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RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)]

P-1
P2
P3
P4

P-5 Rel

P.6

National security classified information [(a)(1) of the PRA].

Relating to appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA].

Release would viclate a Federal statute {(a)(3) of the PRA].

Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or financial information
[(a)(4) of the PRA].

R would discl confidential advice bet 1 the President and his advisors, or
between such advisors [(a)(5) of the PRA}.

Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(a)}(6) of
the PRA].

Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of gift.

Freedom of Information Act - [$ U.S.C. 552(b)}

F-1
F2

F3
F4

F8
F7
F8
F-9

National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA].

Release could disclose intemal personnel rules and practices of an agency {(b)}(2) of the
FOIA].

Release would violate a Federal statue [(b)(3) of the FOIA).

Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or financial information
[(b)}(4) of the FOIA].

Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personai privacy [(b}{(6) of the
FOIA].

Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of
the FOIA].

Release would disclose information conceming the regulation of financial institutions
[(b}(8) of the FOIA].

Release would disclose geological of geophysical information conceming wells [(b)(9) of
the FOIA].
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T " Decision Making/lnformation®

Intelligent alternatives
for today's decision makers

1050 Seventeenth Street N.W., Suite 1100, Washington, D.C. 20036, (202) 822-9010

TO: James A. Baker, Illw&
FROM: Richard B. Wirthlin
DATE: March 25, 1983

SUBJECT: Edward J. Corwin's Citizen Response Program

As you have requested, Jim, I have carefully reviewed the materials
that were passed on to the President concerning a possible "mass
participation feedback program." I spoke to Mr. Corwin four years
ago about the system he was suggesting then. Basically, Jim, it
involved using overlays on Holerith cards to record responses

that would then be keypunched and entered into a computer.

I have no way of assessing the efficiency or cost of the program he
is describing in his March 22nd letter. However, to process 150
million cards in 48 hours, while technically possible, would likely
be expensive and, given the system that I reviewed, extremely
cumbersome.

Furthermore, we know from the work done through the CUBE system,
which tabulates electronically responses to questions using cable TV,
neither huge samples nor the speed of response guarantees an accurate
and projectable measure of how people feel about the issues.

If you desire, I would be happy to see if Mr. Corwin has made some
breakthroughs since 1979. If there is then interest, we should test
the practicality and cost effectiveness of the idea. On the other
hand, if the system is pretty much as it was in 1979, I would have
serious doubts about its effectiveness in measuring citizen attitudes
quickly, accurately and inexpensively.
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* Mr. Lee Roderick, Washington Bureau Chief of
Scripps-Howard Newspapers, permitted me to copy
this article with an apology for the typographical
error in the name of Mr. T.], Watson Jr, and a cor-
rection, replaclng the "leave of absence" with"an

early retirement and a consuiting agreement”. EJ €

OPINION

WASHINGTON' — Edward J.
Corwin has a dream. But he needs a
little help to carry it out. A little
help, say, from 100 million
Americans or so.

Corwin’s dream goes something
like this: President Reagan appears

on television one evening — as he ac-’

tually did recently — and explains
the pros of his budget. Then a
Democratic spokesman explains the
cons. .

Americans weigh the merits of
two sides and take in hand pencils
and simple coded .response cards
they have previously been fur-
nished. They fill in blanks cor-

responding to their feelings about

the budget and mail the cards to one

“of 10 regional processing centers.

. Within 48 hours of the televised
presentation, computers at the 10
centers have received and
processed response cards from up to

'150 million citizens and phoned the

Tesults to a central point from
where the totals are announced.
Citizens have given government
decision-makers a swift, precise and
reasonably detailed answer to what
should be done with the budget.

THE WHOLE procedure could
be repeated in many different
forms, with other advocates and
other issues.

Politicians would ignore such an
authoritative mandate at their own
risk. Many of them undoubtedly
would prefer not to be faced so
squarely by the ‘‘people’s will.”’
That’s the bad news.

THE GOOD NEWS is this:
Aftér nearly 12 years of pursuing his
dream, Corwin, a.former high-
powered IBM executive, is réady to
unleash it on America. The

technology, both hardware and.
_goftware, is in hand, and the idea

has been field tested with
remarkable results. It is clear that
citizens have an urge to parhcnpate
in democracy.

Former U.S. Rep. Joel T. Broyhill
of Virginia, for example, in 1974
used Corwin’s approach to poll his
constituents .through a mailed
questionnaire.. The ‘‘massive
response,’”’ reported Broyhill, was
‘‘perhaps the highest in the history
of congressional polling.”” He,
received 63,000 cards back,
representing about 35 percent of the
registered voters in his district.

In 1977 the Northwest Regional
Foundation, with Corwin’s
guidance, sent 100,000 question-
raires and response cards to four
Washington State areas — Spokane,

Tri-Cities, Capitol Hill section of

Lee

‘Roderick

Washington

Correspondent

m

Seattle and Whitman County —
seeking citjzen views on a range of
local issues.

Although the ‘comprehensive sur-
veys required an estimated half-
hour to complete, about 18,000
citizens took the time to do so.

"“People will really respond in
great numbers if given an easy and
effective means to speak up and are
told by decision-makers that their
opinions will matter,” explained
Corwin, a New Yorker, on a recent
visit to Washington.

. He is driven by the belief that the
faith citizens have lost in their
nation’s government and many of its
leading institutions can be restored
if they are allowed to participate
directly in major decisions affecting
their lives.

IT IS A belief perhaps roots in
Corwin’s past. As a Polish army of-
ficer in'1939, he literally was on the
front tiine when Hitler’s army

marched into Poland. Corwin spent .

over five years in German POW

One dream ot democracy

camps, then later watched helpless-

* ly as Russia set up a puppet regime

in his devastated homeland. He
never forgot that both enemy
regimes were virtually um-
answerable to the people. '
- Years later, in 1970, Corwin chose
to cut short his lucrative career at
IBM in its prime, receiving an in-
definite, paid leave of absense from
board chairman Thomas J. Watston
Jr. to pursue his goal of wedding
computer-age technology to
American democracy. Given enough
support among Washington policy-
makers, Corwin says he is now
ready to make his dream a reality. -

Corwin, who was set up a small,
solely owned company called
Citizens Response to market his.
concept, explains that ‘“‘events are
progressing so rapidly that our
periodic elections do not provide a
continuous mandate. A direct,
ongoing contact is needed to assure
current support of most people for
important decisions.”

“True leadership,” he adds, “will _

- not have to submit to the dictates of

the polls.” But it will be able to .
measure initial support.for a given

" proposal and be better equipped to

explain why a certain course of ac-:
tion was taken.

“Unless we achieve the participa-
tion of people in rebuilding the spirit
of the country, we won’t have penple
willing to risk their lives for it,”
Corwin believes. And if we don’t
have people ready to risk their lives,
we are not going to remain a free
nation.”



CITIZENS
RESPONSE®

COMPUTER HOTLINE ENTRY DEVICE ©

Hotline
toRonald

Reagan

Before this meeting starts please readthe .

WHY and HOW on the following pages.

Thank you,€s were counted correctly.

mtechnology,which was field |
ery large scale, it is feasible
to meet the requirements of a viable hotline
and tabulate the responses of 150 million
citizens within 48 hours following the "
broadcast of the President's message.

As result of nine years of development
this method is easy to use, simple to
introduce and practical to run. It will

be operated by a non-profit organization,
funded by nominal membership dues.

OPERATION: Every citizen wishina ta |
participate should contact the hotline office

§
to receive a personal computer entry device









CITIZENS RESPONSE°

Mass Participation Feedback

March 22, 1983
Mr. President:

Recently, the majority of Americans were silent on vital issues
just when their active support was needed. People just don't like
to write or telephone. But orchestrated voices and the manifes-
tations of relatively few attracted media attention.

The HOTLINE TO RONALD REAGAN can provide easy to use, two-way
communication. It is rapid, credible, effective and can be self-
supporting. Our future depends on giving each Member of Congress
a verifiable number of constituents who speak out, rather than
relying on national average polls, which sample only 1,000 out of
250 million citizens. The HOTLINE can deliver 150 million

voices in 48 hours, tabulated by Congressional Districts and States.
In 1984, The HOTLINE can help activate and win the disillusioned
non-voters of 1980.

In 1978, I had an opportunity to speak to you briefly. My intense
follow-up had no effect. Then, early in 1980 at the WNRC reception,
through the courtesy of your charming wife, I sent a letter to you.
Max Hugel responded promptly and we had an encouraging meeting,
but later, he feared there was not enough time left to organize the
use of The HOTLINE. 1 did not give up. Through Kitty LeRoy, I
reached Bill Wilson, an unselfish patriot, now the Ambassador to
the Holy See. He is thoroughly familiar with the HOTLINE program,
and authorized me :0 use his name as a reference.

I hope, Mr. President, that you can read the enclosed two pages
and designate a person to whom I should make a presentation,
outlining how The HOTLINE TO RONALD REAGAN could be helpful to
your weekly broadcasts and the appearances of your spokesmen.

Most respectfully and admiringly,

Edward J. Corwin

Ronald W. Reagan
President of the United States

Enclosures

cc: Ambassador W, Wilson
Mrs. Mervyn LeRoy

200 CENTRAL PARK SOUTH, NEW YORK, N. Y. 10019 . TEL. (212) 246-2982
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TAZLE 132C

1. DEMDGRAPHIC VARIARLES VS. 153. REG VOTER: RR VS MONDALE
e ¥ e she e 3o s a4 e o o e ke e e 3 e 3 e e ez 3AR R K 3 o e oo 3o Ak s 3k s 3 i i i alk i ok 3K i Xk 3k ok 2 i 3k e 3K X X 3 3 0k Ak A e 4 ok Xk ik X ko de e
WERS TO
c. 153: 1} PEAGAN 2) MONDALE
i) UNDECIDED
(1) (2) (3)
% % %

<AGGREGATE RESULTS> 46. 45, 10.

TABLE 1320 IS €. 106 X Q. 1E3emmmemme e e e cmececmmccm oo oo e oo
SEX

MALE < 586> 43, 42, 9.

FEMALE < £40> 42, 47, 1.

CHISQ= .80 W/ 2 D.F, IS SIGNIFICANT AT 96.67 %. o
TASLE 1321 IS Q¢ 117 X Qu 153 cmmmmm e e e e c e
MARITAL STATUS/SEX

MARRIED MEN < 421> £0. 41, 9.
MARRIED WOMEN < 4243 43, 45. 12,
NON-MARRIED MEN < 156> 46, 46, 8.
NON-MARRTED WOMEN < 216> 40. 52. 8.

CHISQ=  12.45 W/ & D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 94.74 %, *
TABLE 1322 IS Q. 158 X 04 153 ~-me-emweceeccmeec e c e o mcmem e
MINCR CHILDREN IN HH/C

YES < EOS> 45, 44, 1.
HC ¢ T16> 46. 45, 9,

CHISQ= 2.42 W/ 2 C.F.

TARLE 1323 1S @, 114 X C, 183 -ececcmmmecccccccecemccccccccmce e n e e ————-
AGE/C

18 - 24 < 112> 51. 43, 5.

25 - 34 < 269> 51, 38. 11.

2 - 44 < 230> 46, 41, 13.

