ·_:3~.f e::-.o:.:~, &"arly on the key 

was always California~-nU.thout California, you didn't have 270; 
• .,_ h C 1 • f • · d d • ~"' 1 ' ., 1-. ,1, ' ...... ,.-r;. ; h Wll.. a 1 orn1a, you .... v a.way::, .... .uew .. a .. , Du.l. 1-n~s approac 

was also risky. 
-- Three, pick off two of the Michigan-Ohio-Illinois combo 

(assuming Bush carries New Jersey). If we had Ohio, we~~ 
~ 1 way~ going to make it and we never let off there, even though 
we were 12 or 13 points ahead near the endfin Ohio. We never 
took anything out of Ohio to put a.1.zwhe::-0 els~ 

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 in there for us. I 
always thought we'd carry Michigan, and felt that Illinois would 
be the toughest of the three. That's ~Yi~ turned out~ 

A close race in Illinois becau~e of GOP slippage downstate? 

A, we had~~e National Journal's county-by-
county computer map, published the week after the election, 

~~cally shows t~ Republican we .akness in the farm areas. 

Rather like an eastern version of Iowa. 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 from them 
everyday? 

F~-4:f,,,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. 0 -he'd never done thi5 
h-efcre ~nd it½~~ uea:lt Lo~. 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 
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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 
they didn't respond to some 
Republicans were giving them? 
just to sit there? 

ads, what was your reaction when 
of the early tough hits the 

Had you expected the Democrats 

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. -:J.. 

Cr thought the worst set of ads in the history of 
presidential politics, at least in the terms of wasted time and 
money, were the "handlers" ads,. c:.bo'""l the :·-....sh st.,.ff .3it:~:1g. 
arcn.::n'il r,;r~ :::-e:::.:ly 2.:...: tes: 9 ,, .,.. ads, a':d Re.,,er A.i.les just ha:es-

- ad testing (a 11 ad guys ~r,), ':'::.ey hate it wLe::-. :hoy get an a.4_ 
-:::.c~f :hi::~: is :::--igl-,+- a::::.c +-'\-, 0 y'rl o::.e.1 be right bc-t :.::at 
doesn't test ,, 0 .,,:{ •101:. I Llr.:.. .. k tl:o:::-o Has p:::-e:.ty '..:.:1:::.r..:.:::01.lS. 
-ag1eerne11i.., even with '.Ro::,er, :l=-.:.:. :he ads :hat tested w.e..11 --4Jen• 
the bed L. c:.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 -e-L~ t1 e:::-y c._d 
the last three weeks or so. There'd be a meeting 1:-wo ~r three o-t-~ 
times a week~~""tAaz,. 

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,~ ir. terms of the w.icro rr,ar..agernent, 
th~t was ttre- 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 coordination to it 
than anyone else could have. Hhcn ~r~e carnpa::.gn was ree.: l y AA.-.1!/~ 

gr:owing in the fal ~. I knew what I tlrirrk.\<tome t,f tL.e other gu~ 
didn't v...._ how much the campaign had to grow in sheer size -- the 
political operation, media buying, scheduling and advance 
work, everything. ¥eu had peep le o·,rerloaded with titer~---~-- a_, 



e relied on 'O"rr'!" people to do 
it; he sometimes made changes- a .. d mos L of ten cl.:.ek. '--t; and he 
helped keep it coordinated. He .e~ll-¥ 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 
--ect>..:a l l on 

think we 
th- air 

ended with a larger portion of our budget 
i~ radio and television than anyLcampaign 

What did you see as the turning points for Bush in 1988? 
0v~ 

New Hampshire. We had just gotten knocked down~ and~ was 
up thc::-c all that tir:',e trying +-o orel-..... sLro.Le thdt show o.r 
tv ...... Lo liour ha~ and Bush ~£3~0.1.c.a:t..... H-e knew he 
was in trouble, but he was~~~r==i c. .:e· did everything He 

etl± t.i.rrg speecileS and 
in this, and this 
important. 

things we.::.e al1>:aj's good-:-- I thought, "We're 
guy's not going to cave." That was very 

Another turning point,_ "'h•;::. e-..:..!l 1-¥--, was the convention period. 
Then, during the fall w .... ll, I just cerrsic.er ::.t bad luck to_ 

~sta:::-t -:.h.i.i1i<.L19 you' ~-c ;et t wr ... p:-~d -:.:p. I11 LLe faH-, Dukakis 
made a couple of runs at us, and then the debates. .but after 
the debates, particularly after the first debate, I reall1 felt 
confident Bush could handle Dukakis. 

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

~FI 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 we were in with Ford in 1976--
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 
lost in Ohio. But even with Ford, there were fewer of those 
things that had top happen than wit~kis. When you looked at 
where Bush was actually ahead, and t-~::.d Dukakis had to turn 
all these places around, the odds of that happening were pretty 
sma 11 . ;:,t c::iv 

Dukakis may have been doin~the right thing because his only 
hope was p-£ebabl7 to get enough national movement --so .. ,ewe:-y that it 
would affect a whole lot of states. He didn't have enough time, 
money -e:rrd-.:,-t-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? 

