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COMPLAINT

July 29, 1986

Mr. Charles Steele
General Counsel cz
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

-D
Dear Mr. Steele:

INTRODUCTION I

The Leahy for Senate Committee files this complaint

pursuant to § 437(g) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971 ("the Act"), seeking Commission investigation of the

manner in which the Snelling '36 Committee has obtained

funding for its polling activities.

The Snelling Committee, the designated principal

campaign committee of United States Senate candidate Richard

Snelling, has contracted for and received substantial

polling services. Somehow, in some way, the Snelling

Committec has managed to obtain these services wlthuuL

paying for them--or showing how they were paid. Reports

filed by the Snelling Committee with the Federal Election

Commission reflect less than $800 in polling costs, an

extraordinarily limited sum by the standard of any United

States Senate campaign. These reports also show no

outstanding indebtedness to the polling firm, Market



Opinion Research (MOR), known to have been retained by that

committee. Finally, the reports of national Republican

party committees reflect no coordinated exiwnditures on

behalf of the Snelling Committee in the form of paid polling

invoices. So there remains the question, which only the

Commission has the authority and duty to resolve: when were

these polling expenses paid and by whom?

Questions raised in this complaint concern

fundamentally the Snelling Committee's and the national

Republican party's compliance with contribution and

coordinated expenditure limitations and also related

disclosure requirements of the Act. Anyone experienced with

United States Senate campaigns understands that a

substantial portion of any campaign budget is taken up with

polling. As shown below, Mr. Snelling has admitted that he

has benefitted from polling in his owr~ campaign. And yet,

it is impossible to identify how the Snelling Committee

financed the polling which its spokesmen concede they have

commissioned.

FACTS

The facts supporting this Complaint have been supplied

on the public record by the Snelling Committee and its

agents within the national Republican party structure. All
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of the questions surrounding the payment of the Snelling

Committee's polling expenses have arisen out of Mr.

Snelling's own statements, his committee's campaign

literature, his committee's filings with the Commission, and

statements of the staff of the National Republican

Senatorial Committee (NRSC). These primary source materials

indicate that the Snelling Committee has hired--but not

paid-- a polling firm, and that it: continues to draw upon

the work of that firm without making payments, reporting

indebtedness, or accounting in other fashion for how these

services have been and will be paid.

The Snelling Committee's Hiring

of Market Opinion Research

Early in this election year the Snelling Committee

published a brochure describing, inter alia, how Mr.

Snelling had organized his campaign for the seat currently

held by Senator Patrick J. Leahy. In this brochure,

entitled "Get Behind the Snelling Campaign", the last of

several sections addressed the mechanics of his campaign

organization under the heading "The Snelling Campaign -

Plan, Team and Budget". In that section, the Snelling

Committ:ee identified Market Opinion Research as the firm

"handling polling services for the Snelling campaign." The

account appearing in this brochure underscored the
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importance attached to this polling contract by noting that

the founder and chief executive of MOR, Mr. Robert Teeter,

would assume a direct, "personal involvement" in MOR's

services on behalf of Snelling.

This early campaign brochure, attached as Exhibit A,

also identifies certain of the early fruits of this

contract. It cites a "benchmark survey" which sought to

identify voter attitudes toward Mr. Snelling's likely

opponent, Senator Leahy. Actual percentages produced by

this benchmark survey are reprinted in tabular form in this

campaign brochure.

Continuing MOR Polling to Date

By early 1986, therefore, the Snelling Committee had

retained a polling firm, and had, in fact, negotiated for

the direct and personal involvement of its chief executive

officer. The polling firm had already entered the field and

conducted the benchmark survey, presumably some period

before the publication of the brochure. For some months

thereafter the campaign continued to refer to survey

research" performed on its behalf, presumably by MOR. See

e~j~ Campaign Newsflash (June 17, 1986) (Exhibit B).

Just in the last month, the NRSC referred in a recent
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"PAC Gram" (Exhibit C) to an MOR poll released July 3 and

purporting to show improvement in Snelling's standing. This

same poll has been cited by the Snelling Committee, NRSC or

other Snelling Committee agents to the press in Vermont.

Stories concerning this poll have appeared in the Rutland

Daily Herald, The Brattleboro Reformer, and The Bennington

Banner, (Exhibits D, E and F, respectively) all of these

accounts appearing on or about July 19, 1986. These news

accounts unambiguously refer to polls conducted for the

Snelling Committee by MOR; the Rutland Daily Herald, for

example, cites specifically "a recent poll conducted by

Market Opinion Research" on behalf of the Snelling

Committee.

Apparent NRSC involvement in Financing Snellin~ Polling

In all of the news accounts and other public record

documents, only one clue surfaces about the manner in which

these polls were paid. This clue points to the use by NRSC

of its own funds to pay these polling costs. On June 4 and

June 5, 1986, the Rutland Daily Herald and the Burlington

Free Press ran stories about a "focus group" conducted to

gauge reactions to a freshly minted Snelling media campaign.

(Exhibits G, H, I) The Herald identifies this focus group

surx~ev as a project "coordinated for the NRSC by the

consulting firm of MOR. . .". NOR, of course, is the same
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firm retained by the Snelling Committee. These June 4 and

June 5 news accounts indicated that NRSC paid MOR for this

service.

in a revealing comment, however, an NRSC spokesman

suggested to the press that NRSC was not legally required to

allocate the full costs of this survey for the Snelling

Committee to coordinated expenditure or contribution

limitations:

Murphy NRSC's Deputy Political Director said
the NRSC conducted the viewer's survey both
for its own data base and also for use
the Snelling campaign. (emphasis added)

Thus, NRSC and the Snelling Committee apparently assume

that by the ruse of "sharing" the data, NRSC would be
N

V_ required to allocate only a portion, if any, of this polling

service to Snelling Committee limits. The Snelling

Committee reports appear to confirm this understanding with

NRSC on how those expenses would be treated for limitation

and reporting purposes. The Snelling Committee specifically

reports on its July 15 filing with the Commission a payment

to NRSC, on May 26, 1986, for its "share" of survey research

costs in the amount of $625. This payment may relate to the

focus group survey reported by the press in early June; or

it may reflect other polling expenses which the Snelling

Committee and NRSC sought to marage on the basis of this

specious reading of the law.
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The $625.00 payment to NRSC reported by the Smelling

Committee, plus a February 9, 1986 in kind contribution of

$118.75, constitutes all the polling expenses reported by

the Smelling Committee to date. Standing on its own, or as

its alleged "share" of the focus group costs, this limited

sum of money raises the most serious questions about how the

Smelling Committee is concealing the full extent of its

financing of campaign polling.

Polling and the Snelling Campaign Budget

As stated, the Smelling Committee has reported less

than $800 in direct polling services paid on an in-kind or

"coordinated expenditure" basis. While polling is consuming

virtually no part of the Smelling Committee budget, that

committee has lavished significant sums of money on all of

the standard variety campaign communications which, in the

modern day, are shaped in part by the analysis of polling

information. The Smelling Committee has specifically spent

hundreds of thousands of dollars on media production and

airing, consulting services, and on print ads; but less than

$800 on direct polling expenses. These polling expenses do

not appear, either, as indebtedness owed by the Committee

properly identified on Schedule D of any of it's reports

filed to date.
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In summary, from November 15, 1985 (when the Snelling

Committee made its first reported expenditures in this

campaign) through the present time- -a period of fully eight

months--there is virtually no money reported for

polling--paid by Snelling from his own funds, or by any

other source.

APPARENT VIOLATIONS OF LAW

All of the facts available on the public record, taken

together, point to any number of possible but serious

violations of statute. One of the following scenarios must

be true, and each points, in turn, to serious statutory

issues which the Commission should investigate immediately.

Snellingts Polling Expenses are Being Paid Without

Limitation by NRSC or Some Other Source

The Snolling Committee has a contract with MOR, has

received polling services from MOR, hut is not paying MOR.

Accordingly, among other possibilities, the Snelling

Committee has identified a benefactor which is making

payments on this polling contract to procure continuing

service.

If so, and if the party paving these polling costs is
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other than NRSC, a strong possibility exists that

contributions exceeding lawful limits have been made on an

in-kind basis to the Snelling Committee. Individuals

contributing to the Snelling Committee are limited to $1,000

per election; multi-candidate committees, to $5,000 per

election. 2 U.S.C. § 441a. Upon information and belief, by

reference to standard market charges for polling in United

States Senate campaigns, and individual or non-party

committee financing these polling costs have almost

certainly exceeded lawful limitations. Moreover, the

Snelling Committee has violated the law by failing to report

the receipt of these in-kind contributions. 2 U.S.C. §

441a; 11 C.F.R. § 104.13.

By the same token, if URSC had paid these costs, it is

required to do so within the limitations of §§ 441a(h) and

441a(d) of the Act. 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(b) and 441a(d). To

date, NRSC had conceded publicly that it has financed

Snellin~ polling costs, in the form of the focus group

survey cited earlier. NRSC has not reported any sums paid

for this nurpose as an in-kind contribution or coordinated

expenditure. Filings Vi the Snelling Committee and the URSC

show only extremely limited payments, totalling less that

$300, identified as reimbursements by the Snelling Committee

to NRSC br its r~shareit of allegedly joint polling costs.

In addition, on the facts presented, the device by which
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NRSC seeks to "share" polling data with the Snelling

Committee, thereby reducing the reported costs to the

Snelling Committee, raises the most. serious question about

whether a proper allocation of these costs has been

accomplished pursuant to the requirements of 11 C.F.R. §

106.1 and 106.4.

MOR In-Kind Contributions to the

SnellingCommittee

Upon information and belief, MOR is a corporation

prohibited from making contributions or expenditures in

connection with a federal. election. 2, U.S.C. § 441b. If

MOR has advanced the costs of these polling services since

the beginning of the Snelling campaign, a period of 8

months, it may have made a prohibited corporate in-kind

contribution tc) the Snelling Campaign.

Under the Act, a prohibited corporate contribution

includes "loans" or "advances". 11 C. P.R. § 114. 1(a) (1)

To avoid a prohibited loan or advance, a corporation may

extend credit to a political cu5;tomer only "in the ordinary

course of business" and only upon "terms . . . substantially

similar to extensions o17 credit to nonpolitical debtors

which are of sirni lar risk and si;~e of obligation". A
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national palling firm like MOR cannot- -and may not--commonly

perform services without pay for eight months of a U.S.

Senate campaign. Where it does so, significant questions

are raised about prohibited corporate contril)UtioflS in-kind.

The Snelling Committee Has Accrued Significant

Unreported Debts to MOR, or Has

Failed to Report Payments Made to MOR

Under the statute, any debt owed by a political

committee to any source in an amount exceeding $500 must be

promptly disclosed by the reporting committee on Schedule D.

11 C.F.R. §104.11 requires the most comprehensive reporting

of debts, including a full "statement explaining the

circumstances and conditions under which each debt and

obligation was incurred or extinguished." 11 C.F.R. §
~1~

110.14(a). No debt to MOR is reported by the Snelling

Committee, and if the Snelling Committee has accrued unpaid

obligations to MOR, its failure to report this obligation

fully violates the debt reporting requirements of the law.

Alternatively, the Snelling Committee has violated § 434 of

the Act if it paLd MOR for services rendered but did not

report the payment s in its filings with the Commission.

-11-



0. 0.

CONCLUS ION

The issues raised in this complaint cover the field of

core statutory policies: contribution and expenditure

limitations, complete and timely financial disclosure, and

possibly illegal corporate spending. Until the full facts

are known, a result only the Commission can accomplish, the

violations re(luiring remedial action will remain to be

clearly identified. The Commission must act now to ferret

out the truth and enforce the law.

C-.

Respectfully submitted.

/ /

Wi~1iam Gray
Campaign Director
Leahy for U.S./Senator

Committee >
P.O. Box 53
Burlington, VT 05402
802-658-1986

Sworn to before me this 29th day of July, 1986.

Of Counsel:
Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Coie
1110 Vermont Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20005
202-887-9030
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THE SNELLING CAMPAIGN --

PLAN, TEAM AND BUDGET
Plan. The salient political facts that set the context for

the Dick Snelling-Pat Leahy race are these:

1. Pat Leahy the person is held in high regard by a

substantial majority of Vermonters. They perceive him as
likeable, diligent and accessible.

2. Most Vermonters are not aware of Pat Leahy's voting
record in the Senate. As a result, they do not identify him as
the ideological soul-mate of Ted Kennedy and Howard Metzenbaum
but as reflecting their own -- Vermonters' -- essentially
conservative views. Mere is how, in the campaigns benchmark
survey, they described themselves; and here is how, also, they
described their perception of Leahy:

Description of Perception of

Category Themselves Pat Leahy

Very conservative 10% 5%
Somewhat conservative 42 37
Moderate 6 6
Somewhat liberal 33 35
Very liberal 6 6
Don't know 2 10
Did not answer 0 1

Not surprisingly, therefore, the Winter 1985-86 polls

showing Leahy leading Dick Snelling on the "head-to-head" or
"ballot-test" question all showed Leahy with clearly unwarranted
strength among self-described conservative and middle-of-the-
road respondents.

3. The 1980 Senate campaign demonstrated conclusively
that, when Vermonters are given the facts about Pat Leahy's
record, they will vote for his opponent even while they maintain
a high regard for Leahy the person. Witness this data from the
1980 campaign:

/ -
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June Sept.
1980 1980 Oct. 12-14 Oct. 24-25
MOR* MOR 1980 1980 Liection

Question Poll Poll MOR Poll NOR Poll Results

Leahy
favorable! not
unfavorable asked 63-20 58-23 51-26 --

Leahy
job approval!
disapproval 70-16 64-20 59-23 52-27 --

Leahy vs.
Ledbetter 68-25 59-34 51-39 44-42 49.8-48.6

*WMORN denotes Bob Teeter's survey research firm, Market Opinion
Research, Inc., which did Stewart Ledbetter'S 1980 polling and
is also handling polling for the Snelling campaign.

4. Dick Snelling is the most highly regarded Republican in
the State of Vermont. Voters rate him as having been an
excellent governor and as a leader who understands what needs to
be done and does it.

5. On the issues, Dick Snelling agrees with the great
majority of Vermonters. Pat Leahy does not.

The Snelling campaign's basic strategy is thus to focus on
those issues that separate Pat Leahy from Dick Snelling and Pat
Leahy from the electorate and, without denying in the slightest
Pat Leahy's qualities as a person, to point out how Pat Leahy is
not representing .Vermonters' views in the Senate. Related
themes will stress Dick Snelling's proven leadership and
management skills, and the need for those skills in addressing
the problems facing the nation. Getting those messages to the
voters of Vermont will take considerable time. As a result, the
campaign does not anticipate that it will catch up with Leahy in
head-to-head polls until after Labor Day. So long as Dick
Snelling's head-to-head numbers are ahead of where Stewart
Ledbetter was in his 1980 race against Leahy, the Snelling
campaign will be satisfied that it is on track toward victory.

Budget. Because Vermont has a relatively small population
and is geographically quite compact, and because nearly 85
percent of its population is within the Burlington television
market -- where the estimated 1986 cost-per-gross-rating-point
of showing a political commercial is $32 (as compared to $285 in
Boston) -- , the Snelling campaign budget's net expenditures have
been set at $999,000.



That budget is quite realistic. As of February 15, 1986,
even before Dick Snelling had formally announced his candidacy
OF begun to campaign, the Snelling '86 Committee had raised
$101,240 toward its budget, had been endorsed by the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce and had received PAC contributions fron the
PACs sponsored by, among others, Mapco, Inc.; Rockwell
International; Tenneco; Olin Corporation; Mobil; Air Products £
Chemicals; Amoco; the Printing Industries of America; Shell; the
Federation of American Hospitals; United Technologies
Corporation; Dallas Energy PAC (the maximum); and Texaco.

Team. The Snelling campaign has engaged the services of an
exceptional team so that the refinement and implementation of
its strategy will be first-rate.

OThe chief consultants are the firm of Black Kanafort
Stone & Atwater. Their lead partner on the campaign is Charlie
Black, who has held similar positions with the Senate campaigns
of, among others, Dave Durenberger, Phil Grarrtm and Bob Dole.

NI Charlie was also a principal strategist for each of Ronald
Reagan's Presidential campaigns. Working clo~;ely with Charlie
will be Gre9 Stevens, who managed Stewart Ledbetter's 1980
campaign against Leahy and was most recently chief of staff and
campaign manager for New Jersey Governor Tom Kean.

OPolling is being handled by Market Opinion Research,
with the personal involvement of its founder and chief
executive, Bob Teeter. Teeter and NOR are among the very top
Republican polling firms and have extensive experience in New
England -- including for the 1980 Ledbetter campaign.

*Media production will be directed by Alex Castellanos of
Castellanos & Murphy. Alex has considerable political
experience, including with the Strom Thurmond and Jesse Helms
reelection campaigns.

'Managing the campaign is Rey Post. Rey managed
Congressman Jim Jeffords' 1978 reelection campaign, in which
Jeffords carried every county in the state, and directed Bob
Stafford's 1982 campaign. Rey has also served as executive
director of the Vermont Republican Party (1980-81) and as staff
director of Bob Stafford's Vermont offices (1982-85), and gained
Washington experience as a legislative assistant to Jim Jeffords
(1978-80).

To sum up, the candidate is the strongest possible
Republican. The team is in place. The strategy is set and
being put into action. The budget is realistic and clearly
attainable. All the ingredients for success are present.

Paid for by The Snelling '86 Committee
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U. S'~%ENATE

I CAMPAiGN NEWSFLASH I
June 17, 1966

StILLING ~ TUE CASBi
LEAKY'S OU DUFEISE

On Tuesday, June 3, right on schedule'.~ the Snelling

campaign moved into Phase II of its plan: A thoroughly

documented, scrupulously accurate yet devastating unmasking of
Pat Leabys Senate record.

Survey research baa demonstrated that Pa~ Leahy'S political
popularity, and his lead over Dick Smelliag in previous polls.

are due in major ~.art ~o Leahy havinG uiareg~reaSt~ I~.L.4U to

the Vermont electorate. Verniont's liberals know Leahy to be a

liberal, but Vermont'S moG.r~t@S miet*ketily believe h~m to be a
moderate, and V ' ~ri rY t over ~O rcint I the

initiative is this:

No one, not Pat Leahy nor ~1ck Snelling nor anyone

else is a conservative, a moderate and a liberal. Pat

Leahy can be what he wants -- but the facts of life won't

let him be all things to all people.

Examifle the record with us. The facts are clear --

Patrick Leahy, with no 'ifs, ands, or buta' is a true
liberal -- one of the most consistent liberals in the

Senate. So, Vermont's liberals can rejoice. while those

who believed he was a conservative or moderate have some

thinking to do' (first newspaper adveriseiieratl copy
attached). -

4

The sne~ling'offensive began with a three-Quarter'PGQe
newspaper advertisement run throughout the state on Tuesday,

June 3 (copy attached): followed with a second newspaper
advertisement (copy attached) on Thursday, June 5 and an

accompanying saturation wave of radio and television

commercialsi and at the moment features a third ~ewspaper

advertisement (copy attached) *nd another saturation wave of

television and radio commercialS.

________________________________________________________ The SnellIng '86 CommIttee

Jelly Mill Common
1 Route

Box ?9S6Shelburne, VT 05482
*CI* 9? 5A~.Ld~j

C.



from the National Republican Senatorial Committee
~ John Reins John Thomas Sheehan

Chairman PAC Director
w

TO: PAC RBPRSSHNTATIVUS JUly 14, 198j/
PM: J0il14 SH3BUAt~

4
VIRNON? T3PDAT3

SNUL[~flhG TURNS UP TE3 hAT

- POfL SHOWS TUB THAW SUGZNS

Former Governor Dick Snelling has devoted the first 90 days ofhis Senate campaign to re-building the organization that elected
him Governor of the Green Mountain state a record 4 times.

During the same period Snelling presented position papers onthe major issues of the 1986 campaign.

() In June, after re-establishing himself, Snelling took off the
* gloves and began to challenge some common misconceptions about

Leahy's record.
S

Snelling's media addresses these areas:

* Leahy voted for $977 billion of additional deficits
* Leahy is not a champion of Vermont agriculture having
missed 23 of 23 full committee hearings. lie also Missed

V 17 of 19 sub-committee hearings In the 98th Congress.* Leahy is not the independent Vermonter he claims to be; in
fact, he is one of the most partisan members of the Senate.

Did Snelling's plan of action work? We look to the numbers.

In early June, a Rutland Herald poll reported that Snelli~g
trailed by 25 points."T'~7I~ Iu~ion~es.ar~ 4~ poll
released on July 3rd now ~h~wi5~iI1Ti~i1TTTpo±nts beck, a
movE of S points in under 30 days.

Rut land
Herald

SUILLING 32% 37%
Leahy 57% 54%

- more

( )4ational ~epubLican $enatorial E!.uu.Ittee 44* F~S~W.Wq~~ * W~i..D.C 2USI * 03)

('2 .3/ -



While 17 pointS is still a gap, the N~su~Ve~ ibews that the
ads dealing with Leahy's record are very effective.

~ri'~.fqret that Leahy started his 1980 re-election campaign
with a nt lead over Republican Stewart LedbetteC, and that
lead melted away steadily during the summer and fall. Leahy
barely escaped defeat, with a margin of only 1.2 percent.

The Snellirig campaign is on track, and we remain convinced
that Dick Snelling's campaign offers one of our best opportunities
to capture a Democratic seat.

Snelling for Senate
P.O. Box 1986

Shelburne, Vermont 05482
(802) 985-9471

- - ~------- --- m----------- m mm mm

For additional information on Vermont or any Senate race please
call: (202) 224-2351 or (800) 368.4675.
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Snelling Names Team, j
Cites Advance in Poll I

53JNl4~ON~sboN
Sneltirn coo corn

unveiled hia Ieernlrn~ torn Ceum-
tye~ntemrn ridmy mmd- absws
baa mobing goirna agolmut
Demeeratle Ineomboot Sern.
Patrick Leaky.

IssUing coutended that the
todo tdlaeuaa.
lag ?~.bOO~ern~ ~
havopsid dividendo.

"The pefla abew that! have
about an aseint Impvovemornt
from laying out the faets." he
sold. chug a russet - cern'
dueled by Mattel Oplaiso
Roesoreb.

'lam adviesi thatthe gap
bassorrswudbylpolrnts.frourn
a 5-pebI to a lipolut gap" Is
earlier pets. he maid.

SneIlbs~,~1 jsU. after
IAOby'5

record, hears a strom
meoaags. "It toils me that
should turn against a real p..'-
500 met a myth. and that I'm
elmer new to runalag egaisint
arealperoern. setamyth.l
cam more safely talk abeul the
issues mew." be maid.

Snalliag tacos a Resbllernn
primary agaInst GOP cam-
didato Anthorny DorIa .1 South
3.omltoin.

In mansunclag bAa campaign
workers. Soelling maid, "This
will fuMWour plan terue am in.
temuely people-orIented

for the
PamllohnsufBesnlegton.

Edwin ColvIo of Shaflabury
aod Catherine flermedy of
heurnlrngtorn wore used as
Beaulmgtom ceuat~l co
chairmen of the Smelling 'U
Committee.

Named to a county ex-
ecotive committee for Smelling
were Michael KI mack of
WIlmlngtorn, larbara Cee of
leadaboro. Stewart Lodhetter
of Nornebester sad Amos Webb
of Arllagtom.

Ledhotter lest the UW
Senate race to Leaby.

Rep. Clifford Harwood. I-
Mamebeater. arnd Edward
Holdern of benmlngton wet,
named am Ieunlngtom County
Flnaace Chairmen.

"'Thum are some of the
meet active and well-known
people In the Bemmlngton
area," SeeWag maid.

"WIth their help sad bard
eat over the esa lag seethe.
I am absolutely confident we
will win this Important else-
U.s mad bsglatoaol$s many of

9k. problems facing our ma-

Ca-

ties." SoelUag 50W ml a
Bamada Ian prom cemtee'ooee.

After mamlog big cosaty
campalgm tea., Sm lUE3 ~ ,~
hi. Overview of the to
campaigs agaigat Iaoby ~
tar. "I knew whom I etaute~
that this race would be as
tough as mails. and I have flat
beem dlsappotmied In that
roupect," Seething maid.

"I spool three mouths tat-
lag about the Inuso. whom I
did pot moetios my espousaL
The poll. did sot move am Inch.
My poaltism pepero get toss

thorn my

'Tbeo I upset ~ days doling
somethl..; I felt amy candidate
has thu right to do - taIkI
about my opposest's record.
hesaid.

Smelling charged that Leahy
baa created a myth about
himself ma am tadepmndeet
polltlelam through the eas of
the media and Sosate mailIng
prlvUogos.

"1 rsfuae to talk about a
myth created by ulliloos .1
pieces of mail. I bmw. an oh.

about him
"Pat Leaby has muccueded

in creating ma image, and I
have chaucoged tbe myth ho
baa created. Research hews
that people here think be is
coseervativa. but bela liberal.

"lie in one of the meet corn-
stuteotly antibwhlmemu
senators, and I think people
have a 'rIg~t to knew that,"

Soelling maid Leaby Is doing
a great job is two areas.

"I thInk bin record of comati-
tweet servIce in great. I'm auto
!'U do just as good a job," be
mold.

"I mino think Leaby Is great
at public reiaUona. through bAa
mewa releases and bin rapport
with the p zeus." Sosiliag ontO.

Snelileg said be didat
understaud bin sometImes
boatis relatioms with Lbs Vet-
moot press, especinily durIng
~aIa four term. am govefuer.
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Page 13-Drat:Ie*ers Riferuw, BMmu~, Jul) i~

~~-ebwd~. m Uq.hSa.~ far U* UN, bwutmin b~eM~ lutimbef
L~u Laip FaIy ~hrauaa, wbe - the ainp~a Sal Is 3nWabwa~ (~ d ~ midasS Lid ~ hause

Yeuu.gww imbabaped biSm waeWbeat ~ peat. aft g am.u.~'

Snelliug working hard at race
he knew would be a tough one

~IAN3tR4N3OW
11w bIsut aPI. "awadve" qabut barn ha ~

wars Urn . tIrnitad Shim S..t., Richard ~wDlw
- Ftlday. ha the wry fact that Sea rMwg qadast

Lashy.
Wbua he 5r~ imliad to inha' s IsaMa m~us1

hat Cal, imlihag mid ha vualind ~t qpsiq a
pspsIarhcuu~wsddbaa TMway teub IrnA."

H. aided saw Ia11erulaw Prtiay, "rw aM base

Dul WIUIIIIIabI It, and than actually apttinwdhi it.
*~i tWO dEiftit UWep, On tarmac gacaw mkl,- that at qe U "it's bard to face suns pulthcai
rustily tar thefirui Mm."

That have ham aw~r1sm, ~ wlaappsu*nst*a, us
a rasult. WtacuIMty wtrna he find. frIends wtae *y

dasy we ampasUa~ ga. bidE Varmint', Dmnwatlc
umnatar I. ruima Is WaIma Urn a third learn.

'ft bus bass a wry 1mg. dElcit, sownst.nsa as-
plmmt isa," &wfllng mE. Ha tue hem workuW 14
Uheurdey.. SW,"! hew mcanelaaww."

The "q~m" ftq~m that asinine oppate Lash,,
bauM.

rue Si Ithawuulhdgng.'
SusUhag qaM km turmas Verroonts .owrnsr

be a~mwIsdged. In Picked ~ baggap slang
Un way IMI Urns mists sew dse't swaB go carry. In
Ms .1gw ywo, I made thoumawda and thomiada ef
dadaism" tint warn backed by hi. belif that the Job
ef a true heist ha ta aim pinblean That mum,
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a~11:~'w ~I~~flen~es Leahy's 'key player' status
~rtt~iizaa~ 

~E5s,~~---~

lean airumuiltion for the Sneflhlig catf~ He Brad

sway again Friday, statIng that a challenger's

Dy KURT MAY33
DinU' staff uv4fet

U B S., Patrick Leahys dabn that Vermont

* 'iewwfltffoffl MS continued seniority pmi~' ~

~ sew ide at a coin the Democist flips to Ms

advafitaP. BepobliCatI challetiget Ri~har8
said is SeIvdnltai FrIday

~UM eat he urdeud by Liahy's

eIereflCWSto MS gates so a key player45 Senate wimty ~WngUl~
las. SneUbig mid. "He brag' about

heb * bnpsftait 0T3!dIWtS of up.
pqelatlin.
ar'IhaJPWU'W taiM 5fIUid mid says

the tudnochty (party in the Sewate) the former

1 y~niiofitgovffW charged
1%. natisfi thu uwUnited SLates senator

diouM he defeated any tbne he 'WI' is jut not

sssiw@diW I agr55 ith, b~eUmg said. adding

Oat esirefldUlWilt is part at the problem" hi

Casigim. ~hgsgaMSt5 'myth'

1 eufuse he rue sgi~ a myth." Sneilang

ansi He ~ MS eampaigfi has

fseuad sotigWi so Lhy'5 pwfoflhia'CE so on

MS nsa phOVID. ad* Oat he as .ini absolute
necoid

a (fiffS)) ewi-

wrestles i be's asI,** Ineillig retorted. adding

Oat t.aet~ is. ii niall hesinas"

Laahy5 statemeiti Oat Vermont will lose
valuable seniority 111w Is not r ~dtOoffl~ are

mislea(knl becalm "the majority rule' lii the

United Slates." said SnellIng. visibly upset as he

pjruued the subject
Snelling. .1w introduced some members of his

Senrunglofi County osmpalgn convnlttff III a

presa conferefiCt at the Runada bin. termed his

~mpSIgn "u~tttW ~ H~ tinted

be has fared well with DerviinhlO" voters in

gubernatorial electioM and plans to curry the

areaapinNov 4
First local brief lag

Fridays prm ourdePefICe vms Snelling'S fIrst hi

Bennington Presa Secretary Peter Weflish said

tile briefing. ~imar1ly 5 qtie5tIOfl~dafl'~
1~

session. wus 'soft of an riperirnetit to gauge

intereSt hi CtNTUTIW~ltle5 @utside the isles

politiCal centeti.

Snellu'I said "We jiat thoi~ht we shouldn't

have all of our press confefenCreS hi MontPel~~~
and BinhInStOfi

The GOPa front.rwlner had a few wor4s about

unemploymefit In Bennington County.

tra&tjonally among the higheSt levels in the state.

"On the greatS of Bannklton last night people

asked me .~het are you going to do about jobs~"

Snelling recounted. His rqily was to erase the

tutlons deficit.

* lA~hy's aitendaliCe record hi congrelOtial

cniinlttee and subcoinlflittee rneetlllp has lofig

I (- 9L(L~r "~

eanpslVi "cannot mid should not' ignore an

incumbent's record
Leahy missed all agnleultift comITlttS

meetlng5 In the 56th Cong'Wa hi 11PM vi

missed 17 mbcomruT~ meetings so vii,

Snetling told reporters On roll coil votes, Luahy's

attendanCe has been In the bottoffl ~ percait of all

wn5tOfl tiroughout Ms c*fffT. he noted, and In

the bottom eighth for the 19th CongresS

The ripples of controversy that have followed

Snelling'S disclosure of Lsahy's attendance record

will be followed by more revelatlola, Snelikig

sold He declined to disclose any such lnformsll~

Frid*y. eiplalrdng that the cartipalCil is iDJ
young

Os televisles

Asked where he beieres L*ahy waS dining the

meetings he missed. Sns"ii~g said. "I know where

meetings
Snellitti reiterated his positions on several

topics includliig
- Agwlcultuie He would not have voted for the

whole'ttrd buyout becatue farmers are saddled

with Itpercelitti the prtigraDVs colt-

- Foreign Policy: He mid he supports

President Ronald Reagan's atanco at "peace
through strength."

See SNELLD'IG em ?aget
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Snelling
Cmflauedfrinfl page)

1be Ides that we try to cmix the
belt Umlee Into arms contiol is not
werting." Smiling said. lie amid
~ rthamn backing of the ad-

ration's foeeagn poilcia is ettal
bencouraglng arms onirol "I dent
IMz* mm, United States senator Is
imngtlmt."be mld~

~ a related Lunw, Snelling d
Leshy was the sixth most perUsan
manatee In uS) and the eighth in liSt.

- "Universal 1~alning': Shelling
adeocates audying a plan under
wt~dn 'all Aniencans of a ceitain
age would be asked to perform a
service to thew country." While the

program maght very well be
mandatory," It should not be cmi-
fused with a military draft, he said.
Instead, he proposes uudyulg a civil
service syiam to focus on "a l41i ~
chores tobedone in wban areas"

* 'There are macnoun quesbons about
how you ould finance mach a
prognm,"he allowed

- campwgn Status: beUang
quoted a recei~ Market OpInion
Research poll that said be has gained
eight percentage panta and now
trails Lealny by about lpointa.

- C~bat#5. He pi~os IWO

debates with Leahy after 11w GOP
primary, in which he faces South
Royalton teacher Anthony Doria

0@
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Wdn.edov. Aa'. 4. 1956 * a aSnelling to Put Spotlight on Leahy's Record
for 515 position pujvuu

thorn' of claims made In the ad."A.w.nm.iitn. record lag comments cc Leaby s record tact"After 11 years, people know where Pat

ial.

mocurneniug gnu
~ Is now timely and very appropriate-

Leahy gLands lie vote' every day and woris to begin looking at Leahys record. Post
'UpSARAHW1UON
Fuss Fuyw

MONTP!LIER "Where DO~ Pat Lea-
ha goad'" That.. the k question Is a

~aday newspaper ad f.r~Iepeblkafl Rick-
Snefliag that alguab a sew phase Is the

US beat. race

c5mLS0lU:16
1I formally shifting
b.h1545@f

-s e~srWM ~g - sad f.cclq~ with
.,set~iiniint. sad a sews eewe teday.

LWS V~5I4
'We wID fi new - ow be ~

tha Iscunhowi eseord We believe at w~
Vuwustif' - that record.. they will be

somewhat surprlas&" maid Roy Post. mel-
Kings campaign fft~555ff~ We are
that most Vermonteri dcci know what Pat
Leaby really b"

Snefling ran a half-page newspaper adver-
tisemeot Tuesday calling Leahy a clear.
snequivooll liberal and charging the incuin-
bent Demacrat has ow released any beue
papers Is the campaign

The ad addmu what It Isbeb "the think-
Isg voter." maying the Urinate roes will he
decided by Veruwutol who "Imist em bow-

~ facts before they take alde."

* mis billing ~ spdad oW hb stews
mis key ~m Isetto roedel te asad

Deborah Graham, Leaby's presa secre-
tary. claimed the sd 'distorts the record and
presenU an unfair view of bow (Leahyl
voted"

She called It the work of 'the boys from

North Carolina" - a reference to the nation-
ally bows ponip advising Snetiing She said
the ad nearly the same tagline as
advertisements by the same group for North
Carolina Sen Jesse Reline

Graham maid Leahy has summaries of his
politiom cc many subjects, but does sot need
detailed position papers became be has a

on legislation every day He makes it clea
lie doe'nt just talk about It Graham said
While Dick Snelling has been out sailing and

contemplating whether to shave or not to

shave. Pal Leahy has been down working on
Issues that are important to Vermonters

'1 dont think there's any question In
anybody'a mind about where be stands

Graham said the ad contained distortions

and half-truthS' and was a move of despera-
than by a floundering campaign

But Post called the ad and the forthcofti-

said.
Snelling Is also especled to resume tele-

vision advertising this week The Republican
National Senatorial Committee recently
pulled together a large group of Vermonteri
to revIew proposed TV ads.

James Murphy. deputy political director
for the Republican committee, said such
toni groups" at-s a comiTlOfi toot used

nationwide to jud~e ads The people are
65

*
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Snelling Puts New Focus o
the people of Verrriont

Prom Peg 15

rucruitad through a poll asking their political
spbilm Murphy said he did not know how many
were involvad

~ baa ~uied a news conference In

butb Purliaglon today to' Senator Pat-
rick Laahys voting record us crucial Issues
affating Vermont-"

Past said the former Republican governor wUl
show Lash, has been a big spender - a charge
he has made before

* l.a letter to supporters last week, campaign
enchairman Dune Davis said [Ashy voted for a
total of 53" billion in federal deficits The letter

* a~ emil Smelling likes Leahy sod readers proba-
* bly will he surprised when they learn more about
* Lashys record - two them. now being stressed

by the campaign.

I 'We will sat, at any time, be talking about
Leaby personally." Post said "Dut we

will be talking about his record and his service to

Leahy's staff has prepared a detailed resporfh
to the expected sttack, including a SI-page list of
his spending votes since the 1550 election

For every new dollar in federal spending
Senator [Aahy supported, he voted to cut SI lOi.
spending elsewhere.' the analysts ctainw

Smelling campaign materials also paint Leahy
as a liberal out of touch with the views of most
Vermofltefs. They claim be is popular partly
because Vermonters are not aware of his record

The Tuesday ad. for example, says [Ashy
cannot 'he all things to all people' and is. to fact.
one of the "most consistent liberals in the
Senate

A poll done for the Snelling campaign early in
the race showed many voters consider Leaby to
have a political philosophy close to their own -

regardlem of whether they are conservative a
liberal

A Smelling bonklet designed to raise money
fr6m political action committees says t*ahy has

C. £

n Campaign
clearly unwarranted strength among self-dc-

aeribed conservative sod middle-ofthe-toad re-
spondents

Although Sneihog has attacked [Ashy on ape-
elf Ic votes and ~ue, todays news conference
will be the first to be devoted to the incumbents
voting record

Past said there probably will not be any more
formal position papers Smelling has released
lengthy papers on agriculture, foreign policy.
U S -Soviet relations. Central America. fiscal poli-
cy, defense and the environment

Past said discussion of [Ashy's record is a

natural part of the campaign Graham agreed.
but claimed Smelling has thus far relied on
"distoftiOY and bali-truths -

The advertisement also compares ratings of
[Ashy by four national groups with ratings of
liberal sail conservative senators

Post c~ilied the groups reputable. but Graham
mid they are all ideologIcal organizations that
rate semalors on a handful of issues

u~kmhI.~ ~ -

- 9LC~~. I
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Leahy Produces 'Insulted' Snelling Ad-Screeners
Dy 5ARAD UlIJOt4 sided and very negative" Var-ebb included the lane participants should comment~' quMt toned their objectivi- attendance at committee mes't:ngs -.

pigs Pie. called the ads 'not too aubtie hatchet all be white ty and suggeeted that the Leatty spending and the number of bill~
Pw a Cra. meat at campaign staged their news confer- Leahy has intriduced

ence to undermin' the Impact of his Gumienny said one ad Implied,
Vecchto. Jeanette Gurnbenny of

Shelburne and Mary Scully .1 Bar'
lington were among more than 40
people picked by a marketing group
for the Republican National Senato-
rial Committee t. view the ads at
blather's Retaurant in Burlington
Isatweek

The mivey attempted to pick
people without used political aTh-
aura According Sn a copy of the
mrvey. the group was to~,~veuly
divided omang maE and and
~ qe Survey ~m

blather's and a 625 contnbsitioii for a
local high school or 825 in pay They
said the ads included about it for
Snelhng. mime for businesses and two
Leahy ads that have already been on
television

The three women said they have
voted for both Leahy and Snelling In
the past and have not decided who to
vote for In the Senate race Snellilig
face .pposition in the RepublIcan
primary from Anthony Doria of
South Royatton

Snelbng asked about the women's

comments on Leah'-s record
Rey Post Snellings campaign

manager, said the *'overwhelming
majority" of people in the audience
were impressed by the Information
In the ads

Post said new Snelling ads wilt
begin airing soon He said the screen
trig was designed to help determine
what ads to use

The ads focus entirely on Leahy
and do not mention Snelling. accord-
big to the women Subjects Include

Leahy was responsible for the entire,,
federal deficit

'One man could not be respons
ble for spenditig trillions of dollara-
she said A prsss release handed M
by Snelling also referred to "Senatie'
Leah's deficit.' but the fori'rw'r go~
ernor said In response to a questio~
that was a mitake

Scully said nothing was said *~
the ads about what Snelling would 4.
if elected - -

Thee ~ttenden County women
who were invited by Republicam to
screen toluutolen ade sitacking the
record elSe, Patrick Leahy. D-Vt.
mId at a pem e~erenee Undue-
by iagsd by the Leshy campaign
that the ab wave negative and in-

"The enanmerdab that were be-
tog down tsr Richard belling beganf ha ~ult m, intelhgence said Jean
Vecehi. el (~lchsMin' I became
anasysi ~ at a pertirwiar point I

- Theysp~on wry me

L -. - I, I.,
-. -~ U
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Snelling Says Leahy Is One
Of the Senate's

Dy DEBORAH SLINEVermont Presi BureauSOUTH BURLINGTON -

Republican Senate challenger
Richard A. Smelling issued
evidence Wednesday that be said
backs up his claim that Sen.
Patrick J. Leahy, D-VI, "Is
beyond an y shadow of a doubt

~ of the Senate's biggest
spenders."

Snellin g said at a news con-
ferenc eth a this research showed

.- , that since Leahy's election in
1074, the Democrat has voted for
an aggregate $077 billion in
deficit spending. Snelilog said
that, during his current term,0 Leaby supported $108 billion In
spend log increases beyond the

'~ Senate Budjt Committee's

r~ "What we're talking about here
Is nearly a trillion dollars that

Leahy has voted to addtothe
federal deficit," SneLilog said.
"The question is: Is that typical

other senators' The answer is
No."

SnelllnF said "exhaustive
research' of Leahy's record rais
ed ~uestioo.s about the incum-
bent s claim that he had voted for
$110 in spending cuts for every $1
in spending he had supported.

"I would not make my case on
any one of these facts (alone),
but 1 think a ... preponderance of
the evidence indicates that Pat
Leshy has chosen to be one of the
biggest spenders Lu the U.S.
Senate." Smelling said.

Smelling, who faces a primary
contest with South R oya lion
Republican Anthony N. Doria
before the November election,
cited the Congressional Record
and ratings by the nonpartisan
National Tax ayers' Union to
substantiate Cia charges. The
Leahy campaign contends that
the taxpayers' union is a biased
pro-Republican conservative

(See Page 10: SnellIng)

Richard Smelling Sen. Patrick Lesby

Three Viewers Say
By Snelling 'Hatchet Job'

By DEBORAH SLINE
Vermont Press Bureau

BL~RLINGTON - New televi-
sion advertisements by
Republican Senate candidate
Richard A. Smelling drew sharp
criticism from viewers Wednes-

as hatchet jobs" and "an in*

Three BurfiDgton area
residents who viewed the com-
mercials last week objected
strongly to them in a press con-
ference organized by the cam-
~a~n of Sen. Patrick J. Leahy,

They were among a number of
Vermonter. who examined the
advertisements as part of a
"focus survey" sponsored by the
National Republican Senatorial
Committee. Participants were
paid 525 each plus dinner to view
and critique at least 10 ads, In-
eluding some promnoling pro-
ducts, along with political ads for
both Snelling and Leahy.

"They were. in my opinion,
very one-sided and very

DCL alive," said lean Vecchlo of
Coichester. 'Just the general
tenor of them tu.r-ned me off and
annoyed me."

"It was an insult to our in-
telligence because you could read
througb them." agreed Jeanette
GumJenny of Shelburne.

A new broadcast blitz will be
launched in the next few days by
the Sne1Un~ Campaign as part of
"phase two 'Of the former gover-
nor's strategy. In this segment,

plans to focus more
on Leahy's voting

record and achievements during
the past 12 jearb.

Last wee 'a viewing of the mew
SnellIn~ ads was coordinated for

C by the comsu1ting~flrm
of Market Opinion leseare ac-
cording to the committee's depu-
ty political director, Jim Mur-
phy. He termed such "fetus
~ roups" as a 'standard advertLa-
ngtool" to gauge the public's

likely reaction to promotional
material.

(See Page 10: Leahy)
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Snelling
(Continued fuom Page One)
group. but Smelling dl.. peed.

"This ha group thut doesn't
want to see the nation go broke.
besalit.

The former governor beg an his
news conferenc, by capTaining
that, In the future months of the
campaign, be would be tacklin5L shy's record. Snelling sal
Vermonters bave a right to
know" about information that the
incumbent might not choose to
present.

"We don't elect senators for
lilt, and we don't elect senators
because they're nice people,"
S~eWq said, noting that be coo-
*t~leredLeahya "nice person."

He added: "Even If it's a nice
~* rson, (If be) votes a $1 trillion

crease in the deficit, I think
'that's material."

Snelling also charged thatoverall spendLo g record
could not be offset simply by his

eat support of the C ramm-
Kud man federal balanced budget
law.

~ "I think the Congress of the
United States has been

shameless in fatling to face up to
this cr1.1,." he ssid. "And those
who voted for big spending and
then voted for Gramrn-Rud man
ought to hang their heads in
shame."

Smelling Indicated that Ver-
monters can expect similar
discussions about Leahy's per
formance in the future.

"I am not going to make any
wild or personal assaults on Pat
Leahy" he said. "I am going to
talk about his record."

Although Snelling termed his
proof of Xe ahy's excessive spen-
ding 'lrrefutable," the incum-
bent's campaign quickly rejected
the notion.

Spokesman Deborah Graham
sal d Leahy had voted for $615
billion, rather than $677 billion In
spending spanning 12 budgets.
Sb e also said the senator had sup-

rted $116 billion in extra spen-
ring this term above that recom-
mended by the Budget Commit-
tee. But, she added, be also back-
ed $203 billion in cuts.

"He has not told the whole
story once again." Graham said

of Smelling. "They have totally ig-
nored the amounts we voted
spinet Idont think that's fair.'

She termed Leaby a "fiscaily
responslble conservative on
spending Issues."

In addition, Graham said areas
where Leahy supported extra
spending included school lunch
programs and veterans' health
services, and she questioned
whether Snelling would be willing
to cut such programs.

"Dick Sn. lUng can't have It
both ways," she said. "if he's go-
ing to criticize us for these votes,
then be has a res ponsibil.iI.y to tell
us how he would have done It dif-
ferently."

Snelling made It clear dwlng
his press conference that. If
elected, he would vote against s:-
cessive spending, but be was not
specific about programs or ser-
vices he might vote to cut back.

The former governor began
publishing newspaper adver-
tisements this week spotlighting
Leaky's record as a liberal, and
radio and television advertising
Is likely to start within a week.

Leahy
(Continued from Page One)

Murphy said the NRSC con-
ducted the viewer survey both for
lr~ own data base and also for use
by the Smelling cam p sign.

Tbe three participants who
spoke out Wednesday confirmed
that they were asked by the
Leahy campaign to discuss theIr
experience, but all three stressed
that they were political In-
dependents who bad voted for
both Leahy and Smelling In the
past.

Vecchio. In fact, called the
Smelling ads "not-too-subtle hat-
chet jobs," but she added: "I was
very disappointed because I ad-
~

NaryScullyof5ur~lngton urg-
ed the former governor to recon-
sider using such advertising,
which she described as, "Attacks
attack, attack."

She said "The overwhelming
sentiment expressed after we

viewed those commercials was
neg alive."

Snelling reacted to such
criticisms later by noting that
they were presented in a press
conference arranqed by theLeahy campaign. 'Those were
the ones wbo were chosen to
come to the press conference,"
be said.

"This will be the second time
the Lab y people have presented
peoplew ho were allegedly objec-
tive" to high light the incum-
bent's position, Snelling said - a
reference to a recent Leahy cam-
paign press conference In which
a dozen farmers expressed sup-
port for the Incumbent on the
same day Smelling criticized
parts of his agriculture record.