46 - B4 < 196> 47, 46, 6.

55 - 64 < 207> 40. 51. 9.

65 AND DVER < 210> 39. 49, 1.

CHISQ=  20.21 W/ 1C D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 97.3¢ %. ¥
TARLE 1324 IS Q. 84 X Q. 153 =memmme-m—m e e e e e
EDUCATICN

LESS THN HIGH SCHCOL < 350> 33, 55, 13.
HIGH SCHCOL GEADUATE < 467> 47, 43, 10.
SCME COLLEGE < 217> 54, 38, 8.
COLLEGE CSADUATE < 106> Ré. 36. 8.

POST-GRADUATE WORK ¢ 83> b€ . 37. [
ChISQ= 37.15 w/ & D.F, IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %, oK
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TABLE 1325

1. D"EMCGRAPHIC VARIARLES vS, 153. REG VOTER: RR VS MCNDALEZ
3 3ie e it 3 v s ol 3% 3 3z 78 o 53 3 e 3K 9 i ¢ ok 3 e 3 30 2 AR 3R oK R 3 3 e 3K 3¢ s e ofe 2 3 %0 R K e 2% otk e 2 oK o 0 3 3 o O 76 ¢ i3 e e e sk e ke s ok 3 o

ANSWERS TC
¢. 153: 1) REAGAN 2) MONDALE
Z) UNCECIDED

(1) (2) (3)
% % %
<AGGREGATE RESULTS> 4e, 45, 10.
TARLE 1325 IS Q. 118 ¥ 0, 153 -eemme e oo e
QCCUPATION/
FOCFESSIONAL < 165> 53, 18, 9.
CTHER WHITE COLLAR < 295> 55. 37. 9.
RLUE COLLAR < 346> 47, 42, 11.
FETIRED < 273> 38. 52. 9.
CTHER/REFUSED < 148> 29. 60. 1.

CHISQ=  38.69 W/ 8 D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 1C0.00 2. -
TABLE 1326 IS €. 98 X Q. 153 =mmmmc o oo oo oo mcm e
INCOME

UNDER ¢ £,000 < 97> 26. 56. 8.
¢ 5,000 TC $10,000 < 160> 25. 67. 8.
$10,000 T $15,000 < 182> 39, 53. 8.
$15,060 Tr 320,000 < 172> 47, 39. 14,
€20,000 T 330,000 < 265> 49, 43, 9.
$3C,000 TC $4G,000 < 150> 55. 35, 10.
<40,000 CR MIPE < 137> 66. 26. 7.

CHISQ=  75.20 W/ 12 C.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 #. Kk
TABLE 1327 IS Qo 94 X Qu 153 =mmmmm o oo e e e
PRIMARY WAGE EARNER

MALE < ©9&1> 47, 43, 10.
FEMALE ¢ 246> 39, 51, 10.

CHISQ= 5.14 W/ 2 D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 92.33 %, *
TARLE 1322 7S Q. 87 X €, 153---cecmmmmeemcmmceo e ccmce e e ——————— —
LARGR FAMILY

YES < 258> 25, £2. 14,
NG < 966> 48. 43, 9.

CHISQ= 16,34 W/ 2 D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 99.97 %. _—_—
TARLE 1329 TS Q. 123 X Qo 153 e e e e e e e e e
ETHNICITY

WHITE < ©23> 52. 39, 9.
SLACK < 1315 8. 80. 11.
HISPANIC < 40> 20, 5. 5.
CTHER < 98> 46. 42. 12.

CHISQ= 107.°97 W/ b D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %. kX
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1. DEMOGRAPHIC VARIARLES

ANSWERS T0
Q. 183 1)  REABAN
e

TARLE 1330

vSé. 153, REG VOTER:
3¢ 3 38 3% 3R X 3¢ 3¢ 3% e e i< e N He e e e e e s ek A 4 ol A o e o 3k e S X2 e 30 a0 K e 3k s ok e e X KR ok afe ke ok o k3 3 o e ok ol ek kg ke

2)

UNCECIDED

C{AGGREGATE RESULTS>

TAPLE 1330 IS €@, 142 x Q. 1%
RORN AGAIN/RELIGICN
RCRN AGATN/BAPTIST < 207>
BOEN ACAINYCATHOLIC < 112>
RORN ACAIN/OTHER < 335>
NCT S0RN AGAIN < BBC>
CHISQ= 16.32 W/ 6 N.F.

¥V

IS SIGNIFICANT AT

MONDALZ

39,
44,
98.79

o?
e

PAGE

RR vS MONDALE

TASLE 1331 IS 04 127 ¥ Gu 153 ccmmmm oo oo e oo oo oo

8-FT. GEOQCODE
NEw ENGLAND < 50D
MICDLc ATLANTIC < 232>
GREAT LAKES ¢ 262
FARM BELT < 74
MOUNTAIN < 28>
PACIFIC < 15é>
QUTER SQUTH < 270>
DEEP SOUTH < 123>
CHISQ= 24.51 W/ 14 D.F.

42
37,
48.
43.
61,
49.
49.
4C.
IS SIGNIFICANT AT

43.
50.
46.
BO.
28.
43.
40.
£0.
96.C2

o7
/o9

a s
s 8 o & ¢ o ¢ o

—
O D 00w\

.

TARLE 1332 IS Q. 100 X Gu 153 -=momeommmcmem o cmeeceececeeae—aa-

RECISTERED TO VOTE
YES  <122¢>

CHI-SCUARE IS NOT APPLICABLE.

TA2LE 1333 IS Q. 85 X Cu 153 - oo om oo oo e

PARTY ID STRENGTH
STRONG REPUBLICAN < 120>
NCT SO STRONG REPUZ < 162>
LEAN TO REPUBLICANS < 125>
INTDEPENDEMT/ND PREF < 187>
LEAN T2 DEMOCRATS < 148>
NOT SO STRONG DEMD < 239>
STRONG CEMCCRAT < 264>
CHISQ= 547.38 W/ 12 C.F.

$5.

18.
87.

50.
21.

31.

€.

IS SICMNIFICANT AT

68.
58.
83.

100.CC

%o

23.
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TABLE 1325

2. SUPPLEMENTAL DEMDS vS. 153, REC VUTER: Rr VS MONDAL:
e s ke oo o o o s e oo S oo 0o o oK 3 R S 30 e SRR o o o ol o R SIS o a0 K R 3K K ROR

ANSWERS TCO

o 1H3: 1} REAGAN 2) MONDALE
3) UNDECIDED

(1) (2) (3)

% % A

<AGGREGATE RESULTS> 46 . 45, 1C.
TARLE 1335 IS €. 128 X €. 1B3-w-rerec e reccccc e crccrcc e m e c e e e

4-PT., GECCCODE

NORTHEAST < 282> 38. 43, 13.

MIOCWEST < 337> 47. 46, 1.

WEST <« 214> 52 3G. 2.

SCUTH < 33> 4€. 43. i1.

CRISC= 16.02 w/ 6 D.F., IS SIGNIFICANT AT 98.63 #. ¥
TASLE 1334 IS 0, 160 X 0, 153 --==-memcmc e r e rc e r e e e
ELECTORAL VCTE GECCODE

LARGE (2C+ E.Ve) < B32> 45, 45. 9.
MECIUM (1C-19 E.V.) < 2E8> 43. 47, 10.
SMALL (1-9 E.V.) < 276> 49. 41. 10.

CHICSQ= 2.78 W/ 4 O.F.

TA2LE 1337 IS @, 106 X €, 153-=v-emmemrrcccceccemr e e e rremcm e e
MECIA MARKET CCPE '

IN MARKET < 204> _ 49. 42. 9.

CUT OF MARKET < 922> 44. 45, 10.

CHISQ= 1,74 W/ 2 C.F.

TABLE 22382 IS Q. 161 X Ce 1H3-=c-vorommmcmc e e e e r e e —
LEVEL: UMEMPLODY (DEC 22)
LOw (LESS THAN 8.0%: < 222> 4T . 33, 14,
MED-LOW {2,0-2.G%) < 348> 44. 45, 11.
MEC-HIGH(1C.0-11.9) < 24%5 49, 44, T
HIGH (12 0OR MCZRE) < 412> 44, 47. S.

CHIS@= Q.62 W/ £ 0.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 86.15 %. +
TABLE 123S IS Q. 162 X {. 163 mrercmmmccmccccmr e mm e m e s e e
CHNG IN UNEMPLOY/19821-22

LESS THAN 1.%% INCE < 289> 44, 45, 11.
1.6 - 2,92 INCREASE < 635> 4T. 44, G.
2.0¥ INCR OB MDRE < 202> 44. 46. 1C.

CHISQ= 1.76 W/ 4 D.F,
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2. SUPPLEMENTAL

DEMOS

ANSWERS TG

TABLz 134C

. 1B3: 1) REAGAN
3} UNDECIDED
CAGGREGATE RESULTS>
TARLE 134C IS ¢, 11% % C,

SEX/AGE
YOUNGER WIMEN(18-44) < 284>
CLNER WOMEN (4%8+) < 222>
YOUNGER MEN (18-44) < 325>
CLOER MEM (4E2+) < 260>
CHIsQ= 21.66 W/ & C.F.

TABLE 1341 IS C,
SEX/EDUCATION
MEN: 1-11 YRS EDUC < 173>
MEN: 12-15 YRS EDUC < 2C%>
MEN: 16+ YRS EDUC < 1C5>
WOMEN: 1-11 YRS EDUC < 177>
WOMENI12-15 YRS EDUC < 379>

116

X C. 123

A ~ e

WOMEN? 16+ YRS EDUC < 84>
CHISQ= 44.71 W/ 10 D.F.
TARLE 1342 IS Q. 159 X C. 153
MARITAL STATUS/CHILDREN
MARRIED/CHILDREN < 408>
MARRIED/NC CHILCREN < 445>
NOT MARRIED/CHILDREN < 1GO>
NCT MARRIED/NC CHILD < 271>
CHISQ= &.84 W/ 6 C.F.
TARLE 1243 IS @. 81 X Q. 153
SMALL BUSINESS
YES/WIRK FCR < 2C&>
YES/MANAGE < 3C>
YES/OWN < 127>
NO/REFUSED < 859>
CHISQ= 41.64 W/ &€ C.F.
TAZLE 1344 IS €. 156 X G. 153
WOMEN WORK CUTSIDE/C
YES < 208>
MO < 3223
CHISQ= 5.56 W/ 2 D.F.

vS. 1B3. REG

2)

2,
42.
55,
42.

IS SIGNIFICANT AT

24,
4.
62.
32.
46,
48,

vOTER:

MONDALE

~—~

3% N

~

L
=0
L]

AS TN ]
.

4€.

4&.,

35.

51,
G3.86 %.

56.
38.
31.
53.
43,
44,

IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 3.

"6'
47.
38.
44,

48,

6C.

68.

41,
SIGNIFICANT AT 1

41.
42,
SIGNIFICANT

42.
43.
50.
49.

4C,
23.
8.
4G.
0C.CO

©7
<o

45,
5C.
33.78 %.

PAGE

462

FR VS MONDALE
e s 3 2 3 e e o 8 s o o ol e o o o e e ot ke 9 ol ol e o ok 3 3K e R 3 30 el s 2 i b e e 330 3 R ol o o o 5K o 3 3 3K o XK O K oK 3K 3K 3 3K

11,
10.
13.