:Z:ee:h, I gae~g. I don't want to get into an attack on the 
press. In 1988, there was so much more press, and so many mor~ 
rabbit trai 1 s they went down that were net :-a rH ,.., , 1 a.,.., y ii.,po .... t. a .. 

and you had to spend a 1 ot of time on it. It was to ugh, 
but you have to deal with the press. I?. re":ro=pec:, :2Qr~'s 
&ever any point in pounding awc:.J at the pres~. 

It seems they'd underestimated Bush for so long. 
treatment of Bush tougher than Ford's bad press? 

Was their 

It was tougher because 
Therefore, smaller things got 
4han any c:her I 

there 
blown 

was so 
up more 

much more of it. 
in this campaign. 

.,..'9'F..;:c~t"---a-,i..,-r :::-c:.-t-L--r.i.,o.,.,r.,..r a::rtl--,p..,.,...r .... e .... g...::::=---,..... I t was -t ea 1 l r .i. n c J. -- d::.. b : e r - - the 
cornpeti veness a n d the size of the press corps. rs::Hd Lhe ... 1 ocx Le.4-

-k-t1t:: Cc:.tttpa.i.~ .. ::otli..e oaL Llrere. 

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 tr u e 
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 lot new. If things are bad at the end of two 
terms, you're not going to win.- you' .... e 0 11 t a~-:I..f things are 
good; you want to keep them good, and raise thePrisk"of letting 
the other guys in. bt.:.t 1 ycu' re p robabl J not goi.1g to have a 
great :::cw d::..rec"::..or:. for ":l:e eot1.1lq. The :..dca of raising that 
r::..sk is .:.rnpor tan:. 

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. ~~Jas~c-~ 
feeling going into this campaign was that you had two • w o 
really 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 they don't see 
rnueh -difference...,. will vote for change; and second, there are , 
still enough Democrats in the country that, if you don't let eny~ 

-e-£ them~ave a reasor..,D-Q.t to vote for the Democrat, then ,ou':±-vCc.-~ 
be in pretty good shape. 

We couldn't allow that to happen. My view was that, if you 
looke-a at Bush and Dukakis -- saw them accurately and got the 
press to discuss their values, records and policy positions--
it wou d be clear they were very different. The majority of the 

o ers int e 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. 



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. or hs11 hard :.t wa-s. 
goi~ to s:a:::-: ~ain:.ns- But, at the same time, we knew there was 
no Bush involvement. 
anylhing rno-:::.._ T!'le:::-e was a~way.:; tho +hr 0 2+ the 'Bewoc .. o.ts were 
-going to find out ---som 0 thi"'g me ... e, and :::"slr sa.:.d, "I'rd Lelli-B-g 
you, there's nothing more Lo L.ud oat, ::.O don't ~v .. l} al,ouL il. 1' 

Marc Nuttle's theory of the Quayle issue is that it took away the 
negative issues used 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? 

: th.:. .... k -rhat may have been what did it. ~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? 

Y::u ~ori.'j aLov.t tl== .. at. c·w .. ery week. : 'ff~ not 51.:~0 ?{GU can e~ 1 et' 
f~el :hat u;;a;-. L. fact.., We 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 Issues" book, a week before 
the election, detailing the hundreds of policy positions and 
proposals Bush had made throughout the year. 

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 
won an election this big; therefore, 
always operate like that uhen you're 
+eaa.. The question is, when will 
closer is it going to get. 

Hhen yo,1're in +hat sjtJ,ation, 
this strategy: 

that nobody in history has 
it's got to get closer. -¥-6-u 
in a campaign with a b±-g 

it get closer, and how much 

you're always ~rnbarked on 

1i-1rst, yuu' ... e--- not going to let .:.t get closer. Yo•,'-re 
rgo1ng Lo do everything possjble to prevent that from happeRiog, 
·alid delay it as f;:.r as you can a::::.d for as long as yo-:..i e;:.n. 

But second, you a.lso know that nobody's ever Hon th.at 
1'5~1-;:;g:-,---::a:;-;:n~a-.;...i-1--L--±s probably geing----to get closer. 

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 
pl ace, because there ~ou:--sorne of tlro.se peo~a you appear to be 
gettinglaren'tlgoing to vote Republican.~ 
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-Remember, Bush h~d huge leads, bigger 
-a-b-out. In many of the big states, we were 
_.potnt leads, and 8 10 po~nts in some of the 

t '-' ughest-:" 

than we were tatting 
louking at lQ t9 1.4.:: 
states that uere the_ 

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. ,, __ 
Illinois was a great concern to me. Anything in the Farm Belt -r-~ 
a~weys waslt:oncernec ~bc~t for example, we never counted on 
Iowa. 