Snelling's campaign manager.
Key Post. predicted these would
be a "standard tactic" by the
Leahy campaign, which he said
already "bad gone so far as to

Dick SnellIng's
Post added, 'We're not going

down in the gutter like they are
and pursue that kind of negative
assault on Senator Leaky."

Post said the initial findings of
the NSRC survey suggested that
the criticism offered Wednesday
was aty~ilcal of the reaction to
SmellIng a new ads. Murphy of the
t4SRC agreed.

"That was not the findIng of the
,r oup," he said. "We found It
the advertising series) was fair.

accurate, credible and
believable."

Smelling stressed at his press
conference that Vermonters had
a "right to know" about Leaky's
record, and he added that, for a
challenger, It was difficult not to
offend some people.

"The public w Ill make the judg-
ment "Smelling concluded.

~ma~
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC ~. 2

IN THE MATTER OF:

-oCOMPLAINT AGAINST THE SNELLING '86
COMMITTEE -.

Dated July 29, 1986

SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDU1~1

This memorandum supplements the complaint filed on July

29, 1986 by including additional information which has come

to light. Attached to this memorandum are newspaper

articles reflecting statements by Richard Snelling following

the complaint herein in which he admits that he has been

briefed by the National Republican Senatorial Committee on

0 their poll results but denies "receiving" those results.

Also attached to this memorandum are two affidavits by

persons who were respondents to an April 1986 poll they

believe was conducted on behalf of the Snelling campaign and

an affidavit from a participant in a May 1986 focus group

testing Snelling TV commercials which were aired in June.

This evidence shows a pattern of acceptance arid use by

the Snelling Campaign of public opinion research they have

neither paid for nor reported.
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THE SNELLING CAMPAIGN VIOLATED 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(1)

BY FAILING TO REPORT RECEIPT OF A BENCHMARK POLL.

In a campaign booklet (Ex. A.)*, the Snelling campaign

referred to "the campaign's benchmark survey" and quoted the

results. Recently, Richard Snelling explained the absence

of any reference to the benchmark in his FEC filings by

calling if it "old data" gathered before he announced his

candidacy. (Exhibit J).

11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(1) prescribes the manner for

treating contributions received and expenses incurred before

an individual has become a candidate. That regulation

states:

If the individual subsequently becomes a
candidate, the funds received and payments made
are contributions and expenditures subject to the
limitations, prohibitions and requirements of the
Act. Such contributions and expenditures must be
reported with the first report filed by the
principal campaign committee of the candidate,
re ardless of the date the funds were received or
the payments ma e. (Emphasis added)

Thus, on the basis of the Snelling campaign's own

literature, and the candidate's admission, there is a clear

* Exhibits A-I are attached to the original complaint.
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violation of law. The value of the benchmark survey is not

established but $20,000 represents an average cost. The

value of the in-kind contribution received should be the

value of the poll under § 106.4(g) at the time the candidate

or his agents first received the information and not the

value when his candidacy was declared or effected for FECA

purposes upon the filing of a statement of candidacy.

-3-
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THE DISCLOSURE OF POLLING DATA TO THE SNELLING CAMPAIGN

BY NRSC CONSTITUTES AN "ACCEPTANCE OF THE POLL RESULTS"

AMOUNTING TO AN IN-KIND CONTRIBUTION WHICH SHOULD HAVE BEEN

REPORTED.

Although initially claiming that their campaign

received its public opinion data from "wilted lettuce," that

is, depreciated bargain basement polls, (Exhibits J-L),

Richard Snelling himself later admitted that he had been

"briefed" by the NRSC on poll results several times and told

"Well, Snelling, you're making progress." He continued to

claim he didn't receive precise numbers.

Thus, even accepting the Snelling explanation, it is

evident that the NRSC is continually monitoring the race and

keeping the campaign and the candidate apprised of his

position, probably using known results such as the benchmark

survey as a reference point. In the plain language of

campaigns, the NRSC is paying MOR, the Snelling Campaign's

own pollster who conducted that benchmark survey, to conduct

tracking i~olls for the Snelling Campaign at no cost to that

campaign. These tracking polls are being "accepted" by

Richard Snelling within th~ meaning of 11 C.F.R. § 106.4(b)

and must: be reported as an in-kind contribution in full.

-4-
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The time has come for this Commission to condemn this

sham as the cynical disregard of the Commission's reporting

requirements that it is. There is little doubt that NRSC

and the Snelling Campaign have agreed to use MOR to tracl

the race in Vermont at NRSC's expense as a means of

channelling valuable services to the Snelling Campaign

without accounting for or reporting the contribution under

lawful limits.

-5-
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THERE IS COMPELLING REASON TO DOUBT THE VERACITY OF THE

SNELLING CAMPAIGN'S DENIAL THAT IS RECEiVING CURRENT POLLING

DATA.

In the preceding section, the Commission is urged to

disregard the charade used by the NRSC and the Snelling

campaign to hide tracking costs. Unfortunately, there is

evidence of even more serious and deceptive activities to

secrete the channelling of valuable services to the Snelling

campaign.

Between April 5 and April 8, a polling firm from

Detroit, probably NOR, conducted a poll in Vermont (See

Affidavits of Karen F. Jette and Sally Ritchie, Exhibits N

and N, attached hereto). The majority of the poll dealt

with the Snelling-Leahy race and it tested several mostly

negative campaign themes. Among the themes tested were:

(1) Senator Leahy has not attended any agriculture

hearings;

(2) Senator Leahy has not sponsored any significant

legislation;

-6-
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(3) With respect to Senator Leahy's potential

Chairmanship of the Agriculture Committee, wouldn't it be

better for Vermont if the Republicans retained control of

the Senate, Bob Stafford retained Chairmanship of the

Committee on the Environment and Public Works and Dick

Snelling became Chairman of an important subcommittee.

(4) Senator Leahy is a big spender who has voted for

billions of dollars more than Senate Budget Committee

recommendations.

t~ -..

The following month (and less than 60 days later - See

11 C.F.R. lO6 .4(g)), a focus group was convened in

Burlington, Vermont and shown a series of negative ads,

which included each of the above described themes which had

been tested in the April poll. (Scully Affidavit, Exhibit

0) A spokesman for NRSC stated that such focus groups are

recruited through a poll (Exhibit G) At least three of the

themes tested in the poll and the focus group, were aired by

the Snelling Campaign during June 1986. Yet none of the

costs of the April poll or the May focus groups is refiecLed

in the Smelling Campaign's July 15 FEC filing.

11 C.F.R. § 106.4 st~ites:

The poii results are accepted l)y a candidate
or other political committee if the candidate

-7-



or the candidate's authorized ~tical
committee or agent or the other unauthorized
political committee -

(1) Requested the pa11 results before their
receipt;

(2) Uses the poll results; or

(3) Does not notify the contributor that the

results are refused.

it is evident that the Snelling Campaign or its agents

(the possible agents include its political consultants,

Black, Manafort, Atwater and Stone, and its media

consultants, Murphy and Castellanos) are working with its

pollster MOR to design the polls, using the results, or

both. Such "use" constitutes an acceptance under the §

106.4 and requires that the Snelling FEC filings be listed

as an in-kind contribution.
-0

There can be no legal justification for this failure to

reflect an in-kind contribution. It is painfully apparent

that the results of the April poll and the May focus groups

were communicated directly or indirectly to Richard

Snelling, or his campaign and that those results are being

used to produce Snelling TV commercials and inspire press

conferences attacking Senator Leahy, and are also being used

in campaign literature. (Deane Davis letter, Exhibit P).

It is respectfully requested that this Commission

-8-



investigate this blatant violation of its regulations and

ensure that the Snelling Campaign abides by the funding

limitations imposed on every other campaign in the country.

Respectfully submitted,

Upon information and belief, the facts contained in the

foregoing memorandum are true and correct.

Sworn to before me this ~jj~>day of August, 1986.

~/i) 7 ~LL ~L~ i4 ~ ary Pu lic

Of Counsel:
Robert F. Bauer, Esq.
Perkins Coie
1110 Vermont Ave., N.W.
~<ashington, DC 20005
202-887-9030
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INSIDI TRACK
By Peter Frti~ne

U Man the Pump.- Until
this week the (t~l Ship
Patrick J. Leahy hadn't really
fired any of its cannons in the
direction of the Good Ship
Richard A. Snelliag Until
this week Leahy had spent
his time steenng a course that
kept him (lot of range (if the
Snelling artillery shells. The
few rounds that came close
passed harmlessly over the

But this week Leahy's forces
opened fire and their Exocet
missile struck just below the
w aterhne on the Good Ship

n Ship Captain Bill

ray announced on Tuesday
that he had filed a complaint
v~ith the Federal Ele~~tun Com-
mission FEC). According to
Snelling financial reports, the
ex-governor claimed to have
spent just $800 on political
polling so far in the campaign.
Gray, a former US attorney,
called the $8Q0 figure ndicu-
bus and asked the feds to con-
duct an investigation the results
of which may not be in until
after election day.

C.aptain Billy's timing was
perfect. Snelling and hs Ship
Captain Rey Poet were on a
mission in Washington, [)C that
day, leaving Ensign Peter
Wellihh, their press secretary,
alone on the bridge.

Naturally the crew on the
Good Ship Leahy knew this
as they planned their first major
offensive. They knew King
Richard was due back on
Wednesday, and if all went
according to plan, the Earl of
Shelburne would come back
to headlines alleging he's been

cooking his financial books.The Leahy missile was fired
perfectly. Ensign Wellish did
his best under the circum-
stances. Leahy's call for an
investigation of the battleship's
records w~s "outrageous," and
a diversionary tactic," said
Wellish. He went on televi-
sion to tell Vermonters that
Soeuxng h~i purchased old stale
polls at cut rate prices - similar
to the way one would save
money by buying "wilted let-
tuce." Eight hundred dollars,
he insisted bravely, was the
sum total of their polling bills

The LeahYaewhadago~A
laugh at that one. They also
got a kick out of seeing Snel.
ling's second choice for press
secretary on the tube.

The next day King Richard
returned. An afternoon press
conference was scheduled
There, Dick Snelling himself
manned the pumps as he
walked in carrying a German
ct~yilate cake and offered slic~
to the press. (Given the recent
spate citamp~ng Scares, yours
truly abstained.)

Snelling launched into a
35-minute lecture on preserv-
ing the family farm. His only
reference to the damage below
decks was his expressed wish
that the press would give as
much coverage to a candidate
who discusses issues as it
does to a candidate who just
makes headlines.

Inevitably the questions
about his miniscule polling
charges surfaced and King
Richard threw up his defenses.
He admitted he had been
"briefed' by the National
Republican Senatorial Commit.
tee on poll results a couple of
times but.said he hadn't been
told any of the numbers. When
asked about reports of "a
benchmark survey" conducted
for his campaign, he challenged
the source. Wlv~n it was brought
to hi~ attention the "source"

was one of his very own cam-
paign dc~umerit 5. he called it
'old data" gathered before he
announced his candidacy.

Growing increasingly de-
fensive, Snelling lobbed a few
rockets at Leahy, pointing to
Saint Patrid's HolIyw(xd fwian.
cial support and the "obscene"
amount of money Leahy has
raised. But those shells fell
well short of the Good Ship
Leahy.

"Pat's very clever," said
Snelling. "He's making the
charge so I've got to answer
the charge and I'm a good guy
so I'm gonna answer the chaxge.
But it's BS," said Snt'lhng, "it's
absolute nonsense." He insisted
federal reporting of his polling
services is being handled "to-
tally within the law."

There's the damage report
in a nutshell. Regardless of
the outcome of the FEC's inves-
tigation of Snelling's financial
statements, there was the lead-
ing challenger on radio, televi-

*sion and in the written press
denying he was breaking the
law.

Bull's eye.

S S
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Snelling Insists Polling
'So Far Worth Only $800

IOOKCHW
Senate candidate Richard A. I'
Smelling Insisted Wednesdaj that
bL campaign bad receive only
$600 worth of polling services
despite total cam paig. expen
dilutes of $661 .000.

He said that aliegationa to the
contrary by the Campaign of Sen.
Patrach 3. Leahy. D*Vt., were
'absolute aonsenae' and were a
diverulonary tactic" designed

to cover up Leaby's "obscenely

an~ am,"
Smelling in response ques-

tions about bow a $660,000 cam-
paign could get by with such a
email ou11a3 for polling.

surveys are an In-
tegral part of an election cam-

(See Page 8: SauUhngl Richard Smelling

$
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Snelling-
(Castieued from Page One)
pe.~n because they ci. provide
~aec~iethe4~f~
egse~'ate, ~hadlag laforuatlne

vets's are resp9sdlag tea
earn algs commerela 17 er
whasiL, a candidate Is gaIning no

director
113am G~ fish a formal

Psisral Else-
lbs Cernmia~ Tuesday eharg-
hg that SmellIng had repeulad a:-
pendThn'es of only 500 to date.

3

>'
'-I

ci

0

0

9

0

am'

S

1 ~baa.btalaedlmlflff Letorma- . Vermout by the National
.000 sluc4 Iep*licau Senatorial Commit-

he ansounced his eanildacy ~ ta~ore made available to himOctober. iL.~sharpiy reduced f.s twoFederal laws goveruing ci,- m~ after they were con-
say that S CaB ducted.

He said his campaigs had53 outside m'gislz.itl.in. palling and that It would contractLeaky has reported 54J In with Marketing Opinlospeilkag expenses not ad total S Research In September to beginpesdhtves of 57*00. those polls.
Smelling said that his campaign flat same firm is being usedkid COE5l55lO~ed UOJIOU5 fit by the Natiocal Republicanand that any peus us ertakes Is senatorial Comm~ttee, he said,

* aid baa bees mentioned 1 his
palgo literature but has not

ecu contracted wlt.h as the1 Li~ngpoiister

made,' said the former tour.
term Repubilcas governor. "It'sIS. It's absolute nonsense."

I.e ahyt press secretary.
Deborah Graham. challenged the
SeoUlag campaign to file a foe-
mat reseosse with the FEC and
is make at public.

"I do not think that any Inform-
ed person could reabstlcallyb.
;xrected to believe that a cam-
money Snetikag ha.s -5461.000-
would do so with len than S~
worthofpoillng," ike said.

"I thInk ft's really stretchIng
Ike boundaries ad crdl~ltty~~
say they've made decisions a
5200 AU worth of aegitive adver-
tising without the benefit of poll-
ing. If the Sielilag campaign In-sists they hive done nothing
wrong, then they should have so
9Jecthoe to making an tin-

47~edIate resposse and making
cia know the

truth in thts matter," she said.I Uuder federal law, the Suelling
campaign has iS days to file aformal response to the Leaky
Complaint If it chooses to. TheFEC can take up to four months
to decide whether to launch an In-
vestigatlos, which means the
Issue could remain undecided un-

til after the Nov. 4 General tiec- millIon" em his re-election camtins. pug.. he said. "He's afraid pe~At Issue. Isafederal law that pie are go~ to get so angry atspells out what coostitutes scam- 'his attempt to buy this alec tinspalga coatribution or expense, that ha starts throwlng~, aroe.n4According to federal law, It a totallybaseleuc barges. -candidate Is told poll resuits by a Snelling alas charged thatnational election conimillee, ti Leahy was beoefl from poll-must show up Is his campaign lag by the Demo~fle Nationalfinancial report.a as either as lii- Committee. And he charged thatkind dons tion by the uadoeal Leahy was couceatlng thecommittee or as an expenditure amount of support he Is gettingby the candidate. U the candidate from a dlsirua meet group call-receives the results after a Oday ci the Council for a Uveable

amount paid fin' them Wo,~. ~The FEC would hive to said Graham. S aid abs wasestabUsh what kind of poll results unaware of the group.
Snelliag received, If any, and Graham also said she wagwhat their value was. unaware of any polling by say ma-Snelling said that while he may tional Democratic committee Inhave been "brIefed" on general Verinoat and thit the leaky
results from National Repubticam campaign bad not received asySeautorial Committee polls, ho polling information from the ma-
did nut receive numbers from tiasul party or senatorIal electionChose polls, eacept in ome case committee.where the committee decided to "We have received over 7.00release those results blicly. coufrlbutlons from Veruouters,

When the natlonaLpubllcsu compared to his roughly 35" shecampaign committee has taken aaid. "I think It's prett.y eisa&polls. they have briefed me In the where the support Is commtnisense of. 'Well, Sielllng. you're from Ia this race.'making progresa,"' Snelling In addition to the poll releasedsaid. They do not give me publicly by the Nationalnumbs's, they have not given me lepublicia Senatorial Commit-iSJ numberethey may sot gIve tee last week, at least two otherme numbere, SmeltIng said, polls hive been coeductad by theSmelling said he had relied sesatortal corn inlitee.*OstOeipib'adpolisby the One coaducted in late May,Rutland Herald and the limes sun eyed viewers ad commer-Argus sewipapers. cliii to gauge responses to Sneil-
He charged that the Leaby lag ads.campaigi had filed the complaint Smelling Campaign Managerto deflect attention from the fact hey Foot said Smeillag had netthat 40 percent of its campaign received the results ad thatcontj'Ibstloas came from outside survey but would siochase theVermont and that leaky has results after the 40-day per1od.~.

received some 5356.0W In does- hadgoseby.
lions from political actiem corn- He said the results would benittees despite claiming support helpful In determining whether tofor legialation that would limit use the commercials later In the
FAC contributIons to 5115.00. fail.

"it followa Ins long string of at- -
ternpte to coufuse the issue"
Smelling said. "This ii a guy who
does not want to run on his record
mid Is gong to spend close to 53



* Sn-lOng Sa~
Leahy Filing
Is 'Baseless'

By SARAN WILSOII
Ige Ness C haem.Republican U S Senate candidate Richard Snellingcharged his opponent, Sen. Patrick L.eahy, DVt., withtrying to draw attention away from the senators 51 2million campaign war chat with totally baselae'

acV~tiona.
Leahy f tIed a complsuat Tuesday with the FederalElection Commission cLainiing Snelling failed to properlydiactoae polling coats on a I uiancial diacloewe statement.Snetling said at a mews conlerence on I arming theattack was typical of Leahy He said an this and peatcampaigna, Leahy has attacked opponents to draw atten-tion away from unfavorable aspects of his own record.113 predictable lAshy behavior. It follows in a longsuing of attempts to confuae the issue or to sidetrackattention from something that be wants to hide,' Snelling

said.
"This is a guy who is the esact opposite, the 150degree oppoute, of George Aiken.' Snelling said. "Insteadof running on his record and $34, this is a guy who doesnot want to run on his record and is going to spend prettyclone to $2 million, complaining all the time about hisopponeuL"
He said Leahy baa raised more than SO percent of hismoney outside Vermont
~Tbats embarrasaing so be launches some kind ofdiversion tactic,' be said. Snelling said that although*Leaby supports a bill that would limit his I~AC contrtbu'Ilot. to $t7~,00, be has raised twice that much from

Twit te SNEU.ltdG, SB

SB~fle Sw~mgmm lvii .se A.... ~ aa, ji, ieee

Says FEC FilingIs Leahy Political Tactic
ipecial interest groups.

What he wants to do is to havtnobody pay attention to the fact thaitie is raising immense amounts olmoney to run for re-elec~ so-rnething really that has never bees
done is Vermont," be said.

Deborah Graham. Leahy~s pre.
secretary, denieti Snelling's charge.

"No, this is not a political tactic.We want to remove this from thepolitical arena," she said. "We have
~enous Concerns"

Graham said the FEC has up tohO days to respond to the charge
Leahy's staff argued that Snel-hog has received estensive polling

services from the National Republi-can Senatorial Commiuee that have
ont been reported on his financial
discl~wiire slatea~~

Snelling said anyone can tile anFEC complaint He said about 300complaints a year are filed and moatare dismirned. He said tha-e was no
basis for the charge.

"It's abeoluw nonsense," he said.
Snelling said he received resultsfrom the NRSC poll along with polit-ical action conljniUees. Rey Poet,his campaign manager, said favor-

able poll results encourage the spe-cial interest groups to cocuibuga

1~ey.
Snetling said his campaign hasdone no paIls He said about $40,000* wtll be spent on polling altar the

primary.
On other matters, Snelling saidthe United States needs a long-term

I solution to its farm problents thatwill take them out of the political
rea~

He said family farnie are ingreat danger partly because govern-
ment policies have encouraged over-production. He said small struggLingfamily farina do not get the federalhelp they need, while large farinawith incomes of more than $100,000
are getting two-thirds of federal
payments.

Suelling said efforts to deal withthe problems are doomed to failure,because 'the climate in which.decisiona are made is entirely
too politicai'

Snelling asid he suppons
* R turing of the milk pricesuppon program to offset regional

differencee in production.
* More aggrmave marketing

abroad.
* Fairer import and eapors poll-

* Debt restructuring to helpfarmers crippled by huge interest

payments.
£~Xh/bit LI
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC

IN THE MATTER OF:

COMPLAINT AGAINST THE SNELLING '86
COMMITTEE

Dated July 29, 1986

AFFIDAVIT

Karen F. Jette, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. I am a resident. of Essex, Vermont;

2. On Saturday April 5, 1986 I received a telephone
call at my home from a political pollster. The caller
sounded like a professional calling long distance. The
poll was very long.

3. I was asked for my reaction to several
politicians, both Democratic and Republican. The Republican
names I remember are Senator Stafford, Former President

o Gerald Ford, Lieutenant Governor Peter Smith, Treasurer
Emory Hebard, Former Governor Deane Davis, Senator Jesse
Helms and Former Governor Richard Snelling. The only
Democrats I recall being asked about are Senator Leahy and
Governor Kunin. There was a section of the pail regarding
the administration of Governor Kunin and also on the
Kunin-Smith Governor's race.

4. I was also asked about my age group, heritage,

religion, income level and name and address.

5. As I recall it, the remainder of the lengthy poll

dealt with the Leahy-Snelling senate contest in one way or
another. I was asked throughout the poll on several
occasions whether I would vote for Leahy and Snelling and I
responded that I would vote for Leahy. I was also asked, if
I knew that certain assertions were true, would I change my
opinion about Leahy and Snelling. Among the assertions
mentioned, T can recall the following:

a. Leahv has not attended any agriculture hearing
in two years.

b. Leahv has not offered any significant
legisil at ion.

EXHIBIT M
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c. Traditionally members of the Intelligence
Committee do not hold press conferences because of the
nature of their responsibilities. Leahy, however,
regularly talks to the press on matters sensitive to
the security of the country.

6. I was also asked questions about Richard Snelling
which I do not recall in detail. They did deal in part,
with the Vermont economy much like the campaign ads I have
seen.

7. The caller also asked what qualities are most
important in a U.S. Senator. The questions centered on
items like,

"Should a Senator push as hard as he can on an issue
important to him or should he negotiate a compromise?

Should a Senator represent the beliefs of his
constituents, or should he push his own ideas."

8. I was asked if I had seen any ads from the Senate
campaigns and if my reaction was favorable or unfavorable.

9. There was a long series of questions on Grarnm-
Rudman. I was asked if I had heard about the legislation
and had read about it. I was then asked items on reducing
specific agency budgets and raising taxes.

10. I was asked what specific qualities Leahy and
Snelling have that would make each good Senators. The
caller wanted to know why Leahy deserved to be returned to
the Senate. Mv answer was taken down verbatim and read back
to me.

11. I was also asked a series of questions on which
would be better. The two questions I recall are:

a. The Democrats take control of the Senate,
Stafford loses the chairmanship of the Environment
Committee, an(i Leahy takes the chairmanship of the
Agriculture Comnlittee.

h. The ~epub~ icans keep control, stafford keeps
his position and seniority and Snelling becomes the
chairman of a majer subcoimriittee.

12. Reference was made, at least twice, to an
assertion that if the democrats take control oi the Senate
they will be lead by liberals like Ted Kennedy.



13. ii was asked jf I considered Leahy and Snelling to
be liberal, somewhat liberal, conservative, or somewhat
conservative and I was also asked the same question about
myself.

14. I was also asked the most important issues facing
the country. The items I remember are Arms Control, Contra
Aid, and the Deficit.

15. I was how I voted in the last election and whether
I voted for more Democrats or Republicans.

16. I do not recall whether the caller identified the
organization that was conducting the poll. I was left with
the impression that the poll was conducted on behalf of the
Snelling campaign.

- CX 7\~JN\~.)
ar~n F. Jette

Sworn to before me this 4th day of August, 1986.

0



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC

IN THE MATTER OF:

COMPLAINT AGAINST THE SNELLING '86
COMMITTEE

Dated July 29, 1986

AFFIDAVIT

Sally Ritchie, being duly sworn, deposes and says;

1. I am a resident of Middletown Springs, Vermont.
On Tuesday April 8, 1986, I received a telephone call at my
home from a political pollster calling from Detroit,
Michigan. The interview consumed approximately one-half
hour.

2. I recall being asked how I felt about President
Reagan and the way he was handling the risk of nuclear war
and disarmament issues and also how he was handling the
economy.

.0
3. I was asked whether I preferred the cutting of

social programs to the raising of taxes.

4. I was asked if 1 would still support Senator Leahy
if it meant a Kennedy dominated Senate involving big
spending.

5. I was asked if I had heard of Gramm-Rudman and
what did I think of it.

6. I was asked what I thought of Jesse Helms.

7. I was asked how I would rate Senator Leahy:
conservative, liberal or very liberal. I was also asked how
I rated myself.

8. I was asked if I prefer a candidate who votes his
own mind or votes with his constituency.

9. I was asked if I could name any specific Leahy
accomplishments.

10. I was asked if I realized that there was no law
bearing his name and whether that would change my support
for Senator Leahy.

IV



11. I was asked if I realized that he had voted for 56
billion dollars in spending in excess of Budget Committee
recommendations and whether that would change m'i support for
Senator Leahy.

12. I was asked if I knew whether Senator Leahy had
attended no Agriculture Committee hearings for two years and
whether that would change my support.

13. I was asked if I knew that he talked to the press
concerning intelligence committee information to which he is
privy and whether that would change my support of him.

14. It was obvious to me that this poll was being
conducted for the benefit of the Snelling campaign. It is
now clear that they were testing my reaction to proposed
Snelling TV commercials because I have seen much of the
material I was asked about show up verbatim in Snelling TV
commercials.

~ ~
~a v ltc ie

.8

~0 Sworn to before me this ~___ day of August, 1986.

r o~tary Public



FEDERAL ELECTION COMNISSION
WASHINGTON, DC

IN THE MATTER OF:

COMPLAINT AGAINST THE SNELLING '86
COMMITTEE

Dated July 29, 1986

AFFIDAVIT

Mary Scully, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. 1 am a resident of Burlington, Vermont;

2. During the week of May 26, 1986 I and
o approximately 40 other people participated in a viewing of

TV commercials prepared for the Snelling Campaign. Payment
of $25 was made to each person or to a local high school
designated by such person. In addition, some participants
received a free meal at the restaurant where the viewing
occurred.

*0 3. Attached to this affidavit are scripts which I
have examined. These scripts appear to be transcripts of
commercials we were shown. 1 recall the themes but not
every word.

4. Since the May viewing by our group, most of these
Television commercials have been shown on TV by the Snelling
Campaign.

22(j 6~1 ~Li{.
Mary Scully'7

Sworn to before me this ~ day of August, 1986.

Noary P ic

EXbb/7L ~



Focus Group Scripts

If someone makes big claims for themselves, should
others expect a lot from them? Senator Patrick Leahy makes
big claim about his concerns for Vermont farmers. That's
why it's so surprising to discover that during the entire
98th Congress, Pat Leahy didn't show up for a single meeting
of the Senate Agriculture Committee. It's a fact documented
by the library of Congress.

In two years the full committee met 23 times. Pat
Leahy didn't come once. That's a surprise and a
disappointment.

*A-************* ****************

Pat Leahy says he's built a mountain of seniority in
the Senate. But leadership gets things done in Washington
-- not just being there a long time. What's Pat Leahy
accomplished for Vermont his second term? Well he's the
principal sponsor of 39 bills. But only five have become
law. Those five just establish commemorative days of the
year. Nothing to help Vermont prepare for the future.
Nothing to help us solve Vermont's problems.

Pat Leahy says that if he's re-elected he might be
chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee. But under the
Senate Rules, that can't be, unless liberal Democrats gain a
majoritY in the Senate, and then Ted Kennedy could be
majority leader. It also means Senator Bob Stafford would
be stripped of his powerful position as Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. And
that's bound to be bad for Vermont.

If Dick Snelling is elected to the Senate, the
Republicans will most likely stay in the majority. Bob
Stafford will continue to be the Environmental Chairman and
Dick Sr.elling will be Chairman of an important sub-committee
uf the Sei~ate. And President Reagan will continue to have
support from the Republican ma~or1ty.

So think carefully before you vote. Which team is best
for Vermont? Reagan, Stafford and Snelling? or Kennedy and
L e ahv?

Outspoken Honesty
Independent Leadership
Dick Snelling of United States Senator



This is the Congressional Record! It documents that
Vermont's Pat Leahy may have spent more than we think he has
-- almost one trillion dollars more. Since 1975, Pat Leahy
has voted to add 977 billion dollars to the federal
deficit... In fact, in just the past five years, Leahy
voted to increase Budget Committee budgets by $108 Billion
dollars.

Maybe that's why the National Taxpayers Unions voted
Pat Leahy one of the Senate's biggest spenders.



SNELLlN~86 UI SENATE
(802) ~H59471
(800) / ()R-VTB6

Co-Chairmen
G~v /~'~ne C Davis
Mp, I tI,~ P A~er~ May 27, 1986

As you know, I retired from politics about 13 years ago,
except for a brief period during the first Reagan primary.

When Dick Snelling asked me to come out of retirement and be
a "working~ co-chairman, along with Lola Aiken, for his U.S.
Senate campaign, I decided to do it for two important reasons.

Dick Snelling was one of the best governors ever to serve in
any statehouse in this country. I've talked to you before about
his accomplishments in holding the line on state spending,

0
reducing taxes and generating unprecedented economic growth.

And Dick is tough enough as a leader to be able to make a
difference in Washington. He has the guts to stand up and say
"No" to the special interest and say "No" to spending proposals
that fuel the federal deficit.

So, the first reason I decided to join the Snelling campaign
was that I felt so strongly that Dick would make a great Senator.

The second reason has to do with Pat Leahy's political
beliefs so clearly disclosed by his record in Washington. Let
me make It &bundar~tly cle3r: I like Pet Leahy. Always have.
He is an awfully likeable guy. Warm, friendly, extremely able and
a man of sincerity.

But my decisions as to support for political candidates have
to be based upon something more than friendship. I was brought
up to believe that the American system of representative
democracy can only work when voters express their own political
beliefs at the ballot box. That's the only way our leaders can
be truly representative of the majority which is what politics
is all about.

~The Sneiling '86 Committee
Jelly Mill Common, Route 7
Box 1986
Shelburne, VT 05482



May 27, 1986
Page 2

And my study of Pat Leahy's record in Washington makes it
clear that his political beliefs are miles away from mine. I
suspect they are from yours also. And I'm quite sure they do not
agree with the majority of Vermonters.

For example, take the matter of federal spending. A careful
~.tudy made in Washington shows that Pat Leahy voted to increase
t*ie federal budgets proposed by the Senate Budget Committee by
over $108 billion dur ng the last five years. $108 billion more
than the budgets ProPoed. which already included deficits.
1~

Arid from that study I learned that if you totalled up all the
budget votes that Pat has cast on the Senate floor since he has
been in the Senate, he has voted for a total of $977 billion in
federal deficits. And that's true even though he votes against
many military programs proposed by President Reagan.

No wonder the National Taxpayer's Union rated Pat a
'big-spender" in three of the last five years of the Senate term.

And big spending didn't start just lately. When President
Ford was in Vermont this year, he said that he had vetoed big
spending bills that increased domestic spending 8 times while he
was President and that 8 times Pat Leahy voted with the big
spenders to override President Ford's veto.

That voting record was the second reason that convinced me
that I should work for Dick Snelling.

I have urged Dick Snelling to make the facts of Senator
Leahy's record clear during the next few weeks. These facts will
be not only pertinent and important but completely documented.

Much of it will no doubt surprise you, as it has me. But
please listen to what these facts disclose and to what those
supporting Diok Snelling have to say. All information will be
totally factual and will only be discussion of the issues, not
personalities. Most of us like Pat Leahy, so that's not the
issue.

Dick Snelling has spent the whole campaign so far presenting
his own record and taking detailed positions on a whole range of
federal issues.



May 27, 1986
Page 3

Now it is time to present the Leahy record and have a
wholesome, honest, issue-oriented debate in the Vermont tradition.

Please watch and listen carefully to the commercials you will
see next week on the Leahy record.

And please loin me in supporting Dick Snelling for the U.S.
Senate.

Thanks for listening to me.

Sincerely,

Deane C. Davis
Co-Chairman
Snelling '86 Committee

P.S. If you have not already done so, would you please
sign, circulate and return the enclosed petition
by July 1.
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ADDRESS: Na

mes Kevin Wholey

tional Republican Senatorial Committee

440 First Street) NW Suite bOo

TKLEPUOUE:

Washington, DC 2000k

202-347-0202

The above-named individual is hereby designated as ~

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

4JLL~LC~
Dat ignature

RZSUONDENT' S NAME:

ADDRESS:

Rodn~v A. Smith

National P~pubUcan Senatorial Committee

440 First Street, NW

Washington, DC 20001

H~IE 230533

DUSIEES8 13053: 202-347-0202
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20463 August 19, 1986

CERT D MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Market Opinion Research, Inc.
Robert Teeter, Chief Executive
550 Washington, Blvd.
Detroit, MI 48226

Re: MUR 2212

Dear Mr. Teeter:

on August 6, 1986, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from William Gray, of
the Leahy for U.S. Senator Committee, alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. You were also given a copy of the complaint and
informed that your response to the complaint should be submitted

N' within fifteen days of your receipt of the notification.

'0 On August 7, 1986, the Commission received a memorandum from
the complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.
We are enclosing a copy of this memorandum. As this memorandum
is considered an amendment to the original complaint, you are
hereby afforded an additional 15 days form your receipt of this

T letter in which to respond to these new allegations.

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Raich,

the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene~dl Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure



I \ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASMING~0N D(: 20461 August 19, 1986
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CERTI ED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

National Republican Senatorial Committee
Rodney A. Smith, Treasurer
404 C Street, NE
Washington, DC 20002

Re: MUR 2212

Dear Mr. Smith:

on August 6, 1986, you were notified that the FederalT Election Commission received a complaint from William Gray, of
the Leahy for U.S. Senator Committee, alleging violations ofIC certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. You were also given a copy of the complaint and
informed that your response to the complaint should be submitted
within fifteen days of your receipt of the notification.

0 On August 7, 1986, the Commission received a memorandum from
the complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.
We are enclosing a copy of this memorandum. As this memorandum
is considered an amendment to the original complaint, you are
hereby afforded an additional 15 days form your receipt of this
letter in which to respond to these new allegations.

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Raich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Char~~ N. Steele

Gene 1 Counsel

~'Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure



' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGrON DC 2O46~ August 19, 1986

CERT D MAIL
RETUR~1 RECEIPT REQUESTED

Snelling '86
Duncan F. Brown, Treasurer
P. 0. Box 1986, Jelly Mill Common
Shelburne, VT 05482

Re: MUR 2212

Dear Mr. Brown:

On August 6, 1986, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission received a complaint from William Gray, of
the Leahy for U.S. Senator Committee, alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1q71, as
amended. You were also given a copy of the complaint and
informed that your response to the complaint should be submitted
within fifteen days of your receipt of the notification.

0 On August 7, 1986, the Commission received a memorandum from
the complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.
We are enclosing a copy of this memorandum. As this memorandum
is considered an amendment to the original complaint, you are
hereby afforded an additional 15 days form your receipt of this
letter in which to respond to these new allegations.

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Raich,

the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Charl~ N. Steele

Counsel
/

By ~ ~

Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Richard A. Snelling
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC

August 19, 1986

Mr. Robert F. Bauer, EsQuire
Perkins Coie
1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005

RE: MUR 2212

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This letter will acknowledge receipt of an amendment to the
complaint filed by your client, Mr. William Gray, which we
received on August 7, 1986, alleging possible violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and the
Commission's Regulations by Robert Teeter, Market Opinion
Research, Inc., Snelling '86, and National Republican Senatorial
Committee. The respondents will be notified of the amendment to
the complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on Mr. Gray's complaint. Should you receive any
additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
Office. We suqqest that this information be sworn to in the same
manner as the oriqinal complaint. If you have any questions,

7. please contact Lorraine F. Ramos at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene ral~Zounsel ~-,

Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~I~Eurm~
I~UWA* WASHINGtON DC 20461

August 19, 1986

I47~5 ~t ~

Mr. William Gray, Campaiqn Director
Leahy for U.S. Senator Committee
P. 0. Box 53
Burlington, VT 05402

RE: MUR 2212

Dear Mr. Gray:

This letter will acknowledge receipt of an amendment to the
complaint filed by you which we received on August 7, 1986,
alleginq possible violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, and the Commission's Regulations by Robert
Teeter, Market Opinion Research, Inc., Snellinq '86, and National
Republican Senatorial Committee. The respondents will be
notified of the amendment to the complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on your complaint. Should you receive any additional
information in this matter, please forward it to this Office. We
suqgest that this information be sworn to in the same manner as
the original complaint. If you have any questions, please
contact Retha L. Dixon at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

B . Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel
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MARK R SOLOMON
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MEYER, KIRK, SNYDER & SAFFORD
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT LAW

'00 WEST LONG LAKE ROAD. SUITE 00

BLOoMPIELD HILLS, MICHIGAN 45013

TELEPHONE: 13)3) 647-5 I I I

TELECOPIER: (3)3) 647-6O?9
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DETROIT OP riCE

635 PENOSSCOT bUILDING

DETROIT. MICHIGAN 46226

1313) 961 1261

Mr. Jonathan I~evin
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
~&;hinqton, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2212

D~tr Mr. Levixi:

This i~ to confirm our conversation of August 15, 1986, in
which you advised me that an Amended Complaint has beexi filed in
the abrve-erititled matter and that, therefore, the deadline for a
tespoime by either Market Opinion Research or Robert Teeter will be
ex~rr.ded for at least tifteen days from their receipt of the Amen-
dccl Con~pl~iint.

Yours very truly,

Geor ~je H. Meyer

~;hiM/ r~

c~: Mr. Robert Y. Teeter

A



SENATOR JOHN HEINZ

CHAIRMAN

TOM GRISCOM

FXECUTIvE DIRECTOR

5 September 1986

John Levin
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 1~ ~;tre~t, NW
Washington, D.C.

RE: MIJR - 2212.

Dear John:

In accordance with our conversation of today I am hereby requesting an
extension of time within which to submit the National Repuhlican Senatorial
Committee's response in the above captioned matter. An additional period of
one week should be more than sufficient.

As we discussed, this extension is requested in view of the need to
review additional materials which the Committee has not yet been able to
obtain. Obviously, we wish to provide the Commission with the fullest and
most accurate response possible.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

~James Kevin Wholey
Legal Counsel
National Republican Se atonal Committee

90 :gd
&ct
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MARKET OPINION RESEARCH

(+)
September 3, 1986

RE: MUR 2212

Mr. Jonathan Levin
Office of the General Counsel
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Levin:

Market Opinion Research (MOR) and I rcceivcd a letter from the Federal ElectionCommission on August 8, 1986 advising us of the filing of a Complaint against usand enclosing a copy of the Complaint. We received another letter on August 22,1986, advising us of the filing of a Supplemental Memorandum and further advis-ing us that a response to the Complaint is needed within fifteen days from August22, 1986. Since I have been out of town for several days during this period, Iwould request that MOR and I be granted an extension of the time for ourresponse until September 15, 1986, so that our counsel will have adequate time tomeet with me and otherwise prepare a response.

As requested, I am enclosing a Statcmcnt of Designation of Counsel.

Sincerely,

/

/ /

Robert M. Teeter
President

Enclosure

CC: George H. Mcycr

gg

[)troit I ()roflt() \A/ashington, [)C~
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Mr. George H. Meyer

100 W. Long I ake Thad

Suite 100

Bloonifield Hills, Michigan 48013

313-647-5111

named individual is hereby designated as my

authorized to receive any notifications and other

from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

/

Signature

Market Opinion Research & Robert M. Teeter, individually
243 W. Congress, Suite 1000

Detroit, Michigan 48226

f~ttn: Robert M. Teeter

313-769-5677

313-963-2414
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION -

C,,

In Re: Complaint of Leahy
for Senate Committee MUR #2212

13

RESPONSE OF SNELLING '86 COMMITTEE

This memorandum sets forth the Snelling '86 Committee's

responses to each of the charges made by the Leahy for Senate

Committee ("Leahy") in its complaint dated 29 July 1986, and in a

Supplemental Memorandum dated 5 August 1985. The charges are

based upon conjecture and are without merit.

Leahy charges, first, that the Snelling polling expenses are

being paid by the National Republican Senatorial Committee

("NRSC") or some other source in order to evade the funding

limitations of federal election law. Complaint, pp. 8-9. Leahy

incorrectly infers that the Snelling Committee hired Market

Opinion Research ("MOR") or Mr. Teeter, its principal, from its

reading of Snelling campaign material. But the Snelling Commit-

tee doeH not have a contract with MOR, nor with Mr. Teeter. As

explained by Mr. Rey Post, Snelling Campaign Manager, in the

attached Affidavit, the campaign literature was intended to

convey that the Snelling campaign planned, at a later stage in

the campaign, to have polls taken for it by MOP. Affidavit of

Pey Post ("Post Affidavit") 1 3.
DOWNS RACHLIN

& MARTIN

A \ D
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Consequently, the NRSC is not paying Snelling campaign

polling bills. The NRSC is paying its own polling bills, for its

1
own polling costs. The Snelling Committee has received MOH
polling data, after sixty days, and has reported the receipt of

the data and the allocated amounts in accordance with the

regulations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971

("FECA"). Post Affidavit 7.

Leahy next alleges that MOP has made in-kind contributions

to the Snelling Committee. Complaint, p. 10. This allegation is

simply not true. MOP has made no contribution to the Snelling

campaign. MOR has performed polling services --on a fee basis--

for the NRSC. Post Affidavit 5.

Leahy also claims that the Snelling Committee has accrued

significant unreported debts to MOP, or has failed to report

payments made to MOP. Complaint, p. 11. The Snelling Committee

owes nothing to MOP and has not paid MOP because the NRSC hired

MOP. MOP sells its polling services to the NRSC. Post Affidavit

6. When the Snelling Committee received NRSC polling data

1 It is important to note that the NPSC, a political committee

whose goal is to retain Republican control of the U.S.
Senate, ha5 its own independent needs for polling data.
NRSC's hiring of MOP is not a "ruse" as Leahy claims, but an
important part of its central function.
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derived from MOR surveys, that Committee then reported the

allocated amount. Post Affidavit Ii 7.

The Leahy Committee charges that MOP conducted a "benchmark

survey" on behalf of the Snelling Committee and that the Snelling

campaign violated 11 CF.R. S l00.7(b)(l) by failing to reporL

receipt of the benchmark poll. Complaint, p. 4; Leahy Supple-

mental Memorandum, p. 2.

Leahy fails to consider that the "benchmark survey" was

conducted by the NRSC before there was a Snelling campaign, and

was done in pursuit of NRSC's efforts to find and recruit a

candidate to run against Senator Leahy. Accordingly, it was an

"independent expenditure" of the NRSC, to defeat Senator Leahy.

2 U.S.C. § 431(17); 11 C.P.iR. § 100.16. Under current regula-

tions, such an independent expenditure is to be reported by the

person making it. 11 C.F.R. § 100.8(a)(3). And only expendi-

tures which fail to qualify as independent expenditures are

deemed contributions in kind to Lhe candidate who benefits from

the independent expenditure. ii C.F.R. § 109.2(c). Hence, this

pre--campaign poll was an independent expenditure of the NRSC, and

is not a campaign contribution to the Snelling Committe*~-.

Leahy argues that the benchmark poll should have been

reported, retroactively, under 11 C.P.R. § l00.7(b)(l). But that

regulation by its terms refers to funds received and spent by a

DOWNS RACHLIN
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prospective candidate for specified, "testing-the-water" pur-

poses. it is not applicable where, as here, an independent

expenditure is mdde and the prospective candidate has no control

over the expenditure.

Leahy further charges that polling data was disclosed to the

Snelling campaign by the NRSC, with the result that the poll

"must be reported as an in-kind contribution in full." Leahy

Supplemental Memorandum, pp. 1, 4. True, the acceptance of

polling data constitutes "acceptance of poll results" and

triggers reporting of a contribution in kind. But the value of

such an in-kind contribution is not "in full" as Leahy says.

Under 11 C.F.R. § 106.4(g), the value depends upon when the

polling data is disclosed. Here, the detailed polling data was
~0

not disclosed until after 60 days following NRSC's receipt of the

data. Post Affidavit 91 8. Therefore, the amount reportable is

only five percent of the otherwise allocable share. Here, that

amounted to $625.00, according to the NRSC allocation. The

Snelling Committee reported this amount in accordance with 2

U.S.C. § 441a and 11 C.F.R. § 104.13.

Leahy confuses the delivery of detailed polling data (poll

results) with "briefings" in which no such data is conveyed, but

in which ooinions and advice are given. The briefing partici-

pants deliberately tailored their remarks to avoid conveying poll

L AA
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2
results to the Snelling Committee. Post Affidavit II 8. The

NRSC provided only general advice to the Sneiling Committee.

Since it withheld the polling data for 60 days, the NPSC was

entitled under IL C.F.R. §S 106.4(e),(g) to allocate only a very

small portion of the polling expense to the Snelling Committee.

Finally, Leahy alleges that the Snelling Committee failed

to report the costs of the May "focus group" in its July 15 FECA

filing. But Leahy is too quick to complain. As Mr. Post

attests, the cost for this survey had not been paid by the N~SC

in the ordinary course of business in the reporting period for

the July 15 report. At the close of that reporting period, the

Snelling Committee had not received an allocation from the NRSC.

Post Affidavit 9. The Snelling Committee does not have inde-

pendent access to the cost of this study, and relies on the NRSC

to furnish it with the appropriate cost allocation. Post

Affidavit 11. When NRSC informs the Snelling Committee of an

allocation, the Snelling Committee will report it, as has been

done in the past.

As detailed above, Leahy's charges fail to withstand

scrutiny. Regrettably, the charges have provoked not only

adverse publicity but also have been recognized in the press as

2 It has long been recognized that national political

committees like the NRSC may offer advice to state
candidates without that advice being considered a campaign
contribution. See FEC Advisory Opinion 1975-87.
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damaging the Snelling campaign. See Leahy Supplemental Memoran-

dum, Appendix I. Given the extreme impact off such charges upon

the electoral process, and the Congressional intention for

expeditious handling of such complaints (2 U.S.C. § 437d(a)(9);

Rose v. Federal Election Comm'n., 608 F.Supp. 1 (D.C.D.C. 1984)],

the Snelling Committee requests that the Federal Election

Commission promptly find no reason to believe that the complaint

sets forth a violation.

Burlington, Vermont. 8 September 1986

DOWNS RACIILI

*0
(802)863-2375
Counsel for Snelling

'86 Committee
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counsel and1 ~ authorized to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.
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~-6' cV - ___________
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C~ \ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiSSION

WASHINGTON DC 2O46~

September 11, 1986

George H. Meyer, Esquire
Meyer, Kirk, Snyder & Safford
100 West Long Lake Road
Suite 100
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48013

Re: MUR 2212
Market Opinion Research
Robert M. Teeter

Dear Mr. Meyer:

Pursuant to a letter dated September 3, 1986, from your
clients, Robert M. Teeter and Market Opinion Research, the Office
of the General Counsel is granting a request for an extension of
time in which to file a response to the complaint in the above-
captioned matter. The response, therefore, is due on September
15, 1986.