1.

12.
17.

4.
10.

-~
1;\: e . GP = . T G o Y S P G - e G - e o e W o= e =
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TA3LE 1345

2. SUPPLEMENTAL TEMDS VS. 183, REG VOTeR: RR VS MONDALE
e 3 e e sl e e e B sl > 3 3k e 3 e e o 3 ol e o ok e e 2 XK e 3k e sk A3k e ok e o 3 ik 3 3 o 3k 30K 3K 3K 3k XK A 3K e o 3k A e XX A 3K A 336 4 3k 3 e 3K o R A oK
ANSWERS TC
2. 1g2: 1) REAGAN 2) MDNDALC
2) UNDECIDECD
(1) (2) (3)
% % %
<AGCREGATE RESULTS> 46 . 45, 10.
TABLE 1245 IS Q. 81 X Q, 1B3-cccmccmccmc e c e e et e e
SMALL BUSINESS
YES/WORK FQOR ¢ 20é> 48, 40, 12.
YES/MANACE < 30> 60. 23. 17.
YES/CWN < 127> 68. 28. 4,
NO/REFUSED < 38¢> 41, 49, 10.

CHISQ= 41.64 W/ 6 CeF. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 4. 3 %
TABLE 1346 IS Q. 156 X Q. 163 -eccceccccomccmcrcrcc s e
WOMEN WORK DUTSIDE/C

YES < 308> 41, 45, 13,
NO < 323> 43, 50. a.

CHISQ= S.E6 W/ 2 D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 93,78 %. x
TARLE 1347 IS €. 121 X Qo 153 cmccccocccmcrc e ccerrcccm e =
TRI-RANGE INCCME

LOW INCOME < 429> 33. 58. 8.
MICOLE INCOME < B91i> 50. 4C. 10.
HIGH INCCME < 137> 66, 26. 7.

CHISQ= 62.19 W/ 4 D,F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %. e
TABLE 134R IS Q, 88 X €, 153-ceccmmemcrccmcccmcmccmccrmc e e e e me e
MILITARY VETERAN

YES < 284> 51, 42. 7.
NOD < ©71> 44, 45, 10.

CHISQ= 4,22 W/ 2 D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 87.8G %. +
TARLE 1349 IS 2. 125 X 0. 1B3--recmrmmrcr e e e
RPELICICUS PREFERENCE/C

BAPTIST < 2EB> 40. 50, 10,
CTHER PPOTESTANT < 475> 2. 29. 9.
ROMAN CATHOLIC < 267> 40, 49, i1.
JEWICTH < 29> 22 13. 5.
CTHER < 47> 46, 35, 18.
ACGNDST/ATHIEST/NONE < 1CS> 47. 44, 9.

CHISQ= 30.20 W/ 10 2.Fe. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 99.92 . 3 AH
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TABLE 1350
2. SUPPLEMENTAL LEMDS VS. 153, REG VOTER: RR VS MONDALE
2 ¥ ¥l ok Sl % A ok i ok e ot e e A ok e e ol o ¢ IR 3K AR e A o g 2K ARk a4 ik e 2k Ak N A X oM o Ak K e 2 28 K 3R 3k 06 o Ak 36 230 3k XRK X8 K X 8K e Ak O 3 ok
ANSWERS TC
0. 153: 1)  REAGAN 2) MONDALE
2)  UNDECIDED
(1) (2) (3)
% % %
<AGGREGATE RESULTS> 46, 45, 10.
TASLE 1350 IS Q. 141 X Cu 152 -mmmemmm oo e mm oo e ee e
BLUE COLLAR/UNION MEMRER
RLUE COLLAR/UNION < 135> 39, 46, 15.
BLUE COLLAR/NONUNION < 211> 52. e, 9.

CHISQ= 5.86 W/ 2 D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 94.66 %. ¥
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TASLE 12381
3, ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES vS. 153, REG VOTER: RR VS MONDALE
' e e 9 3 3% o e ok S 3 e ok ol 3k i e o e o i 8o o X i a0 o e alkakk o e 0 ok ik 9 3 e a3 3 ok e ol 3 R ko 3 e e ok o o oK K e K ot 3 o K
ANSWERS TO
Co. 1838 1) REAGAN 2) MONDALE
3Y UNDECIDED

(1) (2) (3)
Z % %

<AGGREGATE RESULTS> 4¢, 45, 10.

TASLE 1361 IS €. 1 X Q4 153 =mmeccececeeccccceccmceccrcecce;ceeccccec———
RIGHT DIR/WRONG TRACHK

RIGHT DIRECTICN ¢ 487> 715. 18, 8.

WRONG TRACK < 692> 26, 64, 1C.

NC CPINION < &7> 37. 35. 28.

CHISQ= 307.71 W/ 4 D,F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.0C %. Hk %
TARLE 1282 1S Q. 2 X Q¢ 153 mrcreccrcmcm e cecc s cccr s rr e r e e
RETTER/WORSE CFF

RETTER CFF < 475> 62. 32. 5,
WORSE OFF < 487> 27, 62. 11,
ARGUT THE SAME < 291> 47, 3%. 15,
N OPINION < 4> 8z. 18, C.

CHI-SQUARE IS NCT APPLICABLE.

TABLE 1382 IS Q. 151 X Q4 153-cmcmcrmeccrrrrrm e mrrr e rmrer e rr e r e ce e
RIGHT TRACX? BETTER CFFT

PIGHT DIR/BETTER COFF < 294> 79. 16. E.

RIGHT DIR/WEBRSE OFF < 176> 58. 28, 14,

WRCONG TRK/BETTER CFF < 156> 33, 62. b.

WRONG TRK/WORSE CFF < 371> 20. 70. 10.

CHISQ= 257.74 W/ 6 DJF. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %. 2’ e
TABLE 1354 IS Q, 4 X Co 1B3-ccecccmcmccnmrrrrr e e e cr e e e =
JOR RATINC: REAGAN

STRONGLY APPROVE < 262> 93. 6. 1.
SCMEWHAT APPROVE < 338> 13, if. i2.
SOMEWHAT DISAPPROVE <K 203> 17. 69, 14,
STRONGLY DISAPPROVE <« 374> 5, &b, 10,
ND CPINION < EG> 30. 48, 22,

CHISQ= 6932.39 W/ 6 C.F. 1S SIGNIFICANT AT 100.C0 %. kX
TABRLE 12E5 1S Q, E X Q. 1533-cmccmrcmemcrr e rr e e e r e c e — e
REAGAN: ECONCMY

STRCNCLY APPRCVE < 223> 34, 5 1.
SCMEWHAT APPROVE < 322> 1. 18. 1i.
SOMEWHAT DISAPPROVE < 232> 27« 6C, 13.
STRONGLY DISAPPRCVE < 422> 11, 78. 11.
NO CPINION < 28> 46, 34, 20.

CHISQ= 558,81 W/ & D.F, IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 4. %R X
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3. ATTITUDINAL VARIABRLES

TABLE 1356

VS.

REG VCTEK:

RR VS MONDALE

323 3 4 3 %R 3K o 0 ok 3R ok 3 e e e ok e 3k ok e sk e 3k 3 o e o e e e e ik 33K 3k % o ik A 5 e e 3k ke KA K a8 4K ol 3K K e K K 36 33X 3R KRR 36 Al X AR R

ANSWERS TC

Q. 153: 1) REAGAN
2)

CAGCREGATE RESULTS>

UNDECIDED

MONDALE

TA%LE 1356 IS Qo 6 X Qo 153 -------------------------------------------

REACAN: FCREIGN AFFAIRS
STRCNGLY APPROVE < 178>
SOMEWHAT APPREVE < 333>
SCMEWHAT DISAPPROVE < 281>
STRONGLY CISAPPROVE < 329>
NC CPINION < 1Ce>

CHISQ= 271.33 W/ & D.

N
.

43.

SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00

70.
41.

TABLE 1357 IS Q. 112 X Q. 153 =mcmmcmmomo oo ce o ccecccmcmmcme—meeee

REACAN SUPPORT INDEX
STRCNG APPROVAL < 236>
MOCERATE APPRCVAL < 256>
MODERATE DISAPPROVAL < 230>

STRONG DISAPPROVAL < 295>
CHISQ= 562,96 W/ &€ C.F.

ee.
70.
24.

4.

SIGNIFICANT AT 100,00

1.
19,
66.
85.

5‘
1c.
100
i2.

TABLE 12E8 IS Q. 112 X €. 153 -mmmem e oo e oo mc e cmmcmm oo

ECON PGMIHELPS NATL & ME
HELPS NAT'L/HELPS ME < 480>
HELPS NAT'L/HURTS ME < 2C9>
HURTS NAT'L/HELPS ME < 24>
HURTS NAT'L/HURTS ME < 396>
CHISQ= ©549.30 W/ & B.F.

81.
48,
20.

4.

SIGNIFICANT AT 1C0.00

12.
41.
15,
&5.

7.
1C.
5.
11.

TARLE 1359 IS Q. 140 X 04 1B3-mmmmmmmcm e e m

] NATL PROBLEM/2NC C
UNEMPLOCYMENT < 4EBR>
CTHER ECONCMIC < 3175
FOREIGN AFFAIRS < 170>
COMESTIC/SCCIAL ISSU < 249>
NO PROB/NO DPINICN < 21>
CHISE= 51.79 w/ & C.F.

34,
48,
51.
57.
58.

SIGNIFICANT AT 1C0.CO 2

56.
3e.
42.
26.
29.
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TABLE 1360
3;' ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES vS., 153, REC VOTER: RR VS MONDALE
e e e e 3 3 e 3 vl o ¥k o e oje ok e %k e ik ik ol e e ok e e ok i e oK o0 ik 3 iR ol ok ofk ok i ¢ 3 3K ok ok e ofe o e 3R 3k 3 3% e D 3K R %2 3 oK 0 Sk K R 3 4 R %R 360K 3K K¢
ANSWERS TQ
Q. 123 1) REACAN 2) MDONDaLE
2Y UNDECIDED
(1) (22 (32)
% % %
CAGGREGATE RESULTS> 46 . 45, 10,
TABLE 12360 IS €. 147 X Q. 163 -vmecmcrcrrrcr e e e e e e r e e cce e e
ASSESSMENT OF ECONCMY
APTIMISTS < 42C> I 18, Te
MILD OPTIMISTS < 232> 43, 47. iC.
REBOUNDERS < 11C> 44, <7, 10,
STATUS QUCERS < 139> 29. B8, 13,
MILD PESSIMISTS < 157> 13. 1%. 8,
PESSIMISTS < 132> 12. 71. 17.
DON'T KNDWS < 34> 51, 44, 6.