In that last week, we got a little more adventuresome in our 
media buys and scheduling. -We had a .::c.J.pl.;: ~;,-1,-1°,..-, tl-wo:::,~e ~~y:.n-g 

, Li!....,:;.. all L1ie ":i"" 0 i D 'DonT"lsyl ira....,; =- We wanted to go in and go 

~Du~k~:Ptn 
~/? w-ant t-o divert resources and get aHay from our 270 strategy. 

So you did get the chance to go for some Democratic-base states 
the way Reagan had in '84, such as Pennsylvani2:,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,e-il lLe L~rne. 

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 
instinct 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 Oakland? 

Mv marv 
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% or 12%. We had carried it in the past four presidential 
elections. Second, the kind of people who are the ticket-
splitters in Michigan -- who you must have to win in Macomb and 
Western Wayne County -- are exactly the same people who, as long 
as Democrats nominate a liberal, are not going to vote :f-s~ B;l:l..~. 
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The folks in the districts of Democrats John Dingell and Bill 
Ford? 

Yes. Yoa hed lhat phenomenon going on. And third, 
.:. .. stinet:.·Jeln Michigan had always~een a good Bush state. 
People there like Bush, and Bush fit.4/politics 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 crazy nominating process. If you take any 
other priority state like Ohio or California, and check how many 
stops Bush made in -e:H those states evetall 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? 

¥--et1:. Lee we"1t .• d spent a 1 ot of time ou:. there. We -f:::.z:. 
thought California was going to be 50-50 all the way. PeLsenally, 
: a~·1ayc:: tho,iQ:bt we'd win.;+- by a hai~. With California, there 
was nothing to tell you that 7 e~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., -1:::.-.: Loy, L}y_;__::, 1ea.,_ il was. 
Bush did not have any of the natural things going for him in 
California that he had, for instance, in Michigan. He 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 ei:.he~ detracts from 
your own campaign by embarrassing the candidate you don't 
want to become the center of attention. Second, it's 
~ff.barrassing ;rou~elf to be Lhete and have Ural LaI>pen to ya,, 
Tlri~cl, you can't believe, as long as you've been around, that you 
can be that dumb. If it was my first campaign I'd have felt 
differently. :::t "toms also one of those-lhin.;is that, I guess, .LJ 
¥0 1 1've been around long ene-..:gh, 1 oa r~alize li::e w::..11 go en, an-e 

·---1:.ha:.'s a .short tet.it ;;,LorJ;--

Is that part of your philosophy -- to step back and stay away 
from the press? 

-tk.-~· No. I don't make a conscious effort to stay away from~-
There's one thing I've always tried to do in politics, over the 
last 23 or 24 years. T decided th::..s I uas going to g~t i:nto 

_p-eli:.::..cs :,,11-t::..F.,e a-s --a-·--- pro"hss.:.e-:-i. if you want to be around 
for a long time, don't be a shooting star. I've been covered a 
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lot in the press sometimes good, sometimes bad, sometimes 
flattering, sometimes not. 

If-you ~t1st. let it go a: it~ normal pace, >l'hen +'\.,e...-o's somP 
-a-llention on you, tho.L's all tight and it may be ::.elpful :o 1 ~ 

-=1uL when there's not, do . .i'L go u ..... t o:: yo-..:.r way to +a.Ju, ,..:::-_Jit cn:--
·g1ve any. If 1ot1 don't force it too :.o.td, eithe::- br : .. }idg to h-e-"' 
too secretive ot by overdoi.1g it, yot.'ll be ::.:r:. 5 1-... t. 

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-

,¥-OU ou~hl trw 11 t'---e--t.raLL but, at the same time, you shouldn't 
be shy about saying you're not going to talk about something. 

A lot of political reporters are bright and interesting 
people. I enjoy them and enjoy talking to them. I think that's 
especially true of the~ with more _experience. Witt->~· 

~:r'i'c,~rle:::::.::.~ ca . .. poign,-;,;2~+ bappp .... c,-c-;8 ~- o .... .;--4 gi:::L a wave Dl. ! 1t;;W-

'"?90J?~S v:lro do.1't L.Hdei..slc. ... 1-J -!Hr l."n,:;;c what iL .:.s tlre}'-t-e 
-::ec_:.:-.:..19. 

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

It certainly was, and until Fred Malek c ame 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 out 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 tl._t there's a two- or three-
week period where you're trying to accomplish an objective. 

It goes back aga:.n 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 ~~1~9- or three-week period, and so on. 

There should be a~ plan, describing how you're t ... ying 
to accomplish different objectives and messages at different 

~,~imes. But when you bring it all together, you've got one 
,--- -~ieee, one message and one overall campaign~• 

You can do this without losing sight of the day-to-day 
tactical problems you always~o. I real~y 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~ a.-te..-. 
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. 
It's that se.1se of flow of message-,. 
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