If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan Levin,
the attorney assiqned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

S incer-ely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONC WASHINGTON D( 20461

S?47~g~ September 11, 1986

James Kevin Wholey
Legal Counsel
National Republican Senatorial

Coinjni ttee
440 First Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20001

Re: MUR 2212
National Republican Senatorial

Committee
Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Wholey:

Pursuant to your letter dated September 5, 1986, the Office
of the General Counsel is granting you an extension of time of
one week in which to response to the complaint in the above-
captioned matter. Your response, therefore, is due on September
15, 1986.

If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan Levin,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

B : Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel
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SENATOR JOHN HEINZ * ~
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TOM GRISCoM
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
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September 15, 1986 il ~ ~&: !O

Charles N. Steele, Esquire
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MLJR 2212

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the National Republican
Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") pursuant to 2 U.S.C.437g(a)(l) in
response to a complaint filed by the Leahy for Senate Committee
("Leahy"), denominated Matter Under Review 2212. For the reasons
set forth below, the Federal Election Commission should find no
reason to believe that the NRSC or any other respondent in this
matter has violated the Federal Election Campaign Act ("Act") or the
regulations promulgated thereunder ("Regulations").

FACTS

1. NRSC

The NRSC is a Committee comprised of Republican members of the
United States Senate. Like its Democratic counterpart, the
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, it is the arm of the
national party charged with promoting the party's interests in the

* biennial battle for seats in the Senate. Its special status is
expressly recognized in the Commission's regulations and
well-established in law. See 11 C.F.R.ll0.l(b)(2)(ii); Federal
Election Commission, et al v. Democratic Senatorial Campaign
Committee, 454 U.S. 27 (1981).

NRSC endeavors to strengthen the party by recruiting and
assisting the strongest prospective candidates for the Senate. In
addition, NRSC seeks to "promote overall party goals" (see Advisory
Opinion 1975-87) by developing a national strategy for present and
future election cycles; by attempting to determine themes usable by
present and future Republican candidates for the Senate; and by
refining and enhancing its ability to advise campaigns on the most
effective methods to communicate such themes.

440 FIRST STREET. NW. - SUITE 600* WASHINGTON. D.C. 20001 *2021 347-0202 U 12021 224-2351

PAlO EON AND ALIIHOHIlED 8~ THE NATIONAL REPUBLIVAN SENATORIAL COMMITIF!
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To this end, NRSC sponsors conferences and seminars for Senate
candidates and incumbents, provides informational packages and
publications to campaigns, and furnishes political and legal advice
regarding fundraising, campaign strategy and organization. It also
commissions and uses for its own purposes various forms of reseach,
including but not limited to polling and other survey testing.

In the latter instance, if survey data is made available to a
candidate, the appropriate allocation is made pursuant to the
Commission's Regulations at II C.F.R.106.4, and the candidate's
committee charged accordingly. Depending on the circumstances, such
charges are paid either by direct reimbursement to NRSC, or by
apportionment against (and subtraction from) NPSC's available
contribution or expenditure Limits to the campaign.

2. Market Opinion Research

Market Opinion Research ("MOR") provides research services in
the areas of political surveys, market surveys, market testing, and
communications testing and development. NIOR provides these services
to a wide array of clients, including NRSC.

During the period at issue MOR has performed research services
pertaining to Vermont on four occasions: June, 1985, well before
any Republican Senate candidacy there; as well as in April, May, and
tate June 1986.*

Leahy's repeated contentions that the Snelling '86 Committee
("SnelAing Committee") "contracted" with MOR are erroneous. At no
time during this campaign has there been any contractual
relationship between MOR and the Sneihno committee.

0

3. The Snelling '86 Committee

The Snelling committee is the principal authorized campaign
committee oil Richard A. Snelling, a Republican candidate for the
Senate from Vermont. Snelling committee officials, including the
candidate, have participated in (and, we hope, benefitted from)
various conferences and other programs sponsored by NRSC. In
addition, ~'tr. SnetLing and his campaign officials have participated
in organizational and campaign strategy sessions with NRSC political
advisors. At some of these meetings, NRSC staff have been aware of

*Since the filing of the Leahy complaint, NIOR has performed (on
August 22-IS) another survey for the NRSC pertaining to Vermont.
When and if the data from that survey is given to the Snelling
Committee, the appropriate allocation will be made and fully
reported.
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polling data relating to the Vermont Senate race. At no time,
however, him such data been turned over to the campaign without an
appropriate allocation being made.

ARGUMENT

Taken together, the Leahy complaints allege:

(a) that the amounts paid by Snelling for survey information are
too low, and thus (somehow) violative of the Act;

(b) that the expenditures have not been properly reported by NRSC;

Cc) that the Snelling committee has accepted survey data from NRSC
without paying for it;

Cd) that the survey taken almost seven months before Snelling
became a candidate should be retroactively charged to his
campaign; and

(e) that costs of the NRSC's advertising "focus group" should beallocated to the Snelling campaign.

Four of these contentions are in error, and the fifth
I)rerllature. They represent an attempt to characterize the use of
NRSC resources as inherently sinister, even where made in the
fuhest compliance with the law. The allegations are for the most
part premised purely on speculation, replete with presumptions
unsupported by evidence. Moreover, the assertions indicate an
inadequate [amii~aritv with FEC Regulations.

I. The Amounts Allocated Are Appropriate Under Applicable
Regulations And Are Fully Disclosed.

The Leahy committee takes considerable umbrage (without any
specific knowledge) at what it decimis inadequate expenditures by the
Snelling corrnnittee for polling. Leahy also accuses NRSC of failing
properly to report the expetidi tures.

The Coinmi ss ion' s Regulations precisely prescribe the fonnula
for valuing polling data. II C.F.R.106.4(g) provides that, if a
second recipient receives poll results within fifteen days of the
first, time data must be valued at the full amount paid for its
initial acquisition. If, however, the results are given after
fifteen days, the information is valued at 50% of its initial cost;
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dr~1 after 60 days, at 5%. The Regulations recognize that such
information has no assessable value beyond 180 days.

The Regulations further provide that, in attributing the
allocable cost of a poll among those receiving the results, the
amount may be computed "by any... method which reasonably reflects
the benefit derived," 11. C.F.R.106.4(e)(4).

In this case, the Snelling Committee has been assessed by the
NRSC for the Srieliling Committee's allocable share of the polls for
which mm. has actual data (excluding the June, 1985 pro-candidacy
noll discussed in part 3, below). One of these surveys was an
April, [986 poll conducted ~ That poll included questionS
see ang information for NRSC's own theme and issue testing purposes,
dealing with voters' opinions about Administration policies,
concerns about national issues, and their national party

N preferences. Other questions related to the gubernatorial contest
in the state. Several pertained to the 1986 Senate race, testing
voters' impressions regarding Mr. Snelling, satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the incumbent Senator Leahy, and likely voting
preference.

0 Adopting the formula prescribed in 106.4(e), the NRSC

attributed part of the cost of the poll to its own research and
testing, some to the state race, and the rest for the benefit of the
SneLing Committee. The tabulated results of the poil pertaining to
the Senate race were given to the Snelling Committee after 60 days
had elapsed from NRSC's receipt of the data. Employing the
"depreciation" formula set forth in the Regulations at 106.4(g), 5%
of the cost of the Senate-related share of the poll was charged

* against contribution limits to the campaign.

Similarly, costs were appropriately allocated for the NRSC's
share of a poll conducted in December, [985 by Decision Making
Informimation, Inc. ("DM1"), commissioned by the Republican National
Committee (~'R.NC"). NRSC requested certain resuits of that survey
arEA asked that certain additional questions be included. NRSC paid
its share of the costs and {)aid for the questions it added to the
survey.

Ns with the later MOR survey, when NRSC shared some of this
data ~im.h the Snel ling committee, it allocated Snelling's
"depreciated" allocable sham of NRSC's share of the DM1 survey
costs as an in-kind cent riThut ion against NRSC' s 441a( h) limit.
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In each of these instances, results were received by the
Snelling committee after 60 or more days had elapsed . Obviously,
the Sneiling Committee would have preferred fresher data. The law
requires, however, that a campaign pay full price for fresh data;
[aced with a choice between fresh data and budgetary priorities, the
Snelling commmittee had to content itself with (in its spokesman's
apt phrase) "wilted lettuce".

The poll depreciation provisions attest that such a compromise
is contemplated in the Regulations, but evidently has not been
considered by the Leahy Committee.

Leahy has also apparently overlooked the disclosure of the
charges for this de-valued data as in-kind contributions on NRSC's
regularly filed FEC reports (See Attachnent A). These charges were
allocated against NRSC's 441a(FiFlimits.

LI. There Has Been No Unallocated Acceptance of Poll Results.

The Leahy Committee alleges that the results of "tracking0 polLs" are somehow being given to the Snelling campaign witnout

appropriate allocation being made. Continuing its sheer
speculation, it contends that "there is little doubt " that NRSC and
the Snelling Committee conspired (in effect) to evade the reporting
requireminents of the Act.

To date there have been no such "tracking polls" (a tenim of art
in survey research here misapplied by the Leahy committee).

Essential to the sound interpretation of the mass of material
generated in modern survey research is the knowledge of the
stwcture of the database, and possession of the sample breakdowns
a~i cross referencing of samples - the so-called "crosstabs". It is
this "hard" data, open to subjective interpretation, for which
substantiat sums of money are paid to survey research finns.
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The Leahy Committee is, or should be, well aware of this fact
of modern political life. To contend (as it does) that being told,
"Well, Snelling, you're making progress" constitutes "acceptance" of
the poll results under 106.4 50 as to incur liability for the
thousands of dollars involved is deliberate disingenuousness.

The NRSC commissioned survey research projects pertaining to
Vermont for its own purposes. NRSC political advisors reviewed the
results in order to inform and refine their own strategic thinking,
as well as to enable them to make a better allocation of NRSC's own
resources within its contribution and expenditure limitations. As
NRSC had paid in full for this information, its use for such
purposes is eminently permissible promotion of "overall party goals".

NRSC political advisors have met with Snelting campaign
officials to discuss strategy and organization. At meetings in
December, 1985, and in April, 1986, NRSC personnel were aware of the
results of the polling commissioned by the NRSC. However, NRSC's
political staff and deputies are under strict instructions
scrupulously to refrain from communicating actual polling results to
campaign officials, unless the campaign is prepared to pay or be

assessed its allocable share of the cost. At no time during any ofthe above meetings with the Snelling committee were any survey
research materials transferred, including any quantitative polling
results or other work product.

(flearly, NRSC is entitled to give its candidates the best
advice it can, so long as the workproduct of a vendor's services is
not transferred without appropriate allocation. To find otherwise
would be to declare in essence, that national party committees
cannot give advice to that party's candidates, or, in the
alternative, that the candidates must pay - at some presumed market
rate - tar such advice. Such a premise would negate the proper role
of national committees as promoters of the parties' interests and
reduce them to commercial consulting firms. Such was not Congress'
intent.

Lealiv notes that Mr. Snelling discussed in the press the
results of the most recent MOR survey pertaining to Vermont,
performed in late June. That survey, received by the NRSC on July
3, contained d number of questions pertaining to party affiliation,
gubernatorial preference and Senatorial preference
("head-to-head"). No data from that survey has been given to the
SnelAing committee. However, NRSC released to the public the survey
results of the "head-to-head" Senate preference question, via a "PAC
GRAM" newsletter issued July 14, 1980. NRSC "PAC GRAMS" are mailed
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out to over 3000 addressees in the pohtical fundraising community
nationwide. The information contained in this "PAC GRAN" appeared
in news accounts on the 15th and 16th of July both in Washington and
in Vennont. Mr. Snelling's public comments about these results
began on July 18.

The Regulations provide that

"The acceptance of any part of a poll's results which part,
prior to receipt, has been made public without any request,
authorization, prearrangement, or coordination by the candidate
recipient or political committee recipient, shall not be treated as
a c.ontr~bution in kind and expenditure under.., this Section."
11 C.F.R.106.4(c).

There is no evidence suggesting that Snelling was aware of
the "head-to-head" results prior to publication in the PAC GRAM or
that he has learned of any other results from this survey. Leahy's
sinister speculations notwithstanding, the only necessary conclusion
that may be drawn from Mr. Snelling' s statements is that he reads
the newspapers and party publications - which is the least that can
be expected.

Ill. The July 1985 Survey Was Not Retroactively Allocable As
A Testing The Waters Expenditure.

In the summer of 1985, NRSC was engaged in a quest. That
quest, consistent with its mission to strengthen the party and its
party's prospects [or continued control of the United States Senate,

-. was to find a viable candidate to run for the Senate from Vermont in
1986. In so doing, NRSC was engaged in one of its basic functions.
See FEC v. 1)5CC, 454 IJ.S.17 (1981). To assist in this effort, NRSC
commissioned survey r'~search by NK)R regarding the viability of a
number of prospective candidates to oppose the incumbent Democratic
Senator. This information was to be used by the NRSC to determine
the sort of car~1tdite hAving the best chance for success in Vermont
in 1980, and who that candidate might be. If such a person was
found, the irifonriatioji was to be used to help recruit that person to
run br office by deiiionstrating that there was a reasonable chance
for success.
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During the months of July and August of 1985, NRSC officials
and political staff met with various national and state Republican
officials and with a number of prospective Senate candidates. One
of these was Richard Snelling. The MOR data was made available to
afl. of these officials and individuals in an effort to generate
support f or the effort to unseat Senator Leahy.

Despite NRSC's recruiting efforts, Snelling did not become a
candidate for the Senate until almost seven months later in February
of 1.986. His nascent campaign did not begin to engage in
testing-the-waters activity of its own until sometime in November,
1985.

Nevertheless, the Leahy committee claims that the cost of this
survey should be retroactively allocable to the Snelling campaign as
a "testing-the-waters" expense. However, 11. C.FR. lOO.7(b)(l)(i)
app1.ies only to funds received by the prospective candidate
himself. However, the NRSC's expenditures for its own purposes in
attempting to locate a candidate is in no way encompassed within
this provision.

It thus was not Mr.Snelling but the NRSC that was testing the
0 waters, searching for a party candidate to run for the Senate from

Ven;iont in 1986. The survey was not commissioned by Snelling; he
did not authorize, prearrange, or coordinate the expenditure for
polling results; the information was not for his use but the
NRSC's. The fact that he later learned of the results of this
survey is a legal irrelevance.

For the Commission to assign to a person expenditures that were
incurred not on his behalf but for a national party committee's own
purposes would only hamstring both the Republican and Democratic
national party committees in recruiting candidates. Fewer
individuals would be willing to meet with party officials to discuss
running for office if it became clear that the expenses incurred by
the party for any infonriation presented to them would be assessable
against their candidacy should they run. Congress' intent was to
foster the role of the parties in the political process, not to
discourage individuals from seeking office.

'Ilie poll was thus a non-allocable operating expenditure of the
NRSC doing what it was created to do: find, recruit and promote
Republican candidates for the Senate.
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IV. The Advertising Test ("Focus Group")

The Leahy supplemental complaint sets forth at some length
"evidence", including affidavits, indicating that (I) NOR conducted
a telephone survey of Vennont voters in April, 1986 and (2) a "focus
group" was convened in May, 1986 testing the reactions of a panel of
viewers to proposed advertising themes connected with the Vermont
Senate race.

In keeping with its ;ittemnpt to portray every fonn of Republican
activity as sinister the Leahy Committee urges that the existence
of this research, without immore, indicates an unreported and illegal
provision of services to the SneI.ling campaign.

The April MOR poll and its proper allocation have already been
discussed in this Response. See 1 above.

On May 27, 1986, at the behest of NRSC, NOR convened a "focus
group" to review the reactions of a group of panelists to certain
advertising themes. A focus group is a novel research tool, the
validity of which has not been thoroughly established nor completely

0 accepted. The NRSC sponsored this group for several reasons: (1) to
increase its knowledge regarding this untried but expensive
technique, in order to determine whether to recommend that
Repuhtican Senate campaigns expend their more limited resources in
sponsoring such groups for their own purposes - in other words, to
"test the test"~ (2) to continue its own research regarding the
effectiveness of different types of advertising, (for example,
"positive" vs. "negative" ads, and other such thematic aspects); and
(3) test viewers' responses to specific themes related to the
Snelling - Leahy contest.

Summary conclusions based on the test and certain selected test
results were made available to the Snelflng campaign. NRSC and the
Snel hng campaign recognized that, whatever the validity of the
testing technique, a benefit has been conferred upon the Snelling
campaign and that an appropriate allocation of the cost mist be made.



0
Charles N. Steele
IS September 1986
Page 10

This allocation has not been reflected on reports filed to date
because the MOR invoice was not paid, and the final cost determined,
until July 8, 1986, after the end of the quarterly period and too
late for the July 15 report. The Snelling Committee's allocable
share of the costs of this test will be reflected on both
committees' next quarterly reports.

Leahy's presuppositions in connection with this activity are
thus premature, and its "evidence" irrelevant.

CONCLUS I ON

The complaint is groundless. The National Republican
Senatorial Committee and the Snelling '86 Committee have at all
times complied fully with the Act and Regulations relating to the
use, allocation and reporting of survey research services. The
Commission should find no reason to believe the Act has been
violated, and promptly dismiss the complaint.

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas Griscom,
V Executive Director

Nationa1 Republican
Senatorial Committee

Of Counsel: James Kevin Wholey, Esq.
440 First Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
(202) 347 - 0202
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MEYER, KIRK, SNYDER & SAFFORD
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT LAW

GEORGE II ME VER 100 WEST LONG LAKE ROAD. SUITE 100 DETROIT Orricc
JOHN N KIRK BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MICHIGAN 48013 835 PENOBSCOT BUILDING
GEORGE t %NYOER ________ DETROlT. M1CHIGAM 48226
RALPH R ~.Ar rOR~ TELEPHONE: (313) 647-5 I I I ~ ~' 1261

PATRICK K NODE TELECOPIER: (313) 647-6079

DENNIS 0 ORISCOLL

DAVID 0 SI-IOUP

MARK R SOL OMON September 16, 1986
Op I (JtJNSIi IN TAX MATTERS

Charles N. Steel, Esquire
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUI< 2212

Dear Sir:

This is a Response on behalf of Market Opinion Research
Company (MOP) and Robert M. Teeter to a Complaint, as supplemented,
against them, the Snelling '86 Committee, and the National Republi-
can Senatorial Committee (NRSC) by the Leahy for Senate Committee.

The enclosed Affidavit of Robert M. Teeter, the President of
NOR, establishes the following:

The NPSC retained MOR to conduct three public opinion
~urveys and two advertising tests in Vermont. The NRSC has paid
MOP in full for these projects. MOP has not entered into any con-
tracts wifh er been retained by the Snelling '86 Committee to con-
duct any surveys or provide any other services. Accordingly, MOP
has not made a contribution to either the NRSC or the Snelling '86
Committee under the Federal Election Campaign Act.

~ihe Complaint against Market Opinion Research Company and
robert M. Teeter has no merit arid nhculd be dismissed without. fur-
ther i~We5tigatiofl

Very t~uly yours,

~

George IHI. Meyer

AIM: kr
~'. n"los U r e

cc: Mr. Robert M. Teeter
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MUR 2212

AFFiDAVIT OF ROBERT NI. TEETER

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA) SS.

Robcrt M. Teeter, bcing first duly sworn, dCpOSCs and says:

1. I am the President of Market Opinion Rescarch Company (MOR). I havc acted
in this matter only in such capacity.

2. MOR is a corporation with its principal offices in Detroit, Michigan, and it isin the business of conducting political and commercial public opinion surveys and
related research services.

3. MOR has conducted public opinion surveys and other research projects for the0 National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC) for a number of years.

4. From January 1, 1985 to the date of the Complaint MOR was retained by NRSC
to conduct three public opinion surveys and two advertising tests (focus groups) in
Vermont as follows:

* Statewide survey, June 14-17, 1985.
* Statewide surv cv. April 5-9, 1986.
* Advertising tests (2 focus groups), May 27, 1986.
* Statewide survey, June 26-29, 1986.

5. The results of each of these NRSC research projects were delivered to the
NRSC in the normal course of business, and the NRSC paid MOR in full for each
research project.

6. MOR at the request of the NRSC attended two meetings with the NRSC, one in
the summer of 1985. at ~ hich Governor Snelling was present and the other inApril, 1986 at which Governor Snelling and representatives of his campaign coin-
mittee were present. NIOR also at the request of the NRSC were involved in a few
telephone conferences with the NRSC in which Go~ernor Snelling and representa-
tives of his campaign committee participated. Survey results wcrc not disclosed in
any of these meetings and telephone discussions. NIOR's charges for its involve-
ment in these meetings and discussions were included in the charges for theresearch projects themselves. The inclusion of these incidental services as part of a
charge for a survey is in accordance with MOR's normal business practice.

Detroit Toronto Washington
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

999 E STREET, N.W.
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FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPOR# ~.? t7 A~3 a43

MUR 2212
Date Complaint Received by
OGC: July 30, 1986
Date of Notification to
Respondent: ~Y9~k~J~
Staff Member: Jonathan Levin

COMPLAINANT'S NAME:

RESPONDENTS' NAMES:

'1

RE~VANT ~TATUT~
ANI~.REGUTjT IONS:

INTERNAL
CHECKED:

REPORTS

FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED:

William Gray, Campaiqn Director
Leahy for Senate Committee

Snelling '86
Duncan F. ~3rown, as treasurer

National Republican
Senatorial Committee
Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer

Market Opinion Research Company, Inc.

Robert M. Teeter

2 U.S.C.
2 U.S.C.
2 U.S.C.
2 U.S.C.
2 U.S.C.

11 C.F.R.
t~ 11 C.F.R.

11 C.F.R.

'. 11 C.F.R.

434(b)
441a (a)
441a (d)
441a (h)
*41b (a)
100.7(b) (1) (i)
104.11 (b)
104.13 (a)
106. 1
114.10

Public Records

None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

The complainant makes allegations in connection with pollinq

services that may have been provided by Market Opinion Research

Company ("MOR") and its president, Robert M. Teeter, for Snelling
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7. MOR has not conducted political research projects in Vermont for anyone elsc

during the last two years nor has it cntcrcd into any contracts with or been

retained by the Snelling '86 Committee to conduct any surveys or provide any

other services, although MOR anticipates it may be retained this Fall by the Snell-

ing 'R6 Committee for surveys or other servieCS.

/ 7 / //~
Robert NI. Tceter

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this /54' day of SepternbCr~ i986
'7

tary rublic 
:7)

M~ commissiOn expires: '2 ~

N)

N'

'~- 4
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'86, the principal campaiqn committee of Richard Snelling for

election to the United States Senate from Vermont. The complaint

also refers to an involvement by the National Republican

Senatorial Committee in the provision of polling services. The

complainant alleges that, as a result of the provision and

Lwceptance of polling service&, the NPSC and Snellinq '86 may

have violated certain sections of the Act and Commission

Regulations pertaining to the makinq and receipt of

contributions, to coordinated expenditures, and to the reportinq

of these contributions and expenditures.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

On July 30, 1986, this Office received a complaint filed by

William Gray, Campaign Director of the Leahy for U.S. Senator

Committee, against the above-named respondents. Enclosed with

the complaint are a number of newspaper articles and documents

from Snellinq '86 which are referred to by the complainant. On

August 7, this Office received a "Supplemental Memorandum"

amendinq the complaint.!! Enclosed with this amendment are other

documents including newspaper articles and affidavits submitted

by persons who were polled.

The complaint states that 3nellinQ '86 has contracted for

and received substantial polling services but that Snelling '86

c~ither has not paid for these services or has not repcrted them.

1/ Because the supplemental memorandum constituted an
(3mendment, respondents were afforded an additional 15 day
response period.
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The reports of the Committee show only a $118.75 in-kind

contribution of pollinq expenses from the National Republican

Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") and a $625 payment to the NRSC for

Snelling '86's "share" of polling costs. Tn addition, the

reports show no outstandinq indebtedness to MOP. Furthermore,

the reports of national Republican party committees reflect no

coordinated expenditures on behalf of Snellinq '86 "in the form

of paid polling invoices."

The complainant cites a brochure published by the Snellinci

campaign which states that MOP was the campaicin's pollster and

that MOP had already conducted a "benchmark survey." He also

cites an NRSC "PAC Cram" which referred to a MOP poll released on

July 3 showing an improvement in Governor Snelling's standing.

This poll was referred to in other articles, each of which made

specific mention of MOP.

The complainant states that, according to newspaper

articles, it appears that NRSC is paying MOP for polling services

but that ~RSC does not elan to allocate the full cost of the

polling to Snelling '8f, claiming that the polls were also for

the NRSC"s "own data base."

In the amendment, the complainant refers to newspaper

articles indicating that Governor Snelling was briefed by the

NPSC on its poll results. The articles also include an assertion

by Governor Snelling that he was told that he "was making

progress" but that he was not given precise numbers. Governor

Snelling also claims that he was given old information, i.e.,
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information made available to him two months after the polls were

conducted. The complainant also encloses affidavits from persons

"who were respondents to an April 1986 poll they believe was

conducted on behalf of the Snelling campaign" and an affidavit

from a participant in a May, 1986, focus group testing Snellinq

advert isements.

Tn making reference to the April, 1986, poll and the May

1986, focus qroup, the complainant cites four campaiqn themes

that were tested and used and statesthat at least three of them

were aired by the Snelling campaign in June, 1986. The

complainant proceeds to point out that "none of the costs of the

April poll or the May focus Qroups is reflected" in Snelling

'86's July Quarterly. T-le refers to 11 C.F.R. § 106.4(b) which

states that poll results are accepted by the candidate or his

committee if the committee or agent "uses the poll results."

The complainant also states that, even accepting Governor

Snellinq's explanation that he was not given precise numbers, "it

is evident that the NTRSC is continually monitoring the race and

keeping the campaign and the candidate apprised of his position,

probably using known results such as the benchmark survey as a

reference point.." The complainant maintains that it appears that

the NRSC is paving MO~ to conduct tracking polls for the Snelling

campaign at no cost to that campaign, and that these tracking

polls are being "'accepted' by Richard Snelling within the

meaning of 11 C.F.R. ~ 106.4(b) and must be reported as an in-

Kind contribution in full." Complainants summarize the alleged



-5-

facts by statinq that "rtlhis evidence shows a pattern of

acceptance and use by the Snelling campaign of public opinion

research they have neither paid for nor reported."

The complainant presents a number of possible violations

based on the alleqed facts presented:

(1) The NR!~C is payinq for the pollinq costs as a

coordinated expenditure pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d) or as an

in-kind contribution pursuant to § 441a(h). It appears from the

evidence presented that the polling expenditures or contributions

provided may have exceeded the limitations of these sections. Tn

addition, the NRSC may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) and (5)

by failinq to report the contributions or expenditures and

Snelling '86 may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (2), (3), and (4)

and 11 C.F.R. § 104.13(a) (1) and (2) by failinq to report such

contributions or expenditures. Furthermore, based on the

articles statincT that the NRSC seeks to share polling data with

Snellinq '86, there appear to be questions as to whether there

has been a proper allocation of polling costs pursuant to

II C.F.R. §§ 106.1 and 106.4.?!

2/ In the amendment to the complaint, the complainant re-
emphasizes the alleqed violations as they pertain to the
"benchmark survey." He refers to Governor Snelling's statement
that he did receive information from the benchmark survey but
that it was old data qathered before he announced his candidacy.
The complainant states that $20,000 represents the average cost
of a benchmark survey. He ci.tes the testing the water requlation
at ii C.F.R. § 100.7(b) (1), statinQ that such funds become
contrihutions when the individual becomes a candidate and that
such a contribution must be reported on the first report of the
(Footnote continue on next paqe)
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(2) If MOR has advanced the costs of pollinq services

since the beqinninq of the Snellinq campaiqn, i.e., for eiqht

months, it may have made a corporate in-kind contribution to

Snellinq '86 in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). MOP may be

extendinQ credit on terms not "in the ordinary course of

business" and not "similar to extensions of credit to

nonpolitical debtors which are of similar risk and size of

obliqation." See C.F.R. § 114.10.

(3) If Snellinq '86 owes a debt exceedinq $500 to MOP

but has not reported this debt on Schedule D within sixty days,

then it has violated 11 C.F.P. ~ 104.11(b), as well as

2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (8) . In addition, if Snellinq '86 did make

payment to MOP and did not report such payment, then the

committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(4).~L

2/ candidate's committee. The complainant states:

The value of the in-kind contribution
received should be the value of the poll
under § 106.4(Q) at the time the candidate or
his agents first received the information and
not the value when his candidacy was declared
or effected for FECA purposes upon the filinq
of a statement of candidacy.

3/ Complainants oriqinallv presented possible violations based
on the theory that a party other than NRSC and Snellinq '86 is
payinq for the polls. This would involve excessive contributions
in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441a and failure to report the receipt
of such in-kind contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)
and 11 C.P.R. § 104.13. The "supplemental memorandum" to the
complaint indicates that the complainants are more certain that
the entities paving for the polling services or obliqated to pay
for such services are the NPSC and Snelling '86.
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This Office received a response from Snelling '86 on

September 10. Counsel for MOR and Mr. Teeter and counsel for

NRSC requested extensions of time in which to file responses to

the complaint. Extensions were qranted until September 15. Upon

completion of our review of the responses, this Office will

report to the Commission with appropriate recommendations.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

~~-4 /~L ci
/ /

~6~>
Yawrence M. No le
Deputy General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Tn the Matter of )
MUP. 2212

Snelling '86 Committee
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer ) ~ *.~ ,,,

National Republican Senatorial ) ~ : 9
Commit tee
Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer

Market Opinion Research, Inc.
Robert M. Teeter

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

W~l1 jam Gray, Campaign Director of the Leahy for Senate

Committee, filed a complaint received on July 30, 1986, alleging

a number of violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act") , pertaining to polling services

assertedly provided by Market Opinion Research, Inc. ("MOP") and

its president, Robert M. Teeter, to the Snelling '86 Committee

0 ("Snelling '86"), the authorized campaign committee of Richard

Snelling. On August 7, this Office received a memorandum

supplementing the complaint.
~'1.

The original complaint states that Snelling '86 has

contracted for and received substantial polling services but that

* the committee has not paid for these services or reported how

they wore financed. According to the complaint, reports filed by

the fnelling committee related to survey costs Thow only a

$118.75 in-kind contribution from the National Republican

2enatorial Cornmttee ~"NPSC") and a $62 payment to NRSC, the

latter For Snelling '86's "share" of polling costs. The reports

of ~nelling 'SC ahow no outstanding indebtedness to MOP.

Furthermore, the complainant states that "the reports of national

1~epuVlican Committees reflect no coordinated expenditures on
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behalf of the Snelling Committee in the form of paid polling

~nvoices."

The complaint cites a brochure published early in the campaign

by Snelling '86 which stated that MOR is the campaign's pollster

and that MOR had already conducted a "benchmark survey." It also

cites a later NRSC "PAC Gram" which refered to a MOR poll released

on July 3, 1986, showing an improvement in Snelling's standing.

This poll is cited in newspaper articles submitted with the

complaint, several of which specifically mention MOR. The

complainant argues that, according to the newspaper articles, NRSC

apparently paid MOR for polling services on behalf of Snelling '86,

but that NRSC does not believe it is required to allocate the full

cost of these services to Snelling '86, because the polls were also

for the NRSC's "own data base."

In the supplemental memorandum, the complainant refers to "the

campaign's benchmark survey" cited in Snelling '86's literature and

to additional newspaper articles indicating that Mr. Snelling was

briefed by the NRSC on those poll results. In one of the articles

attached to the supplemental memorandum, Mr. Snelling claims with

regard to the "benchmark survey" that he was given old data

gathered before he became a candidate, The complainant argues that

the costs of that survey constituted "testing-the-waters"

expenditures reportable by the candidate.!! The articles also

The complainant states that $20,000 represents the average
cost of a benchmark survey. He cites the testing-the-waters
regulation at 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b) (1), which states that such funds
become contributions when the individual becomes a candidate and
(Footnote continue of next page)
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include more general claims by Mr. Snelling that he was "briefed"

on results of NRSC polls and told he "was making progress", but

that he was not given "numbers." (Supplemental Memorandum,

Exhibit K).

The complainant enclosed with the supplemental memorandum

affidavits from two persons "who were respondents to an April

1986 poll they believe was conducted on behalf of the Snelling

campaign" and an affidavit from a participant in a May, 1986,

focus group testing of Snelling advertisements. With reference

to the April, 1986, poll and the May, 1986, focus group, the

complainant cites four campaign themes that were tested and

states that at least three of these were aired by the Snelling

campaign in June, 1986. The complainant notes that "none of the

costs of the April poll or the May focus groups is reflected" in

the July Quarterly Report filed by Snelling '86. The complainant

refers to 11 C.F.R. § 106.4(b) which states that poll results are

accepted by the candidate or his committee if the committee or

agent "uses the poll results," and summarizes the alleged facts

by stating that "ftIhis evidence shows a pattern of acceptance

and use by the Snelling campaign of public opinion research they

have neither paid for nor reported."

(continued) that such a contribution must be reported on the
first report of the candidate's committee. The complainant
states:

The value of the in-kind contribution received should
be the value of the poll under § 106.4(g) at the time
the candidate or his agents first received the
information and not the value when his candidacy was
declared or effected for FECA purposes upon the filing
of a statement of candidacy.



0@ 0*
-4-

A number of possible violations are suc~qested in the

complaint based on the facts presented:

(1) The complainant alleqes that NRSC is paying for the

pollinq costs either as a coordinated expenditure pursuant to

2 U.S.C. § 441a(d) or as an in-kind contribution pursuant to

§ 441a(h), and that it appears from the evidence presented that

the polling expenditure or contribution may have exceeded the

limitations of these sections. In addition, the complainant

cites possible violations of the Act by NRSC for failinq to

report the contributions or expenditures, plus violations by

Snelling '86 for failina to report the receipt of such

contributions or expenditures. Furthermore, pursuant to the

articles stating that the NRSC sought to share polling data with

Snellinq '86, the complainant questions whether there has been a

proper allocation of polling costs as required by 11 C.F.R.

§§ 106.1 and 106.4.

(2) The complainant alleqes that, if MOR has advanced the

costs of polling services since the heqinning of the Snelling

campaign, i.e., for eiqht months, it may have made a corporate

in-kind contribution to Snelling '86 in violation of 2 U.S.C.

§ 44lb(a). It is also alleqed that MOP may be extendinci credit

on terms not "in the ordinary course of business" and not

"similar to extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors which

are of similar risk and size of obliqation." See 11 C.'F.P.

~ 114.10.

(3) The comDlainant alleqes that, if Snelling '86 owes a

debt exceedinci $500 to MOR but has not reported this debt on
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Schedule D, it has violated 11 C.F.R. § 104.11. In addition, if

Snelling '86 did make payment to MOR and did not report it, then

the Committee has violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b).~'

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

1. F40R and Snelling '86

In their responses to the complaint counsel for the three

respondents each assert that it is NRSC which contracted with MOR

~or public opinion survey and advertising tests in Vermont in

1985 and 1986 and that it is NRSC which has paid MOR for these

Services. According to the affidavit submitted by Rey Post,

Snelling Campaign Manager, "MOR has not contributed to the

Srielling '86 Committee" by performing polling services for no

charge, nor is the Snelling '86 Committee indebted to MOR. "The

Snelling '86 Committee has not engaged MOR to perform work for

it. Upon information and belief, NRSC has so engaged MOR, and

MOR has performed work for NRSC." (Post affidavit, page 2.) The

affidavit of Robert M. Teeter, enclosed with the response from

counsel for NIOR, affirms that that corporation conducted three

statewide surveys and two advertising tests in Vermont for NRSC

between January 1, 1985 and the date of the complaint,

2/ The complainant originally presented possible violations

based on the theory that a party other than NRSC and Snelling '86
has paid for the polls. This would have involved excessive
contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441a and failure to
report the receipt of such in-kind contributions in violation of
2 U.S.C. § 434(b) and 11 C.F.R. § 104.13. The "supplemental
memorandum" to the complaint indicates that the complainant is
more certain that the entities paying for the polls, or obligated
to pay for such polls, are NRSC and Snelling '86.
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including a survey on June 14-17 1985, a second survey on April

5-9, 1986, two focus group advertising tests on May 27, 1986, and

a third survey on June 26-29, 1986. Mr. Teeter states, "The

results of each of these NPSC research projects were delivered to

the NRSC in the normal course of business, and the NRSC paid MOP

in full for each research project." (Teeter affidavit, pages 1-

2.)

On the basis of the above assertions by coun~wl that the

surveys and tests undertaken the MOR in Vermont were contracted

by NPSC and paid for by that committee, this Office recommends

that the Commission find no reason to believe that MOP and Robert

M. Teeter have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b either by making a

corporate in-kind contribution to Snelling '86 or by extending

credit to that committee outside the ordinary course of business.

This Office also recommends that the Commission find no reason to

believe that Snelling '86 has violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (8) and

11 C.F.R. § 104.11 by failing to report debts owed MOR and no

reason to believe that Snelling '86 has violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 434(b) (4) by failing to report expenditures made to MOR.

2. NRSC and Snelling '86

Mr. Teeter states that MOP conducted three surveys and two

advertising tests in Vermont for the NRSC in 1985 and 1986.

Counsel for NR~C acknowledges the same three surveys and two

tests and also cites a fourth poll which was commissioned by the

Pepublcan Nat4 onal Committee from another firm, Decision Making

Information, Inc., but which was shared by NRSC, with a portion
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of the NRSC costs having been allocated to Snelling '86 as an in-

kind contribution.

The following discussion addresses the separable, albeit

related, issues raised as to the three MOR surveys, the DM1

survey and the pair of MOR advertising tests.

a) June, 1985 Survey

As stated above, MOR conducted a statewide survey for NRSC in

Vermont on June 14-17, 1985, prior to Richard Snelling's

registration with the Commission on November 4, 1985. Counsel for

o NRSC, in response to the complaint, argues that during that summer

his client was "engaged in a quest" for "a viable candidate to run

for the Senate from Vermont in 1986." The MOR public opinion poll

assertedly was commissioned by NRSC to help "determine the sort of

-o
candidate having the best chance for success in Vermont in 1986,

N.

and who that candidate might be." According to counsel, the survey

addressed "the viability of a number of prospective candidates."

(NRSC response, page 7).

In his affidavit, Mr. Teeter states that during the summer of

1985 NRSC requested MOR to attend a meeting at which Mr. Snelling

was present. The NRSC response states:

During the months of July and August of 1985, NRSC
officials and political staff met with various
national and state Republican officials and with a
number of prospective Senate candidates. One of these
was Richard Snelling. The ~4OR data was made available
to all of these officials and individuals in an effort
to generate support for the effort to unseat Senator
Loahy. (NRSC response, page 8)

Counsel for Snelling '86 argues that the June, 1985 survey

was undertaken "before there was a Snelling campaign, and was
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done in pursuit of NRSC's efforts to find and recruit a candidate

to run against Senator Leahy." .Thus counsel finds this survey to

have been an "' independent expenditure' of the NRSC to defeat

Senator Leahy" pursuant to 2 U.s.c. § 431(17) and 11 C.F.R.

§ 100.16. Counsel further argues that expenditures for this poll

cannot. be deemed "testing-the-waters" expenditures pursuant to

11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b) (1) because this regulation "is not

applicable where, as here, an independent expenditure is made and

the prospective candidate has no control over the expenditure."

(Snelling response, pages 3-4).

2 U.S.C. § 431(17) defines "independent expenditure" as "an

expenditure by a person expressly advocating the election or

defeat of a clearly identified candidate which is made without

cooperation or consultation with any candidate . . . and which is

not made in concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, any

candidate . . . ." There is, however, nothing in the

information presently before the Commission to indicate that the

June 1985 poll expressly advocated the defeat of Senator Leahy.

Indeed, NPSC itself does not claim independent status for

this poll. Rather, it argues that it was "a non-allocable

operating expenditure of the NRSC doing what it was created to

do: find, recruit and promote Republican candidates for the

~enatc." (NRSC response, page 8.).

11 C.F.R. ~ 106.1(a) provides generally for the allocation

among candidates of expenditures made on behalf of more than one

candidate. 11 C.P.R. ~ 106 .1(c) establishes certain exceptions
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to the qeneral rule, with expenditures for rent, personnel,

overhead, qeneral administrative, fund-raisinq, and other day-to-

day costs not rec~uirinq allocation to individual candidates,

unless they are made on behalf of a clearly identified candidate

and directly attributable to that candidate.

11 C.F.R. § 106.4(b), however, provides that the combination

of the purchase of an opinion poll by an unauthorized politicial

committee and "'the subsequent acceptance of the poll results by a

candidate . . . is a contribution in-kind by the purchaser to the

candidate . *" 11 C.FA. § 106.4(b) also cites 11 C.F.R.

§ 100.7(b) (i) as reqards "the purchase of opinion poll results for

the purpose of determininq whether an individual should become a

candidate." Section 100.7(b) (i) includes polls amonq "testing-the-

waters" activities exempted from the definition of "contribution,"

hut provides that funds received for such an activity are

reportable as contributions if the individual involved becomes a

candidate. This section also requires that funds used for testing-

the-waters be permissible under the Act, i.e., not in excess of

statutory limitations.

"Funds received" include in-kind contributions. See AO 19%-

40 and AO 1981-32. Therefore, it follows that if an individual

accepts the results of an opinion poll and subsequently becomes a

candidate, expenditures made by an unauthorized committee for that

poll become in-kind contributions reportable by both donor and

recipient.
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Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 106.4(b), a determination of whether

an eventual candidate has "accepted" poll results depends upon

whether one of three criteria has been met. These are (1) the

e~rididate requested the poll results before receiving them (2)

the candidate used the poll results; or (3) the candidate did not

notjfy the contributor that he or she was refusinq the results.

In the present situation the respondents agree that there was a

poll undertaken in June, 1985 and that the data was made

available to Mr. Snelling at a meeting attended by representatives

of MOR and NRSC in the summer of 1985. It thus appears that Mr.

Snelling did not refuse the results, hut, in fact, used them in

determining whether to become a candidate. Therefore, once he

became a candidate the costs of the poll allocable to him should

have been reported by Snelling '86 an an in-kind contribution

received from NRSC and as an expenditure, while NRSC should have

reported the costs as an in-kind contribution to the Snelling

campaign.

This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Snelling '86 violated 2 U.s.c. § 434(b) (3) , (4) and

(6) by failing to report as a receipt and an expenditure the cost ~r

an appropriately allocable portion of the June, 1985, poll

condLJcLed by MOR and paid for by NRSC. This Office also recommends

that the Commission find reason to believe that NRSC violated

2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by failing to report a portion of the
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expenditure made to MOR for the June, 1985, poll as an in-kind

contribution to Snelling '86. 3/

b. December, 1985 and April, 1986 Surveys

The complaint cites a $118.75 in-kind contribution from NRSC

for a survey which was reported by NRSC as made on February 9,

1986, and by Snelling '86 as received on March 12, 1986. Counsel

for Snelling '86 does not address this survey in his response to

the complaint. Counsel for NRSC states that in December, 1985, his

client shared in a poll conducted by Decision Making Information,

Inc., pursuant to a commission by the Republican National

Committee; that NRSC "shared some of this data with the Snelling

committee"; and that NRSC "allocated Snelling's 'depreciated'

allocable share of NRSC's share to the DM1 survey costs as an in-

kind contribution against NRSC's 441a(h) limit." (NRSC response,

3/ 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d) establishes limitations for expeditures made
by national committees in connection with general election
campaigns and thus is not applicable to the NRSC expenditures here
at issue. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(h) provides that the Republican and
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committees may contribute amounts
totaling no more than $17,500 to candidates for nomination for
election, or for election, to the United States Senate during an
election year. 11 C.F.R. § 110.2(c) provides that "the Republican
and Democratic Senatorial Committees . . . may contribute not more
than a combined total of $17,500 to a candidate for nomination or
election to the Senate during the calendar year of the election for
which he or she is a candidate. Any contribution made by the
committees to a Senate candidate in a year other than that election
year shall be considered to be part of the $17,500 total
contribution limit for that election year.

Both committees have reported a $15,000 contribution from NRSC
to Snelling '86 in November, 1985, for the primary campaign. In
addition, $743 in expenditures on behalf of Mr. Snelling have been
reported as made by NRSC for the primary campaign. (See below) Any
allocable costs of the June, 1985, survey would be added to these
figures. Although the complaint states that $20,000 represents an
average cost of a benchmark survey, no valuation of the specific
survey here at issue has been established. rpherefore, this Office
makes no recommendation at this time regarding possible violations
of 2 u.S.c. § 441a(h) by NRSC and of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f) by Snelling
'86 by exceeding the $17,500 limitation.
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page 4). This allocated portion is represented by the $118.75 in-

kind contribution reported by NRSC and by Snelling '86. NRSC

argues that the result:s of this survey were received by the

Sneuing committee after 60 or more days had elapsed following

NRSC's receipt of those results. Therefore NRSC valued the in-kind

contribution at 5% of Snelling '86's allocable share of the survey.

(NRSC response, pages 4-5).

Counscd for NRSC also discus~es a statewide survey conducted

for his client by MOR in Vermont on April 5-9, 1986. Counsel

asserts that this April poll included questions related to NRSC's

own research and testing of themes and issues, to the Vermont

gubernatorial contest, and to the 1986 Senatorial race. The

supplemental memorandum supplied by the complainant included

affidavits furnished by two persons who had been contacted as part

of the April survey. These affidavits are in agreement with

counsel for the NRSC as to the range of topics covered in the

survey, although the affidavits seem to give more weight to the

Senate race.

According to the Post affidavit and to counsel for NRSC, the

latter allocated $625 of the cost of this poll to Snelling '86

pursuant to the cost allocation regulations of the Commission. The

Snelling committee reported a $625 receipt from and a $625 payment

to the NRSC on May 26, 1986, while the NRSC reported an expenditure

of $625 on May 31, 1986, as an in-kind contribution to the Snelling

committee for a survey. In his affidavit Mr. Post states that the

Snelling committee "did not receive the data tabulation which

resulted from this [Aprill survey until after 60 days had elapsed



-13-
from the date on which NRSC received that data." (Post affidavit,

paqe 2).
11 r~p*p~ § l0~.4 provides a formula for determininq how much

of the oriqinal cost'~ of a poll the ultimate beneficiary should
report as a contribution received, with that amount beinq dependent
upon the percentaqe of benefit allocated to the later beneficiary
and upon the timinq of receipt of the poll results. Tf the results
reLited to a particular candidate or committee are received by that
candidate or committee within 15 days of their receipt by the
initial purchaser, the later recipient must report 100% of the
share of the costs ~i1locable to that ultimate recipient. Tf the
resuirs are received between 16 and 60 days after receipt by the
purchaser, the ultimate beneficiary's share is 50% of the share of
the costs attributable to that recipient. If the ultimate
beneficiary receives the results between 61 and 180 days after the
initial recipient, the former's share is 5% of the allocated
amount. If the results are received after 180 days, no amount must
be allocated to the ultimate recipient.

Mr. Teeter states that in 1\pril, 1986, MOP representatives

anain attended a meetinq at the request of NPSC at which Mr.
5~nellinq and representatives of his campaiqn committee were
present. He asserts that "(s)urvey results were not disclosed."