CHISC= 308.22 W/ 12 D,F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %. oxex
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TABLE 1361
4, PCLITICAL VARIABLES VS. 152, REG VOTER: RR VS MONDALE
% %z 9 2 3% 3 3 e e 3 e 30 3 30 e 3 s o e 3 3¢ e ok e 3 ok s o e e ok 3k 3k abe 3 2 2 e e 38K o e ok o e 3 A0S 3000 e e 3l 3 afe 3K e a3 X d K e e ke o e
ANSWERS TC
Q. 152: 1) KREAGAN 2) MONDALE
2Y UNDECIDED
(1) (2) (3)
% % %
CAGGREGATE RESULTS> 46 45, 10,
TABLE 1361 IS 2, 136 X Q, 153 -vwrecrmmcce e e rcerr e cc e m e r e e
REGISTERED VOTERS/PAFTY
REGISTERED GCP < 341> 84, 12. 4,
FECISTERELC DEMCCRATS < 620> 23. 66. 11.
FEGISTERED INDEPNDTS < 167> B1. 36. 13,
REGISTERED QOTHERS < 66> 42. 44, 14.
NCT REGISTERED < 23> 55, 24. 21,

CHISO= 355,32 W/ & C.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %. L
TARLE 1362 1S Q. 137 ¥ 0, 163 -cmcemcmcmecmcrmc e c e s e r s cc e re e e
RR VCTERS 2Y PARTY

REAGAN REPUBLICANS < 27é&> 90. T. 4,
REAGAN DEMCCRATS < 1E5> £8. 30. 12.
REACAN INDEPENDENTS < 78> T71. 14, 15.
REAGAN DTHERS < 37> 66 . 1%. 15.

CHISQ= 58,04 W/ 6 DoF. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %. ek
TARLE 1262 IS Q. 132 X Q0. 163 --mmcmccccnccanca- el bt Ll R bbb L Ll bl el
PASTY I0 WITH LEAN

REPURLICANS < 407> 86, 10, 4,
INCEPENDENTS < 187> 5C. 27. 23.
CEMCCRATS < 671> 19, T1. icC.

CHISC= 50Z2.61 W/ 4 C,F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %. ¥ A
TAZLE 1264 IS Q. 133 X €, 133--ccccrccrrcccmcccmrecrrmccrcccmcccccmcnccce-
SEX/PARTY ID (W/ LEAM)

MALE REPUSLICANS < 212> 29, g, 3.
FEMALE REPUBLICARNS < 193> 82. 13, 5,
MALE INCEPENDENTS < 23> 42. 24, 24,
FEMALE INDEPENDENTS < T3> 3, 18, 23.
MALE DEMDCRATS < 284> . 22. 70. 8.
FEMALE DEMCCRATS < 257> 17. 1. 12.

CHISQ= ©B15.G6 W/ 1C [.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.C0 . Aok
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4, PCLITICAL VARIABLES
e afe ik i i oo 5 38 3 o 3k o i 3 ol 3 e 30 3 3 o 3 3l 3k 3 2 oK 3K 3K 3 3 30 3 3 3 36 3K Nk 30 3k 00 e o 8 3 ok 3K 3k %0 e o0l e 3k 03N Xk ok 3K o e e o K

ANSWERS TC

e. 1523

CACCREGATE RESULTS>

TABLE 1365 IS Q. 143 X C.
GECCODE/PA=TY ID W: LEAN
NOCRTHEAST/GOP < 91>

NORTHEAST/INDEFP < 24>
NORTHEAST/DEMO < 155>

MICWEST/GCP < 109>
MIOWEST/INDEP < 49>
MIDWEST/DEMO < 179>
WEST/GOP < 81>
WEST/INDERP < 26>
WEST/DEMC < 1C1>
SBUTH/GOP < 126>
SCUTH/INDEP < 48>
SCUTH/DEMC < 216>

1832

CHISQ= ©B2R.,96 W/ 22 D.F

TASLE 1266 IS Q. 134 X Q.
PARTY ID/ISEOLCGY
FONSERVATIVE REPUBS < 2
MOT/LIB REPUBLICANS <
CCNSERVATIVE INRESNT <
MOD/LIB INDEPENDENTS < 1
CCNSERVATIVE DEMOCET <
MCC/LIBR DEMOCRATS < 242
CHISQ= 373.72 wW/ 10
TARLE 1367 1S 0, 89 X C,
1922 CONGRESSIONAL VOTE
YES/REPURLICAN < 3&1>
YES/DEMOCRAT < 490>
YES/OTHER < 33>
CANNOT REMEMBER < T1>

30>
48>

266>

26>

236>

>
0.F

153

DIDN'T VCTE/NDOT REG < 244>

CHISQ= 391.7% W/ 8 D.F.

TABLE 1365

vS., 183,

1) REcAGAN
2) UNDECICED

~rEG VCTcR:

2)

MONDALE

PAGE 463

RR VS MONDALE

—— e S G S e D e P e e T G W D R S S W e e e G T SR G e e T G e A e e e W G

30.
38.
13.
SC.
55,
19.
87.
54,
24.
85,
52'
22,

14,
25.
5.

&.
3C.
T4.

8.
31‘
66.
11.
22.
€.

. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %.

88.
68.
58.
40.
26.
12.

g.
5.
20.
4.
63.
80.

. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %.

15,
ll‘

- - .  man W e e L e G S e TS G @ S S OV T e M ae R G O e G W G G O e W

32.
17,
59.
46,
44,

13.
12,
23.
31.
46,

IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %.

23,

- e e T G T G S R W S G e R S S e W e e G O e e G e T e S AD G AR G S P G TP G G G S G L R @ D T YT SR W T e S .



RNC 3-82 / 29201 / MARCH 17

4, PCLITICAL VARIABLES

TABLE 13638

vS.

1983

@
rmn

ReG VOTER: RR VS MCONDALE

e o e 32 3k 3 sl e 2o kR Sk i ak sie G s 3 3 e afe e o e ik Ak 3k e Rk ki ok 2 20 K 2 K XK K X a2 30 2K 4 3 Ak kg X e ofe a0 e 3 afe m o ok 3 3K e a3

ANSWERS TG0
Q. 18B3: )  REAGA
)

1
3 UNBEC

<AGGREGATE RESULTS>

TASLE 1268 IS Q. 9C x 0. 153
192C PRESICENTIAL VCTE
REAGAN < bg4>
CARTER < 287>
ANCERSON < 77>
CANNCT REMEMRER < 245
CICN'T VOTE/NCT RECG < 162>
CHIS@= B01.82 w/ & D,F

TABLE 1369 IS Q. 144 X C. 153

195C PRESIDENT/1982 CONG
RR PRES/CCP CONC '€2 < 328>
RR PRES/LEMD CONG f2 < 106>
JC PRES/CDP CONC '22 < 21>
JC PRES/DEMC CONG 82 < 265>
JA PRES/ZCP CONG '22 <. 12>
JA PRES/DEMD CCNG °2 < 50>

N
IDED

MONDALE

40.

L]
wn

45,
47.

SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %.

-——— e G G g G S e e S - Gn G e o S e G S WP S G R e S D R G S W e AE o S S o

6C.
14

CHI-SQUARE IS NCT APPLICABLE.
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PAGE 471

RR VS MCNDALE

TABLE 1370
5. 1984 VOTE VARIARLES VS, 123, KEG VOTER:
3t 3k 3 73 03 3 i e 3 SR st ok 3 e o o 3 3% e e e o ol ke b e e o o 3ol e g i ofe e S 3 0 R e Ko i ofe ke s 303K e e e o o e ol i 3 4K ok o ol K ok
ANSWERS TO
. 183: 1) REAGAN 2) MENDALE
3 UNDECIDED
(1) (2)
2 %
<AGGREGATE RESULTS> 46. 45,
TABLE 1370 IS @s 78 X Q. 153 -=-rmcmmccec e ccccmrrrrc e m e m e e m e e e
REELECT RONALD REAGAN
REELECT REAGAN < 4585 92. 3.
NEW PERSON < 658> 11. 7.
DEPENDS <« £2> 56. 21.
NG OPINION < 19> 53. 26.
CHISQ= 772.27 W/ 6 D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %.

TABRLE 1271 IS Q. 1852 X G. 153
RETENTION QOF 198C VCTE

RR IN 198C AND 1984 < 362>
FR IN 1980/NCT 1984 < 34>
NOT IN 1980/RR 1984 < 201>
NOT IN 1980 OR 1984 < 353>
1984 DEPENDS/NG OPN < 99>
CHISQ= 677.49 W/ 8 DoF. IS
TARLE 1372 IS Q. 153 X G. 153
REG VOTER: RR VS MONDALE
FEAGAN < 558>
MONCALE < 547>
UNCECIDED < 121>
CHISQ= 2432.97 W/ 4 D.F. IS

TABLE 1273 IS Q. 154 X Q. 153
1980-1984/RR VS. MONCALE

80 REAGAN/E4 RCAGAN < 431>

£0 REAGAN/84 MONDALE < 86>

80 REAGAN/E4 UNDECID < 47>

g0 CTHER/E4 REAGAN < B4

8C CTHER/84 MONDALE < 269>

£C CTHER/E4 UNDECIDE < 40>
CHISE= 2C35.47 ws/ 10 D.F. IS

5. 2,
65. 20.
43. 39.

4. 88.
24. 64.

SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %.

100. O.
C. 100.
0 0

SIGNIFICANT AT 10C.00 #%.

100. 0.
0. 166.
Oe 0.

100. c.
0. 100.
C. O.

SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 %.

e e O e S R S - - S e W S e e E S P R e e e e e W A W T A e e e
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TABLE 1374

B, 1984 VOTE VARIABLES VS, 183, REG VCTcR: RR VS MONDALE
ste e ae 3% 3k 3 e 3 i 3 3 0 o 3 e o e o 2 ok o e o o o 3 3 e o e e e e e o o e e e 468 0 ik KA ol 3 3 e S 3 3k e e e ol AR 36 3ol K e K

ANSWERS TO

¢. 1i5z2: 1) KEAGAN 2) MONDALE
2) UNDECIDEDR
(1) (2) (3)
% % %
CAGGREGATE RESULTS> 4¢. 45, 10.
TARLE 1274 IS Q. 1556 X €, 163 -recmcmcmecccccrcm e c e rcc e rc e e e ccrcr e e e
1982 CDNG/RFR VS, MONTALE
CCF CONC/REAGAN < 210> 100. 0. Q.
CCP CONG/MONDALE < EC 0. 100. o.
DEMO CONG/REAGAN < 85> 1C0. 0. C.
DEMD CONC/MONDALE < 282> 0. 100. o.
CHI-SQUARE IS NCT APPLICABLE.
TARLE 1272 IS f. 162 X €, 133 -rmememe e cm e e e e e c e m e e e m
RR VLCTERS: £2/84 PATTERN
GCP CCNG/£4 REAGAN < 243> S7. 2. 1.
COP CONC/84 OTHER < 283> 55, 30. i5.
CEMD CONG/£24 REAGAN < 46> . B4, 4, 11.
OEMD CONG/24 CTHER < 60> 21. 52. 17.

CHISQ= 196.81 W/ ¢ D.F. IS SIGNIFICANT AT 100.00 £, R R
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March 21-23 9:00am.-4:00 p.m. 3x
March 21-23 4:00p.m.-5:30pm. 1lx
March 21-23 5:30-7:00 pm. 3x
March 21-23 7:30-8:00 pm. 2%
March 21-23 11:00-11:30 pm. Ix
March 21 8:00-9:00 pm. 1x
March 22 8:00-10:00 pm. 1x
WRC-TV CH 4

March 14-18 4:00-5:00 p.m.
March 14-18 5:00~5:30 p.m.
March 14 8:00-9:00 p.m.
March 21-23 5:00-5:30 p.m.
March 21 8:00-9:00 p.m.
WITG-TV CH 5

March 14-18 9:00am.-3:00pm.
March 19 8:00-10:00p.m.
March 20 10:30 am.-6:00 p.m.
March 20 6:00-8:00 p.m.
March 21-23 9:00am.-3:00pm.

CE RRE

1x
3x
2X
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Day Rotation

Movie

News

Entertainment Tonight
News

That's Incredible
Prime Rotation

Charlie' Angeles
People's Court
Iittle House

People's Court
Little House

Day Rotation
Movie
Movie
Movie
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Ed Meese
Jim Bakez
Fred Fielding
Ed Rollins

FROM: Lyn Nofziger

Gentlemen:

I'm sure you are aware of OMB's circular
A-122, "Cost Principles for Non-Profit Orec-ni-
zations." This, of course, is OMB's propused
limits on political advocacy of government con-
tractors. I know that it was a‘—=2d primarily
at those people using governmen. Jrants to
lobby the government. But in effect it goes
far beyond that intent. It is also affecting
many, many companies that do business with the
Federal Government and.many businesses to whom
White Houses have traditionally turned when they
wanted help in getting legislation passed.

I am enclosing a copy of an analysis that
I asked to be drawn which shows you exactly
what the proposal does. In addition, lawyers
who have worked on this tell me the proposal is
vague and may be subject to a number of inter-
pretations. What this is going to do is force
companies to keep detailed records on the politi-
cal activities of their employees. If this is
Constitutional, and I doubt much that it is,
instead of getting government off of people's
backs as we promised to do for lo these many
years, you are adding an intolerable burden onto

1605 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE. NW. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009 (202) 332-4030
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the backs of many, many people. I think that
you could simplify the proposed rule by just
saying that persons or organizations receiving
grants from the government cannot use that
money to lobby the government.

In any event, Gentlemen, you're going to
make it almost impossible for a lot of people
who want to help you get a lot of things passed
from actually helping you. I really think you
ought to reconsider this thing.

P.S. I am sending out only four copies of this
to the named people. I certainly do hope that
it doesn't spread far and wide.



February 16, 1983

OMB'S PROPOSED LIMITS ON POLITICAL
ADVOCACY OF GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS

OMB HAS PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE COST PRINCIPLES APPLICABLE
TO GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS.

EXISTING LAW DISALLOWS PAYMENT OF "POLITICAL ADVOCACY" COSTS.
OMB'S DRAFT REGULATION (A-122) WOULD GO FURTHER BY DISALLOWING:
- The entire salarv of any employee
~—- whose work includes any political advocacy
--~ this will inevitably include all corporate
officers, lawyers, public relations activity,
etc.
~- who has been "induced" to join any organization, other
than a labor union, that has political advocacy as a
substantial organizational purpose
-~-- such organizations include industry associations
like the Defense Preparedness Industry Association,

the American Bar Association, etc.

-— who has been "induced" to engage in any political
advocacy during non-working hours

- The entire cost of a building or office space if more than 5%
of the usable space is used for any political advocacy

-- thus the presence of a corporate vice president or
division head engaged (inevitably) in advocacy would
taint his entire facility, if he and his support staff
use more than 5% of the space

- The entire cost of items of eguipment used in any part for
political advocacy.

-- thus, one "political" use would impugn charges for all
time of a

-—-—- phone system
--— word processing system

--— company airplane



OMB'S DRAFT REGULATION WOULD GREATLY EXPAND THE DEFINITION OF
POLITICAL ADVOCACY TO INCLUDE:

THE

Attempting to affect any local, state or federal
decision by

--— communicating with officials or legislators, or
-- influencing public opinion

Attempting to influence any federal, state or local
-- election and

-- referendum or initiative

Starting, operating, or contributing to a PAC

PROPOSED CHANGES ARE OBJECTIONABLE BECAUSE THEY:

Unfairly and unconstitutionally penalize government contrac-
tors for participation in public debate undertaken at their
own costs

-- the value of a contractor's service to the government
should not be reduced because, with his own funds, he
is involved in public discussions

Undermines precisely the kind of support the administration
frequently requests from contractors

-~ unsolicited Congressional appearances, phone calls,
educative advertising, etc., are all proscribed

Penalizes many activities required in the normal course of
business

~-~ for example, participating in a municipal referendum
affecting zoning, environmental control, etc.

Creates an administrative nightmare and a source of gross
inefficiency by demanding segregation of facilities and
corporate officers.
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News

Allowable Coslts

OMB PRCPOSING DISALLOWANCE OF LOBBYING
COSTS FOR CONTRACTS, GRANTS

The Office of Management and Budget is proposing
a stringent, governmentwide policy on the charging of
lobbying costs to federal contracts and grants.

Under the proposed policy. contractors and grantees
would be barred from using federal funds for “politi-
cal advocacy.” a term that embraces far more than
the traditional notion of lobbying as trying to influ-
ence a member of Congress to vote a certain way on a
particular issue.

Political advocacy. as used in the OMB proposal,
includes not only legislative activities but also efforts
aimed at influencing rulemaking or other administra-
tive processes in the executive branch of the govern-
ment—the White House and the federal departments
and agencies.

The term also includes participation in or contribu-
tions to the experses of litigation other than litigation
in which the organization is a party or has standing to
participate in its own behalf.

In addition. particpation in elections or referenda at
any level of government, as well as contributions of
membership dues, money, or services to any organiza-
tion having political advocacy as a “substantial orga-
nizational purpose,” are considered political advocacy
and thus would be off-limits to those receiving federal
funds, under the new proposal.

Currently, federal policies on lobbying costs vary
from agency to agency. Under the lobbying cost policv
issued by DOD last October. the costs of both lobbying
and legislative lizison activities at all levels of gov-
ernment are unallowable on defense contracts (38
FCR 721, 741). A month later, the General Serviees
Administration issued a lobbying cost principle for all
non-defense contracts that disallowed lobbying costs
vut not costs for legislative liaison activities (38 FCR
760).

Commingling Forbidden

Under current lobbying guidelines, contractors may
separate out the portion of time or other resources
12voted to unallowable activities when computing
tneir costs on a contract. But that will be virtually
impossible tu do under the proposed policy, since any
item or activity above a bare minimum that is devot-
od v political advocacy renders the entire item or
«vUivity unallowable. In other words, contractors will
bee forced to keep their political advocacy items and
@Clivities strictly separate from those devoted to per-
furming the functions of the contract.

For example, salary costs of individuals are totally
wnallowable if “the vwork of uch individuals includes
‘hivities coratituting political advocacy,” or if the
;‘("“f_'.(i)tiiuun:; ¢ mployer has “required or induced” them
l.h.,) " Or pay dues to an organization other than a

I inion that has political advocacy as a substan-

tial organizational purpose, or to engage in political
advocacy during non-working hours.”

Regarding building or office space, the entire space
is unallowable if more than 5 percent of it is devoted
to political advocacy. The same applies to items oi
equipment or other items used in part for political
advocacy; meetings and conferences devoted in any
part to political advocacy; and publication and print-
ing allocable in part to political advocacy.

Exception for Legislative Liaison

However, certain activities are specifically ex-
cluded from the definition of political advocacy under
the proposal. Such allowable activities include:

» making available the results of a nonpartisan
studv or analysis, provided the distribution is not
intended to influence the outcome of any federal,
state, or local election, referendurn, or other proce-
dure, or any governmental decision;

e applying for or bidding on a grant, contract, un-
solicited proposal, or other agreement, or providing
information in connection with such application at the
request of the government agency awarding the grant,
contract, or other agreement;

e providing technical advice or assistance to a gov-
ernmental body or to a committee or subcommittee in
response to a written request.

This latter category includes certain legislative liai-
son activities presently disallowed under the DOD
lobbying cost policy and in this respect would be more
favorable to DOD contractors than the current policy,
according to DAR Council directer James Brannan.

At present, there is no specific lobbying cost princi-
ple governing all federal grants, though there are
statutory prohibitions governing lobbying in general
and certain grantmaking departments in particular.

If adopted in final form, the proposed policy would
suspersede both the DOD and GSA lobbying policies
and ensure a uniform approach to the issue for all uses
of federal funds, grants and contracts alike.

Proposed Circular A-122, DAR Changes

The changes as they affect grantees are being pro-
posed as a revision to OMB Circular A-122, “Cost
Priniples for Nonprofit Organizations.”” The proposed
revision is scheduled to appear this week in the Fed-
eral Register and carries a 45-day comment period.

Parallel changes are likewise being proposed to the
Defense Acquisition Regulation, the I*ederal Procure-
ment Regulations, and the NASA Procurement
Regulation.

On Jan. 20, the same daF' that the proposed revision
to OMB circular A-i22 was formally released, DOD
issued a letter to industry seeking comment within 45
days on the proposed DAR change. DOD, GSA, and
NASA plan to cocrdinate their activities in order to
achieve the desired consistency in policy.

The circumstances surrounding the development
and issuance of the prorposed lobbying policy are

Federal Contracts Report
0014-9062/83/$00 50






‘WS

(vol. 39) 18t

(1) Salary costs of individuals are unallowable if:

(1) the work of such individuals includes activities
constituting political advocacy, other than activities
that are both ministerial and non-material; or

(i1) the organization has required or induced such
individuals to join or pay dues to an organization other
than a labor union that has political advocacy as a
substantial organizational purpose, or to engage in
political advocacy during non-working hours.

(2) The following costs are unallowable:

(1) building or office space in which more than 5%
of the usable space occupied by the organization or an
affiliated organization is devoted to activities consti-
tuting political advocacy;

(ii) items of equipment or other items used in part
for political advocacy:

(iii) meetings and conferences devoted in any part to
political advocacy;

(1v) publication and printing allocable in part to
political advocacy; and

{v) membership in an organization that has political
advocacy as a substantial organizational purpose, or
that spends $100,000 or more per year in connection
with political advocacy.

Judicial Review

REVIEW OF PRE-AWARD PROTESTS IS
LUBAITED IN SCOPE, CLAIMS COURT SAYS

The scope of the Claims Court’s review of pre-
award protests 1s limited. the court decides. Only
when an agency's pre-award decisions are clearly
irrational or unreasonable should they be overturned,
the court rules, adopting the District of Columbia
Circuit's Steinthal standard. (Baird Corp. v. U.S,, Cls.
Ct. No. 645-82C, 1/14/83).

Last year the Army issued a solicitation for night
vision devices. The procurement was set aside for
small businesses, and was limited to firms with less
than 750 emplovees. Baird maintained that a larger,
1,000-employee size standard should have been used,
and asked the Army to delay the award pending a
ruling from the Small Business Administration’s Size
Appeals Board.

The contracting officer denied the request, and bids
were opened as scheduled. Baird was low bidder, but
was disqualified for noncompliance with the 750-em-
ployee size standard. The company filed suit in the
Claims Court to block the award.

Standard of Review

Writing for the court, Judge Thomas J. Lydon points
out that judicial review of an agency's pre-award
decisions must be limited in scope. “The court should
not substitute its judgment on such matters for that of
the agency, but should intervene only when it is clear-
ly determined that the agency’s determinations were
irrational or unreasonable.”