(~eeter affidavit),Y

4/ Mr. Teeter also states that survey results were not disclosedin telephone conferences with Mr. Snellinq and representatives ofhis committee held on unspecified dates.
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Regarding the April poll, Mr. Post admits that Snelling '86

received "general advice and recommendations from persons who had

access to the MOR data." (Post affidavit, paqe 2). Counsel for

Snelling '86 terms this process "briefinqs." (Snellinq response,

paqe 4). Mr. Post asserts, however, that "upon information and

belief, no one provided the Snelling '86 Committee with specific

data from the survey until the 60-day period had elapsed, because

the Snelling '86 Committee wished to comply with the regulation

which allows for reduced allocations for data received after the

60-day period." (Post affidavit, pages 2-3.) Counsel states that

"(t)he briefing participants deliberately tailored their remarks to

avoid conveying poll results . . . ." (Snellinq response, paqe 4)

Counsel for NRSC agrees that in April that committee's

political advisors "met with Snelling campaign officials to discuss
0

strategy and organization." (NRSC response, page 6).

At [thesel meetings . . . NRSC personnel were
aware of the results of the polling commissioned

~1~ by the NRSC. However, NRSC's political staff and
deputies are under strict instructions scrupulously
to refrain from communicating actual pollinq
results to campaign officials, unless the campaign
is prepared to ~ay or be assessed its allocable share
of the costs. At no time during any of the
meetings with the Snelling committee were any survey
research materials transferred, including any
quantitative polling results or other work product."
(NRSC response, page 6).

This Office believes that the NRSC and Snelling 'P6 argument

that actual transmission of data is reauired in order for poll

results" to have been "received" is too narrow an interpretation

of the Commission's regulations because it ianores a significant

aspect of what constitutes value to the beneficiary of a survey.
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The conclusions drawn from an analysis of numbers or from other

information gleaned from a poll would certainly benefit a

campaign in and of themselves, and thus advice and opinions

received from those who have had access to polling data and who

have analyzed that data are as much "results" of a poll as are

the raw numbers. Because Snelling '86 apparently received

information based on the numbers gleaned from the December and

April polls paid for by NRSC within 60 days of receipt of the

results by the NRSC, the former committee received in-kind

contributions from NRSC in December and April, not just later in

March and May. The value of these contributions could be 50% and

possibly 100% of the cost of the portions of the polls

appropriately allocable to Snelling '86 rather than the 5%

allocated by NRSC, depending upon exactly when the briefing of

the Snelling committee took place.

This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Snelling '86 has violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (3) and

(6) by undervaluing the in-kind contribution of poll results

reported as received from NRSC on March 12, 1986, and May 26,

1986, and that the NRSC has violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by

undervaluing the in-kind contributions which it reported making

to Snelling '86 on February 9 and May 31, 1986.

d. June 26-29, 1986 survey

11 C.F'.R. § 106.4(c) provides that if poll results have been

made public prior to their receipt by a final recipient "without

any request, authorization, prearrangement or coordination," no
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in-kind contribution and expenditure results. The last statewide

survey in Vermont cited by Mr. Teeter as undertaken by MOR for

r~RSC is one dated June 26-29, 1986. This particular poll is not

addressed in the response received from counsel for Snelling '86,

although one of the newspaper articles attached to the complaint

attributes to Mr. Post a statement that "Snelling helped pay for

the poll. . . ." (Complaint, Exhibit F, page 3).

Counsel for the NRSC states that this survey, which was

received by his client on July 3, 1986, "contained a number of

questions pertaining to party affliation, gubernatorial

preference, and Senatorial preference ('head-to-head') ." Counsel

further states that no data was given to the Snelling committee

and that the results of the 'head-to-head' Senate preference

question were made public by means of an NRSC newsletter dated

July 14, 1986. News accounts based on this newsletter appeared

on July 15 and 16 and Mr. Snelling began public comments on the

results on July 18. Counsel asserts that "(t)here is no evidence

suggesting that Snelling was aware of the . . . results prior to

publication . . . ." (NRSC response, page 7)

Given the acknowledged communications between the NRSC and

the Snelling committee regarding earlier surveys, and given the

narrow definition of "results" employed by counsel for NRSC, this

Office proposes to pursue in its investigation the possibility of

discussions between the two committees regarding this survey

prior to publication of the "survey results" (presumably data) on

July 14, 1986.
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d. May 27, 1986, Focus Group Advertising Test

The complaint also alleges that in May, 1986, a focus group

was gathered in Vermont to view a series of advertisments which

assertedly employed themes tested in the April poll discussed

above. Tn his affidavit Robert Teeter of MOR states that two

focus group advertising tests paid for by NRSC were conducted by

MOR in Vermont on May 27, 1986. The results were "delivered to

the NRSC." (Teeter affidavit).

Attached to the supplemental complaint is an affidavit

signed by Mary Scully of Burlington, Vermont, one of

appcoximately 40 people who participated in the viewing of

television commercials during the week of May 26, 1986.

According to Ms. Scully, these commercials "were prepared for the

Snelling Campaign." Each of the persons, or a designated high

school, received $25 for participating; some received a free

meal. Ms. Scully states that the transcripts attached to her

affidavit appear to be transcripts of the commercials she was

shown, and that "most of these television commercials have been

shown on TV by the Snelling Campaign." (Scully affidavit)

Counsel for NRSC states that the NRSC sponsored this test

(or tests) for three reasons, "(1) to increase its knowledge

reqarding this untried but expensive technique . . .; (2) to

continue its own research regarding the effectiveness of different

types of advertising . . .; (3) and to test viewers' responses to

specific themes related to the Snelling-Leahy contest." (NRSC

response, page 9) . Counsel agrees that a portion of the costs of

this test are allocable to the Sneiling campaign, but asserts that
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payment to MOR was not made until July 8, 1986, and thus after the

close of the quarterly reporting period ending June 30. Counsel

states that "(t)he Snelling committee's share will be reported by

both committees on their next quarterly reports." No itemization

of such an in-kind contribution has been reported by either

committee in reports filed since receipt of counsel's response.

This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Snelling '86 has violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (3) and (6)

by failinq to report NRSC's payment for the Snelling campaign's

allocated portion of the advertising tests as an in-kind

contribution and expenditure, and that NRSC has violated

2 U.s.c. § 434(b) (4) by failing to report an in-kind contribution

to Snelling '86 in this regard.

This Office also recommends that the Commission approve the

attached subpoenas for documents and orders to submit written

answers to be served upon NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

1. Find no reason to believe that Market Opinion Research,
Inc., and Robert M. Teeter have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by
making an in-kind contribution to the Snelling '86 Committee
or by extending credit to the Snelling '86 Committee outside
the ordinary course of business.

2. Find no reason to believe that the Snelling '86 Committee
and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b by accepting an in-kind contribution from Market
Opinion Research, Inc.

3. Find no reason to believe that the Snelling '86
Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (8) and 11 C.F.R. § 104.11 by failing to
report a debt owed Market Opinion Research, Inc., or
2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by failing to report expenditures made
to Market Opinion Research, Inc.
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4. Find reason to believe that the Snelling 'R6 Committee
and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 434(b) (3), (4) and (6) by failing to report the costs of
surveys paid for by the National Republican Senatorial
Committee ("NRSC") as in-kind contributions from NRSC, and
by undervaluing in-kind contributions reported as received
from NRSC.

5. Find reason to believe that the National Repuhlican
Senatorial Committee and Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer,
have violated 2 u.s.C. § 434(b) (4) by failing to report
costs of surveys and advertising tests paid for by NRSC as
in-kind contributions to the Snelling '86 Committee and by
undervaluing in-kind contributions reported as made to the
Snelling '86 Committee.

6. Approve and send attached letters, plus subpoenas to
produce documents and orders to submit written answers.

Charles N. Steele
Genera1. Counsel

I//K ~/' BY:y' ~
Date ( ( ~ L~rence M. N'ob'le

Deputy General Counsel

Attachments

1) Affidavit of Rey Post
2) Affidavit of Robert M. Teeter
3) Response of NRSC
4) Response of Snelling '36 Committee
5) Letters (3) and Subpoenas and Orders (2)
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FEDERAL ELUCTION COMMISSV)N
H )N~ I) ~ 'IF

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS /CHERYIJ A. FLEMING: ~

NOVEMBER 21, 1986

OBJECTION TO MUR 2212 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
SIGNED NOVEMBER 18, 1986

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

commission on Wednesday, November 19, 1986 at 4:00 P.M.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

~s indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josef iak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Tuesday, Dccembev 2, 1986.

x

x

x
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMNISSION

In the Matter of

Snelling '86 Committee
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

National Republican Senatorial
Comm itt ( ('

Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer
Market Opinion Research, Inc.
Robert M. Teeter

MUR 2212

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Vederal Election Commission executive session of December 2,

1986, do hereby certify that the Commission took the fol lowing

actions in MUR 2212:

1. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to

a) Find no reason to believe that Market
Opinion Research, Inc., and Robert M.
Teeter have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b
by making an in-kind contributxton to
the snelling '86 Committee or by
extending credit to the Snelling '86
Committee outside the ordinary course
of business.

b) Find no reason to bel ieve that the
Snelling '86 Committee and Duncan F.
Brown, as treasurer, have vioVited

2 U.S.C. § 441b by accepting an
ii~-kind contribution from Market
Opinion Research, Inc.

(continued)
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Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification for MUR 2212
December 2-, 1986

c) Find no reason to bel ieve that the
Snelling '86 Committee and buncan F.
Brown, as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (8) and 11. C.F.R.
§ 104.11 by failing to report a debt
owed Market Opinion Research, Inc., or
2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by f~ai.ling to
report expenditures made to Market
Opinion Research, Inc.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted affirma-
tively for the decision.

2. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to find reason to
believe that the Snelling t86 Committee and
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. §§ 434(b) (3) , (4) and (6) by failing
to report the costs of surveys paid for by
the National Republican Senatorial Committee
("NRSC") as in-kind contributions from

NRSC, and by undervaluing in-kind contributions
reported as received from NRSC.

Commissioners Josefiak, McDonald, McGarry,
and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioners Aikens and Elliott dissented.

3. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to

a) Find reason to believe that the National
Republican Senatorial Committee and Rodney
A. Smith, as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by failing to report
costs of surveys and advertising tests
paid for by NRSC as in-kind contributions
to the Snelling '86 Committee and by
undervaluing in-kind contributions reported
as made to the Snell.ing'86 Committee.

(cont inued)



Federal Election Commission ptvIt' 3
Certification for MUR 2212
December 2-, 1986

b) Approve and send letters, plus subpoenas
to produce documents and order to submit
written answers, as recommended in the
General Counsel's reports dated
November 18, 1986 and November 24, 1986.

Commissioners Josefiak, McDonald, McGarry, and
Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioners Aikens and Elliott dissented.

Attest:

Dc~ te Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

EIO%~ ~% A~HIN(; rO\ I) ( 2~4e~ December 9, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James Kevin Wholey
Counsel
National Republican Senatorial Committee
Suite 600
440 First Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

RE: MUR 2212

Dear Mr. Wholey:

On December 2 , 1986, the Federal lUection Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that the National
Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") , and Rodney A. Smith, as
treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by failing to
report costs of surveys and advertising tests pai.d for by NRSC as
in-kind contributions to the Snelling '86 Committee and by
undervaluing in-kind contributions reported as made to the
Snelling '86 Commmittee.

Under the Act, the NRSC and Mr. Smith have an opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taken against them. You may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit such materials along with your response to the
enclosed Subpoena to Produce Documents and Order to Submit
Written Answers. It is required that the latter information he
submitted under oath and that this be done within the time frames
established in the Subpoena and Order.

If pre-probable cause conciliation is requested, the
Commission may decide not to propose a conciliation agreement
until it has completed its review and analysis of the submitted
materials. In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against the
respondents, the Commission may find probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred and then proceed with conciliation.
You should be advised that the Commission is not requfred to
enter into any negotiations directed towards reaching a
conciliation agreement unless and until it makes a finding of
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probable cause to believe. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.18(d). Further,requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondents.

The investigation now beinq conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437q(a) (4) (B) and 437q (a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writinq that you wish the
investiqation to be made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. rf you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-5690.

Sincerely, -

YQ4JCL.W
9%

oan D. Aikens
Cha i rman

0
F.nc losures

Subpoena and Order
Procedures
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December 9, 1986

Gary H. Barnes, Esquire
Downs Rachlin and Martin
100 Dorset Street
P.O. Box 190
Burlington, Vermont 05402-0190

RE: MUR 2212
Snelling '86 Committee
Duncan F. Brown, as

treasurer

Dear Mr. Barnes:

On December 2, 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that your clients, the
Snelling '86 Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, have
violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(3), (4) and (6) by failing to report
the costs of surveys and advertising tests paid for by the
National Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") as in-kind
contributions from NRSC, and by undervaluing in-kind
contributions reported as received from NRSC. The Commission
found no reason to believe that the Committee and Mr. Brown, as
treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by accepting an in-kind
contribution from Market Opinion Research, Inc., 2 U.S.C.
§ 434(b) (8) and 11 C.F.R. § 104.11 by failing to report a debt
owed Market Opinion Research, Inc., or 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by
failing to report expenditures made to Market Opinion Research,
Inc.

Under the Act, your clients have an opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taken against them. You may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit such materials along with your clients' responses
to the enclosed Subpoena to Produce Documents and Order to Submit
Written Answers. It is required that the latter information be
submitted under oath and that this be done within the time frames
established in the Subpoena and Order.

If pre-probable cause conciliation is requested, the
Commission may decide not to propose a conciliation agreement
until it has completed its review and analysis of the submitted
materials. In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against the
respondents, the Commission may find probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred and then proceed with conciliation.
You should be advised that the Commission is not required
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to enter into any negotiations directed toward reaching a
conciliation agreement unless and until it makes a findinq of
probable cause to believe. See 11 C.P.P. § 111.18(d). Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondents.

The investiqation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437q(a) (4) (8) and 437q(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have enclosed a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-5690.

Sincerely,

oan D. Aikens
Chairman

Enclosures
Subpoena and Order
Procedures
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Georqe H. Meyer, Esquire
Meyer, Kirk, Snyder and Safford
100 West Lonq Lake Road, Suite 100
Bloomfield Hills, Michiqan 48013

RE: MUR 2212
~Iarket Opinion Research, Inc.

Dear Mr. Meyer:

On August F~, 1986, the Commission notified your clients,
Market Opinion Research, Inc., and Robert M. Teeter, of a

N complaint alleqinq violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaiqn Act of 1971, as amendee.

-'4

The Commission, on December 2, 1986, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint, and the information

* which you provided , there is no reason to believe that your
clients have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by makinq an in-kind

.0 contribution to the Snellinq '86 Committee or by extendinQ credit
to the Snellinq '86 Commit-tee outside the ordinary course of
business. Accordinqly, the Commission has closed its file in
this matter as it pertains to your clients.

This matter will become a part of the public record within
_ 30 days after the file has been closed with respect to all

respondents. mhe Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437q(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

S ince rely,

CharlesN. Steele

BY~-~ Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel
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December 23, 1986

HAND - I) ELI VERB D

Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Room 615A
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2212; Respondents National Republican
Senatorial Committee and Rodney A. Smith,
as treasurer, and Respondents Snelling '86
Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

This shall serve to follow-up on your conversation of
December 19, 1986 with Leslie J. Kerman, an attorney with our
firm. Specifically, as you were informed by Ms. Kerman, our
firm has been retained to take over the representation of
Respondents National Republican Senatorial Committee and Rodney
A. Smith, as treasurer, ("NRSC"), as well as Respondents
Snelling '86 Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer,
("Snelling Committee"), in the above-captioned matter.
Executed Statements of Designation of Counsel will be forwarded
to your office shortly, as soon as the respective Respondents
return from their holiday vacations.

As you also discussed
both the NRSC and the Snelling
extension of time in which te
reason-to-believe determinations
Subpoenas to Produce Documents
Answers issued to both of our
referenced response, production
written answers presently are

with Ms. Kerman, on behalf of
Committee we hereby request an
respond to the Commission's
in MUR 2212, as well as the
and Orders to Submit Written
clients in this matter. The

of documents and submission of
scheduled to be filed and/or

produced on or before January 6, 1986. Due to the change of

P NIw 'R~,WA!,HIN~,TOND C

ANI' VIRGINIA 1NLY



Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
December 23, 1986
Page Two

counsel in this matter as well as the fact that thoSe
individuals who possess the information required to respond to
the Commission's inquiries currently are on holiday vacations,
we request that the production of documents for both the NIISC
and Snelling Committee be rescheduled until Tuesday, January
20, 1987 at 10:00 a.m. at your office. Further, we request
that the submission of written answers for both the NRSC and
the Snelling Committee, as well as their responses to the
Commission's findings, also be due to be filed with your office
on or before Tuesday, January 20, 1987 at 10:00 a.m.

The requested extensions of time are absolutely
mandatory for us to be able to adequately respond to the
Commission's allegations and requests for documents and written
answers in this matter. Therefore, we would appreciate your
assistance in obtaining approval of our requested extensions of
time.

If you have any questions regarding this matter,
please do not hesitate to call either Leslie J. Kerman or
iriyself at (202) 861-0900. Best wishes for a happy holiday
season.

Sincerely,

Stuart M. Gerson

LJK/mbe
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December 29, 1986

Stuart M. Gerson, EsQuire
Epstein, Becker, Borsody and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washinqton, D.C. 20036

MUR 2212
National Republican

Senatorial Committee
Snellinq '86 Committee

Dear Mr. Gerson:

'I.. This is in reference to your letter dated December 23,
1986, requestinq extensions of time until January 20, 1986, torespond to the Commission's reason to believe determinations in
the above-cited matter, as well as to respond to the Subpoenato Produce Documents and Order to Submit Written Answers issued
to each of your clients. After consideration of the

_ circumstances presented in your letter, your reQuested
extensions have been qranted. Thus your responses will be due
no later than January 20.

tf you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assiqend to this matter, at (202)
376-5690.

S ince rely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Lois C. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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WiLLIAM A GILBERT
GARY H BARNES
JAMES C. WHEELER. JR
WILLIAM W PEARSON
JOHN H MARSHALL
LEo A BISSON, IR
PRISCIL.LA K REII)IN(;ER
MARC B HEATH
WILLIAM W SCHROEDER

PAUL H ODE. JR
KATHLEEN H DAVIS
GREGORY S CLAYTON
Jll.L (ANMAN lIROl)ERICK
DENNIS W WELLS
ROBERT B LUCE
MICHAEL I GANNON
CHARLES N HURT JR
RICHARD N BLAND
EliZABETH B MULIJKIN
OlIN H TARLOW

LAW OFFiCE OF
DOWNS RACHLIN & MARTIN

PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

100 DORSET STREET

POST OFFICE BOX 190

BURLINGTON, VERMONT 03402-0190

TELEPHONE (8021 863-2373
TELECOPIER (8021 862-7312

TELEX 92-1857

December 15,

,~ .317

JOHN H DOWNS
CHRISTOPHER C. STONEMAN

COUNSEL

ST JOtINSLIURY OFFICE
'~PR )SPEUT STREET

ST IOIlNidfl'RY VT O.8I~~ I)CY9

TEL&?fr)4 )NLE B12 748 8324
TLLECOI'IFR (802( ?.~R 43(14

T~,ILEX 8886~9

1986

Joan D.
Federal

Aikens, Chairman
Election Commission

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2212 Snelling '86 Committee;
Duncan F. Brown as Treasurer

Dear Chairman Aikens:

The description of the commission's procedures was omitted from
your letter to me dated December 9.

Kindly send me a copy. Thank you very much.

Sincerely yours,

'K

Gary H. Barnes

GLiB: ig i.
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Re: DR&M #2831-001; MUR#2212

Snelling '86 Committee

Dear Attorney Weissenborn:

We today spoke with Duncan Brown, Treasurer of the Snelling
'86 Committee. We understand he has responded to The

Commission's information requests of December 9.

11 not be representing the
for the present. We will

uture if we again wish to
hue, kindly withdraw our
tly with Mr. Duncan Brown.

imson, Brown & Company
00 Dorset Street
outh Burlington, VT 05401

you

rely

Snelling '86 Committee, at
advise the Commission in

enter an appearance. In the
appearance and correspond

He can be reached at:
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Ca- Chairmen
Gay. Deane C. Davis
Mrs. Lola P. Aiken

* I FEC
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January 2, 1987

c-li

Anne A. Weissenborn
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463 DR&M tt2831-001; MUR#2212

ane1Iin.~286 Committee

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

This will correct a communication addressed to you by Gary
Barnes dated December 29, 1986.

We have assembled
December 9, 1986,
Commission.

the material requested by the Commission on
but it has not yet been transmitted to the

Sincerely,

(~--

Duncan F. Brown,
Treasurer

0102 AWE E

cc: Gary H. Barnes

The SnellIng '86 CommIttee
100 Dorset Street
South Burlington, VT 05401
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EPSTEIN BECKER BORSODY & GREEN, PC.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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,'SO PARtS AVENUE WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036-6601 FOUR EMSARCADERO

NEW 1'L)RM> NEW ~'ORl~ 101770077' SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111-5954

212 370-9800 (2o2~ 861-0900 415' 398-5565
TELEX 5101006171

TELEX 756 260 1875 CENTURY PARR EAST

108 NORTH ST ASAPH STREET LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9006725W

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA ?2314 213 556-8661

703 684-1204
515 EAST PARR AVENUE

201 MAIN STREET
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301-2524

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102 3105 904) 681-0596

817. ~34-O70i

F' C N~W F'()RFF .WA~dF~N~F ~ I,

ANC~ VIROINIA (JNI F

January 20, 1987

HAND DELIVERED

Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel c.Y1

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Room 615A
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2212;
o Respondents Snelling '86 Committee

and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:
Cr

Enclosed please find response of the Sneliting '86
Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, (collectively the
Respondents") to the Federal Election Comission' s
("Commission") reason-to-believe determination in the
above-captioned matter and the Commission 's subpoena for
documents and order to submit written answers to a list of
C~ U e St ions.

As discuased, the Snelling '86 Committee reviewed all
pertinent available documents in preparing its response to the
Commission's document request. However, in case additional
responsive documents are discovered, the Snelling '86 Committee
expressly reserves the right to supplement its document
submission.
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Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
January 20, 1987
Page Two

In addition, as we al.so discussed, Respondents desire
to resolve this matter as expeditiously as possible.
Therefore, Respondents hereby request to enter into
pre-probable cause negotiations with your office, pursuant to
11 C.F.R. S 111.18(a), directed towards reaching a conciliation
agreement in this MUR.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any
questions regarding the enclosed documents. I look forward to
working with you to resolve this matter.

Very truly yours,

Ge son
Counsel
Snelling '86 Committee and
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

SMG:mbe
Enc losure
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BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

x
IN THE MATTER OF X

x
SNELLING '86 COMMITTEE X

x
and X

x
DUNCAN F. BROWN, AS TREASURER X

x

MUR 2212

RESPONSE 0E' SNELLING '86 COMMITTEE
TO COMMISSION REASON TO BELIEVE DETERMINATION

AND TO SUBPOENA AND ORDER

By letter dated December 9, 1986, the Federal Election

Commission ("Commission" or "FEC") notified the respondents, the

Snelling '86 Committee and its Treasurer, Duncan F. Brown, that

the Commission had found reason to believe that the respondents

had violated the Federal Election Campaign Act ("The Act") in

regard to the reporting and valuation of certain surveys and

advertising tests paid for by the National Republican Senatorial

Committee ("NRSC"). The Commissions s letter invited a response

to this finding and also included a subpoena for documents and an

order to submit answers to a list of questions.

While the respondents are happy to submit the documents

and answers that the Commission had requested, and do so in the

next two succeeding sections of this response, they also maintain

that they have not violated the Act and, for the reasons stated

herein, that the Commission should so find.
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Res onse to Sub oena to Produce Documents

Introduction

In an attempt to assure their good-faith compliance

with the Commissions s documentary request, the respondents caused

a complete search to be made of the office and files of the

Snetling '86 campaign. As a result of that search, all documents

and materials which were found that are responsive to the request

are being provided. Where respondents know of the existence of a

document, but do not have it in their possession -- either

because they never had it or because they did not retain it

--they have sought to assure that it would be provided by the

NRSC. This is particularly so as to the questions and data

relating to the four polls that are the Commissiont s apparent

focus.

Finally, the respondents assert a personal confidentia-

lity and proprietary interest in all of the documents provided

and formally request that their confidentiality be maintained by

the Commission and, to the extent permitted by law, returned at

the conclusion of this investigation. In the event that the

Commission were to receive a request pursuant to the Freedom of

Information Act, or otherwise, for the disclosure of any document

provided herewith, or were to consider such disclosure on its

own, the respondents request 10 days' advance notice of any

release contemplated by the Commisston so that they might assert

their rights under law. See 11 C.P.R. § 111.21.
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1. All questions included in the following opinion

surveys conducted wholly or in part for NRSC by either Market

Opinion Research, Inc., ("MOR"), or Decision Makincj Information,

Inc., ("DM1") in the State of Vermont in 1985 and 1986.

a. Survey conducted by MOR on June 14-17, 1986.

b. Survey conducted by DM1 in December, 1985,

pursuant to commission by the Republican National

Committee and shared in by NRSC.

c. Survey conducted by MOR on April 5-9, 1986.

d. Survey conducted by MOR on June 26-29, 1986.

RESPONSE?

a. The respondents believe that there is a typo-

graphical error in the request and that the Commission, in fact,

is seeking a copy of the MOR "benchmark" survey done in June of

1985. However, the respondents are not in possession of this

document, which was prepared at the direction and for the benefit

of the NRSC before Governor Richard A. Snelling had decided to

become a candidate for the Senate. On information and belief,

the "benchmark" survey was undertaken as part of the NRSC's own

recruitment efforts, and the NRSC, which is in possession of the

questions sought by the Commission, will provide them as part of

its re~ponsc in this MUR.

b-c. The respondents were unable to locate copies of

the complete survey questions, or the surveys themselves, but
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have been assured that the NRSC will be providing them in its

response in this MUR.

d. Although they cannot determine when the document

was received, respondents are in possession of a draft of the

questions of the MOR June 26, 1986 poll. A copy of this document

is attached at Tab A.

2. All documents and materials concerning written or

oral communications between NRSC and Richard Snelling, and

between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee in 1985 and 1986 on

the subject of the surveys cited in Item #1 above, including, but

not limited to, all documents and materials concerning surveys

being planned, surveys carried out, and analysis of data col-

lected in such surveys.

RESPONSE:

The documents responsive to subpoena request No. 2 are

included in the attachments hereto at Tab B. We note, however,

that the request is a broad one, calling for documents and

materials relating in any way to the four surveys described in

subpoena request No. 1. The fact that the documents provided may

concern" the planning or results of a survey should not be taken

by the Commission to mean that everything on a document, e.g.,

various handwritten notes, relates to or derives from one of the

surveys that is the subject of this MUR. Many of the notes and

documents also relate to publicly-available surveys and non-

survey-based informat ion. Moreover, unless a date is specifi-
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cally shown on a document, the respondents are not aware of when

they received the document or when the document was annotated.

3. All, documents and materials concerning written and

oral communications between N1~SC and the Snelling '86 Committee

on the subjects of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '86

Committee of portions of the expenditures made by NRSC to MOR and

DM1 for the surveys cited in Item #1 above, and of the resulting

reporting responsibilities of the Snelling '86 Committee regard-

ing the receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

All such "documents and materials" are provided in the

attachments hereto at Tab C.

4. Copies of all advertisements involved in all focus

group advertising tests conducted in Vermont for NRSC by MOR on

May 27, 1986.

RESPONSE:

The focus-group advertising was, on information and

belief, provided solely in videotape form, and respondents are

not, and never have been in possession of a copy of the tape that

was used by MOR on behalf of the NRSC. We are aware that the

NRSC has obtained a copy of the tape and provided it to counsel

in connection with its own response in this MUR. It will,

therefore, he provided for the Commission's examination.

5. All documents and materials concerning the

advertising tests cited in Item #4 above, including, but not
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limited to, plans for such tests, the carrying out of such tests,

and analysis of the data obtained, both general and specific.

RESPONSE:

Respondents had received one document responsive to

this request and originated another. Both are provided at Tab D

of the attachments hereto.

b. All documents and materials concerning communica-

tions between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee on the subjects

of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '86 Committee of a

portion of the expenditures made by NRSC to MOR for the advertis-

ing tests cited in Item #4 above, and of the resulting reporting

responsibilities of the Snelling '86 Committee regarding the

receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

The requested documents and materials are attached

hereto at Tab E.

Responses to Interroyatories

1. Please identify all persons present at the meeting

or meetings in July or August, 1985, attended by Richard Snelling

and representatives of NRSC and MOR.

RESPONSE:

A comprehensive review of the records both of the

Snellinq '86 campaign and at Governor Snelling himself reveals

that there was no meet inq that took place in July or August o~
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1985 at which Governor Richard A. Snelling and representatives of

both NRSC and MOR attended.

2. Please provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

There was no such meeting. See response to Interroqa-

tory No. 1, ~

3. Please identify all persons present at the meeting

or meetings in April, 1986, attended by representatives of the

Snelling '86 Committee, NRSC, and MOR.

RESPONSE:

There was one such meeting, and the attendees were

Governor Richard A. Snelling; James E. Murphy, Jr., a NRSC Deputy

Political Director; Alex Gage, a representative of MOR; Charles

Black, of Black, Manafort, Stone & Atwater, a consultant to the

campaign; and Jan van Lohuizen, the NRSC's Director of Survey

Research.

4. Please provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

April 14, 1986

5. Please identify all persons involved in every

telephone conL~rence call in 1985 and 1986 in which Richard

Snelling and/or representatives of the Snelling '86 Committee,

plus representatives of MOR and NRSC, took part.

6. Ple~~se provide the exact dates of these telephone

conference calls.
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RESPONSE:

5-6. The ref;pondents do not have complete records of

telephone conference edils for the referenced period. However,

upon consultation with various parties to such conversations, the

respondents list the following telephone conference calls which

took place in 1986 in which they believe that either Governor

Richard Snellincj or a representative of Snelling '86 and both

representatives of MOR and NRSC took part. They know of no such

conference call involving each of these categories of parties

which took place in 1985.

Date

July 2, 1986 Governor Snelling, James E. Murphy,
Jr., Alex Gage, Greg Stevens, a
media consultant employed by
Snelling '86, and Jan van Lohuizen.

August 29, 1986 Messers. Snelling, Murphy, Gage,
van Lohuizen and Charles Black and
Rey Post, the Campaign Manager of
Snelling '86.

September 25, 1986 Messrs. Snelling, Murphy, van
Lohuizen, Black, Post and Robert
Teeter, an official of MOR.

October 2, 1986 Same participants as previous call.

In addition, the records of Snelling '86 show that a

call was scheduled for July 17, 1986, among Messrs. Snelling,

Black, Post, Murphy and van Lohuizen. An inquiry among the

j)Uosoective parties to that call suggests that it did not take

place.
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ARGUMENT

The Commission Should Find That Snelling '86
and its Treasurer Have Not Violated the Act.

In their initial response memorandum, the respondents

set forth their basic legal position, which is unchanged with

this filing. Pending the Commission's review of the documents

submitted by these and the other respondent;s in this MUR,

Snellinq '86 and its treasurer reserve the right to submit an

additional brief on the merits. Sever&I matters, however, are

worthy of present discussion.

In determining that the respondents failed adequately

to account for and report the cost of certain surveys and

advertising tests paid for by the National Republican Senatorial

Committee, the Commission (as evidenced by its subpoena and

document request, has centered upon five items:

1. A survey conducted by MOR in mid-June 1985, which

the NRSC has called its "benchmark" survey;

2. A survey conducted by D~II in December 1985 at the

initiation of the NRSC;

3. A survey conducted by MOR in early April 1986,

again at the initiation of the NRSC;

4. A survey conducted by MOR in late June 1986, also

at the behest of the NRSC; and

5. A "focus group" advertising test conducted by the

MOR and the NRSC in May ~986.

In assigning value to information resulting from these

polls when data derived from them eventually were provided to the
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Snelling campaign, and consequently in reporting contributions

and expenditures to the Commission, (or in deciding that a

contribution had not been received and thr~refore that no report-

ing was required), the respondents relied completely upon the

advice and instructions of the NRSC. The respondents believed,

and still believe, that the NRSC's advice was accurate and, as we

shall discuss, that the decisions made on the basis of it were

correct.

A. The June 1985 ~

The June 1985 "benchmark survey," was undertaken

entirely at-. the insistence of the NRSC. Governor Snelling had

nothing to do with the formulation of the inquiries or in the

approach taken in conducting the poll, which was carried on as

part of the NRSC's recruitment function.

There was no Snelling campaign when the benchmark

survey was conducted because Governor Snelling not only had not

formed it, but because he had not even decided that he wanted to

be a candidate for the Senate. Nor was the survey a "testing-

the-waters" activity of Governor Snelling; he wasn't testing

anything. Compare 11 C.F.R. S l00.7(b)(l).

The NRSC has a leqitimate role as a national party

committee in identifying and recruiting candidates. The nature

of the benchmark poll and the way that it was used are indicative

of that recruitment role. As the Commission should be able to

determine from a review of the documents provided at Tab B, the

htmchmark poll was derivative of the NRSC's function, but was
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largely irrelevant to the subsequent Snelling campaign, which did

not accept the poll but instead formulated a lengthy campaign

plan (see attachments) that was not essentially based upon data,

other than certain other information which by the time of the

plan's formulation was available from newspaper polls and other

public sources.

B. Surveys Duri~~in

Of the three mid-campaign surveys with which the

Commission is concerned, appropriate allocations were made

against the direct or coordinated expenditures that the NRSC is

entitled to make on behalf of the campaign committee as to two of

them (the DM1 poll of December 1985, and the MOR poll of April

1986). These were based upon the 60-day depreciation level set

forth in the Commission's regulations. The third survey (the MOR

poll which respondents understand was conducted in June 1986) was

not presented to the campaign and so, we are informed, no

allocation was made or bill presented by the NRSC.

As the documents attached at Tab B illustrate, the

campaign was well aware that polling data would not be given to

it, if at all, for 60 days. This rule was honored. At the same

time, however, it W3s entirely proper (and did not create an

allocable event) for various persons, including representatives

of the NRSC, to dLsCUSs different campaign i.ssues with the

candidate and his staff, even if those issues peripherally

involved polling trends.
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As the attachments also show, there were many informa-

tional sources available to the campaign including public

newspaper polls which were quite consistent in detail and result

to the MOR and DM1 polls with which we are here concerned.

Through these sources, the campaign was able to put together a

fairly detailed, though often erroneous, statistical profile of

its position, without obtaining pollinq data that would have

resulted in a contribution in kind by the NR5C.

The Commissiont s regulations are not particularly

detailed in describing what constitutes receipt of polls, and

perhaps this would be an appropriate topic for a future rulemak-

ing provision. For the present, the respondents submit that

their conduct was not inconsistent with the few governing

precedents and that the discounted allocations that were made

were accurate and proper.

C. The "Focus Group" Test

As the documents included at Tab D show, at least some

of the information derived from the "focus group" advertising

test conducted in May 1986 was shared with the Snelling campaign

soon after the infornatiori was received. And, as the documents

included at Tab E demonstrate, the campaign paid the sum of

$3,600 to the NRSC on the day that the bill was received.

Respondents, who paid what the NRSC informed them was due,

without prior consultation on the amount, believe that the

payment was appropriate, reasonable and entirely consonant with

Comm iss ion reg~ilat ions.
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It is the respondents' understanding that the focus

group studies had a dual purpose. Plainly, they were intenoed to

be of benefit to the Snelling campaign which used some of the

data in selecting television advertising spots. However, we

understand that the survey, which was initiated by the NRSC and

was conducted through MOR, but with the participation of an N1'~SC

expert in advertisinq, had a far more extensive purpose. That

purpose had nothing to do with the Snelling campaign or with

Vermont. Instead, the NRSC has been studying the effect of

television advertising, particularly so-called "negative"

political advertising. That study is broad and ongoing, and the

information derived in the focus group testing is central to its

conduct.

As to the $3,600 actually paid by respondents for the

survey, we respectfully submit that this amount is a significant

one and that it fairly reflects the cost of the information

provided and its fair-market value in terms of the use made of it

in the Vermont campaign.

Conci us ion

For all of the foregoing reasons, ~s well as those that

respondents have reserved the right to present at a later time,

the respondents respectfully submit that the Commission should

determine that they have not violated the Act and have fairly and

accurately reported the disbursements made for the information

received as the result of po1 lincj con(lucted by the NRSC.
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Respectfully submitted,

EPSTEIN BECKER BORSODY & GREEN,

By:
Stu~'rt M. Gerson

1140 19th Street,
Washington, D.C.
(202) 861-0900

P.C.

N.W.
20036

Attorneys for the Respondents

JaI'1u]ry 20, 1987
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Veru*mt StatewIde .2
Draft Qaestloamalre
Quota, mu400
June 26, 1936

Tread Question

1. Do yOu reel things in this country are generally going in the right direction
or do you reel things have pretty seriously gotten orE on the wrong track?

2. Do you approve or disapprove or the way Ronald Reagan is handling his
job as President? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be
strongly (approve/disapprOVe) or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

3* Of the following seven issues, which one do you think needs the greatcsc

attention from the federal government at the present time?

(RANDOMIZt)

a. Nucl-itr arms control
b. International terrorism
c. Foreign affairs
d. Unemployment
e. Environment
f. Federal budget deficit
g. Agriculture and farm issues

4* Which one would you choose next? (REPEAT REMAINING ITEMS)

As you know, there will be elections this rail

5. If the 1986 election ror U.S. Senate was being held today, would you be
voting for (ROTATE: the Republican candidate or the Democratic

candidate)?

6. Again thinking about the upcoming elections, which one of the following is
most important for the parties and candidates to discuss and debate thi%
fall?

Economic policies such as the federal deficit, taxes and government
spending, OR

Fuicigo poii~ic5 such fl3 rolationo wuh the ~gyj~ tjaioa, in~rnt~tinnnT

terrorism and nuclear arms control

7, Thinking about the U.S. Senate race in Vermont, is there a particular

candidate you are interested in and plan to vote for? (ASK AS OPEN END)



Market Opinion R*h

Here are the nanie~ o~ some people. For each one, p1ea~e tell me if~ you are aware

or flog aware or that pcrson. (IF AWARE, ASK:) Is your general impression of
him/her favorable or unfavorable?

'S. Patrick Leahy (LAY-Hi)

.9, Wnhrt ~taffnrcl

*io ~j~h~qril ~w.temlng

11. Peter Smith

'12. Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NIN)

Thinking ahead to the 1986 elections

'13, if the 1986 election for Governor were being held today and (ROTATE:
Peter Smith was the Republican candidate and Madeleine Kunin was thc
Democratic candidate), would you be voting for (ROTATE: Smith or
Kun in)?

'133. Whi.h way do you lc.an as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Smith,
the Republican, or Kunin, the Democrat)?

14. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senator was being held today and (ROTATE:
P.Sckard $n.mt1ln~ wm~ the Republican candidate and Patrick Leahy (LAY-
HE) was the Democratic candidate), would you be voting for (RcYtA'TTh
Snelling or Leahy)?

14a. Which way do you lean as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Snellirtg,
the Republican, or Leahy, the Democrat)?

.15. Have you made up your mind or do you think you might change your
mind between now and election day?

16. What are some of the most important reasons you are planning to vote for
(NAME) instead of (NAMF)? (PROBE FOR SPECIFICS)

(ROTATE SERIES OF Q.17 TO Q.20)

17. Have you read, seen or heard anything about Patrick Leahy during thc
past several weeks? (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard
about him? (PROBE FOR SPECIFICS)

18. (IF EXPOSED TO INFORMATION, ASK:) Has what you've read, seen or
heard made you more or less likely to vote For him?

19. Have you read, seen or heard anything about Richard Snelling during the
past several weeks? (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard
about him? (PROBF FOR SPECIFICS)
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20. (IF EXPOSED TO INFORMATION. ASK:) Has what you read, seen or

beard made you more or less likely to vote for him?

(ROTATE Q.21 AND Q,22)

21. Have you read, seen or heard any political advertising on behalf of the

Snelling Campaign? (IF YES, ASK:) Would you say your re5CtiOfl to the

ads were generally positive or negative?

22. Have you read, seen or heard any political advertising on behalf of the

Leahy Campaign? (IF YES. ASK:) Would you say your reaction to the ads

were generally positive or negative?

Here are some things other people have said about the U.S. Senate race. Please tell

me whether you agree or disagree? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would

that be strongly (agree/disagree) or just somewhat (agree/disaa(Ce)?

(RANDOMIZE Q.23 TO Q.31)

23. Since 1975, Patrick Leahy has voted for spending increases that have

added nearly a trillion dollars to the federal deficit

24. Richard Snelling is running a negative campaign against Patrick Leahy

23. The Congressional Record shows that Patrick Leahy is one of the
U.S. Senate's biggest spenders

'0
26. Richard Snelling's TV ads are distorting Leahy's record

27, The National Taypayer's Union has rated Patrick Leahy as onC of the
Senate's biggest spenders

28. Patrick Leahy is running a negative campaign against Richard Snelling

29. Patrick Leahy is unfairly criticiZing Richard Snelling for running

~0. Thc thing~ Richard ~v1ling h~ hv~n ~aying about Patrick Leahy are

supported by facts in the Congressional Record

31. Patrick Yeahy has a poor attendance record at meetings of the full

Senate Agriculture Committee



Market Opinioo Irch

Political and Dcmo~rnohic Character iltics

Party Identification
Past Voting Behavior
Past Turnout
Ideology
Age
Educutlon
Income
Religion
Gender
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MEMORAN[)U~ TO PULL I NC F! !.1~

January 6, 1986

On December 12 or 13 in Char~i~ F3lack's office, I (lot some
insight into some poM ini data nithered by the PNC. Under
the 11w, no data can be provided me for CQ duy~, but I
did qather some conclusiens from some very vague
stdtements.

I think I
months.
points and

have lost some
am only gue2?i
he has O~tiflCd

ground
fl(J, bu
some t h

since the poll in June -- 6
t r think I probably lost 7
ing more than 10.

Clearly, support for me declines as people
'he significance of this is that we should
~n our (ids and older repLQsent2~ ions in te

get older and
use older voices
1ev is ion.

A very large
eandid~it~-~ to

number of people,
volunt ar~ i ly limit

perhaps two thirds, want a
spending in a campaign.

large number of people don't bel
's overall deficit has declined.
it is true that I left a plan f
problem.

ievo (know) that
Perhaps 4O~ don't

ar solving the

Perhaps more than two thirds feel there really does need
be some qualifications in disarmament plans, such as
verifiability and equality, it turns ou~ that specifics
are important.

seniority is considered very important for perhaps one
third or more- of the peopif-~.

Te.~hy's chairmanshin 0 r ~he Aariru1 ture Committee is
consicWred very iw ~~tan~ by perhaps more than one third
th~ people.

Th bigaest change in my strength seems to be among
Pepublicans, rather than amonq Independents or Democrats.
I was getting about ~ 2nd now r'roaa ~ly am gett~nQ only
aauut two thirds.

p,\~7Z mivim

A very
ye rmo n t
he 1 i eve
deficit
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Mdrch 21, 19F6

Mr. Charles P. !31~'c-k, Jr.
Black, Manatort, Stone & Atwater
~24 ?~orth E'airfdx
Altxc'r~dria, Vlrcjini~i 22314

D&ar Charlic:

Among tht~ things I would ljkc to tcst in a poll are the
following:

Sep-u.-:tc from the question of whcthvr people approve or
s~ipprove of Ponold Pe~qan's performancc in office, how do

tiwy feel about the importt~nce of having a Republican
majority in the Congress. I can conceive of there being s
substantial number of p~orle who like Ponald Reagan who
will not be at all motivated, even in the light of that
approVal, by an argument thdt tht !Wnate should be kept
Renublican so he has at lCciSt one branch which will be
hospitable to his ideas. Thi- c1utstion must be wo~ied so w~
have a gooc~i chc~nc~ of figurine out whether or not there is
any way we can word arguments about retaining the
Republican mdjor±ty, which will find a responsive cord with
these Pepub1ican~ (or others) who do not now appear
inclined to vote for m~.

~incE'rfly,

Govcrncr Pichard A. 2nePin~

RAS/rnrnm

cc: ~Yim Murphy
P~y Post
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TO: The Snelling Group

FROM: Ales Gage

DATE: April 28, 19Th

RE: Thoughts And Observations On Message And Timing

Governor Richard Snelling has embarked upon the toughest poltica! fight of his
career. The prefight period and the early rounds have gone to Leahy. A major
strategic goat is to remain Competitive in the early and middle rounds and to be
prepared and ful'y conditioned for some heavy Leahy slugging in the late rounds.

There are several important features and factors about the arena of the contest
which worked to Snelling's advantage and should be kept in mind:

o The basic allegiance of the Vermont Electorate, leans Republican rather
than Democratic. The vote deficit which Snelling faces can be made up
by attracting Republican votes and Republican leaning votes.

o Nearly half of the Vermont Electorate has deferred final judgment and
admit they could change their minds between now and November.

8 Snelling does have a significant arsenal of punches to throw at the
incumbent. Indeed, a campaign simulation, during a twenty-five minute
interview, produces a significantly narrower result.

8 It is important to remember that this is a fifteen-round championship
fight which requires well conditioned combatants and stamina.

Governor Snelling remains a very formidable challenger, but he has lost some
luster in the prefight hype and posturing. Snetling's positives are dov~'n and ~
negatives are up. Increased negative perceptions of Snelling appear to be a
function of an expanding of previous negative perceptions of him rather than an
emergence of new negatives. While Governor Sne~iing has built a very positive
image revolving around perceptions of strength and dynamism, the byproduct ha~
been residual negative~ of arrogance, exaggeration and uncaring. The Snelling
challenge of Leahy has appeared to reenergize Snelling's negatives among core
D.ino~rats and Leahy loyalists.



Although this race is obviously not a personality contest, but a c'~ntest of ideas amAsubstance, Snelling must maintain at Icast a two to one ratio of positive to nega' *~'eperceptions. Any further erosion in overall perceptions of the Governor willcertainly take their toll and take some zip off of our punches in the middle and
late rounds and possibly make it impossible to deliver a knock-out punch.

Snelliog Is not ready to go toe-to-toe with Leahy. He meeds further conditioning.

8 Snelling does have an advantage over Leahy on economic issues, but it i~far from an overwhelming advantage and it needs strengthening.

8 in contrast, Leahy has a solid advantage on the full complex of forcign
policy issues, ranging from nuclear arms control to international
terrorism.

The Snelling campaign must take steps to expand the Governor's advantage oneconomic issues but, perhaps more important, is the task of neutralizing L-lh\ 'ssignificant advantage on several key personal perceptions:

o Cares about the problems of the average citizen.

8 Wields a lot of clout and political influence in political circles.

8 Has the qualifications and experience to be a' good U.S. Senator.

The advantage which Leahy has on these perceptions must be narrowed andbrought into line with those perceptions on which the two men are currently more
competitive:

~ Is willing to make tough decisions on controversial issues.

8 Has a solid record of accompii~hments

o Is effective in getting results on difficult problems.

o Can be trusted to do the right thin2 when making a decision rather than
doing what seems to be popular.

Although Leahy does continue to have an edge over Snelling on many of the aboveitems, and we obviously need to capture some of the above, we are at least in acompetitive position at the present time. It is my view that we need furtherconditioning before getting down to a slugfest with Leahy. NW concern is thatLeahy's overall popularity, large advantage on key issues, and his advantage onpersonal perceptions means he will behave like a punching bag filled with sand.We can land a punch and put a dent in his overall image, but as we pull back. hisoverall image w:ll return to its original contours with no lasting political damage.When we get down to it, Snelling must be '~erv well conditioned and able to land
significant blows to the Leahy image.