Citing M. Steinthal & Co. v. Seamans (400 FCR A-1,
D-1). the judge stresses that judicial intrusions into the
procurement process should be infrequent. “In the
ubsence of overriding public interest considerations,
the court should refuse to look favorably on declara-
tory or injunctive relief requests in pre-award bid
protest actions.” Thus, an agency's pre-award pro-

A
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curement decision should |generally not be overturned
unless a disappointed bidder can show that the deci-
sion lacked a rational basjs, the court concludes.

Ceorrect Size §tandard Applied

Baird maintained that since the night vision devices
would be installed in mijlitary tanks and other ar-
mored vehicles, the small business size standard (1,060
employees) applicable to| manufacturers of military
vehicles should have been |applied. Moreover, the com-
pany noted, the larger size standard is also used for
producers of periscopes &nd other types of daytime
viewing devices used in ntilitary vehicles.

However, Judge Lydon points out, all production
contracts for this particular night vision device since
the mid-1970s have used the [750-employee] size stan-
dard for makers of light [and heat detection devices.
Furthermore, the SBA Size Appeals Board subsequent-
ly ruled against Baird, roting that the night vision
device is not only installef independently of any day-
time viewing aids, but alsp that its two major compo-
nents {(an image intensifier and a magnifier) are prop-
erly classifiable as light detection devices.

“The point here is that ¢lassification of an item is a
discretionary act and reasonable minds may well
disagree,” the judge expldins. Since the Army’s use of
the lower size standard was reasonable, there is no
basis for the court to change it, he concludes.

Attacking the Set-Aside

Baird also contended that using a small business
set-aside for the procurment was improper. The Army
violated a Defense Acquisition Regulation provision
which prohibits a total small business set-aside when
at least one “‘planned emergency producer” wants to
“participate in the acqguisition,” Baird maintained.
The company argued that it had previously qualified
for PEP status.

However, Baird hasn’t| quaiified under the PEP
program with respect to |the particular night vision
device needed in this procurement, Judge Lydon
states. Rather, Baird had attained PEP status for
another night viewing device with a different federal
stock number. “It should not be left to the PEP
supplier to determine on its own which item the
government wants, he states.

Moreover, the procurernent was not a total set-aside
for small business, the jpdge adds. An Army form
which provided information to prospective offerors
did indicate that a 100 percent small business set-
aside was contemplated, |he concedes. However, in
considering pre-award protests, the court must consid-
er the totality of the |procurement process, he
explains.

In fact, the Army planped to buy nearly 2,300 of
these night vision devices fin 1982, and originally con-
templated two separate awards, the judge notes. Baird
won the first (unrestricted) contract, but the second
solicitation (a partial settaside) was the subject of
several bid protests. As a|result, the solicitation was
split into two smaller prorurements. Baird then won
the first of these smalier contracis. The second pro-
curement, which is the supject of this iitigation, is a
direct descendant of the partial set-aside, he
emphasizes. .

Thus, it is reasvnable tolconclude that the set-aside
was part of a larger procujrement, the judge declares.
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET

{Circular A-122]

Cost Principles for Nonprofit
Organizations

aGeNcY: Office of Management and
Budget.
ACTION: Notice.

summARY: This notice offers interested
parties an opportunity to comment on a
proposed revision to Circular A-122,
“Cost Principles for Nonprofit
Organizations.” The proposed revision
establishes special provisions for costs
related to political advocacy. Similar
revisions are being simultaneously
proposed for civilian and defense
contractors through appropriate actions
by the Department of Defense, NASA
and GSA. the three agencies witl
authority to issue procurement
regulations. The purpose of these
proposals is to ensurc that federal tax
dollars are not used. directly or
indirectly, for the support of political
advocacy.

Over the past 25 years, the volume of
federal activity conducted through
grantees and contractors has
dramatically grown. Sound management
of federal grants and contracts has
correspondingly gained in importance.
The responsibility of the President
through OMB to improve the
management of the executive branch of
government with a view to efficient and
economical service, and to fulfill other
statutory and constitutional
responsibilities, extends to issues of
grant and contract management no less
than to issues of direct federal activity.

In recent years. the problem of the use
of federal funds for political advocacy
by grantees and contractors has been
identified by members of the public, by
the Comptroller General. and by
Members of Congress. As many of these
parties have observed, the diversion to
political advocacy of federal funds. and
of equipment procured with and
personnel compensated by federal
funds. is an abuse of the system and an
uneconomical. inefficient and
inappropriate use of the public’'s
resources. Moreover, the commingling of
federal grant or contract activity with
private political advocacy creates the
appearance of federal support for
particular positions in public debate.
This appearance can create
misunderstanding and interfere with the
neutral, non-ideological administration
of federal’v fynded programs.

This pr , sal is designed to balance

1e First Amendment rights of federal

grantees and contraclors with the
legitimate governmer* " interests of
ensuring that the gov.....nent does not
subsidize, directly or indirectly, the
political advocacy activities of private
groups or institutions. These
governmental interests are based on
concern for protecting the free and
robust interchange of ideas.

Americans have the First Amendment
right both to engage freely in speech and
political expression, and 1o refrain from
speaking, without interference or control
on the part of the government or its
agents. Wooley v. Maynard, 430 U.S.
705, 714 {1977). The proposed revision is
intended to ensure that the use of
Federal grants, contracts and other
agreements by private organizations
engaging in political advocacy does not
erode or infringe these constitutional

rights, or distort the political process by .

encouraging or discouraging certain
forms of political activity.

The activities of government in a
democracy necessarily involve a degree
of political advocacy, since government
officials are expected to communicate
with the people, explain their programs,
and provide Jeadership and direction to
the nation. Thus, Members of Congress
and their staffs, the President and his
political appointees, necessarily
participate in forms of political
advocacy. However, it is a distortion of
the market place of ideas for the
government to use its financial power to
“tip the electoral process,” Elrod v.
Burns, 427 U.S. 353, 356 (1976), by
subsidizing the political advocacy
activities of private organizations and
corporations. This proposal will ensure,
to the extent consistent with the
communications function of the
government, that taxpayers are not
required, directly or indirectly, “to
contribute to the support of an
ideological cause {they] may oppose.”
Abood v. Detroit Board of Education,
431 U.S. 209, 235-236 {1977). The
proposal also seeks to avoid the
appearance that, by awarding Federal
grants, contracts, or other agreements to
organizations engaged in politicial
advocacy on particular sides of public
issues, the Government has endorsed,
fostered, or “prescribe[d] |as] orthodox™
a particular view on such issues, West
Virginia State Board of Education v.
Barnette, 313 U.S, 624, 645 (1943).

The proposed revision would make
unallowable the cost of political
advocacy, whether direct or indirect.
The revision would also make
unallowable any costs of
communications equipment, personnel,
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Comments sh...d be submitted in
duplicate to the Financial Management

Division, Office

Management and

Budget, Washingfon, D.C. 20503. All -
comments should|be received within 45
days of this noticp. '

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John |. Lordan, Chief, Financial
Management Brapch, Office of
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~enagement and Budget, Washington,
D.C. 20503, (202) 395-6823.

fssued in Washington, D.C., January 20.
1083,

Candice C. Bryant,

Acting Deputy Associnie Dicector for
Cdministration.
Appendix

The fullowing questions and answers have
heen prepured by the Office of Meonagenent
cod Budeet for infermationel purposes only.

Question: What is the purpose of these
revisions?

Apswer: The purpose is to ensure that
fuderal contracts and grarts are not used to
support political advocacy either directly or
ndirectly. Thousands of contractors end
crantces, administering hundreds of billions
of federal dollars. heve had wide latitude to
vngage in political edvocacy activities, often
using the same faciiities and personne! paid
for in part by the taxpayers. The current lack
of a suvernment-wide policy prohibiting the
use of fuvderal grant and contract funds for
puhitical advocacy has been criticized by the
General Accounting Office. Itis unfair o use
fideral tax money to support political causes.
Nur s it an efficient or economicsl use of
sources 1o aliow funds to be diverted
from statutory purposes to political
advocacy.

A particularly important abuse is that
many contractors znd graniees have been
able to defray the overhead costs of their
political advocacy. at public eapense. by
ahiocating some port of the cost 1o the
«dministravon oi the contrzct or grant. Not
unly dees this free up the organization's own
resources for further political aciivity: it also
creates the appearance that the government
is supporting one or 2nother side in a political
controversy.

Question: How will the proposals work?

Answer The proposals will revise cost
principles applicable to federal grants,
contracts fother than comnpetitive, firm fixed
price contracts), and other agreements.
Recipients of federal grants. contracts, or
nther ugreements will be barred from
_ecriving government reimbursement for any
activities connected with political advocacy
ot the natonal. state, or local levels. This
intindes membership or dues in trade
assocations or other organizations that have
volttical advocacy as a subsiaatial
vrenaizotional purpose. In udditon, salary
s will be unallowable to recipients who
vithir require their employees to pay dues to
poiriical advocary orgarizations or require
'tem lo engage in political advocacy on the
‘ob o1 duning noa-working hours. Finally,
sonvernment funds wiil not be permitted to
pay for lacilities in which significant political
Ldvocacy activities are conducted, thus
~eyquiring physical separation of such
achvities from those invoived in the
pertonmance of grants and contracts.

(Coenzion: What is an example of how this
. work?

dnsiver Takethe example of a defense
coediacter whee boeses a corperate aircraft for
oversignt and management of a federal
contract. If the contractor chooses to use the
aire raft aiso for lobbying or oiher political

pu
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activities—such as transporting corporate
officials to discussions with Cungressmen—
then under the principles propused by the
Defense Department. the contractor cannot
include the cost of the aircraft or of uny use
of the aircraft as part of overhead costs
allocated in part to the contract.

As an example in the nen-profit area, take
an organization which receives a federal
grant to promote better health services for
low-income individuals, which decides to
organizc a political rally to promote more
federal funding for medical programs. The
organization could rnot be reimbursed for any
portion of the salaries of individuals cngaged
in organizing the political rally or for any
portion of other overhead costs {office
machines, printing facilities. etc.) if the seme
overhead items were used for the rally. The
organization weuld be free to hold the rally—
but it woulo do so at its own expense, and
without using people. facilities or resources
partially funded by the Federal Government.

Question: How is it possible to define
“political advocacy™?

Ansiver: The concept of political advocacy.
or "influencing legislation,” is used in the
Internal Revenue Code restrictions on tax-
exempt organizations. The Internal Revenue
Code definition of “influencing legislation™ is
employed in this proposal, with several
modifications to take account of changes in
political practices {e.g., development of
political action committees), Supreme Court
developments {e.g.. decisions declaring
certain forms of litigation to be political
expression). and shifts in the decisionmuking
process (e.g.. the growth of administrative
agencies and referenda as means of politicel
de * ‘onmeking).

articular, the scope of the Code
de  tan {"influencing legislation™) has been
expanded to cover “governmental decisions”
in general. Thus, fcr example, the Internal
Pevenue Code defines the term "infiuencing
legislation” as including "“any attempt to
influence any legislation threugh an attempt
to affect the opinions cf the general public or
any segment thereof.” The proposed revision
to Circular A~122, correspondingly. defines
“political advocacy™ as including "attempting
to influence governmental decisions through
an attempt to affect the opinions of the
general public or any segment thereof.” The
body of experience in interpreting the
Internal Revenue Code provision, as
appropriately modified, is expecied to aid in
the interpretation of the proposed revisions.