My other major concern is that without some additional perceptual condition:r.~we could be hurt and knocked off our stride in the middle rounds. Again, any
further erosion in Snelling's positives Or increases in his negatives will seve--:vdiminish our punching power and stamina. Also, it is important to remember thatnot only do we have to be in a position to deliver a punch but also to be able to
take one.

We do have a considerable arsenal to deliver. Vermonters are quite disturbed whenthey learn a few detai!s about the Leahy record. All of the following representwedges for us to use in pr~ ing apart Leahv's coalition and they are rank ordered
from the most to least powerful:

8 The Congressional Record shows thzr Patrick Leahv, as a member of the
Senate Agriculture Committes, did not attend a single hearing for two
years.

o Patrick Leahv is rated as a big spender by the National Taxpayers Union
year after year.

o The Congressional Record shows that Patrick Leahy has voted to increase
government spending by $52 billion over levels recommended by the
Senate Budget Committee.

8 The Congressional Record shows that since 1975, Patrick Leahy
consistently voted for deficit budgets altogether totaliing $937 billion.e

8 The Congre~ onal Record shows that during the last six years, Patrick
Leahy has not authorized any significant legislation passed into law.

0
8 The Congressional Record shows that Patrick Leahy's voting record

closely resembles thu. of the liberal record of Ted Kennedy.

o Patrick Leahy has the endorsement of Abigail VanBuren, better known as

Dear Abbey.
Let us not forget that Leahy also has a few punches to throw of his own and thatour perceptual cond!tioning is aimed not only at enhancing our ability to de!iverthe message, but also our ability to a bsorb a punch from him. The following piece:
of information did not strike a very responsive cord with Vermonters:

8 When Richard Snelling let> the Governor's Office, Vermont had a ~35
million budget deficit.

8 Richard Sne!lin~ believes the U.S. Thould ~rnvde fi~:i~c>i' assi~v~;e :o
the rebels fighting communist governments in Central America.



e Richard Snelling he'ieves a U.S. Senator sh"u!d serve only one ~:x-vear
term.

S Richard Snelling has the endorsement of the National Rifle Association.

In summary, we should have no illusions that a winning strategy can avoid
engaging Leahv in -I flurry of pun~Thes and counterpunches. I aLso be>~e~ we
c;nDgt allow Leahy to continue strutting around the ring too much louger withoutlaying a glove on him. I am simply counseing against expending too much energy
in the summer months which would deplete our message and theme resources a~d
our 3~'iiity to deli~er them in the fall.



BLACK
MANAFORT

SYONE &
ATWATER

324 N. FAIRFAX STKFYT

ALEXANDRIA, VA 22324

MEMORANDUM

TO: GOVERNOR RICHARD SNELLJ2NG, JIM MURPHY

FROM: CHARLIE BLACK (54S~4:.

RE: DRAFT OF VERMONT CAMPAIGN PLAN

DATE: AUGUST 15, 1985

Attached is the draft plan for the prospective Vermont Senate
race. This was written with assistance from the NRSC staff,
Bob Teeter, and my partners, Roger Stone and Paul Manafort.
We talked to no one in Vermont. Any gaps in local knowledge
reflect that.

I look forward to meeting with you week after next, when you
have had time to review this draft. We will then refine or
embellish any part of the pian in which you want more infor-
mation.

Here is auick sununary of 6 conclusions I reached in the plan,
for your consideration.

(1) Ve~nont is a true swinr~ state, with a large number of
voters who actively Split their tickets, and is LdrOely
insulated from national political trends, i.e., a 'bad"
Republican year in 1986.

(2) You and Leahy are the two r~olitical giants of Vermont
politics. If you run, the race is guaranteed to be
close.

(3) The general oerceptions of the voters about you and your
record are more accurate than their perceotions about
Leahy are. There is ~o~m to irn~rev~ their perception of
your record ane a lct o~ room te c. Litinish t.~w esteem in
which theY hol) L a:.v.



Memorandum to Governor Snelling, Jim Murph9

Page two
August 1985

(4) You can run the kind of campaign you want--outspoken,
talk~ng about unpopular problems, takiiiy some
unpopular positions--and still win, if you do it
carefully. In fact, that approach to your candidacy
gives it a distinction which is a necessary element
of a winning plan.

(5) To win you must keep the fight on your turf, making
your vision of how a Senator should handle his role
and your issues the focus of the voters. That will
take discipline.

(6) It will take an expensive, broadcast media--oriented
campaign, using top quality commercials, to win, but
the funds can be raised to finance a winning plan.

You asked me to comment on what would make this race different
from any other Senate races we have seen.

They are all different, but the most obvious thing about this
race is that an incumbent this popular is usually vulnerable to
no one. Leahy is clearly vulnerable to you.

Your controversial approach to the campaign is a difference.
Most candidates couldn't pull it 9ff, but you have the popu-
larity and credibility to give you a good chance to pull it
off.

From a tactical standpoint, we propose making heavier use of
direct mail than any Senate campaign I have seen. While many
Senate campaigns use as much TV and radio as we propose, the
number of different commercials that can be used here is a rare
opportunity to present a fairly complex theme to the voters.

A final major difference is that very few Senate races promise
to be so obviously close this far ahead of the election. Any
way you massage these numbers, it comes out a close race. I
will be surprised if anyone wins by more than 5,000 votes, if
you run. That puts the highest possible premium on execution
and quality iii the campaign. No one has ever been involved in
a Senate race that they knew would be that close from the
beginning.

I look forward to discussing this with you.

Thank you for your attentior~.

Enclosure
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HOW GOVERNOR RICHARD SNELLING

CAN BE ELECTED TO THE UNITED STATES SENATE

FROM VERMONT IN 1986

I-

'S

9



W Vermont PoliticcU Environment

The state of Vermont has evolved into a true "swing"

state in American politics in 1985. June, 1985, survey

research, provided by Market Opinion Research, classifies the

Vermont electorate as 28% behavioral Republicans, 25% behav-

ioral Democrats, and 47% Ticket-Splitters. On another MOP.

measure, party identification, 47% of Vermont voters identify

with the Republican Party, 40% with the Democratic Party, and

12% call themselves independents who identify with neither

party.

This survey illustrates that Vermont voters are closely

divided in their loyalty to the two major parties and their

candidates and that the Ticket-Splitters or Independent voters

hold the balance of power in most Vermont e ctions.

N This trend toward being a true swing state is confirmed by

the results of major statewide elections in Vermont in the
I-

1970s and 1980s. Both Democrats and Republicans have been

elected Governor and U.S. Senator and many of these contests

have been very close.

And Vermonters judge their elected officials on their own

merits, without much regard to their party affiliation. At

present a Democratic Governor (Madeline Kunin), a Democratic

Senator (Patrick Leahy), a former Republican Governor (Richard

Snelling), and a Republi~n Senator (Robert Stafford) all enjoy

very high favorable ratings from the Vermont electorate. These

four all have net favn~able ratings from Democrats, Republicans,

and Ticket-Splitters. Obviously many voters are willing to
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cross party lines in supporting this bipartisan group of

leaders.

The two most popular public figures in Vermont are Pat

Leahy and Richard Snelling. They are both popular with almost

all demographic categories of voters. If they run against

each other for the United States Senate in 1986, thousands of

Vermont voters will be cross-pressured between two leaders whom

they like. And the election will be decided by a relatively

small number of Ticket-Splitters, most of whom will go into the

voting booth liking both canc~1idates.

The demographic make-up of Vermont will not be examined in

detail in this paper. It is worth noting, however, that the
.4

state has experienced a 20% growth in population since 1970.

y
Most of this growth comes from younger, working people moving

into the state.

These new Vermonters tend to be independent in their poli-

tical views, but with an overall tilt toward the Democratic

Party. This in-migration has helped bring Vermont from a tradi-

tionally Republican state to its swing state status. This new

group also contributes substantially to the overall issue out-

look and political attitude of the state.

The conventional wisdom about Vermont is that its people

have a strong interest in preserving the environment of their

state. Recent governors and other elected officials have given

priority to t~ie environment. Perhaps Vermonters have come to

take their environment for granted, due to state government

protection, but the MOR survey shows that the environment is low
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among the priority issues that the voters want the federal

government to address. This indicates that environmental

issues would be important in a federal campaign in 1986 only

if one of the candidates raised an issue which was perceived

as a threat to the environment.

Another piece of conventional wisdom about Vermont poli-

tical attitudes is emphatically confirmed by MOR--that

Vermonters have a strong interest in nuclear arms control and

world peace. Grassroots peace activism has been at a high

level in Vermont in recent yedrs. This interest in war and

peace issues extends to a large segment of the electorate, with

26% of the voters saying that nuclear arms control should be

the top priority of the federal government and 41% listing arms

control as first or second priority.

Another 24% of the electorate lists foreign affairs gener-

ally as a first or second priority. Taken together these two

T interests, nuclear arms control and foreign affairs, constitute

a much higher priority to Vermont voters than to voters in most

states. it is unusual for such global issues to be as ir~ortant

as economic or pocketbook issues.

Running a very close second to nuclear arms control as the

priority deserving the most attention from the federal government

is the federal budget deficit. 40% of Vermont voters list the

deficit as first or second priority. So, this issue is in a

virtual tie with nuclear arms control as the matter of concern

to the largest number of Vermonters.
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Agriculture, tax reform, unemployment, and the environ-

ment receive significant mention as priorities for the federal.

goverrunent to address, but these issues are not nearly as

salient to the Vermont electorate as arms control and the

deficit.

A state's economy and the trends associated with it are
an important part of the state's political environment. The

Vermont economy has exterienced relatively steady growth over

the past fifteen years. In only two years of the last fifteen

has the number of jobs in Vermont decreased. The economic

growth has been more than enough to assimilate the immigrants

to Vermont into the work force.

Vermont has experienced the same trends up and down as the
national economy during these years, but has not been hit as

hard as the average state during most of the recessions and

downturns. The fact that the Vermont economy is not based on

heavy manufacturing has cushioned it from heavy blows in times

of national recession.

The fact that the Vermont economy has not fluctuated

dramatically in the past leads to the conclusion that national

economic circumstances in 1986 might have some impact on the

Vermont election, but not a decisive impact.

The problems of American agriculture in 198$ are certain

to be extant in 1986 and do affect the Vermont environment.

Dairy farmers are in dire straits. The federal dairy subsidy

program is under severe attack in Washington and is likely to
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bring less, rather than more, relief to the dairy farmers in

1986. This could be a significant political issue in 1986.

An essential ingredient of the political environment in

any state in a general election year is the perception of the

party in power in Washington and the level of approval of that

party's President. Voter reaction in favor of or against an

Administration's policies is always a factor in a midterm

election. The impact of the President's approval is not as

significant as in a presidential election year, if the President

is on the ballot, but his approval is inevitably a factor.

cr' The extent to which the national trends generated by

Presidential and "party in ~ approval affects federal

mid-term elections varies from state to state. Economic circum-

0 stances in a state are usually the leading indicator of a poli-

tical trend for or against the party in the White House.

Recent political history indicates that Vermont is re2.a-

tively unaffected by national political trends. Although the

national tide in a given election must have some effect on

Vermont voters, their independent traits have frequently 2.ed

the state against the tide. For example, Senator Leahy was

reelected in 1980 against, a strong national Republican trend.

Governor snelling and Senator Stafford were reelected in I9~2

against an equally strong national Democratic trend. Governor

Kunin was elected in 1984 against a national Republican tide

and a Reagan landslide of 58% in Vermont.

So, Vermont's Ticket-Splitters do indeed split their tickets

0 and judge each individual race on its merits. Very few of them
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are stampeded by national trends into straight ticket voting.

As of June, 1985, MOR reports that President Reagan has a

job approval of 59%, with 32% disapproval. On the question

about the direction of the country, often considered a measure

of approval of the President and his party, 56% of Vermonters

say the country is generally going in the right direction, 30%

say the country is off on the wrong track.

This is a very impressive level of popularity for Reagan.

It seems likely that most of the 58% of the Vermont electorate

who supported him in 1984 are still in his corner. Among the

Ticket-Splitter group, which decides Vermont elections, Reagan

enjoys a 61% approval rating.

So, on the surface it appears that Reagan's popularity might

provide some benefit to Governor Senlling in a 1986 Senate race.

But, Reagan's popularity must be considered within the context

of the issue priorities of Verm6nt voters. Nuclear arms control

is not an issue strength of the President's. It is also likely

that those voters who rate the federal budget deficit top pri-

ority would give Reagan mixed reviews on his handling of the

deficit. Even more important in determing whether Reagan's

popularity would dictate a trend in a Snelling-Leahy race is the

fact that both Snellina and Leahy enjoy far higher approval

ratings than Reagan among Vermont voters.

Leahy has a 79% job approval rating, with 83% approval

among Ticket-Splitters. Smelling has a 74% job approval rating,

with 69% approval among Ticket-Splitters. Computations based on
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the survey tells us that almost all voters Who like Reagan

already like Snelling. Almost all voters who dislike Reagan

already like Leahy and some of them like Snelling too.

Regardless of whether Reagans popularity in Vermont holds

up until the time of the 1986 election, his perception among the

voters is unlikely to influence many votes in a Snelling-Ledhy

contest. The state is not very subject to national trends, the

swing voters are fiercely independent and truly do split their

ballots, and Snelling and Leahy are the two giants of Vermo:~t poll-

tics. They will be judged on their own merits, based on the

wealth of knowledge Vermont s.~oters have about both men.

But, even if President Reagan's popularity and the trend for

or against his party in 1986 will not be decisive in determining

the outcome of the Vermont U.S. Senate race, it is true that the

0 race will be waged against a backdrop of Reagan policies and
Reagan's handling of priority n~,tional issues. The framework of

a Snelling-Leahy race would include many points of reference

involving Reagan and his policies and the Opposition of Leahy and

the Democrats in the Senate to those policies. The images of the

two candidates are likely to be fashioned using their support or

opposition to Reagan positions as key elements.

So, the fortunes of Ronald Reagan and the Republican Party

nationally anc~ in Vermont will be important to the Senate race in

1986 because both candidates must address the record and proposals

of the Reagan Administration.

Other factors in the Vermont political environment must be

addressed in a detailed camDaicn plan, if Governor Snellinq runs

for the Senate. These highlights Dresent the factors most
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important for consideration in making that decision. To

reiterate the most important point, snelling and Leahy are the

two giants of Vei... ant politics and both are capable of winning

in this state's 1986 political environment.

Profile of the Candidates

Se na±9y~riL~~

Pat Leahy enters this election with one of the strongest

political images of any incumbent United States Senator. 75%

of Vermont voters can name Leahy as one of their Senators on an

unaided question. The voters, give Leahy a personal rating of

79% Favorable, 10% Unfavorable. In rating the job he has done

as a Senator, 43% strongly approve, 36% somewhat approve, and
'C

only 11% disapprove.

Vermont voters know a lot about Leahy and they like most

of what they see. When asked, open-ended, what they like about

Leahy, these characteristics receive the most mention:

Keeps in touch/Communications/Listens 9%

Honesty/Integrity 9%

Doing a Good Job 8%

Straightforward/Outspoken 7%

For the People 6%

Works for Vermont 4%

Only 36% of the voters did not volunteer a positive comment about

Leahy.

Leahy also has very few negative perceptions in his image.

80% of the voters volunteered nothing when asked what they don't
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like about Leahy. Among those who did have negative Comments,

they were essentially that he was too liberal (4%), or were

disagreements with him on spccific issues (4%). There is no

negative element in Leahys image which is widely perceived.

Leahys popularity and job approval is spread across all

political and demoqraphic groups categorized in the Survey. He

is slightly less popular with Republicans than with Democrats

and slightly more popular with women than with men, but he is

highly popular with every group in the electorate. There is

little difference in other demographic categories.

Leahy is given high marks for the way he handles his job as

a Senator. 70% say that he has represented Vermont well, as

opposed to being interested in national leadership. 66% say that

he puts the interests of the people of Vermont above his own

political future.

Leahy has worked hard to cultivate his image of expertise on

foreign policy and national defense issues, using his position

-~ as Vice Chairman of the Senate Committee on Intelligence as a

forum. He has successfully associated himself with these issues

in the voters' minds.

When the voters were asked whortliey preferred to hay&

making decisions, Leahy or Snelling, on U.S. Relations

Soviet Union, nuclear arms control, and national defense spending

priorities, Leahy garnered impressive margins of preference on

He did not fare nearly as well against Sne i

on domestic or economic issues.
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There is one area of significant misperception by the

voters in Leahy's image, an area that could pose great poli-

tical danger to him. When asked to place Leahy on an ideo-

logical scale, liberal, moderate, or conservative, the voters

placed Leahy right in the middle of the road. He tends to be

perceived in the same ideological light as voters view them-

selves, but the net answers to this question put him in the

moderate category.

That characterization is the result of masterful public

relations on Leahys part. The fact is that he has one of the

most liberal voting records in the U.S. Senate over the past

eleven years, receiving very high ratings from liberal and

labor organizations and very low ratings from conservative and
'C

business groups. While Vermonters perceive him as accurately

o reflecting their views in Washington, in fact he does not. The

specific method of capitalizing gn this vulnerability will be

discussed below.
~1~

Governor Richard Snelling

The second strongest political profile of any Vermont public

figure belongs to former Governor Richard Snelling. Snelling

is almost as popular as Senator Leahy and joins him in the elite

category of Vermont politica2 giants.

Although out of office for almost six months when the

survey was taken, Governor Snelling maintains the highest hard

name identification of any official tested. His personal rating

is 73% Favorable, 18% Unfavorable. 46% of the voters strongly

S approve the job he did as Governor, 28% somewhat approve, and
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only 17% disapprove. These are remarkable numbers for any

Governor leaving office after eight years and reflect his

muccesa in winning four elections to the governorship.

Vermont voters know as much about Snelling as they do

about Leahy and, again, most of the comments are positive.

When asked what they like most about snelling, these charac-

teristics receive the most mention:

Businesslike Approach 9%

Good Governor/Good Leader 9%

Honesty! Integrity 7%

Good Job 5%

Straightforward/Outspoken 4%

Intelligent 3%

9 Association with Balanced Budget 4%

44% of the voters had no positive comments about Snelling.
r

Many comments describing Snellirt~ as decisive showed up in the
C'

survey. This quality is attributc d to Snelling in a comparison

question with Leahy also.

Governor Snelling attracts a few more negative comments

than Leahy when voters are asked what they don't like about

him. However, 69% of the voters volunteer no negative comment

on Snelling. The only significant negative comment offered

about Snelling relates to the perception of his arrogance,

sometimes described by voters as a superior attitude or being

obnoxious. 6% of the total electorate volunteered this negative.

Though not a fatal negative in the Snelling image, this percep-

tion needs some amelioration in order to avoid political damage

in a Senate race.
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No other Snelling negative was mentioned by more than

2% of the voters, with Big Business and Big Spender the next

most frequent mentions. That level of mention indicates no

particular political problem.

Snelling's popularity is consistent among all demographic

groups of voters. He is slightly more popular with Republicans

and slightly less popular among Democrats, but there are few

differences among other demographic breaks. For example, he

appears equally popular among the age groups broken down in the

survey and equally popular among men and women.

As with Leahy, the voters say, by a strong majority, that

C,. Snelling puts the interests of the people of Vermont ahead of

his own political interests.

While the voters strongly approve of the job that Snelling

did as Governor as a general proposition, the survey shows

that most voters are not aware o his specific accomplishments

in holding down taxes and spending and reducing the state debt.

When acquainted with the facts and figures on these matters, the

voters' approval of Snelling's stewardship should solidify and

maybe even increase.

It is clear from the poll that issues of government spending,

management, and economic issues are Snelling's strength with

Vermont voters. Even though they like the job Leahy is doing in

Washington, the voters would trust Snelling more to handle

federal tax and spending problems and domestic and social

spending priorities.

* Another significant finding in the Snelling image is that
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voters would trust Snelling more than Leahy to take care of

S the individual problems of Vermont's citizens. This brings

out a feeling that Snelling is sensitive to individual people

arid their problems, even while he was running a tight, business-

like ship at the state government. This finding will be useful

in ameliorating the "arrogance" problem in Snelling's image.

It was noted above that voters have a misperception of

Senator Leahy's ideological stands. The voters have a basically

correct impression of Governor Snelling's ideolog~cal position

and it is very close to the position in which voters perceive

themselves. 10% of voters see themselves as very conservative,

42% somewhat conservative, for a total of 52% placing themselves

right of center. Snelling is seen by 10% as very conservative

and by 55% as somewhat conservative, for a total of 65% placing

him right of center.

Although specific federal is~sues will be addressed in the

campaign and these perceptions could change, it is clear that

Snelling is unlikely to lose any support he currently enjoys

because of a shift in the perception of his ideological position.

On the other hand, an effective campaign effort to illustrate

Leahy's true record and place him well left of center on the

ideological spectrum should produce votes for Snelling. The

ideological analysis reveals little downside for Snelling and

significant potential downside for Leahy.

A general analysis of the survey suggests that Governor

Snelling has a more polarized position among Vermont voters

than does Leahy. Eight years in the high-profile forum of the
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governorship has given Snelling and his strong personality

tremendous exposure to Vermonters. Both those who like him

and those who don't like him are firm in their opinions. It

will be harder to change their minds about Snelling than it

would be about other politicians. Opinions about Leahy are

softer and less polarized and, thus, more changeable. This

again provides potential downside for Leahy when more infor-

mation about him is provided, a downside to which Snelling is

much less exposed.

The 1986 Election

N If Governor Snelling decides to run for the Senate in 1986

Vermonters will be treated to a titanic struggle between the

state's two political giants. Two highly popular politicians

running in a swing state with a recent history of close elec-
0

tions. As might be expected, the MOR poll shows the ballot test
N

statistically too close to call--Leahy 49, Snelling 47.

Very few voters are undecided and very few lack fixed

opinions of both candidates. Although some minds will be changed

in the campaign, if it happens, a relatively small number of

voters will move in their choice during the course of the

campaign.

This is guaranteed to be a close election, barring a dis-

astrous scandal or gaffe being inflicted on one of the candidates.

The election will be close enough that no analyst could confi-

dently predict the outcome in 1985. Leahy must be favored due to

S
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0
the fact of his incumbency and the strength of his numbers.

0 But, Snelling will give him a close race, even with a mediocre

campaign. Snelling has an excellent chance to beat him with

a highly creative, well-executed campaign.

If Governor Snelling runs, his approach to this campaign

will be unusual, controversial, and very challenging to the

voters. If presented properly, the Snelling approach will

constitute the creative, innovative candidacy needed to beat

Leahy.

Richard Snelling has strong convictions about the state

of the nation and a clear vision of the kind of leadership

needed to solve the nation's problems. He believes that long

term planning and international strategies are necessary if

Amorica is to maintain its oosition of strength in the world

0 and its prosperity at home. He feels that the voters are not

being told the depth and seriou~'ness of our national problems

and that they need to be told. He proposes to raise problems

and BUggest solutions which will not always be politically bene-

ficial to the messenger.

Above all else, Snelling insists that he, if he runs, be

himself in the campaign and in the Senate. That he speak ou.t

on issues and provide leadership on problems without regard to

the political consequences. He proposes to use his strona

personality to dramatize long-term American problems and gene-

rate leadership to get the problems solved. He is unwilling to

run the convertional political campaign where he discusses only

0
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S
those issues which are popular with the voters and takes only0 those positions which will win him votes.

The dangers of such an approach in a political campaign
are obvious. But, Snellina has the popularity and credibility

with Vermont voters to challenge their imagination. He will

propose that they send a different kind of Senator to
Washington, different than all the other Senators there. His
approach will provide a clear contrast with Leahy and offer

Vermonters a unique opportunity to provide leadership to the

nation.

The Snelling approach wil~l require careful planning in
terms of selection and emphasis of messages. He can speak out

on the things he wants to talk about and still win the election,

if he is careful in his rhetoric and emphasizes issues that

are salient to the voters.
For example, Governor Snelli~g feels very strongly that

the financial circumstances of the federal government and the
* S. size of the federal deficit are a huge threat to the future of

the nation, both internationally and politically. He wants to
educate the voters to this threat and propose a specific program

to solve the deficit crisis.

The survey indicates that this is a highly salient issue.

It also indicates that Snelling has great credibility on this
type of issue with Vermont voters. This theme is tailor-made to
be the centerpiece of the Snelling candidacy. The only thing

needed to make this theme politically successful is fashioningp the message in such a way as not to scare voters away from the
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Snelling solution.

Another example of a strong Snelling view is that
America still faces a long-term energy crisi~; and must deve-
lope a safe nuclear power industry to meet the crisis. This
position is fraught with political peril, if not properly

presented. Even if the ihetoric is properly developed,
building up the nuclear power industry in America should never
be a major theme of the Snelling campaign, if he is to win.
The campaign will require the discipline to emphasize the
message on the deficit and stay away from the message on nuclear
power. Give the answer if asked, but don't cram it down the

voters' throats.

There are other examples of controversial positions and
issues which Governor Snelling wants to talk about, but he knows

0
them. The purpose of this plan is to identify what will workpolitically, within the context-of the way he wants to appLoach

the race.

The good news on that score is that the people of Vermont
prefer a Senator who speaks his mind and votes his conscience
to a Senator who always reflects his constituents' views, reqare-.
less of his own opinion. By a margin of 59% to 38%, the voters
prefer "Someone with strong Opinions on issues who will vote
his own mind even if he sometimes disagrees with his constitu-

ents on an issue".

Snelling's political profile puts him in a very strong
Position to fit this role of a Senator in the voters' minds.
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Leahy can try to fit the same role, but probably cannot win

S the race if Snelling effectively projects the image he intends

to bring to the campaign.

Leahy could claim that he too fits the role by using the

model to explain away his liberal votes, which are often out

of step with Vermont voters. Therefore, Snelling must not only

fit the role model, but must offer the voters an opportunity

for leadership on issues they care about, which Leahy cannot

offer.

If the role is reduced in the voters' minds to one of

leadership for the country, not just Vermont, Snelling has a

clear advantage. When asked which man fits the description

N "Leader", voters choose Snelling over Leahy, 46% to 31%. The

Ticket-Splitters, who will decid~e the race, choose Snelling on
0 this measure, 43% to 33%.

So, Srielling can take the unconventional approach he

proposes to take in this race and still win. But, the key to
T

victory is defining the voters' image of what they want in a

Senator to Snelling's advantage and raising the priority of

Snelling's issues (budget, taxing, spending, economics) higher

than the priority of Leahy's issues (arms control, foreign

affairs, national defense).

Theme and Message of the Snelling Campaign

The Snelling approach, described above, will set the tone

of the Snelling candidacy as no-nonsense, outspoken, and

courageous. Within this context, there are seven specific
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messages which the Snelling cmapaign must 4rive home to the

voters of Vermont:

(1) Vermont should send a Senator to Washington who will

shake up the system and get things done on important

national issues. He should be an activist for what he

thinks is right, regardless of political consequences.

(2) Richard Snelling is a tough, independent, decisive

leader. He will not join the Club or follow the pack

in the U.S. Senate, but will speak out and lead on behalf

of sound solutions to major national problems.

(3) Snelling is effective and compiled a remarkable record in

managing state government. He knows how to control taxes,

spending, government debt, and budgets.

(4) The federal budget deficit is the biggest problem facing

the U.S. and threatens the future of the whole nation.
r

Snelling knows how to help solve the deficit problem and

is tough enough to make a difference in getting it done.

(5) Pat Leahy is a sincere, honest, hard-working guy, but is

part of the problem in Washington. He has helped build

the deficit, instead of helping to solve the problem.

(6) Pat Leahy does not show leadership in Washington, but goes

along with the Club and votes for the popular thing, i.e.,

a lot of domestic and social spending.

(7) Pat Leahy has gotten too close to Big Labor. He votes

with them, instead of with the people of Vermont, too many

times.
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The Snelling campaign must address many issueS and will

present subsidiary themes, but these must be the principal

messages. Anything else the campaign does must be consistent

with these messages and reinforce them.

It is possible to project what the theme and messages of the

Leahy campaign will be. With some variation, he will present

eight messages:

(1) Pat Leahy works hard for the people of Vermont and faith-

fully represents their views in Washington.

(2) Pat Leahy, like Vermonters, has compassion for the disad-

vantaged in our society and votes to help them (Snelling

wouldn't).

N (3) Nuclear arms control is the most important issue facing the

U.S. and the world.

(4) Leahy is a national leader in working for arms control and
r

in leading the Intelligence eammittee to keep the U.S. out

of a war in Central America.

(5) Leahy fights the deficit by keeping a sharp eye on the

excesses of the Pentagon.

(6) Richard Snelling would give the Pentagon a blank check,

support a war in Central America, and doesn't care about

arms control.

(7) Richard Snelling would cut Social Security and Medicare and

increase your taxes just to balance the budget on the backs

of the disadvantaged and average Americans.

(8) Snelling would be ineffective in Washington because hL is

b a one-man band and can't work with people.
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0
If both sets of messages are equally and effectively

0 presented, the race could end up in a dead heat, just as it

started.

But, the Snelling message is more distinctive. It

presents a unique challenge to Vermont. And Snelling has the

force of personality and drive to pull it 0ff* He has the

credibility to back up the challenge. The Leahy message just

challenges them to send back another run-of-the-mill Senator.

And if Snelling runs a creative, efficient, effective

campaign, he will succeed in getting his message across better

than his opponent. A near perfect campaign is what it will
4.

take, but Snelling has the ability to assemble the talent,

N raise the money, and discipline his team to put forth that

kind of effort.

o The purpose of the messages will be explained below in the

strategy section. -

-r

9,

S
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Ticket-Splitters

Total 100

23.5

52.3%

Two ballot questions from the MOR poll were used in reaching

these vote goals. The ballot text early in the questionniare

produced the Leahy 49%, Snelling 47% result, a dead heat. A

ballot test was asked late in the questionnaire and, resulted in

Leahy 53%, Snelling 42%.

Many theories have been presented as to why this shift to

Leahy took place on the second ballot. The best explanation

-22-

Strategy

Richard Snelling will defeat Patrick Leahy and win

election to the U.S. Senate by obtaining the votes of 85% of

behavioral Republicans, 20% of behavioral DvrnocratS, and 50%

~of Ticket-Splitters.

MOR asked Vermont voters to classify themselves on vote

behavior and found that the electorate was composed of 26%

Republicans, 24% Democrats, and 45% Ticket-Splitters. 5% would

not classify themselves. By factoring this 5% into the total

in the same proporticn as the 95% who were identified, the

estimated composition of the electorate is 28% Republican, 25%

Democrat, and 47% Ticket-Splitters. The chart below illustrates

how this strategy produces victory for Snelling.

% of total Snelling % of
Category electorate Snelling % total electorate

Republicans 28 85 23.8

Democrats 25 20 5.0

C-.

N

.0@

Cl.
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is that the questionnaire intrAuced many substantive issues

and personality characteristics into the interview between

the two ballot questions and that the net emphasis of this

material was to highlight issues and characteristiCs more

favorable to Leahy. This shift reflects the predictable

result of a campaign which only raises the issues and charac-

teristics tested in the poll in a totally neutral manner.

A premise of this plan is that to win Snelling must shift

the issue focus to his strengths and must present the voters

with a fresh, exciting model of what a Senator from Vermont

should be. The poll did not reflect the specific messages of

the Snelling campaign, nor did it reflect superior execution

N of the Snelling plan.

* The second ballot is useful in developing the specific

strategy statement because it should represent the base Snelling

support in each voter category. It helps define how much

Snelling must capture in each category that he does not have

now.

Srielling receives 86% of the Republican vote on the first

ballot and 78% on the second ballot. He is very popular among

Republicans and has only a 5% Unfavorable rating among behavioral.

Republicans. However, the campaign will polarize the candidates

somewhat on an ideological basis. It will establish the deficit

and related issues as Snellirig's issues and arms control and

related issues as Leahy's issues.

23% of Republicans are self-described liberals. 16% of
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Republicans list arms control as the issue deserving the

0
greatest attention from the federal government. Snelling's
campaign will likely alienate some portion of these Republicans,

but he should be able to hold 85% of the total with selected

tactics aimed at consolidating the Republican vote.

on the first ballot and 12% o

polarization on ideology and issues that will cost Snelling a

few Republican votes will cost Leahy a few Democratic votes.

28% of Democrats call themselves conservatives. 14% of them list

the budget deficit as the number one priority for the federal

government and 32% list it as either first or second priority.

N Democratic households who are closer to Snelling than Leahy
on these matters will be identified and worked through the mail.

a
In addition, there are culturally conservative, French Catholic
Democratic households which can be'~iorked with a goal of attracting

a few of them to Snelling.

These Republican and Democratic goals for Snelling are

relatively easy to achieve. The big battleground of th±s race~~

and the major challenge to the Snelling campaian--wj.ll be the

Ticket-Splitters. This strategy, and any strategy designed to put

Snelling safely over 50% of the vote, requires that Snelling

~.geceive 50% of Vermont's Ticket-S~Jitters. In the MOP poll,

Snelling receives 39% of the Ticket-Splitters on the first ballot

and 37% on the second ballot. Leahy gets 55% and 56% respectively

of the Ticket-Splitter vote.
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Despite this confortable lead for Leahy among Ticket-

Splitters, many key elements in their political profile favor

Snelling over Leahy by a slight margin. As noted above, both

Snelling and Leahy are very popular among Ticket-Splitters.

However, Ticket-Splitters identify more with the Republican

Party than the Democratic Party by a margin of 46% to 36%, with

17% saying they are true Independents who identify with neither

party~~~

Ticket-Splitters identify themselves as conservative versus

liberal by a significant margin of 55% to 35%. Association with

President Reagan presents no significant danger in this group,

since he enjoys a 61% approval rating among Ticket-Splitters.

N The survey provides clear evidence that the reason for

Leahy's lead over Snelling on the ballot among this Republican-

leaning and conservative-leaning group is misperceptions about

Leahy and his record. Also, their issue positions do not fit

Snelling's profile as well as Leahy's, as of June, 1985. But, a

good campaign which drives home the Snelling message to this

group gives him a chance to reach his goal of obtaining 50% of

their votes.

Ticket-Splitters perce

than liberal, b a

When the choice between Snelling and Leahy is presented in

a manner more consistent with the Snelling theme, Snelling wins

by a slight margin. When asked if they agree more with Snelling,

a conservative on most issues, or with Leahy, a liberal on most

issues, Ticket-Splitters agree with Srxelling by a 43% to 40%
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margin. When asked if they agree more with Snelling, who is

0 supported by the business community, or Leahy, who is supported

by labor unions, they choose Snelling by a margin of 43% to 37%.

Ticket-Splitters give Leahy and his positions a big edge

over Snelling on nuclear arms control, relations with the Soviet

Union, and defense spen ing. They strongly agree with Leahy on

Central America. Snelling does not enjoy a lead over Leahy on

..spending, taxing, and budget issues, as he does with the total

electorate.

However, Ticket-Splitters currently give the federal budget

deficit almost as high a priority for federal attention as

nuclear arms control (arms 41%, deficit 38%). Although Snelling

would clearly lose this group of voters if the campaign were
N

fought out on arms, defense, and foreign affairs, he can carry

.0 this group if more salience is given to the deficit and spending

r and taxing issues.

On the personal characteristics tested, Snelling loses to

Leahy among Ticket-Splitters on most of them. However, he leads

Leahy 43% to 33% on being a Leader, 43% to 30% on being Decisive,

and 40% to 37% on being Independent. On the profile of a Senator

(someone who will vote his strong opinions even if he sometimes

disagrees with his constituents, versus someone who will always

reflect his constituents' views) the first profile the Snelling

profile) wins 57% to 39%.

So, Ticket-Splitters will buy the argument that Snelling

is a tough, independent, decisive leader much more so than Leahy.

That is the kind of Senator they want. They just need to be

convinced that Snelling can fill the bill and Leahy can't through
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a campaign which dramatizes the contrast.

As the key, swing group in the election Ticket-Splitters

must be the target of the bulk of the campaign's tactical

initiatives. Because of the size of this group (47% of the

electorate) and their distribution in geographical and demo-

graphic terms, most of the tactics must be aimed for general

consumption of the state.

Ticket-Splitters basically reflect the total electorate

in almost all the classifications made by MOR. They are geogra-

phically distributed throughout Vermont in the same proportion

as the total electorate, with slightly more Ticket-Splitters in

the Northeast and Northwest political regions.

N They fit into the age categories used in almost the same

proportions as the total electorate. There are a few more
C) Ticket-Splitters in the 40-49 age group and a few less in the

50+ age group.

The Ticket-Splitters are distributed through the socio-

economic categories in almost the same proportions as the elec-

torate, with the exception that the low end cateaory has a few

extra Ticket-Splitters. The distribution among ethnic groups

basically reflects the electorate.

The Ticket-Splitter group contains a few more Catholics

and a few more females than the percentages found in the total

electorate.

So, reaching the Ticket-Splitters with the Snelling message

will require a campaign aimed at all voters. The theme described

above for the total electorate is a theme designed for Ticket-

Splitters. :t must be conveyed through a heavy broadcast
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advertising campaign.

S In targeting the campaign's message another group of

voters presents snelling with a ripe opportunity to gain votes

over Leahy. This group, those voters over the age of 50, is

easily targetable with most o the campaign tactics to be pro-

posed.

This group of older voters is closer to the Snelling

profile on most measures than any other age group, but presently

gives Snelling fewer votes than their profile indicates he should

receive. 37% of Vermont voters fall in the 50 years plus age

category. If Snelling can increase his support among this group

by only 10 or 15%, that might well be enough to win the race.

The 50+ age group is the most Republican age group in the
N

electorate. 52% of this group identify with the Republican Party,

35% with the Democratic Party, and 12% are true Independents. On

the vote behavior measure, 34% of Ahe 50+ group are behavioral

Republicans, 18% behavioral Democrats, and 42% Ticket-Splitters--

another clear edge for a Republican candidate.

Despite these Republican tendencies, the first ballot has

Snelling 47%, Leahy 48% among this group. The second ballot gives

Leahy a 49% to 42% lead over Snelling.

As is the case with the Ticket-Splitter group, this ballot

strength for Leahy appears to be based on misperceptions about

Leahy and his record. Leahy has apparently worked this consti-

tuency very hard and is very popular among them, 80% Favorable,

13% Unfavorable. Snelling is also popular, 73% Favorable, 17%

Unfavorable. 39% of this group perceive Leahv as conservative,

only 43% consider h~m a liberal.
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But, this grouo is closer to snelling on philosophy,

issues, and profile than any other group in the electorate. 60%

of the 50+ group consider themselves conservative, only 30%

consider themselves liberals. 60% approve President Reagan's job

performance, only 29% disapprove. 46% of this group give priority

to the federal budget deficit, only 30% give priority to arms

control. The Snelling theme about the importance of the deficit

will work better here than with any other group.

61% of this group prefers a Senator who has strong opinions

and will vote his convictions. 34% prefer a Senator who always

'1 reflects his constituents' views. And Snelling achieves big mar-

gins over Leahy among this group on the questions of who is best

described as a Leader, Decisive, and Independent.

When the choice is described as Snelling, a conservative,

versus Leahy, a liberal, Snellino wins 45% to 36%. These contrasts

must be driven home to this group with an effective campaign, but

it is clear that the Snelling message can produce votes in this

age group.

Snelling's weakness on the ballot with the 50+ group at tho
ry

present time is due to misperception about Leahy and his ability

on specific issues, as well as his general philosophy. This

group prefers Snelling on handling domestic and. social spending

priorities by a small marq:n. Snelling and Leahy are rated very

close on taxing and spending issues, but Leahy wins big on every

other issue cluster tested. 4t present 69% of this group disagree

with the assertion that Leahy is a "big spender". The campaign

* can cure that misperception.
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When Leahy is properly placed on the ideological scale in

the voters' perception and when Snelling drives home his message

that a strong, decisive leader who tells it like it is must be

sent to the Senate to help solve the budget deficit, the 50+

group will yield votes for Snelling.

The Snelling campaign will pursue a goal of obtaining the

votes of at least 55% of the 50+ age group. This goal is achiev-

able due to the dynamics described above. However, there is one

important element in the Snelling message to this group that must

be present to win their votes. This age group will obviously have

a strong interest in Social Secruity and maintenance of its bene-

fits. When Snelling talks about his plan to eliminate the budget

N deficit, he must reassure this group that he will not cut Social

Security benefits. There are several innovative ways to do this,

i.e., taking Social Security off budget now, instead of waiting
h

until 1992. Whatever plan Governor Snelling can accept which will

provide reassurance on Social Security is an essential part o~

his message to this group.

From a demographic standpoint, this 50+ group has a larger

precentage of its members in the low end socioeconomic category

than another other age group. ~~reinforcesthe notion that

Social Security and the government safety net are critically

important in any appeal to this group.

The 50+ group contains fewer Catholics than the electorate at

large and contains a few more females than the total electorate.

Geographically the group is distributed throughout the state.

However, there tend to be fewer 5Q+ voters in Chittenden County
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than statewide and more 50+ voters than the statewide average
~n the Northeast and Northwest political regions.

Because of its size and distribution, this group must be
addressed through broadcast advertisinq. The ~~me messages
designed for the Ticket-Splitters are the right messages to win

votes in this group.

One final note on strategy: this plan assumes that Snelling
will have no primary apposition, or that if he does, it will be
minor cpposition. The plan aims all the Campaign's actions at
the general election. If significant primary opposition developed,
the entire race would have to be reexamined. it would be very
difficult to beat Leahy if any resources at all had to be diverted

to a primary campaign.

0

p..
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Tactics

This is a preliminary sketch of a tactical plan. It is

based on limited research of Vermont's political resources and

very limited local political knowledge. If Governor Sflella.ng

runs, a more detailed plan must be developed based on solid

information.

It is understood in developing this tactical plan that it

must include two limitinq facto~rs insisted upon by Governor

Snelling. (1) Governor ~nelling wants to speak out candid2.y

on the issue and talk about issues he cares about, whether or

not these issues or his positions on them are popular with the

voters. (2) Governor Snelling will not attack Senator Leahy in

N the campaign.

These two rules of the Snelling campaign do not significantly

o r~ strain the construction of a winning tactical plan. The rules

are workable because Governor SneJling agrees that some political

consideration can enter into his decisions on what issues to

emphasize and what rhetoric to use in presenting positions which

might be controversial with the voters.

He also agrees that campaign presentations contrasting h~s

record with Leahy's record and his positions with Leahy's posi-

tions on substantive issues are appropriate at the right time. It

is understood that these comparisons would be presented in

advertising or through surrogate speakers and that Snellincj will

keep his public presentations positive. He does understand, that

he must participate in a limited number of debates with Leahy and

that these debates will provide forums for the comparisons which

must be driven home to the vote~s.
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0
The profile of a Senator which Snelling will present has

S been discussed above. His current image with the voters fits

the profile of an independent leader who will go to Washington

to shake up the system. Speaking out on controversial issues and

"telling it like it is" in the campaign will enhance that image

and enhance the contrast with Leahy in style of leadership.

Speaking out candidly will only cost Snelling the election

if he takes positions which are anathema to the voters and

unacceptable to them in their Senators. He can even take unpopular

positions if he presents them in a creative way that challenges

the imagination of voters, rather than scaring them. Many Senators
0

who sit in Washington got elected despite taking positions on some

issues which were not the majority view of the voters.
N

It is necessary that the major substantive theme of the

o Snelling campaign relate to a matter of salience and priority to

the voters. In other words, he can't win if he never talks about

things the voters care about. But, the federal budget deficit
-r

and solutions to the problem are a major emphasis of Governor

Snelling and a major priority to the voters. Making the deficit

the principal substantive theme adheres to Snelling Rule #2~ and

to the rules governing the construction of a winning campaign.

On the question of negative campaigning, it would not be

appropriate to frontally attack Leahy, even if Governor Snelling

wanted to attack him. Leahy has too much popularity and credi-

bility with the voters to hit hard. That would backfIre. The

negative messages on Leahy must come late in the campaign, after

the Snellina positive messages are driven home. The bad news on

Leahy must be presented to the voters in a very soft, objective
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manner and amidst praise for some of his personal characteris-

tics. At the end of the campaign the voters will still like

Leahy. They will simply prefer a different kind of Senator

for the next six years. And although they like Leahy, they

will be disappointed to learn about some of his votes, his drift

toward liberalism, and his coziness with Big Labor.

Another limiting factor in presenting bad news on Leahy is

the fact that the Snelling cctmpaign will not in any way criticize

Senator Robert Stafford. Senator Stafford has voted with Leahy

a majority of the time. The Snelling campaign will criticize no

specific Leahy vote on which Stafford voted with Leahy. The
N

message on Leahy will focus on the pattern of his votes and the

N cumulative effect of the spending he has voted for on the deficit.

This can be done within the context that Stafford supports

.0 Snelling and does a fine job for Vermont. Stafford too thinks

the Senate could use a tough lead~.r who pulls no punches. That

just isn't his own style.

The Snelling campaign can succeed with these limitations on

attacking Leahy because Leahy's image does not have to be moved

dramatically in the voters' minds. The contest bec~ins as a dead

heat, despite the voters~ misperceptions about Leahy. A close

race is guaranteed. A game of margins, in which only a snaIl

number of voters need to be moved from the Leahy to the Snellinr~

column. The surgery on Leahy's image can be done delicately and

tastefully. A blunder buss miqht be needed to move the race 15

or 20 points, but we only need to move it 4 or 5 points.

The strategic imperatives of the canoalan are OUtilnOd above

and the voters who are available to Governor Snelling are identified..
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The messages of both campaigns are defined. Tactical delivery

of the Snel2.ing messages in a superior manner will require the

most comprehensive, professional--and expensive--campaign ever

run in Vermont.

Public information indicates that Leahy will run the most

professional, best-funded campaign that any candidate has run

before in Vermont. Snellings must be better.

Leahy is currently amassing the funds necessary to run a

thorough campaign, taking advantage of all tactical media

available to him. The most Leahy has ever spent on a campaion

was $434,000 in 1980. As of June 30, 1985, he already has on

hand $241,000. Leahy's people are telling the news media that
N

they expect to spend over $1 million in the campaign.

4 Obviously Leahy will undertake a large volume of television

and radio advertising, as do all modern Senate campaigns. He and

the Democratic Party already have underway, however, the most

comprehensive voter contact effort in the history of Vermont and

* maybe of any other state.

Matt Reese and Associates, the premier voter contact and

organizational experts in the Democratic Party, are coordinatinq

a telephone survey of every voter household in Vermont for which

they can get a telephone number. The survey asks voters their

party identification, their opinion of Leahy and Snellina, their

preference on a hypothetical contest between those two and about

six issues positions. Apparently the script of the call also

includes advr~cacy informaticm on Leahy. Reese uses paid pro-

S fessional interviewers.
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When this survey is completed Leahy will have the capability

to contact a large number of Vermont voters by direct mail and

telephone and seek their support by appealing to them on targeted

issues on which he knows their positions. The information pro-

vided by this survey is a powerful tactical tool.

~~~blican Voter Contact~erations

The Republican Party has the technological expertise and

probably has the funding available to undertake a similar survey

of all Vermont voter households which can be reached. Conducting

such a survey is an essentialelement of the Snelling campaign

plan.

There is currenC.y no accurate, up-to-date voter list avail-
N

able to the Republican Party in Vermont. Development of that

V list is underway, with assistance from the RNC and NRSC. These
0

two national committees should cooperate with the Vermont

Republican Party to design and finance the kind of telephone

voter canvass described above. If Governor Snelling runs for

the Senate, the party committees are very likely to undertake this

project. The expense of the project, something in the rar~ce of

$150,000, cannot and should not be absorbed by the Snelling cam-

paign. This canvass should be conducted durinq the second three

months of 1986, so the Snellino campaign will have access to the

information by July. *

*Leahy is running his canvass now so he can use franked Senate

mail to these households during 1985 and 1986. Snelling can't
do that, so the GOP canvass should wait.

S
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As a follow-up to the comprehensive voter canvass, the

party organizations should conduct a telephone canvass during

the last four weeks of the election. This canvass is designed

to identify where voters stand on the Senate race (the

Governor's race can be included too) and to turn Snelling voters

out to the polls on Election Day. Some of the cost of both

these operations will be allocable to the Snelling campaign as

a party contribution, but Snelling can receive the benefit of

both operations for an allocation of a fraction of the total

cost of the projects.

Direct Mail

The Snelling campaign will make heavy use of direct mail for
N

voter appeal purposes. The information provided by the

Republican voter canvass will allow Snelling about 100,000 voter

households (this assumes that half the state's 200,000 voter

F_ households can be contacted in the canvass) based on their issue

priorities and positions and their candidate preference. These

100,000 households will receive three mailings each, one in

September and two in October. ~

An additional series of mailings targeted to ~eoqraohy and

demographics will be undertaken by the Snelling carnpai~n. This

series of mailings will include about 200,000 pieces. It will

include, for example, two mailings to voter households with voters

over 50 years of age. This series of mailings will be done in

September and October. The direct mail plan will be refined based

on survey information available at the time.
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Direct Mail is an important medium in a campaign for

several reasons. Most voters read their mail, so the message

is delivered in a more efficient manner than with broadcast

advertising. A direct mail letter can provide a more detailed,

complex message than a comiTlercial (Snelling wants to deliver

such messages). The message can be targeted specifically to the

recipient.

Direct mail is an excellent medium for negative messages

or comparisons of the candidates. Bad news can be delivered in

the mail with less shock effect than on television. And documen-

tation of records is easily provided for the voter to study as

long as he wants. High quality, creatively written direct mail

can personalize and drive home the Snelling message. It will have

more impact than franked Senate mail.

)

Broadcast Advertising

The most influential medium in modern political campaigns is
F.

television advertising, complemented by radio advertising. In

most races broadcast advertising is even more important. than free

media information provided about the candidates through news

coverage. It must be assumed that Leahy will do heavy radio and

television advertising. Snelling will do the same, but with a

more interesting and compellina story to tell. TV will be the

key medium for delivery of the Snelling message.

A television advertising campaign is simple and cheap to

conduct in Vermont. The Burlington ADI covers almost 85% of the

state. So, 85% of the voters can be reached by placing spots on
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thiB one market. The cost of advertising on the markets

0 covering the remaining 15% of the state by TV is prohibitively

high for the number of Vermont voters the commercial reaches.

While advertising heavily on television in the Burlington

ADI, the Snelling campaign will run heavy radio advertising in

the Burlington market, but will run very heavy radio on stations

covering the 15% of Vermont outside the Burlington AIM. Concen-

trated radio and direct mail to. this 15% of the voters will make

up for the absence of TV commercials on the stations watched by

these voters (unless he has money to waste Leahy is unlikely to

run advertising on TV in these fringe markets).

The Snelling campaign will run three major waves of TV

N advertising. The first wave will run in March and April and will

consist of 1000 Gross Rating Points of 60-second commercials.

0 One of these commercials will set out, in documentary style, the

Snelling record as Governor. Taxes decreased by $400 million,

total debt down by $200 million, reduction in number of state

employees, holding the line on spending, and improving services.

This spot must somehow preempt the issue of the deficit in the

last snelling state budget, so it must be very carefully crafted.

The second 60-second commercial in the first wave will

feature Governor Snelling talking about the way he sees the role

of a Senator. Someone is needed to go down and shake up the

Club, etc. lie will tell the people like it is, even if the news

is bad, etc. This spot can refer to tough issues he will address

like the def.~:it, arms control, the energy crisis, but will not

address issues in detail. :t is possible that two spots on this
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same subject, the role of a Senator, will be produced and

rotated during the first wave. The GRP level is high enough

to support three spots during this wave.

The second Snelling advertising wave will consist of four

or five 30-second commercials to be run for a total of 2000 GRP

over the sw~mer, mostly in June and July. Not all the commercials

will be rotated at once, so this will probably evolve into two

suimner waves. The most important spot of this wave will feature

Governor Senlling talking about the danger presented by the

federal budget deficit and how eliminating it is his top priority.

A second spot will feature Snelling talking about his

specific solution to solving the budget deficit. A 30-second

N version of the "Role of a Senator" spot from the first wave should

be included in this wave, if it is adaptable. Two other spots

O for this wave will be designed to neutralize the "arrogance"

N

element in Snelling's image and i.nject compassion into his image.

These should show SnellincT in shots with children and senior
7.4 citizens, showing concern and helping solve the problems of indi-

vidual Vermonters. "Casework" spots using real people whom he

has helped would b~ excellent. These spots will "warm him up"

image wise.

The third advertising wave will keep Snelling on air during

the last eight weeks of the campaign, starting right after Labor

Day. This wave provides for 5000 GRP of 30-second commercials.

So, over the eight-week period ten to twelve different commercials

can be used. It is not possible to define all the commercials in

this wave at this early date. The campaign will need to make

decisions based on the research and circumstances at the time,

~ ~-~cai. f1"b<~itv o~, t~v~ co'~r~t of t~'e ~'-~ots ~



- 41 -

* long as possible.

However, the bulk of these commercials must present and

reinforce the basic Snt2llina messages: the snelling role of a

Senatori the Snelling record in taxing, spending, and budgets;

and the importance of the deficit and how Snelling would handle

it. Other spots will show Snelling taking strong stands on other

salient issues. Some will show average voters defending Sneiling's

outspoken, controversial style. It is likely that one or two

conunercials comparing Snelling and Leahys positions on issues

will be needed during October. It is possible that endorsement

spots, i.e., Senator Stafford, will be used. This high level of

GRP during the last eight weeks gives Snelling maximum tactical

flexibility to handle problems or opportunities which arise, while

guaranteeing plenty of air time to drive home the basic Snelling
0

theme.

_ Radio advertising will be usdd heavily by Snelling to supple-

ment the TV advertising. This plan calls for eight weeks of heavy

radio advertising (36 spots per week) on all appropriate Vermont

stations, four weeks in the summer and four weeks in the fall. It

calls for sixteen weeks of advertising on those Vermont radio

stations outside the Burlington ADI. Since voters in these markets

will not see Snelling TV commercials, radio will be run for four

weeks in the spring and four additional weeks in the fall, when

other voters are seeing TV spots.

The Snelling radio campaign will address the same subiects

at the same time as the TV commercials in order to reinforce the

messages. Enough radio time is provided, however, to be able to
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run radio spots addressing matters not covered on TV. It is

not possible to tell this early what those subjects might be.

Radio is the best medium for defending against attacks which

are scoring with the voters. It is also the best medium (along

with direct mail) for raising criticism of Leahy'S record and

posit ions.

Creating commercials which will drive home to the voters the

seven-part Snelling campaign message is critical. That message

is tailored to win marginal votes from the campaign's two principal

target groups--Ticket-Splitters and voters over 50 years of age.

These must be creative, first-class spots.

Just as important will be the placement of the commercials on

TV and radio to insure that these target groups receive the

messages in the most cost-efficient possible manner. A sophisti-

cated, politically-oriented placement strategy and plan must be

developed. The attachments idenEify the TV and radio stations

which must be used by the campaign to reach these target groups,

as well as the more general audience.

Print Adverusing

This plan calls for a very limited amount of print advertiFzing.

Newspaper ads are not ordinarily very influential on voters'

decisions in the age of television. Print is certainly not as

cost-effective as broadcast advertising or direct mail. Newspaper

ads do not lend themselves to the kind of sophisticated message

the Snelling campaign is presenting.

However, in most states or areas which are heavily rural it

is traditional for candidates to advertise in weekly newspapers.

A malor candidate who doesn't do at least some advertising in the
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weeklies will probably catch intense heat from his political

organization in the rural areas. The plan calls for a few

weekly newspaper ads, during the last month of the campaign, to

boost morale organizationally and give a minor boost to the

Snelling message.

Local Political Organization

The Snelling campaign will build a grassroots political

organization in the towns and communities of Vermont. This

organization will not be as important to the voter contact and

vote delivery functions as the Republican phone operation. It

will be totally volunteer and low-budget. Only one paid campaign

staff member will be available to supervise this organizational

effort. Towns must be targeted based on their importance to the

0 Snelling vote goal because this type of organizational effort will

not succeed in achieving comprehensive organization in every town.

Though not a top priority of the Snelling campaign, the

local political organizations will perform four important functions:

(1) Generate local publicity by the endorsements of

prominent local eaders;

(2) Assist in crowd building and logistical detail when

Governor Snelling campaigns in the town;

(3) Assist on fundraising events and other fundraising

projects; and

(4) Election Day activities, including getting out the

vote and covering the polls.

The local political organization plan must be developed in

detail by those having local knowledge of Vermont and knowledge
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of the players and structure of the organization in Governor

Snelling's past campaigns.

The Candidate

It is obvious that the candidate and his performance are

the most important variables in any campaign. The candidate

and his time are the campaign's most important resource. How

the candidate approaches the campaign, how much time he devotes

to it, and how he spends his time are very personal decisions.

That part of the plan must be carefully considered and defined by

the candidate. With that requirement in mind, this section will
N

propose the ideal scenario for how Governor Snelling will handle

the campaign.
N

It is assumed that Governor Snelling will make a decision on

o whether to run for the Senate in early September. If he decides

to run he must immediately devote a large segment of his time to

preparing for the campaign. Picking the professional players,

talking to key political leaders in Vermont, organizing a fund-

raising effort, refining a campaign plan, and coordinating with

the national committees are all time-consuming tasks.

The most important investment of time by Governor Snelling

between September and January, however, must be in preparing the

entire range of things he will say in the campaign. The Governor

has already decided that, if he runs, his campaign will be

issue-oriented, will address a broad range of issues, will

address long-term, complex problems, and will present views not

always popular with the voters. To undertake that kind of

campaign and still get the necessary messages across to win will

take meticulous preparatior~ of the themes and issues.
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Governor Snelling should spend a lot of time during the

months before his formal announcement carefully developing the

inventory of issues he wants to address, those he will have to

address, and what he will say on all of them. The development

of creative rhetoric on the controversial positions he plans to

take is critical. He should use his political advisors and

those professionals available to him as sounding boards for the

things he wants to say and take their input as to the political

impact of this message. Only after all the Snelling comments

on all the potential issues have been polished and rehearsed should

he formally announce and hit the campaign trail.

The best time for a formal announcement of candidacy is pro-

N bably January. That allows plenty of time for polishing the sub-

stantive issue matters. While organizing the campaign and deve-

loping the issues from September to January, Snelling should make
r

a few selected public appearances-and speeches in Vermont. His

subject in all these should be the federal deficit and the need to.7.

balance the budget. This will simply be a continuation of the

message he has been carrying on a national basis and will set the

tone for the cai~paign theme. He should not get into discussion

about the role of a Senator until announcement time.

It will be very important during the remainder of 1985 for

Governor Snelling to devote some time to establishing a fundraisinq

organization in Vermont. His most expensive campaign to date was

the 1982 gubernatorial race, in which his campaign spent $190,000.

This will be a million dollar camDaign and approximately half a

million must be raised in Vermont, so this effort will reQuire his

attention throughout the campaign.
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The formal announcement in January must be carefully

S planned and orchestrated to maximize press coverage. A tour

of the state for several days should be planned. The announce-

ment statement must emphasize the campaign's bread-and-butter

themes: his perception of the role of a Senator, his record in

Vermont, and the need for national leadership in solving the

deficit problem. The announcement statement should have an upbeat

note and a message of hope.

It is anticipated that Snelling will campaign almost full-

time, or at least several days each week for the duration of the

campaign after the announcement. In a close race in which less

than 200,000 votes will be cast, there is some value in "retail"

N campaigning. The specific plan for the schedule must be developed
with the assistance of those knowledgable about the state and its

.0 news media.

A great advantage which Snel]~ing has over Leahy in the cain-

paign is that he can devote full-time to the campaign. Leahy will

be tied up in Washington on Senate business for a majority of his

time until August. During the last three months of the campaign,

the Senate should be in recess and Leahy is likely to be in the

state full-time.

Before Snelling announces a specific plan must be developed

for how he will handle requests for debates and joint appearances

with Leahy. He properly wants to limit the number of debates and

to avoid appearing with Leahy in forums friendly to Leahy and

hostile to Snelling. Some debates or joint appearances are nec-

essary, but they can be limited, timed to benefit Snelling, and

some of them held on Snelling's turf.
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It is not possible in this plan to go into greater detail

on the use of the candidate's time as the campaign progresses,

but that is a critical element of the full campaign plan. Any

plan must include using the candidate to generdte initiatives in

the free media on almost a daily basis during the last eight

weeks of the campaign. These free media initiatives must be

designed to keep the Snelling message before the voters, reinforce

the advertising, and keep Leahy from putting Snelling on the

defensive in the free media. Any debates or joint appearances

will be an integral part of this free media plan.

Surrogate Speakers

N This plan does not recommend heavy use of surrogate speakers

from inside ~r outside Vermont. As the most popular Republican

in the world to Vermont voters, Snelling can benefit his' campaign

more than any other spokesman. There will be some prominent leaders

in Vermont whose endorsement is valuable to Snelling and these

folks should be lined up and used for press coverage. An occa-

sional event to which Governor Snelling cannot go will require a

surrogate speaker from inside the state. Obviously Mrs. Snellino

will be very valuable to the campaign and should campaign around

the state as much as her schedule permits.

Senator Stafford should be used on a limited basis. His

political base is slightly different from Snelling'sso he can

be beneficial with some voters. Also, he can vouch for Snelling's

case about the kind of Senator Vermont needs to send to Washington.

The best plan for Stafford would be to have him campaign with

Governor Snelling for several days during the summer and several

days in the fall.
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A difficult issue to decide is whether to use prominent

Republicans from outside Vermont to speak on behalf of Snelling.

One important service performed by outside "stars" is to serve

as the draw for fundraising events. Many nationally known

Republican leaders will be available to come to Vermont for

Governor Snelling, if he wants them. It is likely that Vice

President Bush will be willing to come and possibly that President

Reagan will be willing to come to Vermont for Snelling. The beet

course to take on those decisions is to put them off as long as

possible. The Snelling campaign will not know until late summer

of 19B6 whether the President and his Administration will be a

political plus or minus in the campaign. As established earlier,

the President's level of popularity is not likely to make or

break the Snelling campaign if he stays out, but he could become

a major factor, if he comes to the state.

This plan recommends that outside surrogates be used on a
C.,

limited basis, if needed for fundraising purposes, in the early

stages of the campaign and that decisions on the President and

Vice President be delayed until next summer. Except for fund-

raising, surrogates are of limited value in a race between the

two most popular political figures in a state.

Campaign Staff

To implement this plan, a staff of eight full-time people

will be needed, with four people coming on board in January and

four coming on board in June. A limited team of professional con-

sultants will be needed to supplement the staff.

S
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~aa~~er--the Campaign Manager will be responsible for

0 the day-to-day operations of the campaign, will be responsible

for the implementation of the campaign plan, the management of

the budget and finance plan, and the supervision of the other

staff and consultants. The Manager will report to the candidate

on a daily basis and will confer with the General Consultant on

a daily basis. He or she should be the first staff person on

board in January.

Finance Director--the Finance Director is in charge of all fund-

raising for the campaign. He or she will develop and fine-tune

the finance plan, and supervise the implementation of all fund-
N

raising programs, while working closely with the volunteer Finance

Chairman and Committee. This position should be filled as early
N

as possible, after the Manager is selected.

Comptroller--this person is responsible for keeping the books,

N writing the checks, reporting to ~he Manager on cashflow on a

daily basis, processing contributions, and maintaining records

for and filing reports with the Federal Election Commission. This

is a very important position and must be filled as early as possi-

_ ble. It is possible in a campaign of this size that this could

begin as a part-time position, but it will develop into a full-

time job by the spring.

Clerical--one clerical employee should come on board when the

Manager begins in January. This person will assist the Manager,

Finance Director, and Comptroller and will assist with the candi-

date's schedule until the Scheduler comes on board in June.
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Political Director--this person is responsible for supervising

the recruitment and operation of the grassroots political organi-

zation. The Political Director must also coordinate with the

Republican Party and represent the Snelling campaigns interests

in the operation of the Republican voter contact program. Formal

grassroots activity does not need to begin until the summer, so

this person comes on board June 1.

Press Secretary--this person fills the traditional role of answering

press inquiries, preparing statements and releases, arranging press

conferences, and generating coverage for the candidate. Although

there will be a need for this role before June, it does not demand

a full-time person until June. The Manager or a volunteer can

N cover the press role until June.

Scheduler--the Scheduler arranges the details of the candidate6 s

schedule and advances the schedule by telephone to see that arrange-

ments are in place on the day of the event in question. He or she

also handles all inquiries and invitations for the candidate and

presents the Manager with options for the schedule. When necessary

the Scheduler generates invitations to arrange a schedule which

meets the political goals of the campaign. This position should

start on June 2..

Clerical--a second clerical position should be created on June 1.

This person will assist the Political Director, Press Secretary,

and Scheduler.

This is a very small staff for a statewide campaign, even in

a small state. Many other positions could be created and having

more paid staff might benefit the campaign in some ways. For

example, there is no researcher or speechwriter on the staff.
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But, this plan calls for heavy emphasis on advertising, so all

funds which can be conserved for advertising by limiting the

payroll and overhead to the minimum a:e being conserved.

In addition to the full-time staff the campaign must have

two key professional consultants.

General Consultant--the General Consu.tant takes the lead in

developing the campaign plan and supervises its implementation

by the Manager. The General Consultant specializes in strategy

arid corrui~unications and is involved on a regular basis in those

aspects of the campaign. The General Consultant also confers with

the Campaign Manager on a daily basis to help solve whatever pro-

blems the campaign encounters. He confers with the candidate on

N a regular basis to provide advice and perspective on major campaign
decisions.

o Media Consultant--the Media Consultant coordinates the campaign's

advertising and writes and produces the television and radio ads.

Having a top professional who is experienced in political adver-

tising is critical to the success of the candidate in a race as

close as this will be.

These two professional consultants are supplemented! by the

advice and counsel of the survey research consultants.
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~ermoot Statewide Scu4~ ~~i ~4f' cI/
(~' how flC.~ 2n.' ~ P. .hL C .ction this fa'~ -- are you very ~nteres:ed. "'~''.~":r

n t crv~ !CL~, ur no' cry n tercsted'j'

j \erv in~eresre~A
Somewhat ifl!CrCstCA ~ / ..~. /,:'

I Not '~er~ ~ntcrc;v1 ~ ~/' j~

ES Don't know
F9 Refusec~ NA (N ______________ Li JN~j4/

Do you approve or d~:ipprove of !h~ way Rona'd Reagan is handling his job as President'(WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Weud that be strongI~' fapprove/dkar~,rove) or u',v
somewhat (a~-pm\ e. d .dr'pro~ew

'I

N 4 Stron~jv approvc -~ I
3 Somewhat approve

Somewhat disapprovc I c -
~Ztr,~nnI.' disapprove I

ES Don't know
N E9 Refusec' NA

'a'
~,

As you know, there will be an election this fall...
If the 1986 election for U.S. Senate was being held today, would you be voting for
ROTATE: the Republican candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

= r' Qa. Which was~ lo ~ou lean as of today -- toward (ROTATE: the Repuh1 L2a cr~n' I at~'
the Dcmocr:itc candYate K

( IRepub'j~ n-~ ,

1 [)emocrat
I 

N

I,/ ES Don't kn ~w L~ C' ((1
EQ Refuscd NA ~ K

Rep~rI~nI' ti'. ney',I)tlat~nI~
'w'u~: o! arn'.s ~rr~tat~on acrceme~; ~ '.h ~ Ru"'Kin;.

Q4. Of the fol!ow ing two positions, which one do you agree with the most?

I We sh~u'd 'ihid~' ~ 'he terms of the arms limitation agreement we h~'~e alrcalvnegotiated with the Kussians, c~ cn though they have never been ratified by thc'Senate OR F

- We shoWd not he concerned with treaties we've ne\er agrccd to so far, but negotiate
a brand new agreement on limiting nuclear arms J

E8 Don't know
E9 Refused NA



QS. People uisagr~~nat position incy want tneir to take on the negotiaVons to
limit nuclear weapons. Some people fee! that their Senator should actiVely speak out ~pass legislation to determine what and how President Reagan should negotiate with th~Russians. Others fec! that their Senators should support P csident Reagan and Ict hv~inegwiace the best deal he can get with the Russians. Whi is closest to your ~

4(ROTATE iTEM lAND ) *-.> .3/ >

'&\?\L /~ I
1 Senators speak out and pass ~ how PrcNic!ent Reagan should

negotiate ~irh Russians V

~2TT~cnators should support President Reagan and let him negotiate with the Russians

FS Don't know
F9 Refused,~A 41 ' -'*

/

N

0

On another topic

Q6, Please tell me if' you strong!y a~rce, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or sr ~unglv
disagree with this statement: The U.S. Senate is not, as efficicnt as it should e becauseSenators stay in office too long and wor7l too much about getting ree1ectcc~ atY~r than
getting things done.

U-. ~
~ 4 Strongly agree - - )3 Somewhat a~jree - - -. /

~Somewhar di~agrce
I Strongly disagree I c

F8 Don't know

[9 Refused/NA

/1K

/ (~' A

- ~
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Here are the mo f some people. For each
aware of th aWn. (IF AWARE. ASK:) Is
favorable or unfavorable?

(RANDOMIZE Q7 THRi] QlO)

Q7. Patrick Leahv (LAY-HE)

3 Aware favor~k
r~2~Awa r~ ian fa vQraWc

I Not aware
F8 Don> know

F9 RefusedNA

one, ~te II me if you are aware or not
you r~l impression of him,'her

/
1'~~
~~)'.- I~\~ ~

K)

(1L~4~/~1(
Q8. Richard Sne!ling

3 Awarc favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

*QQ Peter Smith

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F'~ RefusediNA

Q10. Made!eine Kunin (CIJE-NJN ~ 7~

/3 Aware fa~orab~e
Aware unfavorable

I Not aware

ES Don't ~
[9 Rerusec~,NA



Thinking ah~he 1986 elections...

Q1 I. if the 1986 election COT Governor were being held today and (ROTATE: Peter Sm'~was the Republican candidate, Madeleine Kunin was the Democratic candidate andBernard Sanders was the Independent candidate), wo&d you be voting for (ROL\ V
Smith, Kunin or Sandcrs)?

Qa Which way do you leaft as of today, toward (ROTATE Smith, the Republican, orK fh, the Democrat or Sandcr, the Independent)"

2 Pete Smith
I Madeleine Kunin1.~
3 Bernard Sanders

Don'tknow
F9 Ref used/NA

QI2. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senator was being held today and (ROTATE: RichardSnetling was the RepuMican candidatc and Patrick Leahv (LAY-HE) was the Democr:vi~candidate), wocid you bc votiag for (RO TATf-: Snclling or Leahv~?
Qa. Which way do you lean a~ of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Snelling, the Re~iub!ican. orLeahy, the Democrat)?

2 Richard Snelling (GO TO Q13)
I Patrick Leahy (GO TO Q13)

N I F8 Don't know (GO TO Q14)
F9 Refused/NA (GO TO Q14)

0
Q13. Have you made up your mind or do you think you might change your mind between nowand election day"

l Made up mind
2 Might change between now & election day

F8 Don't know
F9 RefusedtNA



(ROTATE Q16 SERIES WITH Q17 TO Q~IES)
Q14. Have you read, seen or heard anything y during rhe.pastsevcr~

weeks~ abo~Pa~nk Leah
2 Yes (GO TO Q15)
I No (GO TO Q17) -~ ~ -

F8 Don't know (GO TO Q17)
FQ RefuSed/NA (GO TO Q17)

15. (IF YES, ASK:~ What have you read, seen about him? (PROBE FOR
SPECIFICS)

~jy~> ft

r - -~ 
1

Q16. (IF YES, ASK:) Has what you've read, seen or heard madc you more or less likely to
vote for him7

3 '-More likely

2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
N I Less likely (6

F8 Don't know

0 F9 Refused/NA



Ql7. Have you r~n or heard anything about ~ curing the past ;c~cra'

Yes (GO TO (,--' / -,I No (GOTOQ2~) 59
FS Don't know (GO TO Q2Q~
P9 Refused/NA (GO TO Q20) 4' ) ~

IS. (IF YES, ASK~ What have you read, seen or heard about him" (PROBE FOR

SPECW*CS) K:
-~

/ ~ (P\ (/ q,~
-~

lt1-F--YES, ASK lI.v what you read, seen or heard made you more or less likely to vote

-Ak ('~
'1 No difCerence (VOLT) NTEERED) -~~b '('/' /I Less likely ~b '~

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

0 For each one of the following statements, please tell me which ones you feel are true andwhich ones you fcc! arc no': true. (IF TR!,E, ASK:) Is that important or not important)

(ROTATE Q2O TO Q21)

Q20. Since 1975, Patrick Leahv has voted for spending increas~s that have ad Cd 977 (ninchundred and 5evcn~y.scvcn) bi~iion the federalAf' (2~ I"
3 True, important doHars/o ~c1c:t.

I Not true 
I , ~'A

Q21. Patrick Leahy has a poor attendance recorb at meetings c~f the full Sen te Agriculturc

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

F8 Don't know
P9 Refused/NA )



Q22. The campa i~U.S. Senate have each offered t reasons for supporting their
candidate. ah y's campaign has argued that 'W~er yes reelection because, wit~'
his sCnioritv and clout, Vermont can't afford to start all over. Dick Snelling's campa~
has argucd that Pat Lcahy is a mcmbcr of the minority and has no Committee
chairmanship and that because Dick Snclling will be working with the Republican
majority and will get an important subcommittee chairmanship, he will get more don UJ
ror Vermont. Which argument do you most agree with? 'V

(ROTATE ITEM I AND 2)

I Pat Leahy's deserves reelection bccausc of seniority and clout (4(
2 Dick Snelling will work with Republican majority L~I

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

C-

~~1

2~fi -~

L

)
Now, I'd like to read several statcmcnt~. Plcase tcll me whether it best describes
(ROTATE: Dick Snelling or ~at Le~hv (LAY-HE)?

(RANDOMIZE Q.23-Q.26)

Q23. Has a solid record of accomplishments.

2 Dick Snelling
1 Pat Leahy
3 Both (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.)

2) )
~2

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q24. Cares about the problems of thc avcragc citizcn.

2 Dick Snell ing __ _

I Pat Leahy
3 Both (VOL.)
4 Ncither (VOL.)

F8 Don't know
F9 RefusedNA

Q25. Has the qualifications to bc a good U.S. Senator.

2 Dick Snel!ing A

'W1 Pat Leahv -

3 Both (VOL.) §
4 Ncithcr (VOL.)

E8 Don't know
F9 Rcfuscd/NA



* Q26. Exaggerates ~mPlishments.

2 Dick Snellinj L,....& - -

I PatL'~ih7
3 Both (VOL.) --

4 Neither(VOL.)

F8 Don': know

F9 RefusediNA

There are many different issues and problcms an elected official must make decisionsabout. I am going to mention several issues and for each one. please tell me whether youwould rather have Dick Snelling or Pat Leahy making decisions on that issue.

(RANDOMIZE Q27-Q29)

Q27. Federal tax and spe~nding policies.

2 Dick Sne!l ing/-~
PaT Lcahy

3 Both (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.)

r F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q28. Environmental issues and policies.

DjcJs ~1elling
~0 L.Pat Lcahy '-2'

3 Both (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q2Q. Nuclear arms control negotiations.

2 Dick SncUiqg ~ K *li
~1 Pat Leahy

3 roth (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.) \~

1'
F8 Don't know
F9 Refused,'NA



The followi ninome things you might learn abo~i ek Leahy. Please tell mewhether it wa ke you more likely or less lik e~~ot e for him. Would that bemuch (more/less) likely or just somewhat (more/less) likely?

(ROTATE Q30 AND Q31)

Q30. Pat Leahy's voting rccord in the Senate shows that he consistently votes theParty line and does not stake out an indcpcndent position on legislation.

Vt)

5 Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely J / ~

--3 t~'O dirr~sn~ portant (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much less likely L

F8 ~g 4~ew-* - U'
F9 Refused,'NA

Democrat

'7'

Q31. As a state's att'Jrnev in Vcrricint, Pat Leahy Spoke Out against tougher sentences for drug
dealers.

Much more likely
Somewhat more likely
No difference/Not important (VOLUNTEERED)
Somewhat less likely
Much less likely

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q32. Patrick Leahy is a member of the Senate Intelligence Committee and is briefed by theCentral Intelligence Agency on top Secret information. Because of the sensitive nature ofthe information members of this special committee traditionally turn down pressinterviews. Leahy. unlike others, grants press interviews on a regular basis. Do yc't' thinkit is right or wrong for L~hy to do press interviews on sensitive intelligence topics'~

2 Right
I Wrong

P8 ~on't know
F9 Refused \A

LI \- {

Q33. If it became clear that Patrick Leahv was simply using his position ~n ~ie~~Senateagainst him or isn't tt issue important?Intelligence Committee to gct more press ~~verage during an year) would you "ore
2 Vote against him 

~iSsue isn't important 
ILS~K~ I

F8 Don't know
F9 RefusedNA 7

4' N

I i
- -j

f /

4: 
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Now, a few u~ for statistical purposes.

QDI. (PART~ID) Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a Renub'ican, a Dcrnrnzrv ~n
or whaC'

I Republican (GO TO Qa)
2 Democrat (GO TO Qa)
3 Independent (GO TO Qb)
4 No preference (GO TO Qb)
5 Other (GO TO Qh~

F8 Don't know (GO TO Qb)
F9 Refused (GO TO Qb)

Qa. (INTENSE) Would you call yourse!f a ~ (Rep.,'Dem.) or a not vcrx' strong (Rep/Dern 2'

I Strong
2 Not very strong

F8 Don't know
F9 Refu5ed

Qb. (LEAN) Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or the Democratic Party?

1 Republican
2 Democratic
3 Neither

F8 Don't knowo F9 Refused

2'

QD2. (VOTETYPE) In the last general election in which you voted, which answer bestdescribes how you voted for state and local offices such as governor and senator?p (READ CHOICEs 1 THROUGH 7/ALTERNATE TOP TO BOTTOM/BOTTOM TO
TOP)

01 Straight Democratic
02 Mostly Democratic
07~ A few more Democrats than RepuNicans
04 About equally for both parties
05 A few more Rcpub~jc~ns than Democrats
06 Mostly Republican
07 Straight Republican

08 Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________
09 Never voted

98 Don't know
99 Refused/NA



.QD6. (C VOTER) ~ng about all elections includin , local and primary elections,how many o~'i~h ave you voted in over the past ew years -- none of them, less thanhalf of them, about half of them, most of them or all of them?

1 None of them
2 Less than half of them
3 About half of them
4 Most of them
5 All of them

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

QD7A. (LIBCON1) On political issues, do YOU Consider yourself very liberal, somewhat libcra!,
somewhat Conservative or very conservative?

I Very liberal
2 Somewhat liberal,'More liberal than conservative
3 Neither/Mid&e-of-the-road/Nlodcrate (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Somewhat conscrvative/More conservative than liberal
5 Very conservative

F8 Don't knowN F9 Refused

QD8B. (AGE) What is your approximate age?

15 18-24 years
20 25-29 years
25 30-34 years
30 35-39 years
35 40-44 years
40 45-49 years
45 50-54 years
50 55-59 years
55 60-64 years
60 65-74 years
65 75 and over

99 Refused

QD9 (EDOFR) What is the last grade of schc~oI x'ou completed?

I Grade school or less (Grade 1-8)
2 Some high school (Grade 9-11)
3 Graduated high school
4 VocatIOfl~~ school/Technical school
5 Some college- years or less
6 Some College-more than 2 years
7 Graduated College
8 Post-graduate work

F9 Refused



~QD 10. (IF FEMAL~:) Are YOU currently.. . (REA~ONE ANSWER ONLY)

I Employed and working full-time
2 Employed and working part-time
3 Unemployed
4 Retared
3 Housewife

6 Temporarily laid off (VOLUNTEERED)

7 Other (SPECIFY)_____________________________

8 Dont know
9 Refused/NA

QDI I. (IF FEMALE, ASK:) What is your prescnt marital status?

I Single
2 Married
3 Divorced
4 Separated
S Widow/Widower

8 Don't know
9 Refused/NA

QD2I. (RELIGION) Is your rcligious background Protcstant, Roman Catholic, Jewish orsomething else? (IF "SOMETHING ELSE" OR UNCLEAR IF CHRiSTIAN, ASK:) Is
that a Christian church?

I Protestant (e.g. Baptist, NIethodi~t, etc.)
2 Roman Catholic
3 Jewish
4 Other Christian
5 Other non-Christian/Unspecifjcd
6 Agnostic/Atheist
7 Nonc

FS Don't know
F9 Rcfuscd

QD25. (INCOME) Which of the following incomc groups includes your TOTAL FAMILY
INCOME in 1985 bel'orc taxes? (Just stop mc whcn I rcad the correct category)

0 Under $10,000
1 Sl0,000-$15,000 (14,999)
2 Sl5,000-S20,000 (19,999)
3 S20,000-$25,000 (24,999)
4 $25,000-$30,Ooo (29,999)
S S30,000-$40,000 (39,999)
6 S40,000-$50,000 (49,999)
7 $50,000 and over

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused



* .Qp:s. (SEX) Sex: (~SERVATJO\

I Male
2 Female
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To Whom It May Concern:
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To Whom It May Concern:

This letter provides you
Nirional Republican Senatoria
contribution of $625.00 with
conducted for the NRSC and al
Committee on May 26, 1986.

with formal not
1 Committee has
regard to a sur
located in part

ice that the
made an in-kind

vey which was
to Snelling in

Pursuant to Federal Election law, we will report this
which is 2 1/2 percent of the total cost of the survey.

If there are any problems
call at (202) 347-0202.

or questions, please give me a
Thank you.

Si nc e rely,

~&yanneE. Preztunik
Compt roller

'86

amount
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~ Griscon
Scott Cottingtor.

YR~': ?a.~ Curc~o

Ver~nont Advertisinc ~es~ A2~js~.a

7n~ provIdes the Connittees anaysls at the ~ teat of Governor

~ Sne2JAn;'s adver:is~ng.

As part of the ~SC's nationa advertising testing pro~a~, ~OR
tested Go:, Sne~ing's co ~er~Ia~s ~'~tfect~veneSs 44,' '~ean,'
'3i; ~a~-s,' 'Effectiveness Ii,' 'Nountail,' CartOOfl,' and
ogressizna~ ~ecord~ and two Pat ~ea~y ads ~'sons and Daughters'

an~ "xlronnent'). As with last cyce'a testing, the respondents
~U.ed o~t a que ~onnaI:e after v~ewing each connerc~a~., and then

~n a fc~us~;roup dIscussion, MOR wUl ca~I tne
~nde~ts several days hence to measure their recall of the

~. advertising ts neasured for its ~i~Ay~bility, how
~r ~s, hovWel~ it'shlked, and how ~nf.uential it ~s

judged ~o oe. we also ~easured how ~cn voters agreed ordTsa~Yeed
wi:~ copy statements made in each co~rnercial. A O-t~-i00 scale is
~se~ to ~ees~re ~ot*z reaction ~n each of these areas. A score of
50 ~s the neutral point below 50 is a negative score, above is
pos..tive.

:ne testing was cond~:t*d on Nay 27 in Burlington anong a group of
approx~nately 50 voters who are not strongly comnitted to either
candidate and are no: strong part~sane.

co~::~s:oNs

~, When the :I~e coes to attack ~
'T~eTona:~corshou~d oi7'~jrtoon'i~o~Ynot.
~ongr~o~. Reco as a~o7Tse~oue lone, an: hence is
~o:e c:edib~e than ~artc:n,'

2, '~f ~ ~wo a~: re/aendance co~ ercIa~s ''Bic C~ains' Is
E~i~7worE~7ori~Ln . 'Effec:.ver.ese
S~.I ng'a ad., ta a ~riUcant~y more beJ.ievab~e ~an
L~2ecr.iv.n.sa 9.,' a~ t~.u uhou~.~ ~e the ane'or' of t~e

at~.ac'~ on .eany'e a~tenda~ce record. 2tfeQr~veneoe 91' ~aa
videoiaps footage the: ca~ oc ~taet2 a. a way to .nderecorb and
d~a~atiz. Leahy's COSOnCO. L pro~abiy should not aIr alone,
~e:a~we votera are a oit *kaprica~ of ~he a...tnenrietty at that
fO~:8~e Ue it reaLty the A~ri~4tura Cc~ttte.' s that really
Lealy I chair?~

~ ~;:

*1" . .~'
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3. ~!fectiveness *4~ can air b~t ro~ab oni after Leah '5

s8~es. ~tfect veness quest one ~eay s ntegr ty. iven
ear.y a positIves, it ~s probaby not Lrprlsing that voters

rea~e: this ~iieiage. :i~s ~i~ectlvoMis *4 sbculd not aIr
~nt~ ~eahy's negatIves nave oee.~ increased, and voters are nore
recop:ive to an ad w~ic~ questIons his motives and his integrity.

Separatey, the NRSC 5ho~d continue to press the 4-A's to
rese~rect their polItical-ad progran, They are a credible
~.hi.riwparty source ~ ccu~ corroborate and strengthen the
SneJ'.ng canpaign'8 attack on ~ea~y's adverris~ng clairis.

~4. 'Mo~n:aln' shOuld also not aIr ~ntui Leah~y's negatives have been
driye".jp. This ad q~e8tions ~eany's *ffec&iveneii7i'~theaF'
V~i~Ysa di ffLculty beAev.rg that, After ~eany's negatives
are u~creased, presunaoly this attack wUl be more likely to
StiCktm

5. The Sneiling~pai~ to a~u~4ons
a~o~t now aEVco~ares with oter senators o~~ii1isueB,
~Trtja~i7~:eryattaETT~Tae voters asked how ~eahyk oerforned versus other senators, t's likely that if these

N voters asked for :o~par~sons, surely the press will, The
conpa:laor.a cou2d include attendance records (e.g., did any
ot~er senator ~iss all tte neetinge?) and interest-group ratings.

~0

x~ ~:ND:~Cs

I. Overai1 these cc~rnercials were abe ~ in Pat
~eaY'i o 2a withour doin 2a~a e to Dic~ Sne~dn * On
se'.'era~ neasurements taken ~etore an a or t e Sne .1~ ads
were shown, ~eahy sutferec noticesole and statIstically
s~gn.ficant dechnes, This is part~cuiariy s~gnifIcant because
~'e sa~pe ~s ~n~'~g to ea.~iy. See ~elow:

-B
Pre ?ost ~

Sen. Pat eahy
Pat :ean~ deserves

62 52

'Note: Score on Q--~ scale: aoove 5~ Is positives bebow 50
ja negative, 50 iu ~eutra

3a~io~ ation

-23.3 -9.8 .50
___________x K ____________________

?at .eahy Pro oat ~ 5ne~iinq

a~::~.or., d~ie :r~*ee v~tere r~ew that the attack ade were
S~e~~.i'~; a, n~ie~e?.eee lie :ler'lcmete: aco~e remained
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ange~ pre to post, This suggests that there will, be little
bacCash aca'.ns~ ~ for airi~g these attach ads.

I' I',-'

Dick Sn.l1~ng
lost

2, ~ theAp~!1c
Sseveral key

areas: atten ance accon liah~ents ~fi~eral a en4in
Zeahy a negat.vee norease a gn cant y ~r. ~ o r as. areas

o~g~ so.~e were more dranatic than others, ~etaiis follow:Pro

Pat ~ea~y is one of
the ciggest spenders
i~ Wasrr~~n

(Agree73teagree

'4

Poet ~~ge
~qree/D isag reeL

I
55 +11

Pat :.ahy has not been able
to acconpl ian nuch in the
U.S. Senate

Pat ~eahy baa niseed too
t~any inportant co~nittee
neeti~s ~n Washington

Pat eahy has seniority
V the '.S. Senate, and
that is important to Vermont

52

* I,
F,.

VT

59

.16

*1 3

Note rhat the atatenent about eahy's lack of effectiveness .u
barely over the neutral point (50), vhUe 'b~.g spender and
'poor attendance' are higher. This ~5 pto~ably oeca'jse
effect~venees is ~nore neoulous and difficult to gauge than
s~e~ d~; (wh'.c~, is based on votes) and attendance (which is
based cn records). In addition, there seems to be a fairly
stron; impression that ~ear.y is indeed eftect~ve,

2. These voters accepted the specific negatives about Sen. ~eahy,
bu. were ~nwilhi~ to c4nclude that he's been a bad senator.
.s ~,e pro aoly oecause e favorab es are strong enoug~ to

~i!hstand one expos~r. to a negat'.ve ad, See below:

Verr~o~ votera are di.apootnt.d ~y Pet
..ea~ya record on t'ie ~~ric4ture COm~it~e.

Pm~ eahy is not *ff.ct~v.~y
r.preeent.Lnq VermonL

Pa~ Lea?~y hasn't eccQmp.2shed ~U~h
for vr~nt ~ his seCOnd tOF~

Pa~ sa~y 1a~ks the leadership neesusary
~ ~- fec~.vv us~~ator for Vet~o'~r

Nsa 5o~re

5:.

45 \,
6

47
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:h~ s suggest tnat these conmercials are only the first step in
~~ng tne case that Vermont can do better than Patrick ~eany
~n t~e Senate.

4. ~hUe these ads do begin to create doubts about Leahy, they
don': nake the case ~ This
~ ~
CntlOfl*d Snelling as a potential rep~acenent for Leahy.
Spec~ficaily:

?re Post
(Agree73tsaqree' CAgr'~75iaagree)

?at eahy can get nore
tone in Washington t~a~ \\ ~
D~c~ SneUing can 61 57 K

Dick Snelhng's ideas wc:~ed / ,.)

~n ~errnont and would WOK in
Was~.ington 55 52

5. 'Sic C151 s' ~s the stron eat of the Snellin ads. It is strong
on a.~ ey neasurenents except ~ke a I e, ~4ich is
pred~ctaoly veak for all the ads. (Voter. usually don't like
the tone of negative politica advertising.) ~etai1s follow:

Mear. Rank among 6
Score

~e1ievabiIity 70 1
:nformation 59 1
~Ike/DIsli~e 43 2
Op~nion of Sneli:ng 61 1 ; ~~rf
~ore/legs favoraole) ~ yx(

For an at:ack ad, 'Big Clai~s' has a particUlarly hIgh
oe~evac;lity score. Tn~.s ~8 probably d~e to the use of the
Ll~rary of Congress as the Information source. This high
beievaoility also con:rI~uted to strong agreenen: on key copy

Serator Pat Leahy didn't
attend any of the 23 ri~*et~n~s Qt

~e Agr~cJ1tur. COr~mittee 63

'e to a eurpr~ee and a d~eappoinLriisnL
~ eahy dtdn't attend t~e ~..tInge 64

~e L4br.~y of Condreas is a ~e~evab?..
a~4rce of 1r)fnratt~s on cena~e corn ±t~**
art en~anee 67
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6. Tne other ajr~.culture co'~ercia~,, 'Effectiveness *,' had good

~e lievabi~t~j~7T~e spro5aI~5ecause t~e ~brary of Congress
~s a nore credible source tnan a videotape showing ~eahy not
doing something, (Some voters questioned whether the empET
chair was indeed ~eahy's,) Despite this, however,
~fect~veneso $2.' is no~ a weak comnerc~a2.: it con~un~cated
~ea~y'S poor attendance record )U8t as v.2.2. as 'BLg Clatn' does.

Mean
Score

3el~evabiLity
:nfornaton

Opir.lcn of Snelii~g
~more/2.ess favorac.~e)

Rang among 6
~nads

2
3
5
4

Pat ~eahy d~d not show
N up o.'~ce for Agricuzure

Connirtee hearings
~~~~woqspender

(r4~

-'-- \ '
\ V

K'

"~tfectiveness *~'

~1~ore
~eeDisaree)

62 _________

~4sS1ains'

~eeDsaree~

63 _______- -

El
cOn1nercia~u. 'Conareasional ~a~~rei' ii

stronger than 'Cartoon.1 Both connercials cover the same issue
(Leahy iWa big spender} and use the same sources. ~he
difference between them is their tone: 'Cartoon' is less
serious than 'Congressional Record,' and as a resu2.t, has
shgntly lower infornat.ion and believability scores,

-') /,- 2.~i!!ional~cord' Cartoon
Mii~7I~oriiinV MeanI~Th'mRan~

y U-

52. 4
48 6
44 1

Beiievabili~y
:~forma~on
Like/Dislike
Opinion of Snelling
(~ore/leas fav~rab2.e~

56
43 \J5

58

a, Effe~tlvenesu f4' has sane notable eaknesses, es~eci~llj~s
The probabae r.::onr:r ~ ~' -'~

reahys morveu and h~.aintegrity. Votera apparunt~y have ~iqh regard for leahy.i'i~.gr~y, and they have a ditf~c~1~ time oe:i.ving ~i.dde~tberateiy d1a~ort his record tnat way. Th~u ic dramatized ~yc~emparing t?~@ b*i.va~Ui~y Scores for 3ffeet~vttn~a, *4 and ~ne~ ad that or~.g.nai~y t~~de the c~a~ms,

5O~.tevao1iiry 62 AG



~he other key meas~renents for Effectiveness 94' are below.

'ifectiveneau 94'
~1~ore

Infornation
Like/Dish~e
Opinion of Sne2.ng
(nore/less favzraD~e~

~es~.te its ~eheVa~ml~ty pr~ .e~, th..s
sor'e ~dest doubt about ~eahy's cla~8.

~j~j~isaj~e
~ater~n

~ea~y wrote an arts-
control law 52

~eahy helped Prea~dent
Reagan prepare for
Geneva 51

:o! nerc~al does create

Ai~~L.~saree

~iF~veness'

In short, ~eahy's credlbi1~ty can withstand a rebuttal front the
Con~reus~onal Record (on the ar~3~controI law), but not tro~
Ronald Reagan's W~re Mouse, :n addlt~on, It is niore believable
that a senator would write a law than prepare the president for
Geneva.

*Note: In the copy test, '~ffec:~veness 94 innediately
followed ~eahy's ad.

9. 'Mounra~n's' scores were conparatively weak, nair.y because
these voters had a ~ifflcult time believing the clams that Pat
~ea~ has acconplis~ed hztle for Yer~W~Teiont~,
yost of ~ts scares o~ the four standard scaes were around 5,
~he ne~t:al point, su;gesz~ng that voters ne~the: accepted nor
re~ected the co~nercma overa~, See be~ow~

'Mounta~.n'
Mean Score

~4~4~ on
j~n Ads

:r.eorrn.: ~on

OpinLQn of Sre~.~r~
(r~oro/Ieas tavo:.~.1.}
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~a: voters did re:ect were ~e co~ ~1erica2m spec~f~c claM:

roe
core

U.S. Senate, Pat Leahy has not
acconpiuhed ~ tar Ver~ont during
b.~s second tern 47

Pat ~eahy acks the 1eade~s~p
necessary to oe an *ffct~ve senatot
for Vermont 38

Pat ~ea~y ~as ~ot sponsored any
s~gr4fIca.'~ 1e5~siation to solve
Vermont's pro~le~s 49 2~
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MAN

hi .~iSCOM

~p~zbiic~rn

Septemb'r 2b, ~

I ~ L

)('K~-~ ~

r

P~ U!: ice $UX jt4~{~

Shelburne, VT ~A8~

Tu whom it May Concern:

Per my convor~'Rrion wfrh Jim Murphy, the following should b'
con~{dered aa an lnvo{ce for th~ ad tear conducted by MOR for Lhe
Sn.iiing '86 Committee. A check in the amount of $3,600 is your
p~~r1 Ion of the cost and ~houd 'e aent to the National Rwpubhcan
,~enator~a: Cnmwittee ~o my ottontion ~t the earliset convenience.