The proposals thus inciude as “political
advocacy"” direct participation in elections or
referenda by means of contributions,
endorsement, publicity, administraiion of
political action committees, or similar
activity; contributions to political advocacy
organizations: attempting to influence
governnment policy made through the
regulatory process as well as the legislative
process; and attempts to influence
government policy through litigaiion as an
amicus curiae, on behalf of the members of
the organization, or on behalf of another
party. In addition, several categories of
activity excluded from the Code dehnition of
“influencing legislation” (e.g.,
communications with organization members
on political topics ar »bbying with respect
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Question: Will these proposals prevent
corporations or other organizations from
lobbying in Congress or the agencies for
grants or contracts?

Aunswers: No—but they will do it at their
own expense, not the pubhc’s.

Question: Will organizations engaged in
political advocacy be eligible to receive
federal grants and contracts?

Answer: Absolutely. lu a memorandum
dated April 26. 1982, the Director of OMB
made clear that:

“The Administration will continue to
awurd grants and contracts to those parties
who are most effective in fulfilling staiutory
purposes [and that] political advocacy groups
may continue to receive grant and contract
awards.”

This policy will continue in effect. and just
as agencies will be fcrbidden to award grants
and contracts because of the political views
of applicant groups, they will also be
forbidden from discriminating against
“parties most effective in fulfilling statutory
purposes.”

Question: What will be the practical effect
on organizations that engege in political
advocacy?

Answer: Federal grantees and contractors
that choose to engage in political advocacy
will need to separate their grant or contract
activity from their political activity. If they
mix the two, then they will not receive
government reimbursement for the joint
costs.

Question: What will be the effect on the
emplovees of contractors and grantees?

Answer: Employees whose salary is paid in
part with federal funds may not be reguired
or induced to engage in political advocacy,
either as a part of the job or on their own
time. Nor may they be required 1o join or pay
dues to an organization involved in
substantial political advocacy. This will
ensure that federal funds are not used to hire
political armies or 1o generate political
membership support—practices anzlogous to
these held unconstitutional in £lrod v. Burns,
427 U.S. 347 (1976). Of course. individual
emplovees remain free to engage in political
advocacy on their own it they wish to do so.

Question: To what orgenizations do the
proposals apply?

Answer: The proposed revision to OMB
Circular A-122 will apply to all non-profit
crganizations receiving federal grants,
contracts, or other egreements. Similar
proposals are being applied by the
Department of Defense, NASA. and the
General Services Administration to civilian
and defense contractors. The proposed
revisions will apply to grants. contracts. and
other agreements entered into after the
effective date of the revisians. Existing
grants, contracts, and other agreements will
no! be affected.

Question: Will these proposals interfere
with organizations due process rights to

defend their interests in court?

Answer: No. So long as an organization
appears in court on its own behalf. litigation
is not defined as political advocacy.
However, when an organization goes into
court to represent others, or to support the
claim of others, such attemnpts to influence
policy through the judicial process are a form
of political advocacy. as the Supreme Court
has held. NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 415, 429
(1963): In re Primus. 436 U.S. 412. 428 {1978).
Such activities should not be supported by
federal grant or contract money, unless the
grant or contract was made expressly for that
purpose. Attorneys fee award statutes are not
affected by these proposals.

Question: Will these proposals make it
maore difficult for the federal government to
reward its political supporters?

Answer: Yes. Currently, the {ederal
government may be able to reward its
supporters, and punish its opponents, by
granting or denying federal grants to
organizatjons engaged in political advocacy.
By making such awards to a friendly
organization the government assumes a
portion of that organization's overhead costs,
and thus supports the organizations political
activities. In this way, the govenment can
influence the political process by inducing
recipients of federal funds to conform their
behavior to the governments desires. This
was one of the dangers of the political spoils
system recognized by the Supreme Court in
Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 355-356 {1976).
These proposals will help make the process
neutrai again, by eliminating the “potitical
spoils” aspect of the government funding
process.

Question: Will these proposals salve the
whole problem of federal tax money being
used to support political advocacy?

Answer: No, but they make a major step in
the right direction. Congress and the agencies
must continue to be vigilant to ensure that
grants and contracts are not awarded for
purposes that involve political advocacy.

Circular A-122—Cos$t Principles for
Nonprofit Organizations

Circular A-122 is revised by
modifying Attachment B as follows:

1. Insert a new paragraph “B 33
Political Advocacy.”

a. The cost of activities constituting
political advocacy are unallowable.

b. Political advocacy is any activity
that includes:

(1) Attempting to influence the
outcome of any Federal, State, or local
election, referendum. initiative, or
similar procedure, through contributions,
endorsements, publicity, or similar
activity:

(2) Establishing, administering,

contributing
of a political
directly orin

(3) Attemp
governmenta
attempt to aff
general publi

(4) Attemnp
governmenta
communicati

employee of

0. or paying the expenses

hction committee, either
directly;

ing to influence
decisions through an

ect the opinions of the

t or any segment thereof;
ing to influence
decisions through

ns with any member or
legislative body, or with

any governmagnt official or employee
who may parficipate in the

decisicnmaki

3 process;

(5} Participgting in or contributing to

the expenses

bf litigation other than

litigation in which the organization is a
party with standing to sue or defend on

its own behal

f;or

(6} Contributing money, services, or
any other thing of value, as dues or

otherwise, to
political advoq
organizational
$100,000 or ma
constituting pg

n organization that has
acy as a substantial
purpose, or that spends
re per vear on activities
litical advocacy.

c. Political advocacy does not include

the following 4

ctivities:

(1) Making g

ailable the results of

nonpartisan analysis, study, or research,
the distribution of which is not primarily
designed to influence the outcome of
any Federal, State, or local election,
referendum, injtiative, or similar

procedure, or
decision;

ny governmental

(2) Providing technical advice or

assistance to

a governmental body or to

a committee or other subdivision thereof
in response to 4 written request by such

body or subdi

vision;

(3) Participating in litigation on behalf
of other persons, if the organization has
received a Federal, State, or local grant,
contract, or other agreement for the
express purpose of doing so;

(4) Applying or making a bid in
connection with a grant, contract,
unsolicited propasal, or other

agreement, or

providing infermation in

connection with such application at the

request of the

government agency

awarding the grant, contract, or other

agreement; or

{5) Engaging in activities specifically
required by law.

d. An organ

ization has political

advocacy as a “substantial
organizational purpose” if:

(1) The organization's solicitations for
membership or contributions
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achnowledge that the organization
engapes in activities constituting
political advocacy; or

{2) Twenty percent {20%) or more of
the organization’s annual expenditures,
other thar ' ose incurred in connection
with Fede . State or local grants,
contracts, or other agreements. or
incurred in connection with political
advocacy.

e. The term, “governmental decisions™
inciudes:

(1) The i=troduction, passage
amendment, defeat, signing, or veto of
legislation, appropriations, resolutions,
or constitutional amendments at the
Federal, State, or local level;

(2) Any rulemakings, guidelines,
policy statements or other
administrative decisions of general
applicability and future effect: or

{3) Any licensing, grant, ratemaking.
formal adjudication or informal
adjudication. other than actions or
decisions related to the administration
of the specific grant. contract. or
agreement involved.

f. Notwithstanding the provisions of
other cost principles in this circular;

{1) Salary costs of individuals are
unallowable if:

{a) The work of such individuals
includes activities constituting political
advocacy. other than activities that are
both ministerial and non-material; or

(b) The organization has required or
induced such individuals to join or pay
dues to an organization, other than a
labor union, that has political advocacy
as g substantial organizational purpose,
or to engage in political advocacy during
non-working hours.

(2) The following costs are
unallowable:

(a) Building or office space in which
more than 5% of the usable space
occupied by the organization or an
affiliated organization is devoted to
activities constituting political
advocacy:

{b) tems of equipment or other items
used in part for political advocacy;

{c) Meetings and conferences devoted
in any part to political advocacy:

{d) Publication and printing allocable
in part to political advocacy: and

(e) Membership in an organization
that has political advocacy s a
substantial organizational purpose. or
that spends $100,000 or more per year in
connection with political advocacy.

2. Renumber subsequent paragraphs.

MR Do K201 Filed 1-21-83: 1:28 pm)
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February 4, 1 3

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM BAKER
MIKE DEAVER
KEN DUBERSTEIN
MIKE MC MANUS
BILL SADLEIR

FROM: ED ROLLINS

RE: SENATE FUNDRAISERS

o ——— — —— G Gas . o T T e it i R0e e T MM M G R e S e S P S e G R S e S S S e e e S —— o —

The Republican Senate Campaign Committee has requested that the
President do the following fundraisers for incumbent Senators
uo for re-election in 1984.

1 order of priority they are:
Rudy Boschwitz - Minnesota
John Warner - Virginia
3. Gordon Humphrey - New Hampshire
4, Larry Pressler - South Dakota
Roger Jepsen - Iowa
Although it is early to start predicting 1984 Senate races, hold-
ing the 19 Republican Senate seats that year will be difficult.
At least 10 of our incumbents will be in hotly contested races.
The five listed above will definitely be targeted by the
Democrats and an early fundraising appearance by the President

in their home states would greatly enhance their re-election
efforts.















EXBECUTIVE SUMMAKIL

This memo will advance three main theses:

I. The third year of a President's term is the most challenging.
This has been true for virtually every modern President and it is likely
to be true for President Reagan. As we move into the third year of the
Reagan Presider~v, we should be aware of this predictable pattern, so
that we ca . the President respond appropriately to the coming chal-
lenges.

ITI. There is an identifiable cycle of Presidential popularity
within the span of a four year term. The cycle, when displayed on a
chart, is shaped like a parabola. After starting from a high level
right after his Inauguration, the President's approval rating slopes
downward until it touches bottom around the middle of his third year in
office. Toward the beginning of his fourth year, the President's ap-
proval rating shoots upward, but never as far as its orig®--1 high level.
This fourth year surge usually assures the President of r :lection,
should he seek it.

III. The parabolic shape of this cycle is not affected by the in-
creasing "structural unpopularity" of the modern Presidency. Although
declining Presidential approval ratings are a serious matter, these
ratings cannot be relied upon to make long range forecasts about future
election results.

-
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I. THE THIRD YEAR OF THE MODERN PRESIDENCY

1983 will be the most challenging year of Ronald Reagan's
Presidency. In terms of his effectiveness in office and his popularity,
President Reagan will have his work cut out for him in his third year.

In his classic work Presidential Power, Richard Neustadt describes
the third year of a President's te as the last opportunity he will
have to make his program work before the tidal wave of electioneering
washes over his fourth year. Richard Wirthlin recently observed that
"Historically the third year is the one that makes or breaks a Presidency,
and Ronald Reagan's third year is more critical for him than any President
since World War II. 1It's the third year when people will judge the
President not only by the goals he articulated during the campaign and
the legislation he has passed, but also by how his program has affected
their lives. 1It's also a year in which foreign policy will be given a
severe test."

In 1976 Presidential scholar Stephen Hess composed a 'composite

portrait" of a President's first term. Passages concerning the third
yvear of the Presidency are excerpted below:

"The midterm elections approach, and the President
tries to restore his luster at the ballot box. He always
. fails [except for 1934]. His party loses seats. The new
Congress is less receptive to the President's wishes...the
President now devotes a larger part of his time to foreign
policy. This is,true even if his pre-Presidential interests
< had been mainly in the domestic area...the third year the exodus
from government begins...personal alliances and rivalries have
had full opportunity to develop within the Administration... ?
by the second half of his term the President has accumulated
a long list of positions, which must be promoted and defended
and which will determine whether; he is re-elected or not."

That Hess' description seems so timely and relevant six years and
two Presidents later is a tribute not only to Hess' perspicacity
but also to the predictable pattern of the third year of a President's
term. Just how predictable this pattern is becomes apparent in the
next section.



IT. THE CYCLE OF PRESIDENTIAL POPULARITY

There is an jidentifiable cycle of Presidential popularity within
the span of a siﬁéle four year term. Professor James A. Stimson of the
State University of New York at Buffalo first described this cycle. As
he wrote in 1976: —_—

"The curves that characterize approval ratings for American
Presidents can be modeled quite simply. They are parabolas,
concave upward, with a focus [bottom point] in the latter
half of the Presidential term...after that point approval
rises slightly until the end of the term, but never attains
its original level.”

In other words, the President's popularity starts to decline soon
after he is sworn in. This decline goes on for his first two years, bot-
toming out in the President's third year. Around the beginning of the
fourth year the President's popularity surges (see charts 1 and 2, fol-
lowing pages). Usually this fourth vear surge assures the President's
re-election, as in 1948, 1956, ang 72, _Carter in 1980 was an excep-

"tion which needs to be examined if we are to reach a judgment about the

predictive power of Stimson's cycle.
—




NOTE:

CHART_1

THE CYCLE OF PRESIDENTTAL POPULARITY
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CHART 2
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Carter's term in office is an excellent test of the Stimson cyclical
model which was developed in 1976, a year before Carter took office.
Charts 3 and 4 on the following pages show that Carter's Gallup Poll
approval rating does indeed form a parabola. We can see that Carter's
popularity descended steadily throughout his first two and one-half
years in office. [@e can see that Carter's rating took a sudden jump
in the last quarter of his third year and continued to rise into his
fourth year, just as the Stimson cycle predicted it would. Carter's
problem was that the fourth year rally was not sustained. Within a
few months Carter was back to his third year lows.,7J

Do the Carter ratings fit Stimson's parabola? Vas Carter's trendline
determined by the Cycle of Presidential Popularity? The answer is unmis-
takably yes.

The reader may object that the cause of Carter's surge in late 1979
was the hostage crisis. Stimson's response would be that every Presidency
is unique with something happening at each stage in the cycle. But how
can one explain the remarkably similar approval ratings in Presidency
after Presidency? 1Is it just coincidence that every President bottoms out
in the third year before rallying in the fourth? That hardly seems possible.

What causes Presidential popularity ratings to follow this cycle?
Nobody really knows. Stimson, the man who first identified the cycle's
parabolic shape, argues that the major variable in Presidential cycles is
the mere passage of time. In other words, as a President moves chronolo-
gically through his term, he gets progressively more unpopular until around
the end of his third year, whereupon the President's ratings pick up.
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Stimson and others argue that Presidential popularity is relatively un-
affected by the characteristics or actions of the incumbent, or even by
conditions prevailing at the time. In his book The State of the Presi-
dency, Thomas E. Cronin states the situation too crudely, although a
shell-shocked President and his aides may think his description of the
popularity dynamic hits the nail on the head:

""No matter what Presidents do, their popularity declines. It
hardly seems to matter what they attempt or even who is Presi-
dent. When news is good, a President's popularity goes down,
when news is terrible, it merely goes down faster."

Certainly one advantage that every President seeking re-election
has as he goes into his fourth year is the power of incumbency. The
President is a known quantity ~ much better known than his challenger.
Many voters are '"small 'c'" conservatives when the Presidency is at
stake - they don't want to change leaders just for the sake of change.
Thus the burden of proof is on the challenger. As they say, the ballot
cast for President is the most important and serious vote a citizen can
make. It may have gotten easier to beat an incumbent President, but
it has not gotten easy. Knowledge of the cycle of Presidential popu-
larity may strengthen us as we prepare to help the President face the
rigors of 1983.

ITI. STRUCTURAL UNPOPULARITY AND LONG RANGE POLITICAL
FORECASTING BASED SOLELY ON APPROVAL RATINGS

Presidential approval ratings are going down. That is the most
notable trend regarding Presidential popularity in the forty-five years
since Gallup first began asking Americans if they approve or disapprove
of the way the President is handling his job.

Below are data from the Gallup Polling Organization, showing the
average approval rating for the full term in office of each of the Tast
eight Presidents, showing a definite downward trend. President Reagan
is not on the list, since he has not finished his term.

Average Approval Rating for Presidency

Carter 47
Ford 46
Nixon 49
Johnson 55
Kennedy 70
Eisenhower 64
Franklin D. Roosevelt 75 (average for 1938-45, no data

prior to 1938 available)



The above trend is unmistakable, but where does President Reagan
fit? To find out we need to compare the average approval rating for
President Reagan's first two years in office with the average approval
ratings of other Presidents in their first two years. As it happens,
the latest Gallup Poll data for President Reagan are from October. There-
fore, the averages for all Presidents listed below cover only the first
twenty-two months of their terms. Since the data only goes back to 1938,
Roosevelt is not listed. Again the trend is decisively downward.

Average Approval Rating: First 22 Months in

Office
Reagan 50
Carter 51
Ford 46
Nixon 60
Johnson 71
Kennedy 74
Eisenhower 68
Truman 58

When economists see that unemployment steadily ratchets upward,
year after year, they begin to speak of "structural unemployment.'" Vhen
we see Presidential popularity ratcheting downward, vear after year, in-
deed decade after decade, perhaps we should start thinking in terms of
“"structural unpopularity." Why this structural unpopularity? A host of
possible explanations come to mind: Vietnam, Watergate, the decline of
political parties, the rise of special interests, etc.

Jhese explanations all seem plausible enough, but I believe they are
symptoms of the disease afflicting the Presidency, not the disease itself
The underlying disease ig_slow economic growth. Consider the slowdown in
the growth of American productivity - one of the key indicators of pros-
perity:

4

Compound Annual Growth Rate of Productivity, Average by Decade

1940's 3.5
1950's 3.2
1960's 2.9
1970's 1.5
1980's .6

Since the days of Roosevelt, the public has expected the President
to ensure prosperity. It is therefore certainly reasonable to assume that the
particularly abrupt economic slowdown in the 1970's had a lot to do with
the weakness of the Presidency in the last decade.

Ronald Reagan saw clearly in 1980 that the American spirit was not
suffering from '"malaise," it was suffering from a decade of stagflation.
His prescription was a bold overhaul of govermment policies to redirect
America toward growth and prosperity. T believe that the Reagan prescrip-
tion - a booming economy - for the nation's morale also will work to restore
the Presidency to its rightful leadership position.



An important caveat against over-reliance on poll data to make
long term predictions must be inserted here. Although it may seem logical,
using Gallup Poll approval data to make a judgment about future Presi-
dential elections is a fruitless undertaking.

For example, an examination of Presidential approval ratings twenty-
five months prior to the general election compared to his percentage in
the general election shows no discernible pattern.

The chart below shows how Presidents stood in the ratings twenty-
five months prior to the general election - the decision to use twenty-five
months is made so that the latest Gallup Data for President Reagan can be
used.

President Poll Date T-25 Months Election Day Change in % Win/Lose
Rating % of Popular from T-25 to

Vote Election Day
Reagan 10/82 41 - -
Carter 10/78 49 41 -8 Lose
Ford 10/74 52 48 -4 Lose
Nixon 10/70 58 61 +3 Win
Eisenhower 10/54 61 57 -4 Lose ? WIN
Truman 10/46 32 50 +18 Win
FDR ('44) 10/42 70 53 -17 Win
FDR ('40) 10/38 60 55 -5 Lose 2 wi¥

Presidents ranked by the change from T-25 months to Election Day
shows an enormous variation:

Truman +18
Nixon +
Eisenhower -
Ford -
FDR ('40)
Carter -
FDR ('44)
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CONCLUSION

I am very optimistic that President Reagan will go down in history
as the man who snapped the string of failed Presidencies. Whether or not
he chooses to run again, Ronald Reagan, in the big picture of history,
will be seen as the President who restored the office to its proper
leadership role.

I believe it is essential for us to keep a long term perspective in
mind, because otherwise the day-to-day news will deflect us from the
course President Reagan charted in 1981. 1Ia our policy decisions we mustl

act, as the President said, without heed to the political consequences.
Our only policy guide should be what is right for the country. et

However, it should be a comfort for us to know that much of the
movement in Presidential popularity ratings is systemic, i.e., "built-in.'
This knowledge gives us more freedom of action because we now know that
the President's approval ratings are going to go down - and up - at

certain times almost no matter what we do. —r

Becaugse we can be confident of a tremendous fourth vear surge in
popularity that will carry- the Republican ticket to victory in 1984, we
can concentrate our efforts on strengthening the Presidency. My view of
the strengthened Presidency does not call for the Executive branch to be-
come more powerful at the expense of the other two branches. My view is
that the Presidency should be strengthened so that the post-Reagan
Presidency can do more to promote the general welfare, provide for the
common defense and ensure domestic tranquility.
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This is the news
release we propose

to give to the press.
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In 1978, Bond was news secretary to Congressman S. William Green of New York.
During the 1976 campaign, Bond was a member of the Republican National Committea's
field force, working in the New England states and also as the campaign manager
for state Senator Fred Korry's congressional campaign in Arizona.

Bond participated in an around the world cruise as a crewman in 1977
on the yacht Dragon.

From 1972 until 1975, Bond held a variety of posts in the Nassau County
government in New York, principally with the county executive. During this
period, he directed the campaign for Lieutenant Governor of New York for
Ralph Caso.

Bond is a native of Rockville Centre, New York on Long Island and is a
1972 graduate of Fordham University. Currently, he resides in Alexandria,
Virginia with his wife, the former Valarie Muller of Yonkers,and their six year
old son, Matthew.
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Earlier in 1980 and 1979, Bond served as campaign director for the states
of Iowa, Connecticut and California for George Bush's Presidential effort.
Additionally, he held the post of director of caucus and conventidn states for
the Bush campaign.

In 1978, Bond was news secretary to Congressman S. William Green of New Yﬁrk.
During the 1976 campaign, Bond was a member of the Republican National Committee's
field force, working in the New England states and also as the campaign manager
for state Senator Fred Koory's congressional campaign in Arizona.

Bond participated in an around the world cruise asta crewman in 1977 on
the yacht Dragon.

From 1972 until 1975, Bond held a variety of posts in the Nassau County
government in New York, principally with the county executive. During this period,
he directed the campaign for Lieutenant Governor of New York for Ralph Caso.

Bond is a native of Rockville Centre, New York on Long Island and is a 1972
graduate of Fordham University. Currently, he resides in Alexandria, Virginia

with his wife, the former Valerie Muller of Yonkers, and their six year old son,

Matthew.