If rhere should be any probiemg or queetions, picase contact me
at (202) 3~.7-O/02.

~ncero iv

F Preztunlk

A~ UlqLtl % W U 5-~J'TL *OO U ~dAShi ,we.'4~% fl ~ WOOO' U PO2~ 347 0202 a 203 224 a~'
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From: Blake Axtell

To:7~ Date

We have received the attached invoice. It
can not be paid until this form is returned
to me. Please give it prompt attention.

Indicate into which category the purchase
falls:

( ] Political Advertising
I Personnel
>'und Raising
Other

~- Please descr ~r~ture urpose of
purchase Sal

o

I confirm that the items described on the
invoice have been received and are accept-
able except as noted _______________________

7

,/(dat~)
**************** *********************** ******

CODE: DATE PAID: CHECK *

So6 /3/
ENTERED ON DATAEASE ______ INVOICE

_______ PAYMENT



sNELLINr86 _ -~ U~. SENATE
WC2) 9&5-9471
(8002 rCR.VTB6
Co-Chairmen
Cov Dt:dr~ C D~w~
A4rs Lola P. Aiken

?~iiss Maryairne E.
National Republic
440 First Street,
Washington, D.C.

Se~..ternbur 2E, 986

Preztunik
an Senatorial Comn~ittee
Suite 600
20001

Dcar Maryanne:

Thank you for sending me the invoice corrcspondinq to the
MOR focus group share owed by the Snelling '86 Cc~rnmittec.

Enclosed is a check for $3,600 made payable to the National
Republican Senatorial Comir~ittee for this share.

N. s i. n

cy Pc' -

r Gener Campaign Manager

RP/jdf
enclosure

The Snellinq '86 Committee
Jelly Mill Common, Route 7
p,~ iqp,
Shelburne, VT 0548?
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250 PARR AVENUE
NEW YORI~, NEW YORK 10177-0077"

.212) 370-9800
TELEX 5101008171

08 NORTH ST. ASAPH STREET
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314

(7031 684-1204

201 MAIN STREET
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102 3105

(817) 334-0701

A
EPSTEIN BECKER BORSODY & GREEN, PC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1140 9" STREET, NW.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036-6601
- SAl

(202) 861-0900

TELEX 756-260

L 0

2~Lr~5 T~ ?~

FOUR EMBARCADERON FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111-5954(415) 398-5585
875 CENTURY PARIS EASTS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067-2501213) 556-8881
515 EAST PARIS AVENUE

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 3230: 2524
904) 681-0596

P C NEW YDRM WABI-IINOTON 0 C

ANO VIRGINIA ONLY

January 20, 1987

HAND DELIVERED

Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Roor~ 615A
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

Enclosed please find Executed Statements of
Designation of Counsel in the above-captioned matter.

Very truly yours,

Stuart M. Gerson

SMG:kb

Enclosure
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a Stuart N. Gerson

Epstein Becker Borsody ~ Gi~ii, P.C.

1140 19th Street, N.W., Sijih' 900

Washington, D.C. 20036

1~3 (202) 861-0900

The abowe-naaed individual is hereby designated as my

counsel az~d is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to' act on my behalf before

the Coumiss ion.

January 2, 1937~i.ce
0

Signature
Rodney A. ith, Treasurer

65 U~~:

-a

~2

National Reoublican Senatorial Committee
and Rodney A. Smith, as Treasurer

440 Fir~f Street -

Suite 600

~\ashin9ton, D.C. 20001

(202) 347-0202



s~Ju.? ~
Umm

I. ~

Epstein Becker Borsody & Gvr~fl, P.C.

1140 19th Street, N.W., Suit" 900

V~ashington, D.C. 20036

-3
(202) 861-0900

The above-named Individual is fteieby designated as my

counsel and is autboci2ed to ceceive any notifications and other

coamunications fr~ the Commission and to act on my behalf befoce

the Commission.

~)vi fJf?~ 7
Oate

-K

K1LLt?6 ((I
Signature
Governor Richard Snellincj

* S 3~ 3

AS:

a~ ~

~x~ ~:

Snelling '86 Committee and
Duncan F. Brown, as Treasurer

c/o 100 Dorset Street, Suite 11

South Burlington, Vermont 05403

(802) 658-5341

-
2212
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EPSTEIN BECKER BORSODY & GREEN, PC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1140 19' STREET, N.W

~'SC) PARK AVENUE WASHINGTON, D.C 20036 6601 F~0UR EMBARCADERO

NEW YORK NEW YORK 0177 0077 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94~ 5954

2I2 370 9600 :202; 861-0900 415) 398 5585
TELEX 5I0I008I7I

TELEX 756-260 1875 CENTURY PARK EAST

08 NORTH ST ASAPH STREET LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067 2501

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314 2I3~ 556-8861

/0 684' 204
SIS EAST PARK AVENUE

II MAIN STREET TALLAHASSEE FLORIDA 32301 2524

FORT WI Ill II, TEXAS 76102 3105 904) 681-0596

PC NI- . 'n.~ ,WASHINC~TON, 0 C

At~I. ~RC3INIA ONLY

January 20, 1987

HAND DELIVERED

Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire I
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission

N. 999 E Street, N.W.
Room 615A
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2212;
3 Respondents National Republican

Senatorial Committee and Rodney A. SmitN-?
as treasurer.

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

Enclosed please find response of the National
Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") and Rodney A. Smith,
as treasurer, (collectively "the Respondents") to the Federal
Election Comission' S ("Commission") reason-to-believe
determination in the above-captioned matter and the
Commission's subpoena for documents and order to submit written
answers to a list of questions.

As discussed, in preparing its response to the
Commission's subpoena for documents, the NRSC engaged in a
thorough review of all pertinent documents in its possession.
The NRSC's response to the Commission's document request,
therefore, is complete with respect to all documents currently
available to the NRSC. However, the NRSC expressly reserves
the right to supplement its document submission it additional
responsive documents come into its possession in the future.



e
Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
January 20, 1987
Page - 2 -

In addition, as we also discussed, Respondents hereby
request to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation
negotiations with your office, pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S
111.18(a).

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any
questions regarding the enclosed documents. I look forward to
working with you to resolve this matter in an expeditious
fashion.

Very truly yours,

on
Counsel
National Republican Senatorial

Committee and Rodney A. Smith,
as treasurer

SMG:kb

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

x
IN THE MATTER OF X

x
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL X

COMMITTEE X
x

and X MUR 2212
x

RODNEY A. SMITH, AS TREASURER X
_____________________________ ________________________x

RESPONSE OF NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL
COMMITTEE TO COMMISSION REASON

TO BELIEVE DETERMINATION AND TO SUBPOENA AND ORDER

By letter dated December 9, 1986, the Federal Election

Commission ("the Commission " or "FEC") notified the respondents,

the National Republican Senatorial Committee ('NRSC") and its

Treasurer, Rodney A. Smith, that the Commission had found reason

to believe that the respondents had violated the Federal Election

Campaign Act ("The Act") regarding the reporting and valuation of

certain surveys and advertising tests paid for by the NRSC and

relevant, at least in part, to the recently-concluded Senatorial

campaign in Vermont. The Commission invited a response to this

finding and also subpoenaed various documents and ordered the

respondents to answer a list of questions.

In the two sections of this Response that immediately

follow, the respondents provide their answers to the documentary

request and interroqatories. They then set forth their legal

position that the Commission should find that the respondents

have not violated the Act.
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Res onse to Sub oena to Produce T)ocumefltS

Introduction

The respondents are providing herewith all material

documents in its possession that their employees were able to

obtain after a complete and good faith search of the NRSC's

files. The respondents wish the Commission to note that they

assert a proprietary interest in all of the documents provided

and formally request that their confidentiality be maintained by

the Commission and, to the extent permitted by law, returned at

the conclusion of this investigation. In the event that the

Commission were to receive a request pursuant to the Freedom of

Information Act or, otherwise, for the release of any document

provided herewith, the respondents request 10 days' advance

notice of any release contemplated by the Commission so that they

might assert their riqhts under law. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.21.

n 5 CS

1. All questions included in the followinq opinion

surveys conducted wholly or in part for NRSC by either Market

Opinion Research, Inc. ("MOR"), or Decision Marketing Informa-

tion, Inc., ("DM1") in the state of Vermont in 1985 and 1986.

a. Survey conducted by MOR on June 14-17, 1986.

b. Survey conducted by DM1 in December, 1985,

pursuant to commission by the Republican National

Committee and shared in by NRSC.

c. Survey conducted by MOR on April 5-9, 1986.
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d. Survey conducted by MOR on June 26-29, 1986.

RESPONSE:

a. The re~;pondents believe that there is a typogra-

phical error in the request and that the Commission, in fact, is

seeking a copy of the MOR "benchmark" survey done in June of

1985. The questions sought are part of the survey itself, a copy

of which is provided as an attachment hereto at Tab A. Although

only the questions are requested in this section of the subpoena,

the remainder of the document comes within the broad compass of

subpoena request No. 2, inasmuch as they "concern" the

communications. The survey is, therefore, provided.

b. For the reasons stated as to Section a,

the DM1 survey of December 1985 is provided at Tab B.

c. For the reasons stated as to Section a,

the MOR survey of April 1986 is provided at Tab C.

d. For the reasons stated as to Section a,

the MOR survey of June 1986 is provided at Tab D.

referenced

a copy of

a copy of

a copy of

2. All docu~nents and materials concerning written or

oral communications between NRSC and Richard Snelling, and

between NR~C and the Snelling '86 Committee in 1985 and 1986 on

the subject of surveys conducted in Vermont in 1985 and 1986

wholly or in part for NRSC by MOR and DM1, including, but not

limited to, all documents and materials concerning surveys being

planned, surveys carried out, and analysis of data collected in

such surveys.



-4-

RESPONSE:

Additional documents responsive to subpoena request No.

2 are included in the attachments hereto at Tab I:. Respondents

note that the request, calling for documents and materials

relatinq in any way to the four surveys described in subpoena

request No. 1. The fact that the documents provided may "con-

cern" the planning or results of a survey should not be taken by

the Commission to mean that everythinq in or on a document is

derived from or relates to one of the surveys that is the subject

of this MUR. Indeed, some of these documents are, or relate to,

publicly-available surveys and non-survey based information.

Moreover, unless a date is specifically shown on a document, the

respondents are not aware of when they received, prepared or

transmitted the document or any portion thereof.

Additionally, the NRSC notes that it does not view

materials prepared by, or at the direction of its staff counsel

relatinq to the NRSC's answer to the complaint in this MUR as

coining within the bounds of this request, inasmuch as such

documents are inherently privileqed and the Commission is already

in possession of the answer itself.

3. All documents and materials concerning expendi-

tures made to MOR and Dt4I by NRSC for surveys conducted in

Vermont in 1985 and 1986 wholly or in part for NRSC, including,

but not limited to, account statements, invoices, billing forms,

checks, and other neqotiable paper, and receipts.
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RESPONSE:

All such "documents and materials" are 1)roVided in the

attachments hereto at Tab F.

4. All documents and materials concerning the proc.~ns

of determining the allocable portion of the expenditures cited in

Item #3 above to be reported by NRSC as in-kind contributions to

the Snelling '86 Committee.

RESPONSE:

The NRSC relied upon the Commission's regulations in

determining the allocable portions of the expenditures referenced

in request No. 3. The respondents know of no other document or

material which concerns the allocation determinations except for

the August 5, 1986 memo appended at Tab G, which was prepared in

anticipation of the NRSC's response to the filing of the com-

plaint in this MUR, but which is unprivileged, and a memorandum

dated August 11, 1986, from Maryanne Preztunik, an NRSC employee,

to James K. Wholey, Esquire, the NRSC' s in-house attorney

concerning tim allocations that are the subject of this MUR. The

document was; prepared at Mr. Wholey's instruction to assist him

in responding to the complaint, and the NRSC asserts its attor-

ney-client and attorney work-product privileges as to it.

5. All documents and materials concerning written and

oral communications between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee

on the subjects of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '86

Committee of portions of the expenditures cited in Item #3 above
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and of the resulting reporting responsibilities of the Snelling

'86 Committee regarding the receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

Copies of all such documents that were retained by the

NRSC are appended at Tab H.

6. Copies of all advertisements involved in all focus

group advertising tests conducted in Vermont for NRSC by MOR on

May 27, 1986.

RESPONSE:

The requested advertisements are in videotape form, and

a copy of the tape (in the VHS mode) containing all of these

advertisements is appended hereto as a separate attachment.

7. All documents and materials concerning the

advertising tests cited in Item #6 above, including, but not

limited to, plans for such tests, the carrying out of such tests,

and analysis of the dat~t obtained, both general and specific.

RESPONSE:

Those documents and materials that relate to the

referenced advertising tests are appended hereto at Tab I.

Respondents note, however, that, in terms of its ongoing use of

these materials, they cannot be viewed in isolation in the

context of Vermont and the 1986 campaign. For example, beginning

in December 1986, the staff of the NPSC has begun a comprehensive

study of the nature and effect of so-called "negative advertis-

ing." The Vermont materials are an integral part of that study,

along with a variety of materials from many additional sources.
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8. All documents and materials concerning expendi-

tures made to MOR for the focus group advertising tests cited in

Item *6 above, including, but not limited to, account statements,

invoices, billing forms, checks and other negotiable paper, and

receipts.

RESPONSE:

Those materials in the possession of the NRSC are

attached at Tab J.

9. All documents and materials concerning the process

of determining the portion of the expenditures cited in Item #8

above to be allocable to the Snelling '86 Committee.

RESPONSE:

See response to subpoena request No. 4, supra.

10. All documents and materials concerning communica-

dons between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee on the subjects

of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '86 Committee of a

portion of the expenditures cited at Item #8 above, and of the

resulting reporting responsibilities of the Snelling '86 Commit-

tee regarding the receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

Those materials called for which are in the possession

of the NRSC are attached at Tab K.
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9~st OInt erroj~o~es

1. Please identify the representative(s) of the NRSC

responsible for authorizing and coordinating the conducting of

opinion surveys in Vermont in 1985 and 1986.

RESPONSE:

Jan van Lohuizen, the NRSC's Director of Survey

Research.

2. Please identify the representative(s) of the NRSC

responsible for determining when and in what form results of

opinion surveys conducted in Vermont on behalf of NRSC would be

shared with Richard Snelling and/or the Snelling '86 Committee.

RESPONSE:

James E. Murphy, Jr., who is an NRSC Deputy Political

Director, and Mr. van Lohuizen.

3. Please identify all persons present at the meeting

or ineet-Angs in July or August, 1985, attended by Richard Snelling

and representatives of NRSC and MOR.

RESPONSE:

Respondents are unaware of any meeting that took place

in July or August of 1985 at which Governor Richard A. Snelling

and representatives of both NRSC and MOR attended.

4. Pleas.~ provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

There was no such meeting. See response to Interroqa-

tory No. 3, ~
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5. Please identify all persons present at the meeting

or meetings in April, 1986, attended by representatives of the

Snelling '86 Committee, NRSC and MOR.

RESPONSE:

There was one such meeting and the attendees were

Governor Snelling, Mr. Murphy, Mr. van Lohuizen, Alex Gage, a

representative of MOR and Charles Black of Black, Manafort, Stone

& Atwater, a consultant to the campaign.

6. Please provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

April 14, 1956.

7. Please identify all persons involved in every

telephone conference call in 1985 and 1986 in which Richard

Snelling and/or representatives of the Snellinq '86 Committee,

plus representatives of MOR and NRSC, took part.

8. Please provide the exact dates of these telephone

conference calls.

RESPONSE:

7-8. The respondents do not have complete records of

telephone conference cail.~ for the referenced period. However,

upon consultation with various parties to such conversations, the

respondents list the following telephone conference calls which

took place in 1986 in which they believe that either Governor

Richard Snelling or a representative of Snelling '86 and both

representatives of MOR and NRSC took part. They know of no such
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conference call involving each of these categories of parties

which took place in 1985.

Date ~yicia~2 ts

July 2, 1986 Governor Snelling, James E. Murphy,
Jr., Alex Gage, Greg Stevens, a
media consultant employed by
Snelling 86, and Jan van Lohuizen.

August 29, 1986 Messers. Snelling, Murphy, Gage,
van Lohuizen and Charles Black and
Rey Post, the Campaign Manager of
Snelling '86.

September 25, 1986 Messrs. Snelling, Murphy, van
Lohuizen, Black, Post and Robert
Teeter, an official of MOR.

October 2, 1986 Same participants as previous call.

In addition, the respondents are aware that the records

of Snelling '86 show that a call was scheduled for July 17, 1986,

among Messrs. Snelling, Black, Post, Murphy and van Lohuizen. An

inquiry among the prospective NRSC parties to that call suggests

that it did not take place.

ARGUMENT

The Commission Should Find That the NRSC
and its Treasurer Have Not Violated the Act.

The NRSC's response letter of September 15, 1986 sets

forth a lengthy and detailed explanation of the allocations and

billings made concerning the receipt by the Snelling '86 campaign

committee of the certain of the results of various polls con-

ducted under the auspices of the NRSC during the 1986 senatorial

campaign. There is no need to repeat those arguments here,

although the respondents expressly reserve the right to offer
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additional legal analysis to the Commission at a later time. For

present purposes, respondents merely wish to call the Commis-

sion's attention to certain matters that are amplified by the

accompanying subpoena responses.

Given the fact that the undersigned counsel is repre-

sentinq all of the parties who are respondents in this MUR, it is

obvious that the NRSC and the Snelling campaign are cognizant of

each other's positions here and that there is no conflict of

interest between them. In view of the foregoing, the Commission

should be aware that the NRSC subscribes to the statement of the

Snelling campaign that, in terms of the surveys and studies that

are at issue in this case, all of the allocation and billing

decisions were made by the NRSC, and the Snelling '86 committee

merely relied upon them, paying bills r35 they were submitted. We

submit, however, that all of the aflocations and billings were

correctly made by the NRSC, and that the Commission should find

that none of the parties has violated the Act.

A review of the Commission's subpoena and interroga-

tories demonstrates that there are five matters with which it is

concerned: 1) a June 1985 survey conducte(i by MOR for the NRSC;

2) a December 1985 survey conducted by DM1 for the NRSC; 3) an

April 1986 survey conducted by MOR for the NRSC; 4) a June 1986

survey conducted by MOR for the NRSC; and 5) an advertising test

conducted jointly by the NRSC and MOR in May 19'36. As we shall

show, no allocations or billings were made by NRSC to the

Snelling campaiqn as to the June 1985 survey, which was conducted
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for internal NRSC purposes, and as to the June 1986 survey, which

was not shared with the Snelling campaign.

As to the December 1985 and April 1986 surveys,

appropriate allocations were made in view of the fact that the

results of the polls were not transmitted until after 60 days had

elapsed from the acquisition of the information. And, as to the

May 1986 test, which has become known as the "focus group" study,

the Snelling campaign was billed (and paid) a substantial sum,

accurately reflective of the fair market value of what it

received.

A. jj~~~ve

National party committees, such as the NRSC, have

well-recognized responsibilities in promoting the interests,

policies and persons identified with their parties. See FEC v.

Democratic SenatorialCamp~4 Ccwm~ittee, 454 U.S. 27 (1981); 11

C.F.R. 1l0.l(b)(2)(ii). Among the most important of these

responsibilities is the identification of issues and the recruit-

ment of effective candidates. The June 1985 "benchmark survey"

was undertaken by the NRSC solely in conjunction with and in

support of its national duties and goals.

When the benchmark poll was conceived and conducted,

Governor Richard Snelling was not a candidate (announced or

unannounced) for the United States Senate. Indeed, there was no

candidate who had emerged as a likely contender to the Democratic

incumbent in Vermont. The benchmark poll was developed by the

NRSC to ascertaLn issues upon which the incumbent might prove
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vulnerable and to identify a candidate who miqht be able to

exploit that vulnerability while carrying the Republican banner.

We believe that the poll itself, which in an attachment

hereto, amply demonstrates that party purpose. So does the

internal NRSC memorandum of June 25, 1986, which is included

wi.thin the attachments at Tab E. The poll was not a testing-the-

waters effort by Governor Snelling; it was a recruitment tool by

which the NRSC ultimately sought to persuade Governor Snelling to

run.

Respondents believe that the documents submitted by the

Snelling campaign also show that the benchmark poll was not the

foundation for the ultimate campaign plan, which was formulated

from other sources, most of them publicly available, and few of

them data-centered.

Por these reasons, the respondents submit that the

entire expense of this poll properly was the NRSC's, whose

internal purposes the po1 1 served, and that no contribution in

kind resulted to the Snelling campaign.

B. The Campaign Polls

The documents submitted by the various respondents

amply demonstrate that although there was frequent discussion

between the national party committee and the campaign, there was

very little discussion involving representatives of pollsters

(and none at all involving DM1). Additionally, the ranqe of

discussions that were held covered a broad variety of issues,

among which polling was only one.
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Included in the immense array of issues were discus-

sions concerning the nature of advertising, advocacy research,

focus upon women and interest groups, fundraising, media and

scripts, relations with political action committees, state party

matters, advocacy research on issues, campaign and staff organi-

zation, EEC report compliance, scheduling and appearances by

public figures. Within these discussions, as the submitted

documents make clear, the parties took particular care in not

disclosing actual polling data until after 60 days had expired so

that, pursuant to Commission rules, their value could be depre-

ciated substantially.

Plainly, there was some discussion of certain broad-

based matters raised by various NRSC-conducted surveys, but those

communications had to do with ranges and broad-based develop-

ments, not specific data themselves. Moreover, those discussions

took place within the context of the public availability of a

number of newspaper polls (copies of which have been supplied to

the Commission in the attachments) which are surprisingly

consistent with the commercial polls that are the subject of this

MUR.

Through these discussions, coupled with the substantial

political experience of the participants in the State of Vermont,

it was entirely possible for the campaign to construct statisti-

cal ranges of information without having access to the results of

the polls themselves, and therefore without occasioning a

contribution or campaign committee expenditure until the poll
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data actually were released. It should be noted, however, that

while the campaign's officials often were correct in their

documented estimations, they also were in error on a great many

occasions. They also made a number of suggestions as to future

pollinq and campaign needs that never were adopted by the NRSC.

However, the survey results themselves certainly had ultimate

operative value to the campaign which desired the actual data.

Thus, on the two occasions where the data ultimately were given

to the Snelling campaign by the NRSC (both atter 60 days had

elapsed), the regulation scrupulously and literally was followed

and the depreciated cost of the polls were billed against

coordinated campaign expenditures.

1. The December 1985 DM1 poll: pursuant to 11 C.F.R.

106.4(g), the proper percentage of the initial cost of the poll

was allocated to the Snelling campaign upon the release of the

polling data after 60 days.

2. The April 1986 MOR L~!: a similar percentage

allocation was made upon release of the data [mm this po1 i after

60 days.

3. The June 1986 M9~~: the data from this poll

were never given to the Snelling campaign or otherwise disclosed

to it. No allocation therefore was made.

C. The "Focus C ~

In May of 1986, MOR, at the NRSC's behest, and with the

active participation of an NRSC analyst, conducted an advertising

test with a Vermont "focus group" of selected individuals. The
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purpose of this study was twofold: to assist the Snelling

campaign in the selection of television advertising spots to be

broadcast; and, of broader, long term importance, to serve as the

basis for a detailed, ongoing study by the NRSC of the nature and

effectiveness of what has become known as "negative" campaiqn

advertising. This study is presently underway, and the NRSC

believes that it will be both definitive and of vast nationwide

importance in determining its advice to future campaigns.

Data from the focus group survey were made available to

the Snelling campaign almost immediately upon their receipt by

the NRSC. This fact is reflected in the allocation and billing

by the NRSC to the campaign of $3,600, an amount which fairly

reflects the market value of what the Snelling committee received

and the relative value of that distribution compared to its even

greater utility to the NRSC study. This delineation is entirely

consistent with Commission regulations which do not impose any

valuation method other than reasonableness.

Concl us ion

For the foregoing reasons, as well as those that

respondents may present in the future to the Commission, the

respondents respectfully submit that the Commission should

determine that they have not violated the Act in connection with

the surveys that are the subject of the Matter Under Review.
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Respectfully submitted,

EPSTEIN BECKER BORSODY & GREEN, P.C.

By: ________

art M Gersot9?

1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 861-0900

Attorneys for the Respondents

January 20, 1987
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VerTr~nt State~iide Study

1 * D~ y~~i feel things in this ~intry are
generally going in the right direction
or do you feel things have pretty
seriously gotten of f on the wrong
track?

Right direction .

~Irong track . . .

Refused/NA. .

2. i~ you approve or disapprove of the Strongly approve. . . . . . . . . . 4
way~naldReaganishandlinghisjob Sa~ewhatapprove..........3
as President? (WAIT FOR RESPC~JSE N~JD Scmiewhat disapprove...............2
ASK:) ~4~u1d that be strongly Strongly disapprove *.......................* ~ Q2
(approve/disapprove) or just scxnewhat Ebn't know. . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
(approve/disapprove)? Refused/NA........................9

3. If the election for U.S. Senate was being Republican. . . . . . . . . . 2
held today, ~.ild you be voting for [~nicratic. . . . . . ....................... 1
(~TATE: the Republican candidate or F E~n't know. . . . . . * * * * * NJ
the D~cratic candidate) fran Ver~nt? Refused/NA. . . . . . . . . . N

W Z -27 Q3
a. Itlichwaydoyou leanasof today- Republican...... . . .2

tc~.'ard (J~YI'ATE: the Republican candi- E~nrcratic. . . . ............................. I
date or the ~~cratic candidate)? EXn't know. . . . . . . . 8

Refu~~. . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
T)P2~-Z7

4. Of the following seven issues, which one do you think needs the greatest attention

fr~ the federal government at the present time?
5. W~ich one ~ld you ~oose next? (REPEAT REMAINING ITEMS)

(Q.5)
(Q.4) Next

Greatest Greatest
(RAND~ IZE) Attention Attention

a. Foreign affairs 01 01
b. Tax reform 02 02
c. Unemployment 03 03
d. ~.iclear arr~ ~ntro1 04 04
e. Envirori~nt . 05 05
f. Federal budget deficit 06 06
g. ~riculture and farm issues 07 07

None of them 08
No second r~ent ion 09
E~~n't know 98 98
Refused/NA 99 99

pp 4~-~i

Ql
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6. There are four basic alternatives for the federal government in reducing the
size of the federal budget deficit. ~4iich one of the following do you think
is the best ~~urse of action. .

(RAN~MIZE)

a. Make whatever spending cuts are needed so
taxes don 't have to be increased.

b. Make whatever tax increases are needed so
Spending on Th~ortant prngrams doesn't
have to be cut.

c * Reduce saite spending and ntxierately increase
taxes.

d. Rely on growth in the econany to generate
n~re revenue fran current taxes.

None of the above (VOLUNTEERED)
~n't know
Refused/NA

(Q.6)
Best Course
of Action

7 * Fr~ what you r~.i know about President~0 Reagan's tax reform plan, do you gen-

r erally favor or oppose the President's
plan?

Favor . .

cppose.
Ibn't know.
Refused/NA.
PPS -57

0 0 0 0 * 0

~r 8. President Reagan's tax reform proposal would eliminate rrDst tax deductions '.kiich
would allow lowering the incane tax rates for everyone. Eb you generally favor
or oppose eliminating rrost deductions and lowering tax rates?

Favor..............
c~pose.............

Refused/NA. . . .

W. 5S-57

* . . . . . 2
.1
.8
.9

9. T
9~tnich do you think is the r~st important

thing for the government to do this
year - (~rATE: reduce the budget
deficit or reform the federal tax laws)?

Reduce budget deficit
Reform federal tax laws
Both equally ia~rtant

(VOUJN'rEERED) . . .

Neither (VOLUNTEERED)
EOn't kncw. . . . . .

Refused/NA,. . . . . .

I'P52-~

..1 .2

* 0 0 6 0

.

* . 0 . 0
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10. ~ich of the following types of people would you rather have as your U.S.
Senator

(~~ATE)

a. Sarieone with strong ~inions on issues who
will ~te his own mind even if he s~netimes
disagrees with his c~nstitiients on an issue. . . .1

OR

b * Sa~one who will always reflect his constit-
uents' views regardless of his own ~inion
on an issue. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Neither/Depends (VOWNTEERED). . . . . . . .

~ knc~v . . . *.........................................

Refused/NA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

PPsg-c 0o

. . .3

. . .8
. . .9

QlO

11. Can you tell me the names of the two
U.S. Senators fran Verrrxnt?

First Mention

Named Robert Stafford
Na~d Patrick Leahy .

NaTed other . . .

Couldn't na~ any

QlJi~il

. . . . . . 4

Second Mention

Named Robert Stafford
Named Patrick Leahy .

Nar~ed other . . . . .

No second mention .

Pe4J-43~
Ql2M1

Here are the names of sa~ people. For each one, please tell me if you are aware
or not aware of that person. (IF AWARE, ASK:) Is your general impression of
(hirrVher) favorable or unfavorable?

(RANtU41zE)
Not

Aware Aware

Patrick Leahy (LAY-4iE)
Robert Stafford
Jim Jef fords
John Easton

Richard Snelling
~ter ~ith
Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NIN)
Bernard Sanders
Stephan (STEVEN) Morse

Un- I~n't Ref./
Favorable favorable Knc~ NA

1 2
1 2
1 2

8 9
8 9
B 9
8 9
8 9

I IW'~*I

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Q12
Q1J
Q14
Q15

Q16

QlS
Q19
Q20
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1~i I'd like to ask you a few questions about things in Ver~nt.

People disagree on the best way of dealing with tudget deficits in
Vern~nt.

21. Sane people say that the tudget should be balanced each and every year by
cutting spending and raising taxes annually. Others say that the tudget
should be balanced over a nw~tber of years without making any major changes
in taxes and spending every year. ttiich ~s closest to your ~inion?

Balanced tudget every year.
Balanced tudget over number

of years. . . . . . . . .

Both equally close (VOLUNTEERED).
Neither/Depends . .(VOLIJNTEERED).
[bn't know. . .

Refused/NA.
* . . . . 0 ~

S ~ ~ S ~ S S

.1

.2

.3
~ Q21
.8
.9

Your U.S. Senators in Washington are Patrick Leahy, Deirocrat and Robert
Stafford, I~publican.

N 22. 1X you approve or disapprove of the
way kbert Stafford is handling his
job as U.S. Senator? (~IT FOR 1~-
SF~)NSE AND ASK:) ~uld that be strongly
(approve/disapprove) or just sa~ewhat
(approve/disapprove)?

23. I~ you think F~bert Stafford has per-
formed well enough to deserve reelection
or do you think it is time to give a new
person the chance to do better?

24. 1~ you approve or disapprove of the
way Patrick Leahy is handling his job
as U.S. Senator? (1.~IT FOR RESR)NSE
AND ASK:) ~uld that be strongly
(approve/disapprove) or just s~iewhat
(approve/disapprove)?

25. I)~ you think Patrick Leahy has performed
well enough to deserve reelection or do
you think it is time to give a new person
the chance to do better?

Strongly approve.
Saiiewhat approve.
Sa~what disapprove
Strongly disapprove
DDn't know. . . .

Refused/NA. . . .

Reelect . . . . 0

New per-son. . .

I~n't know. . . .

Refused/NA. . 0 Svp~7q~..Q~

Strongly approve.
Sanewhat approve.
ScTnewhat disapprove
Strongly disapprove
[~n't know. . . .

Refused/NA........
PP (2..-14

Reelect . . .

New person........
lYn't know. .

Refused/NA. .

S S S ~ S S ~ ~ 4
. . . . . . . . 3

2 Q22
1
8

. . . . . . . . 9

. . . . . . . . 2
0 0 5 0 ~ S S 5 1.

. . . 0 0 . ~ 5 4

.. 3
2
1

.8
. . . . . . . . 9

.2
. . . . . . . . 1
0 . ~ . 0 5 0 * 8 Q23
. . . . . . . . 9
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Thinking ahead to the 1986 elections. .

26. If the 1986 election for Governor ware
being held today and (~rATE: John
Easton was the Republican candidate
and Madeleine Kunin was the I~cratic
candidate), ~ild you be voting for
(ROEA~TE: Easton or Kunin)?

Easton. .

Kunin . .

Cx)nt know.
~ Refused/NA.

V~?I -IZ

a. ~tichwaydoyou1eanasoftoday-- Easton .2
toward (I~7rATE: ~aston the Republican Kunin . . ......................................... 1
or Kunin the Dsm~crat)? tbn't know . . .......................... 8

Re fused/NA . . .......................... 9
P~?3i-3L

27. If the 1986 election for Governor ware
being held today and (1~)TXI'E: F~ter
&nith was the Republican candidate and
Madeleine Kunin was the E~s~,cratic
candidate), ~'~.ild you be voting for
(ROrATE: 3T~ith or Kunin)?

28. If the 1986 election for Governor ware
being held today and (IUrXrE: John
Easton was the Republican candidate,
Madeleine Kunin was the I~~cratic
candidate and Bernard Sanders was the
Independent candidate), ~.ild you be
voting for (ROTATE: Easton, Kunin or
Sanders)?

~nith....
Kunin . . .

D~nt know.V Refused/NA.

VP 7 dJ~(

Easton. .

Kunin . .

Sanders .

~ Ebn't know.
Refused/NA.

pR31.-42-

a. ~ich way do you lean as of today - Easton..................... . 3
toward (ROTATE: Easton the Republican, Kunin.............................2
Kuninthe~mcratorSandersthe Sanders.......................................1
Independent)? Eon't know.............. . . 8

Re fused/NA. . . . . . . . 9
PQ 3742~

.2

.1

Q26

.2

.1

a. ~tichwaydoyouleanasof today- ~nith. * @00.00.0.0.0.2

toward (ROTATE: ~ith the Republican Kunin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
or Kunin the [~i~crat)? Don't know. . . . . . . . . . . . 8

Ref used/NA. 0 0.00 ~ ~ * . . . . 9

Q27

Q2 8
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29. If the 1986 election for Governor ware
being ~ld today and (~YEATE: ~ter
~nith was the Republican candidate,
Madeleine Kunin was the I~cratic
candidate and Bernard Sanders was the
Independent candidate), ~.zld you be
voting for (~TATE: ~nith, Kunin or
Sanders)?

~nith . .

Kunin . .

Sanders .

- D~n't knc~'j.
- Refused/NA.

0

* 6 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 6 0 3
* ......... . . 2
* 0 0 * 6 0 0 0 * 0 0 0 1
* . 0 * * 0 0 6 0 6 0 * NJ

* * * * NJ

4 P1~37-42
a. ~4uchwaydoyouleanasof today- Snith. . . . .3

t~ard (RCYrATE: Snith the Republican, Kunin . . . . . *........ 2
Kunin the ~TK~crat or Sanders the Sanders . . . .......... 1
Independent)? I)~n't kric~i. . . . . . . . . . 8

Refused/NA.................9

Thinking ahead to the 1986 election for a mnent.

!iere are sane races for U.S. Senator that ~uld be on the ballot in 1986. For
each one, please tell n~ who you ~ild vote for if the election ware being held
today and the people I rreitioned were the candidates.
(IF I~4'T ie~c~q OR REFUSED, ASK:)

(REPEAT NAMES AND PARTIES)

(i~YEATE NAMES AND ~JESTIC~4S)

Q29

Which way do you lean as of today - toward

30. Richard Snelling,
Republican

31. Jim Jef fords,
Republican

2

32. John Easton,
Republican

OR Patrick Leahy,
Denncrat

OR Patrick Leahy,
E~Tx~crat

OR Patrick L4eahy,
~JTocrat

I)'n't know.
Refused/NA.

1~n't know.
Refused/NA.

D~n't knc~.
Refused/NA.

.8

0 ~.....9

* . . . . . . 8
. . . . . . . 9

.8

.9

P~

Q30

Q3 1

Q32
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33. In primary elections to select the candi--. Republican. . . . .

dates for the Noverter elections, do you I~n~ocratic. .(GO TO 0.35)
or the 1~m~cratic primary? Refused/NA. .(GO TO 0.35)usually vote in the Republican primary Don't know. .(GO TO 0.35)

PP 22 -2i

34. If the 1986 Republican primary for the Snelling. (GO TO Q.35) . . . 2
U.S. Senate ware being held today, ~~.zld Jeffords. (GO TO Q.35) . . . 1
you be voting for (~7rATE: Richard ~- Don't know. .*. . . . . . . * N
Snelling or Jim Jef fords)? Refused/NA. . . . . ......................... N

PPza-z~q
a. I4iich way do you lean as of today - Snelling. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

toward(~rATE: Sne..l4ing Jeffords..............1
or Jeffords)? Don't know. . . . . .......................... 8

Refj1Lsed/NA. . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
P& 2z-24

Now I'd like to ask you sane r~ore questions about Patrick Leahy.

35. Is there anything in particular that you like about Patrick Leahy?
(P~EE FOR AT LEAST ~ ~SR)NSES)

Q35M1
Q35M2
~35M.3
Q35M4
Q35M5

36. Is there anything in particular that you don't like about Patrick Leahy?
(PIEBE FOR AT LEAST 'I ~) ~S~)NSES)

Q36M1
Q36N2
Q36M3
Q36M4
Q36M5

37. ()'i political issues, do you consider Very conservative.................5
Patrick Leahy to be very conservative, Saiiewhat conservative . . . . . . . 4
sanewhat conservative, sanewhat liberal Moderate/rliddle-of -the-road
or very liberal? (VOLUNTEERED) . . . . ................... 3

Sa~ewhat liberal. . . . . . . . . 2
Very liberal. . . . . . . . . . . 1
Don't knc~w. . . . . . . . . . . . 8
Refused/NA. . . . . . . . . . . . . 9Opipg5~ ~

38. Do you think Senator teahy has supported
Pres iderit Reagan too Tiuch of the time,
about the right amunt or not enough of
the time?

T~o imich. 0 * * * * * * *

About right an~unt. . . .

Not enough. . . . . . . .

Don't knciii. * * * * * * *

Refused/NA. . . . . . . .

?PS5.~7
Q3 8

Q3 3

Q34

7.
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39. Sane people say that Senator t.eahy is t~ concerned about national issues and
being a leader in the U.S. Senate and is r~t cx>ncerned enough about the people
in Ver~ront. Others say Senator Leahy does a good job for the people in Ver~nt
arid as a national leader. ~taat is your opinion, is Senator Loahy too concerned
with being a national leader or does he do a good job representing the people
in Ver~nt?

Tho concerned w/being nat'1 leader.
Good job representing people.
Both. . (VOUJ1~TrEERED) . . . . . .

Neither (VOLUNTEERED) . . . . . .

Refused/NA. . . . . . . . . . .ppg~ ..q~, _

1
2

Q39
4
8
9

40. Of the following two staterr~nts, which ~ies closest to your opinion.

(ROTATE)

a. Senator Leahy cares rrore about the interests
of the people of Ver~nt arid our nation than
he does about his own political future. . . .1

OR

b. Senator Leahy cares im~re about his own political
future than he does about the interests of the
people of Vernxnt and our nation............. 2

Both equally close (VOLUNTEERED). .

Neither . . . . . .(VOLUI~JTEERED). .

Refused/NA. . . ~ . . .

Q4 0
* 0 * 0 0 3
* 0 * 0 0 4
* . * . * 8
* . 0 6 0 9

Now I'd like to ask you a few more questions about Richard Snelling.

41. ~ you approve or disapprove of the
way Richard Snelling handled his job
as Governor? (WAIT FOR RES~NSE AND
ASK:) ~uld that be strongly
(approve/disapprove) or just sanewhat
(approve/disapprove)?

Strongly approve. . .

Sanewhat approve. . . .

Sanewhat disapprove
Strongly disapprove
I)~n 't know...........
Re fused/tIA. . . . .

Q4 1



42. Is there anything in ~icular that like about Ricid Snelling?
(P~BE FOR AT ILAST I~ i~S~SES)

Q42~4l
Q42M2
Q42M3
Q42M4
( 42~vS

43. Is there anything in particular that you don't like about Richard Snelling?
(P~BE FOR Ar LEAST I1~) ~S~)NSES)

Q43M1
Q43M2
Q43M3
Q4 3M4
Q43M5

44. ')~ political issues, do you consider
Richard Snelling to be very conserva-
tive, sa~ hat conservative, sanewhat
liberal, or very liberal?

Very conservative . . * *

S~newhat conservative * *

ModerateA4iddle-of -the-road
(VOUMrEERED) . . .

Sa~what liberal. . * . *

Very liberal. . * . . .

Ref used/NA. . . . . . . .

45. Of the following two statements, which ~nes closest to your opinion. *

(~TATE)

a. Richard Snelling cares nc~re about the
interests of the people of Ver~nt
and our nation than he does about
his own political future. . . * . .

OR

b. Richard Snelling cares ntre about his
own political future than he does
about the interests of the people of
Ver~nt and our nation.............

Both equally close (VOLUNTEERED). . .

Neither . . . . . .(VOUJNTEERED). . .

Refused,'NA,. . . . . . . . . . . . .

~~P q7-qq

. * * 1

* . . 2 Q45

* S S 3
* 5 S 4
* . . 8
* 0 0 9

46. ~tio do you think should be held re- a. The state legislature . .
sponsible for the deficit in the state b. Governor Kunin (CUE-NIN). . .
budget (READ AND RAND()IIZE a THRU c)? c. Governor Snelling . . * . * .

All equally . . * (VOI4JNTEERED)
None of the above (VOLLThIrEERED)
t~n 't know. . . . . . . . . .

Ref used,'NA. . . . . . . . . .

* S 5 5
* 0 0 4

* . 0

3
2
1
8
9

Q46
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47. ~ixiId y~i say state taxes in Ver~nt
under Governor Snelling increased nvre
than in other states, less than in
other states or about the same as in
other states?

48. ~4~at about state spending under Governor
Snelling, ~.ild you say spending in-
creased nvre than in other states, less
than in other states or about the sane
as in other states?

More. . . . .

About the sane.
Less. . . .

Dn't know.

More. . . . 0 0

About the sane.
Less. . . . 0

~n't know.
Refused/NA. 0

VpoA-ir'g

49. Finally, ~,uld you say the overall debt
in Ven~nt under Governor Snelling in-
creased rr~re than in other states, less
than in other states or about the same
as in other states?

More. . . . .

About the same.
Less. . . -. .

tXnt know.
Refused/NA.

S 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0

0 ~ 0 0 ~ ~ 0 0

Q49

Now I'd like to ask you to think about both Richard Snelling and
a n~nent.

There are many different issues and problems an elected official
cisions about. I'm going to mention several issues and for each

Pat Leahy for

nust make de-
~ please

tell rre whether you ~uld rather have Richard Snelling or Patrick Leahy making
decisions on that issue.

(RANtXY'4IZE)

(\~LUNTEERED)
Richard Patrick t~n't Ref./
Snelling Leahy Both Neither Know NA

2

50. Federal tax and spending policies
51. Environmental issues and policies
52. U.S. relations with the Soviet

Union
53. National defense spending priori-

ties
54. Nuclear arns control negotiations

53. ~nestic and social spending
priorities

56. Taking care of the problems of
Verrm~nt 's citizens

57. Making sure Verr~unt c~ets its fair
share of federal prcx~rarns and
projects

58. Representing the Verrt~nt perspec-
tive in Washington

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Q30
QS 1

1 3 4 8 9 Q~2

Q5 3
QS 4

1 3 4 8 9 Q55

1 3 4 8 9 Q56

1 3 4 8 9 Q5~?

1 3 4 8 9 Q56

Q47

. 0

. .

. 0

0 0 Q4 8
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Nc,~ I'd like to do sanething a little different. I'm going to read you a
list of ~rds and for each one, please tell tie whether it best describes
(~ATE: Richard Snelling or Patrick Leahy)?

(RANDcY4IZE)

(VOLUNTEERED)
Richard Patrick D~n't Ref./
Snellir~ Leahy Both Neither Know NA

Effective
Tix~ anbitious
Intelligent
~'riend1y
Leader
Arrogant
Honest
1~cisive
Independent
Caipass ionate
'lypical politician

1 3 4 8
1 3 4 8
1 3 4 8
1 3 4 8
1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3

9~&i3o ~'- 1411

4 8

f~iring the ~urse of a caxTlpaign, voters learn rtore about the candidates and their
positions on ii~ortant issues. I'm going to nention saie of the differences be-tween Richard Snelling and Patrick Leahy on issues and please tell tie whether you
tend to agree rtr~re with Snellings position or Leahy's position on the issue.

(RANIXtII ZE ~JESTI0NS AND ~JI'AXE I'I'EZ* S)

70. Richard Snelling supports
further research and de-
velop~ent of new military
weapons syst~

2

71. Richard Snelling believes
the U.S. must take a tough
attitude in negotiating
with the Soviet Union

2

Patrick Leahy c~poses
AND further research and de-

veloprent of new military
weapons systesns

1

Patrick Leahy believes
AND the U.S. should take a

flexible attitude and be
rm~re willing to ~iprc~rtise
with the Soviets

1

72. Richard Snelling supports
President Reagan's plan to
send military and econ~ic AND
aid to the anti-caruunist
forces in Central America

2

Patrick Leahy c~poses Presi-
dent Reagan's plan for
military and econanic aid
to anti-ca~munist forces
in Central Arrerica

Both. . (VCL.).3

Neither (VOL.).4

Ref ./NA . . . .9

73. Richard Snelling is a con-
servative on rr~st issues

2

74. Richard Snelling is sup-
ported by the business
camminity

2

Patrick Leahy is a liberal
AND on rrost issues

1

Patrick Leahy is supported
AND by labor unions

pp ~

59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.

Q59
Q6 0
Q61
Q62
Q63
Q64
Q65
Q66
QE?
Q68
Q69

(VOL.).
(VOL.).
* 0 S *

* 0 6 0

Q7

Both..
Neither
EI(..
R2f./NA

Both..
Neither
DK..
Ref ./NA

(VOL. ).3
(VOL. ) .4
. . . .8
. . . .9

Both.
Neither
DK..
Ref ./NA
Both.

Neither

Ref ./NA

(VOL.).3
(VOL. ) .4

.8
0 ~ * .9

(VOL.).3
(VOL.) .4

. . .8
. . . .9
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Now I 'm going to read you sate other things you might learn about a osrdidate during
the ~urse of a can~aign. Please tell tre if learning that about a ~ndidate '.~xild
make you rrKre likely or less likely to vote for that person. (~&IT FOR RES~NSE AND
ASK:) I*~ild that be nuch (rr~re/less) likely or sa~ewhat (ncre/less) likely?

(RANDC~1IZE)

75. Is opposed by the Moral
Majority

76. Is cpposed by labor unions 5

77. Is opposed by the Verr~ont
Public Interest Research
Group 5

78. Is opposed by the Sierra
Club. 5

Much Sanewhat No Difference/ Sanewhat Much
More More Not Inr~ortan~ LeSS Less 'Ref .,/
Likely Likely (VOLUNTEERED) ~y Likely DK NA

3
PPu~o- ill

1 8 9 Q~

1 8 9 QT

1 8 9 QT

1 8 9 QT

Now I'm going to read you sane things other people have said about
For each ~e, please tell tre whether you think that statement does
accurately describe Patrick Leahy.

(RANErYIIZE)

79. Is a big spender

80. ~buld rather ~rk on issues that
interest him instead of issues
that are irrportant to VernK)nt

81. Will do anything to get elected

Patrick Leahy.
or does not

Dzri't Refused!
~es 1)~es Not Know NA

2 1 8
PP a72-174

Q79

Q80

Q8 1
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Nc~ that you've had an q~portunity to think a little r~ore about Richard
Snelling and Patrick Leahy. .

82. If the 1986 election for the U.S. Senate Snelling. . (GO '10 Q.83) . . . 2
were ~ing held today and (~tATE: Leahy . . . (GO 'ID 0.83) . . . 1
Richard Snelling was the Republican I~n't know. . . . . . . . . N
candidate and Patrick Leahy was the Refused/NA. . . . . .......................... N
~cratic candidate), would you be
voting for (~1I'ATE: Snelling or I
Leahy)? PP7g, 13/5 Q82

a. I4iich ~y do you lean as of today - snelling. . . . . . . . * * * * 2
t~ard(~rATE: SnellingtheRepublican Leahy. ........ ................... 1
or Leahy the £~rrv~crat)? F DDn't know. .(GO '10 0.84) . . . 8

Refused/NA. .(GO 'ID 0.84) . . . 9
W7-9 IA-PS

83. W~aldyousayyourdecisionbetween Difficult. . . . . . . . . . . . .2
Snelling and Leahywasadifficult E'airlyeasy. . . . . ....... 1
decision to make or a fairly easy Neither easy nor difficult Q83
decision? (VOWNTEERED) . . * .... 31

Re fused/NA,. . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
pp. ~,j..,j

84. Regardlessof whoyou support today, if Snelling. . . . . . . . . . . .2
RichardSnellingandPatrickLeahywere Leahy . ...................... 1
running against each other for the U.S. Ibn't know. . . . . . . . . . 8 Q84
Senate in 1986, who do you think ~~ild Refused/NA. . . . .......................... 9
win?

pp ic,-~,
85. 1~aldyou like toseeRichardSnelling Challenge. . . . . . . . . . . . .2

challenge Patrick Leahy for the U.S. Not run . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Senate, or ~uld you prefer that Richard Ebn't know. . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 Q83
SnellingnotrunfortheU.S.senate? Refused/NA..... ....... .9

PP~ig-2l

Next Nov~nber, there will also be an issue on the ballot which, if passed, ~ild
establish an Equal Rights Amendment to the Ver~nt State Constitution.

86. If the election were being held today, Yes, in favor . . . . . . . . . . 2
would you vote YES in favor of an Equal No, ~ainst............... . . . . 1
Rights Anencknent to the Vermont coristi- E:on't know. . . . . . . . . . . 8 Q86
tutionorNOagainstanEqualRights Refused/NA ........ . . .9
Aer~±~nt?

P~? 17 -177

II
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Now, a few questions for statistical purposes.

Dl. Generally speaking, do you think Republican.
of yourself as a Republican, a ~xcrat.
Dsmcrat, an Independent or what? ~- Independent

I- preference

't know.
used

* 6 * ~ 0 0 *

* 0 0 ~ 0 ~ 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1
2 PARTYID
3 51
4
5
B
9

a. ~ld you call yourself a strong b. D~ you think of yourself as
(Rep.,fD~i.) or a rx't very strong closer to the Republican or
(Rep./Dem.)? the 1~n~cratic Party?

Strong. . . . . . . . . . . . .1 Republican. . . . . . . . . . . . . 11.
Not very strong . . . . . . . .2 t~nr~cratic. . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
I~n't knc~~............. . . .8 Neither . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Refused............... . . .9 1~n't kn~. . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

P~? j7g~/g~ P3

STRENG?
73

LEAN
52

dl

SPECIAL VARIABLE: SPECIAL I~MCX~RA1~-IIC TABLE - PARTY ID INDEVN(~1AL SAYI'E
53 (V5) 54-56



0
D2. In the last general election in which

you voted, which answer best describes
h~ you voted for state and local of-

(V6) f ices such ~ ~vernor and senator?
(READ C~IOICES 1 D{~UQ1 7/ALTE~~4ATE
TOP '10 BO'rrtr'1/BCTrIOM '10 'loP)

- 17 -

Straight D~rEcratic .

Mostly D8m~cratic . .

A few more I~itcrats tha
Republicans . . . *

About equally for both
parties . . . . .

A few more Republicans
than De~,crats. .

Mostly Republican . .

Straight Republican .

* . . . . .01
* . . . . .02

Lfl x~rETYPE
* . . . . .03 57-58

* . . . . .04

.05

.06

.07

Other
(SPECIFY)

Never voted . . . . .

~ ~ * 9 6 9

Refused/NA. . . . .

pp. jgiq... jg~
D7A. ()"i political issues, do you ~nsider

yourself very liberal, scxiiewhat liberal,
sar~ewhat cxnservative or very ~nserva-
tive?

Very liberal. . . . . .

Sarewhat liberal/More liberal
than ~nservative . . . .

Ne itherAliddle-of -the-road!
Moderate (VOUJNTEERED).

Scz~ewhat ~nservativeA4ore
conservative than liberal

Very ~nservative . . . . .

Refused . . . . . . . . . .

PP 1R7-if'?

. . . . . 1
LIBCON1

... 2 63

* 0 * 3

SPECIAL VARIABLE - TURNCUT ~EICiITS 65-68

SPECIAL VARIABLE - COLLAPSED 2JRNCtYI 69-72
(V8)

74-76=ExrA
77-JOB ID
78-80 JOB ~JO

.09

.98

.99
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D8B. What is y~ir ajproximate ale?

(V1O)

18-24 years . .

25-29 years . .

30-34 years . .

35-39 years . .

40-44 years . .

45-49 years . .

50-54 years . .

55-59 years . .

60-64 years . .

65-74 years . .

75 ar~i over .

Refused . . 0 6

VP:IIQ -,q2.

*...............10
* . . . . . . . .20
.............................................................................25

. . . . . . . .35
.............................................................................40
* . . . . . . . .45

. . . . . . . .50
* . . . . . . . .55
* . . . . . . . .60

.............................................................................65
.............................................................................99

D9. What is the last grade of school you Grade school or less (Grade 1-8). . 1
ca~ipleted? ScUTle high school (Grade 9-11) . . . 2

Graduated high school . . . . . . . 3
Vocational schooltrechnical School. 4
Sane cnllege - 2 years or less. . . 5
Sane oollege - n~re than 2 years. * 6
Graduated oollege . . . . . . . . . 7
Post-graduate '~rk. . . . . . . . . 8
Refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
9~.jq3 -(95

o D20. In addition to being an American, is
your n~in ethnic group or ancestry

~ (V14) British, Irish, Italian, or what?
(ACCEFI' ONE RES~NSE ONLY ~{2iASIZE
MAIN NATIONALITY IF MORE ThAN ONE
ANSWER IS GIVEN)

British/English/Scots .

Ge rn~n. . . . . . . .

Irish .........

French. . . . . . . . .

Scar~inavian/Swedish/
Nor~gian/Finnish . .

Spanish American/Hispanic
(Mexican, Puerto Rican,
Cuban)............ .

.01
.02
.03
.04

.05
. . . . .06

. . . . .07

.08

Afro-American/Black .

East Eur~ean/Th~ssian
Portuguese. . . . . . . .

Asian/Oriental (Japanese,
Chinese, Philipino, etc).

American Indian . . .

t~i tch ..........

Other . . . . . . . . . .

used . . . . . . . . .

Z~'Z.-2.O7

85-86

EDOFR
87

~I~-{NI(.
108-109

.09

.10

.11

. . . .12

.13

.14

.97

.98

.99
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D21. Is your religious background Protes-
tant, ~an Catholic, Jewish or
sanething else? (IF SSa.i~EP~I~J( ELSE"
OR LR~CILAR IF (2IRISrIAN, ASK:) Is
that a Christian diurch?

D25. *iich of the following incane groups
includes your T(Y~AL lOJSEHOLD INCCtIE
in 1984 before taxes? (Just stop me
when I read the ~rrect category)

U

N'D26. (TRANSFER FRCvI NATI~ALITY (P ASK:) Is
your racial or ethnic heritage white,

0 black, hispanic or what?

Protestant (e.g. Baptist,
Methodist, etc.). .

Jewish. . . . . . . .

Other Christian . .

Other Non-Christian/
Unspecified..........

Agnostic/Atheist. . .

None. . . . . . .

Refused .

I? 199-2v7

Under $10,000 . . . . .

S1O,000-S15,000 (14,999).
S15,000-$20,000 (19,999).
S20,000-S25,000 (24,999).
$25,000~S30r000 (29,999).
S30,000-$40,000 (39,999).
S40,000-S50,000 (49,999).
$50,000 and ~?er. . .

Ckn't know. . . . . . .

Refused . . . . . . . .

PP2~c~-?,o

B lack .........

Hispanic/Spanish ~nerican/
Chicano . . . . . .

Oriental. . . . . .

American Indian . . . .

Other ...... . .

Not ascertained . . . .

'D~ ii~i~

* 0 0 0 01
* . . . .2

D28. Sex: (BY ~SERVATI~) Male................ . . . . . . .1
F~r~le * . . * . . . . . ...... 2
PP2'i -zi3

SPEC IAL VARIABLE: STAThS C~0UPS/HISTORICAL TRACIR C~CEJPS
127 / 128

SPECIAL VARIABLE: PARPY INDEVCANDI I~E IN1X~VTARGET (i~OUP
(V17) 129-130 /(V18) 131-132/ 133

SPECIAL VARIABLE: INI'ENT = 134

SPECIAL VARIABLE: 1N1'EREST 135

RELIGIOt'
110

I~OME
119

RACE
120

SEX
126



U
Pp 14-ij

#~244~~4

1'P2~38
1Iaq~:

A.J N -

C'~f3fr~L ~

W75-75

PD? iZ~P~ ~zq

P~? ,~8P0. LS~

?92/4-1J4

I/t4C~A

p j~? zzo.~ zi4 ~~

11



0

urn



U



K~K.

L1~ i DOc~

Intelligent alternatives
for todays decision makers

1363 Beverly Road. McLean Virginia 22101, (703) 556-0001

A TELEPHONE SURVEY OF REGISTERED VOTERS

IN THE STATE OF VERMONT

Prepared for the

National Republican Senatorial Committee

December 1985

#646-03-01
#3359-14

mft.iaklngAnformnetlon ~





TABLE OF CONTENTS

P age

1. iNTRODUCTORY MATERiALS . so. 1

Survey Overview................................ 1

ii. iNTERViEW SCHEDULE.....................................3

III. APPENDICES......................................9

Appendix A: Sunple Selection and Swnple Validation.... 9

Appendix B: Description of Terms..................... 12

iv. CO?'I'UTER OUTPUT



U



*

SURVEY OVERVIEW

Decision/Making/Information is pleased to present the results of
this survey to the National Republican Senatorial Committee. This
section provIdes a brief introduction to the specifications of the
study and a guide to the organization of this report.

Although the most sophisticated procedures have been used to
collect and analyze the Information presented here, It must be
renenbered that surveys are not predictions. They are designed to
measure public opinion within Identifiable statistical limits of
accuracy at specific points in time. This survey is in no way a
prediction of opinion or action at any future point in time.

Account Executive and principal investigator for this study was
Neil Newhouse; assisting in all phases of research and analysis was
Glen Bolger, who served as project director.

Research Design

This study contains the results of a telephone survey of five
hundred registered voters in the state of Vermont.

Survey responses were gathered between December 3-5, 1985.

All respondents interviewed in this study were registered voters
in the state of Vermont. A detailed explanation of this sa~ple
selection method appears in Appendix A, page 9 . In general, random
sanples such as this yield results projectable to the entire universe
of registered voters within + 4.38 percentage points in 95 out of 100
cases.

Interviews were conducted by Decision/Making,'Information..trained
personnel from telephone banks at Provo, Utah phone center.
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The interviews lasted approximately 14 minutes and contained a

total of 50 questions, of which the National Republican Senatorial

Cogvnittee has purchased shared or exclusive access to 26.

Approximately 15% of all interviews were independently validated

for procedure and content by a Decision/Making/InfOrmatiOn

professional. Completed interviews were edited and coded at the

firm's headquarters in McLean, Virginia. Statistical analysis and

cross-tabulations were produced by the firm's own software and

computer systsn.

Organization of the Study

The results of this survey are presented in the following order:

The Interview Schedule reproduces the survey instrtinent, or

questionnaire, as it was used in the interviewing. It is enlarged

here to include listings of verbatim responses to open-ended questions

from a subsample of those interviewed, as well as overall percentages

of response to each question (shown in parentheses).

The Appendices contain the sample selection methodology and sample

validation (Appendix A), and a description of terms commonly used in

survey research (Appendix B).

Last is the Con~uter Output, the components of which are described

and explained at the front of that section.

Any questions the reader may have about this survey that are not

answered in this report should be referred to the D/M/I project
director previously named.

w T M ak
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Hello, I'm ______________________ of Decision/Making/InformatIon, a nationalresearch firm. We're talking wit~, people in Vermont today and would like toask you a few questions (OPTiONAL) on a confidential basfs. (DO Nor PAUSE)

A. Are you registered to vote in
Vermont? YES (CONTINUE WITH INTERVIEW).I

NO (ASK Q.B)................2

IF "NO" IN Q.A, ASK:
-------------------------------------------------------------

B. Is there anyone else in your household who is registered to vote?

(IF "NO,' THANK AND TERMINATE)

(lF "YES,' ASK:) May I speak with that person, please?

(IF "YES," REPEAT Q.A WiTH NEW PERSON)

1. Do you feel that things in Vermont
are generally going In the right
direction, or that things have
pretty seriously gotten off on the
wrong track?

3. Do you approve or disapprove of the
way Ronald Reagan is handling his
job as President? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE,
THEN ASK:) Would that be strongly
(approve/disapprove) or just some-
what (approve/di sapprove)?

RIGHT DIRECTiON.........(82%)
WRONG TRACK.............(14%)

STRONGLY APPROVE........(34%)
SOP'EMIAT APPROVE........(38%)
SO~EWHAT DISAPPROVE......(10%)
STRONGLY DISAPPROVE......(17%)

Now, I would like to read you a list of names and have you tell me, for eachone, first whether you've heard of the person; then, if so, please tell mewhether you have a favorable or unfavorable impression of that person.
HEARD OF/

(ROTATE NAr'ES)

8. Pat Leahy (Lay-he)
FAVORABLE

(79%)

HEARD OF!
UNFAVORABLE

(11%)

HEARD OFf

NO OPINION

(7%) (3%)

NEV-ER

HEARD OF



Now, I would like to read you another list of naiies andeach one, first whether you've heard of the person; then,whether you have a favorable or unfavorable impression of

(ROTATE MAT'ES)

13. Dick Snelling

HEARD OF/
FAVORABLE

(73%) (20%) ( 6%) (1%)
Now, let's talk about foreign affairs for a moment.

HEARD OFf

UNFAVORABLE

have you tell me, for
If so, please tell me
that person.
HEARD OFf

NO OPINION

NEVER

HEARD OF

25. Thinking about the Issue of nuclear
disarmanent for a moment, generally
speaking, do you support or Oppose
nuclear disarmanent? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE,
THEN ASK:) Is that ~ (support!
oppose) or just somewhat (support/oppose)?

SLFPORT STRONGLY........(48%)
SLI'PORT SO~Eb*IAT........(20%)
OPPOSE SO~EWHAT (SKIP TO
Q.29)................(14%)

OPPOSE STRONGLY (SKjP TO
Q.29)................(17%)

IF "SLN'PORT' IN Q.25, ASK:
------------------------------------------------------

People disagree on the different conditions that should be met beforenuclear disarmanent should be agreed to. For each of the following,please tell me whether in your opinion it should or should not be anecessary requirement of a nuclear arms agreement with the Russians.

SHOULD SHOULD NOT
26. An agreement be verifiable, in other

words, that each side allow the otherside to inspect its nuclear arsenal. (88%) (11%)

27. That an agreement leave the Russians
and the United States with aboutequal military power. (90%) ( 8%)

28. That an agreement not just reduct the
nuclear weapons of the United States
and the Soviet Union but also oftheir allies. (92%) ( 6%)

33. And, if the 1986 general election for LEAHYU.S. Senate wer being held today, and SNELLING..........
the candidates were (ROTATE) Pay Leahy,
Democrat, and Dick Snelling, Republican,
for whom would you vote?



Now 1 an going to read you a list of t
consideration in their decision how to vote fc
please tell me whether that Is extrenely Ii~
Important, not that important, or not at all I
dediding whether to elect a candidate as U.S. S4

Extrrnly
(RANDOMIZE) IrT~rtnt

34. The candidate is an Incumbent
who has built up seniority in
the Senate. (9%)

35. The candidate was born in Vermont. (11%)

36. The candidate Is In line to become
Chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Caimnittee. (10%)

37. The candidate is experienced in
helping reduce deficits. (22%)

38. The candidate is willing to limit
the anount of money he will spend
in his campaign. (19%)

39. The candidate is strongly
corliTlitted to working for
nuclear disarmanent. (23%)

*kk#1farmat~on

hings people might take into
r U.S. Senator. For each one,
oportant, very Important, just
mportant to you, personally, in
~nator from Vermont.

Very Just Nt Tht Nt Al

(25%) (29%) (23%) (13%)

(20%) (16%) (28%) (24%)

(30%) (23%) (22%) (14%)

(51%) (23%) ( 3%) (1%)

(39%) (24%) (12%) ( 6%)

(40%) (20%) ( 8%) ( 8%)

40. Of the following two types of candidates, which one would you be more
likely to vote for -- if it makes no difference to you, just say so.
(ROTATE)

Someone who was born in Vermont............(16%)

OR Someone who chose to live in Vermont, and has
lived there for more than 25 years.........(15%)

NO DiFFERENCE (DO NOT READ)...............(70%)

41. And, of these two types, which would you be more likely to vote for?
Again, if It makes no difference, just say so. (ROTATE)

Someone who would voluntarily limit the anount of campaign
spending to a certain aiiount, even if he could raise more... .(65%)

OR Someone who feels it's okay to spend on his campaign the
total anount he feels he can ethically raise.............(10%)

NO DIFFERENCE (DO NOT READ)...........................(25%)
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As you may know, Dick Snelling was Governor of Vermont for eight years prior tostepping down after last year's election. For each of the following stateiient,please tell me which ones you feel are true and which ones are not true. (IFTMTRUE", ASK:) Is that important or not important?

True/ Truef
In~rtnt Not IfrVrtnt

Not
True

42. Under Dick Snelling the total state debt
declined by 31%.

43. When Dick Snelling left office, he left a
35 million dollar deficit.

44. Dick Snelling created the spending plan that
will pay off the entire deficit of the State
of Vermont by 1986.

(25%)

(39%)

(30%)

( 4%) (43%)

(11%) (28%)

( 4%) (42%)

Finally, I would like to ask you a few questions for statistical purposes

45. What is your age please? 18 - 24................( 6%)

25 - 34................(22%)

...................................................(24%)...................................................(14%)
55 - 64................(19%)
65 AND OLDER............(16%)

46. What is the last year of school you LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL. (12%)have completed? HiGH SCHOOL ~ADUATE.....(38%)
SO~E COLLE~1VOCATIONAL (19%)
COLLE~ GRADLi~TE.........(20%)
POST-~ADLL~TE...........(11%)

47. Which of these phrases best des- MOSTLY REPUBLICAN........(21%)
cribes how you usually vote? SLIGHTLY REPUBLICAN......( 9%)(ROTATE READING CHOICES TOP TO EQUALLY FOR BOTH PARTIES (43%)
BOTTOM OR ViCE VERSA.) SLIGHTLY DEMOCRATIC......( 9%)

MOSTLY DEMOCRATIC........(18%)

48. Which of these stateiients best describes QUITE CONSERVAT1VE.......(18%)
how conservative or liberal you are? SL1GHTLY CONSERVATIVE.(30%)
(ROTATE READiNG CHOICES TOP- TO -BOTTOM NEITHER CONSERVATIVE NOROR VICE VERSA.) LIBERAL...............(23%)

SLIGHTLY LIBERAL........(17%)
QUlTE LIBERAL...........(11%)



q.~on/Mskk#~ormaUon ~

49. In politics today, do you usually
think of yourself as a Republican,
a D~nocrat, an Independent, or what?

(IF REPUBLICAN OR DEMOCRAT, ASK:)
Would you call yourself a strong
(Repubican/Denocrat) or a not-so
strong (Republ ican/Denocrat)?

STRONG REPUBLICAN........(13%)
NOT-SO-STRONG REPUBLICAN.. (15%)
NOT-SO-STRONG DEMOCRAT...
STRONG DEMOCRAT..........(8%)

LEAN TO REPUBLICANS......(12%)
INDEPEN1~NT/NO PREFERENCE.(?1%)
LEAN TO DEMOCRATS........(16%)

(IF iNDEPENDENT/OTHER/NO PREFERENCE,
ASK:) Do you think of yourself as
closer to the Republican or to the
D~nocratic party?

50. Sex (BY OBSERVATION) MALE...................(50%)

FEMALE.................(50%)

-I

0
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APPENDiX A

SAPLE SELECTiON

Effective survey research must be based on a sanpie truly

representative of the universe of interest.

The swnple for this survey was stratified by county on the basis

of 1980 U.s. Census figures.

The random-digit methodology employed In this telephone study

closely approximates a simple random sanple of households with

telephones. To create the random telephone nt5nbers used, known

working niunbers falling within the area being sunpled were obtained

f rum telephone directories. Using the computer, randomly generated

two-digit ntnbers were coupled with the first five digits of known

working ntznbers.

Sheets of telephone ntinbers were developed for specific localities

with the ntjnbers on each sheet divided into a primary sanpie of

nLmTlbers, a secondary sanple of nLanbers, and a reserve sanple of

nLlnbers.

interviewers were instructed to dial each of the nLsrlbers in the

primary sanpie at least twice, or until a n~unber proved to be

inoperable, before dialing any of the ntjnbers in the secondary sanple,

and to dial each of the minbers in the primary sanple at least three

times, and those in the secondary at least twice, before dialing any

nwnbers in the reserve sauple.

When contact was established, the interviewer screened for the

appropriate type of person (e.g., an adult over 18 years-old,

registered voter, etc.) and randomly selected an eligible respondent

from the household.

L
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The application of these procedures produced a calculable

probability of being included in the survey suiiple for each m~nber of
the potential universe.

Any further questions the reader has about s~npl1ng methodology

should be referred to the project director.
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SAF4'LE VALIDATION

3 su3~3S3 3=333=~==Z=~=

MOR Survey DM1 Survey
June 1985 Deceriter 1985

Past Vote

RepublIcan 26 30

Tlcketspl itter 45 43

D~iiocr at 24 27

No response 5

-I
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APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF TERMS

1. A re ate Data/Total Column -- Information based on the entire
of respondents, as opposed to that from any given sub-

group, such as male/female. Aggregate data are, displayed In the
first column of the banner set to show how each question was
answered by all those interviewed.

2. Banner -- A table with up to 18 columns of cross-tabulations.

3. Base -- The description of which respondents were asked a par-
ticular question. In most cases it will be the ~total sample".
For questions in a skip pattern arrangement It may be TMWomnen Who
Work Outside the Home" or some other subgroup.

4. Bias -- A systematic error in research design, sample selection,
or questionnaire wording that produces a result not representa-
tive of the population under study.

5. ~~4~q~are -- A statistical measure of the degree of relationship
two or more categorical variables In the cross-tabula-

tion.

o 6. Variable -- A new variable for use In the analysis
create y t e analyst by combining two or more categories of
response to a given question. A typical example of a collapsed
variable is age. Often in the original measurement of age, six
or seven different categories of response are used (e.g., under

r 25, 25 to 34, 35 to 44). For analytic purposes, only threecategories -- the young, the middle-aged, and the elderly -- are
needed. By collapsing the more detailed set of categories, the
analyst can generate the desired three-way split by age.

7. Correlation Coefficient -- A measure of the linear relationship
between two variables. It may be adapted for categorical vari-
ables, continuous variables, or a combination of the two. Its
value may range between +1.0 (perfect positive correlation) and
-1.0 (perfect negative correlation). A zero represents no linear
relationship. The correlation of a variable with itself is
always 1.0.

8. Correlation Table -- A display of two or more variables and the
correlation coefficients between each set of two.

9. Cleaning -- A process of computer cross-checking survey data
after it has been keypunched to uncover any mechanical or logical
errors.

10. Closed-Ended Question -- A question In which the respondent must
choose between certain pre-specified answers, such as yes or no,
agree or disagree, candidate X or Y, etc.

I.
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11. Confidence Interval -- A measure of the accuracy of using survey
data to estimate values for the entire population from v*ilch the
survey sample was selected. The smaller the confidence interval,
the more accurate the survey findings. In general, as size of a
sample increases, the width of the confidence Interval decreases,
and the accuracy of the estimate Improves.

12. Cross-Tabulation -- A table used to contine and compare the
results of two or more questions.

13. Demo graphic Questions -- Questions that determine the composition
of the pop ulation under study, especially with reference to size
and density, distribution, and vital statistics. They are In-
cluded in every survey to determine relevant physical and social
characteristics of the responding sample, such as age, income,
seK, marital status, home ownership, etc.

14. Editing -- The process of reviewing completed interviews to
assure that all the questions have been asked and that the skip
patterns have been properly followed by the Intervie~rs.

15. E~Q~es!Aon~. -- A question used to determine whether a re-
qualified to answer a succeeding question. For

example: Do you consider yourself to be a Republicwi or a
Democrat?" Those responding Republlcwi" would be asked the
succeeding questions about candidates in the Republicui primary,
while those who responded Democrat~ would be asked questions
about cwtdidates in the Democratic primary.

16. Interview Schedule -- The questionnaire, or survey instrument.
TFI interview scwiedule is made up of questions designed to
measure the topic of Interest. All questions are properly
sequenced and tested for bias before use In the field.

17. Mean -- The arithmetic average, or midpoint, of a distribution of
nurrt~ e rs.

18. N -- The nunter of persons intervie~d In a sarrrle. A survey
with the N of 500" simply me~s a sample of 500 interviews.

19. Open-Ended Questions -- Questions for which there are no pre-
determined answers; the respondent may give any answer that comes
to his mind. A typical open-ended question is, What would you
say Is the nunter one problem In our country today; the one that
you, yourself, are most concerned about?"

20. Pretest -- The test of a questionnaire, before it is sent into
the field, on a small group of respondents to determine possible
we~nesses in it. Any adjustments that seem necessary may then
be made before the Interview schedule is administered to the
larger sample population.
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21. Probe -- A technique used by the intervie~r to elicit from the
respondent a more detailed answer to an open-ended question. A
probe involves the use of non-biasing suggestions, such as, 'What
do you mean by that," 'Anything else?', or Can you be more
spec if Ic ?"

22. Re ression A~y~4~ -- A statistical tech inque used to analyze
the re ati6i hip between a variable and one or more others. The
amount of variation in the dependent variable may be explained or
predicted from the imp~t that the independent variables have.

23. Relative Error -- A measure of the proportion of error in an
estimate. Relative error Is calculated as the standard deviation
of an estimate divided by the estimate.

24. Validation -- A coi~parison of san~le characteristics
a e, e ucation, political registration) with those of the

whole universe from which the san~le was drawn. SalT~le valida-
tion determines h~v ~curately the sa~rple reflects the population
under study.

25. p3j~gjrr~r ~- The measure of the proportion of error that may
6~&~niiiii-vey as a result of the procedures used to select
the san~,le. If those procedures are based on the principles of
random selection, the proportion of that error can be estimated
statistically. When all procedures are rigidly controlled and
well designed, the san~le bias is minimal, and the estimate of
sanpling error may be used to calculate population estimates.

26. Scaled Variable -- A swTITIary variable that sii~lifies or makes
more meaningful the analysis of survey data. It is created by
contining the answers to two or more questions, thereby re-
flecting the answers to e~h coriponent question.

27. Semantic Differential -- A bipolar scale consisting of pairs
descriptive antonyms (either adjectives or adjective phrases)
with cues sp~ed In between. These cues may be numeric, verbal,
or graphic. The differential is designed to Indicate subtle
differences In the public 's perceptions of persons, institutions,
corporations, etc.

28. ~4p~a~rn -- The design In a questionnaire that designates
questions an interviewer should leave out in specific

interviews beca~se they don't apply to all respondents.

29. Standard Deviation -- A measure of dispersion in a set of data.
Specifically, it is the square root of the arithmetic mean of the
squared deviations of individual scores from the group mean. In
a normal distribution, approximately 68.3% of the scores will
fall between ±1 S.D. from the group mean, 95.5% between +2 S.D.,
and 99.7% between +3 S.D.

-I
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30. Standard Error -- A measure of the statistical confidence inter-
val about the average; 90% of the time the average response if
one could ask ever ne In the universe of interest the question
would be within + .4xstandard error) of the reported san~le
mean; 95% of the time the actual average for the whole universe
would be within + (1.96 x standard error) of tt~e reported safT~~le
mean; 99% of the time the actual average for the whole universe
would be within + (2.56 x standard error) of the reported sati~'le
mean.

31. T-Test -- A statistical test to see whether there Is a signifi-
cant difference between two means or two proportions. These
means or proportions may represent different groups under study
or a san~le and its population.

32. or Po ulatlon -- The entire set of persons from which a
iiii~1~Wtb<b e drawn. The definition of the universe for a

particular study is determined by clients and their needs. It
may be as general as "all those living within the boundaries of
the continental Lfr~ited States that are registered to vote," or as
specific as residents of Los Angeles County aged 35 and over
that have savings accounts of $5,000 or more at such-and-such
savings and loan."

33. Validation -- The process of Insuring that interviews were
actually coT~leted and that correct information was received from
each respondent. Usually 10 to 20% of the con~leted interviews
from each Interview are called back by a supervisor to determine
whether an interview was actually administered and whether the
information collected Is correct.

34. WATS Line -- An acronym for the telephone coq~any's Wide Area
Teleconnunications Service, which provides unlimited long-
distance dialing for a set fee.

35. ~jg~n -- An adjustment to bring survey demographics Into
a re ement with those of the population under study. For

exari~le, should a survey sanple contain too many elderly respon-
dents when con~ared to the actual population, their nun~er may be
reduced by weighting while simultaneously Increasing the nuriter

of younger respondents to bring the san~le precisely In line with
the population.

'p
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COMPUTER OUTPUT

The Coriputer Output contains three subsections: the Table of

Contents, the Index, and the Banners.

The banners are cross-tabulations, designed to co'~pare the

responses to two or more questions in a tabular form. For exaii~,le,

knowing hc~v the total group interviewed feels about a particular

question may not be as helpful as knowing the specific reactions of

the young, the middle-aged, or the elderly. Cross-tabulations produce

the answers to who holds what opinion. The following page presents a

sanple cross-tabulation in banner format.

At the top of each page is the question nuu~er and wording along

with a description of the banner. Listed vertically dc~rin the

left-hand side of the page are the description of the base (those

people who were asked the question) and the response categories.

Each banner may have up to 18 colunris of data. The first colunwi,

Total', sh~vs the results of the question for the total safrple of

respondents who were asked that question. The remaining colunuis sh~v

the results of the question among particular subgroups described in

the colufrrl headings.
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In these tables, the data are to be read in colunv~s.

TOTAL

BASE * Total San~,le

(1)

(2)

(3)

600

201
34%

145
24%

254
42%

SEX
MEN ~*1EN

288

107
37%

83
29%

98
34%

312

94
30%
62
20%

156
50%

The above exan~~le says, for instance, that 37% of men
not that 37% of those giving answer (1) were men.
nunter of respondents and the percent of a given
opinion are shown.

gave answer (1),
Both the actual
type holding an

Whenever the mean is a relevant measure, It Is conputed and
reported for each category of the independent variable(s), along with
the standard deviation and standard error of the mean.
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1. Do you feel things in this country are generally going in the right direction or do you recithings hive pretty Seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

2 Right dire~tjon
I Wrong track

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

2. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling his job as President?(WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or justsomewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Just SOmewhat approve2 Just somewhat disapprove
I Strongly disapprove

P8 Don't know
F9RCfus~

o 
'53. Of the following seven issues, which ~ do you think needs the greatest attention fromthe federal government at the present time?

(RANDOMIZE)

01 Foreign affairs
02 Environment
03 Unemployment
04 Nuclear arms control
OS international terrorism06 Federal budget deficit07 Agriculture and farm issues

r98 Don't know

F~ Ref use~/~A

I.



-4-4. Which one would you choose mci:? (REPEAT REMAINING ITEMS)

01 Foreign affairs
c2 Eflvironment03 Unemploymeng
04 Nuclear Crma control
OS Internazional terrorism06 Federal budget deficit
07 Agriculture and farm issues
08 No second mention

98 Don't know
99 Refused/NA

As you know, there will be elections this rail...
5. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senate was being held today, would you be voting for(ROTATE: the Republican candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

2 Republican (GO TO Q.6)
I Democratic (GO TO Q.6)

FN Don't know (GO TO Q.Sa)
FNRefuse~A~O TO Q.Sa)

Sa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward (ROTATE: the Republican candidate or theDemocratic candidate)'

O 2 Republican
I Democratic

Fl Don't know

F9 u5~l$A

F,
6. Again thinking about the upcoming elections, which ~ of the following is most importantfor the parties and candidates to discuss and debate this fall?

(ROTATE)

I Economic policies such as the federal deficit, taxes and
government spending

OR
2 Foreign policies such as relations with the Soviet Union,international terrorism and nuclear arms control?

F8 Don': know
F9 Refuse~A



7. Thinking about nuclear arms control and defense buildup, which gfl,~ of the following bestrepreseneg your view?

(ROTATE)

I President Reagan's defense buildup has escalated the armsrace and made it less likely for the US. and the Soviets
to reach an nuclear arms agreement.

OR
2 President Reagan's defense buildup has forced the Sovietsinto serious negotiations and made it more likely for theUS. and the Soviets to reach a nuclear arms agreement.

FS Don't know

F9 Refused/NA

~P
8. As you probably know, Republicans have a majority of votes in the U.S. Senate. If after the1986 elections the Democrats, led by Ted Kennedy, were to win control of the Senate, theywould gain a lot of power and control over important committees. In view of this, wouldyou plan to cast a Republican vote or Democratic vote?

2 Republican
I Democratic

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused NA

pp. v-~
Now, I'd like to ask you a few general questions about the job of 11.5. Senator, especially

*0
about different ways of approaching and doing the job. I am going to read a brief

N description of two types of Senators, and tell me which gM you prefer:

(RANDOMIZE Q.9 TO Qil)

9. 1 Someone who reflects his constituent's views regardless of
his own Opinion

OR
2 Someone who votes his own mind even if he disagreeswith the voters back home

F8 Don't know
P9 Retuse~A

10. 1 Someone who tries to get things done by negotiating and
compromising on Controversial issues

OR
2 Someone who believes strongly in his position on acontroversial issue and sticks with it

F8 Don't know
P9 ~pseg~A ~
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Ii. I Someone who seeWs role as making the system work byscuing along with everyone

OR

2 Someone who sees his role as bucking the system to make
changes when necessary

Fl Don't know

F9 Refused/NA

TpCo4 -~
12. Can you tell me the names of the two U.S. Senators from Vermont?

4 Named Robert Stafford
3 Named Patrick Leahy
2 Named other
1 Couldn't name any

F9 Refused/NA

~n~M~Li~a

4 Named Robert Stafford
3 Named Patrick Leahy
2 Named other
I No second mention

F9 Refused/NAPP(m71~'1
Here are the names of some people. For each one, please tell me if you are aware or noraware of that person. (IF AWARE, ASK:) Is your general impression of (him/her)
favorable or unfavorable?

(RANDOMIZE Q.13 TO Q.21)

13. Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE)

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

Fl Don't know
F9 Ref use~/ NA

L~72
14 Robert Stafford

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

aFl Don't know



-7- 0l S. Richard Snelling

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

Fl Don't know
F9Re(uae~/JA

16. Peter Smith

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

Fl Don't know
F9Refuse4(NAl

j7* Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NIN)

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

Fl Don't know
F9Ruse~A5P

18. Em Hebbard

__ N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

F8 Don't know
F9 Refuse~NA~

*19 Gerald Ford

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

Fl Don't know
F9 Refused NA
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20. Jesse Helm.,

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

FR Don't know
F9RefU5C~NA~

Dean Davis

N Aware
I Not aware
2 Favorable
3 Unfavorable

Fl Don't know
F9 ~usg~/NA~

Think ing ahead to the 1986 elections...
22. If the 1986 election for Governor were being held today and (ROTATE: Peter Smith wasthe Republican candidate and Madeleine Kunin was the Democratic candidate), wouldyou be voting for (ROTATE: Smith or Kunin)?

2 Peter Smith (GO TO Q.23)
I Madeleine Kunin (GO TO Q.23)

FN Don't know (GO TO Q22a)
FN Refused/NA (GO TO Q.22a)

PP.I-~
2a. Which way do you lean as of today? (ROTATE: Smith, the Republican, or Kunin, the

Democrat)?
2 Peter Smith
I Madeleine Kunin

F8 Don't know

F9 Refused/N

2 Richard Snelling (GO TO Q.23b)
I Patrick Leahy (GO TO Q.23b)

FN Don't know (GO TO Q23a)
FN Refuse /NA (GO TO Q.23a)



*23a. Which way do youUn as of today? (ROTATE: SI! MR biacing epuscan, or Leahy, theDemocrat)?

2 Richard Smelling (00 TO Q23b)
I Patrick Leahy (GO TO Q23b)

Fl Don't know (00 TO Q24)F9 Refused/NA (GO TO Q24)

23b. Have you made up your mind or do you think you might change your mind b~twe~~ flowand election day?

2 Made up mind
I Change

Fl Don't know
F9 Refuse~

23c. What are some of the most important reasons you are planning to vote for (NAM!)instead of (NAMI)? (PROBE FOR SPECIFICS)

Q23c~i1
Q23cT12
Q23cr13

91~ Q23cr14
Q23cM5

2 PP 1~-~
Now, I'd like to go back and talk about issues again...There is much in the news lately about the federal deficit...

~1~
..4. There are four basic alternatives for the federal governmefl~ in reducing the size of chefederal budget deficit. Which g.fl~ of the following do you think is the best course ofaction?

(RANDOMIZE)

I Make whatever spending cuts are needed so taxes don't
have to be increased.

2 Make whatever tax increases are needed so spending on
important programs don't have to be cut.

3 Reduce some spending and moderately increase taxes.
4 Rely on growth in the economy to generate more revenue

from current taxes.
PS Don't know

F9 Refused/NA

~ThRZ~



-10-25. Generally speaking, do you favor or oppose a tax increase this year as part of an overall
program to reduce the federal budget deficit?

2 Favor
I Oppose

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

jp.~5'um5'7

6. Imagine for a moment that it was im~gujkj~ to cut enoughspcnding to balance thebudget. Under those CircumStanceS, would you be wiJlj 0g to increase taxes to balance thebudget or is a balanced budget not important enough to justify any ax increase?
I Increase taxes to balance the budget2 A balanced budget is not important enough to justify any

tax increase

F8 Don't know
F9 ~ 67

27. If it was impossible to cut enough spending to balance the budget without making deepcuts in government programs for the poor, would you be willing to increase taxes orwould you like to see further spending cuts to balance the budget?* ~

I Increase taxes
rr OR

2 See further spending cuts
0 F8 Don't know

F9 Refused NAJrp. 5~'7
28. Have you read or heard anything about the Gramm.Rudman Act recently passed by1~ Congress?

2 Yes (GO TO Q.29)
I No (GO TO Q.30)

F8 Don't know (GO TO Q.30)
F9 ~se~N~ TO Q. 30)

9. Do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose or strongly oppose thislegislation?

4 Strongly favor
3 Somewhat favor
2 Somewhat oppose
I Strongly oppose

PS Don't know
P9 NA



-11~ 0Now, I'd like to ask you a few questions about things here in Vermont...
30. Do you feel things in Vermont are generally going in the right direction or do YOU feelthings have Pretty seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

2 Right direction
I Wrong track

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

31. Do you approve or disapprove or the way Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NIN) is handling her jobas Governor? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve!disapprove) or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Just somewhat approve
2 Just somewhat disapprove
1 Strongly disapprove

FR Don't know
xl F9 NA

PR
3. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Richard Snelling handled his job when he wasGovernor? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Just somewhat approve
2 Just somewhat disapprove
1 Strongly disapprove

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

iT'97- ~
33. How would you rate the overall financial condition of the state government in Monrpelicr

(MONT.~jj.LEE.UR) 
-. is it excellent, good, fair, or poor?

4 Excellent
3 Good
2 Fair
1 Poor

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

PP ~
34. Do you generally agree or disagree that former Governor Snelling should get credit forthe state's good financial condition as a result of his long-term economic planning andfinancial management?

2 Agree
I Disagree

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA
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As you may know, Dick Snellang was Governor of Vermont for eight years prior tostepping down after last years election. For each one of the following statements, pleasetell me which ones you feel are true and which ones you feel are not true? (IF TRUE,ASK:) Is that important or not important?

(RANDOMIZE Q.35 TO Q.37)

35* Under Dick Snelling, the total state debt declined by 41%.
3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

Fl Don't know
F9 Refused/NApP.1o3-1o5

36. When Dick Snelling left office, he left a $35 million deficit.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true, flog important

* -' Fl Don't know

F9 ~ 105
37. Dick Snelling created a spending plan that will pay off the entire deficit of the state of

Vermont by 1986.
o 3 True, important

2 True, not important
I Not true

PS Don't know

F9 Refused/N~45

On a different topic...

Your U.S. Senators in Washington are Patrick Leahy, Democrat, and Robert Stafford,Republican...

38. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Robert Stafford is handling his job asITS. Senator? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve,'disapprove) or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Just somewhat approve
2 Just somewhat disapprove
I Strongly disapprove

Fl Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

~ IO1

III
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s39* Do YOU think Robert Stafford has performed well enough to deserve reelection or do You

think it is time to give a mew person the chance to do better?
2 Reelection
I New person

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

~Pitil~ -los
40. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Patrick Leahy ii handling his job asU.S. Senator? (WAlT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve!disapprove) or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Just somewhat approve
2 Just somewhat disapprove
I Strongly disapprove

FR Don't know
Refuse~l/N~ -HI

4l. Do you think Patrick Leahy has performed well enough to deserve reelection or do youthink it is time to give a new person the chance to do better?

2 Reelection
I New person

FR Don't know
o P9 Refused/NA

~p.Iig-.n I
42. On political issues, do you consider Patrick Leahy to be very conservative, somewhat

conservative, somewhat liberal or very liberal?
4 Very conservative
3 Somewhat conservative
2 Somewhat liberal
I Very liberal

P8 Don't know
fused/NA

II? . 114
As you may know, Patrick Leahy's Republican opponent for Senator this fall is Richard
Snelling...

43. On political issues, do you consider Richard Snelling to be very conservative, somewhatconservative, somewhat liberal, or very liberal?

4 Very conservative
3 Somewhat conservative
2 Somewhat liberal
I Very liberal

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA
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Now, i'd like to ask you to chink about both Richard Snelling and Pat Leaky for a
moment...
(ROTATE Q.44 AND Q.45)

44. From what you have heard or read, what are some
Snelling a better U.S. Senator than Patrick Leahy? or the things that might make Richard

(PROBE FOR SPECIFICS)

c~ "'~"~ ~

C~44N~

FP 115;- 12o
45. From what you have heard or read, what are some

Leahy a better U.S. Senator than Richard Snelling? of the things that might make Patrick
(PROBE FOR SPECIFICS)

i

,~ c~Srb~

~ OA5rv.4
'~~Th5

a pP.12I-i2~
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0
(HALF SAMPLE A)

46A. What do YOU think have been Richard SneIlin~'s major accompIishmen~? (PROBE FORSPECIFICS)

A Q$4.~'

A Q'~A,~t.A
P~

pp. I27~I~
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There are many different issues and problems an elected official must make decisions
about. I am loins to mention several issues and for each one, please tell me whether you
would rather have Richard Snelling or Patrick Leahy making decisions on that issue.

(RANDONUZE Q.47-Q.5S)

47. Federal tax and spending policies

Richard Snelling
Patrick Leahy
Both (VOLUNTEERED)
Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

Don't know
Refused/NA

48. Environmental issues and policies

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FR Don't know
F9 Refuse~/NA4~ 504

49* U.S. relations with the Soviet Union

2 Richard SneHing
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FR Don't know
154'I5Yg

50. National defense spending priorities

2 Richard SneHing
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FR Don't know
F95~/~~44; 154 -1S4
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SI. Nuclear arms eoni~nc8otiationh

2 Richard Snelijag
I Patrick Leahy
3 Bosh (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

Fl Doat know

F9 Refused/NA

PP'4'i41~ j45'd4"154
32. Making sure Vermont gets its fair share of federal programs and projects

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

PS Don't know
P9 Refus~/NA ~45m

e53* Representing the Vermont perspective in Washington

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

PS Don't know
~0 F9Rg~us~~A 1 5 0  J54

54* The federal deficit

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FS Don't know
F9 Ref~pUse~(NAL5 [5~4-i~L,

s55* U.S. intelligence policy

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FS Don't know
P9 Refused/NA

1~



* -18-Now, I'd like to read several seatemeas. Please tell me whether it ben describes(ROTATE: Richard Smelling or Patrick Leahy (LAY.HE)?
(RANDOMIZE Q.56 TO Q.68)

56. Has a solid record of accomplzshmcnts

2 Richard S~ellj~g
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

PS Don't know
P9 Refused/N

pp. 157-I5qI77-I7~
57. Believes an reducing the role and size of the federal government.

2 Richard Snell ing
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

PS Don't know
P9 Re fused~J4 ,..,

'38. Cares about the problems of the average Citizen.

2 Richard Snelling
*0 I Patrick Leahy3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
r 4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

59. Wields a lot of clout and influence in political circles.

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

I~~o-I~2. 171 -110
60. Is effective in getting results on difficult problems.

2 Richard Snelling
1 Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

P8 Don't know
F9 Refused/N *J4~ 17I"~1Vij

PP. 5



-19-61. Can be trusted to do the right thing when making a decision rather than what SeemS to be
the popular thing to do.
2 Richard Sndlling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

62. Shares the same views and opinions of most Vermonters on tax and spending issues.

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FR Don't know
F9 Refus~d/NA ~ I 7~-i1O

-~ 63. Shares the same views and opinions of most Vermonters on foreign policy and national
defense issues.

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

0
FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

64. Is willing to make tough decisions on controversial issues.

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FR Don't know
F9 Refused~4 171' -1 80

65. Has the qualifications and experience to be a good U.S. Senator.

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA i7$' -116
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66. Exaggerates h~s aceOmplishments.

2 Richard Snell ing
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

FS Don't know
P9 Refused/NA

rp.172-174. I1'I-1S3
67. Agrees with President Reagan's view on foreign policy issues.

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

F8 Don't know
P9 NA

68. Agrees with President Reagan's views on taxes and spending issues.

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy
3 Both (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)

P8 Don't know
F9 Refused -177, i7I-1T3

During the course of the upcoming Senate Campaign, you will hear the candidates discussand debate each other's records and stands on the issues and you will learn things aboutboth candidates you might not have known before.

II
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The following are some things you might learn about Richard Snelling. Please tell mewhether it would make you more likely or less likely to vote for him. Would that bemuch (more/less) likely or just somewhat (more/less) likely?

(RANDOMIZE Q.69 TO Q.76)

69. Richard Snelling believes that the federal budge: deficit must be dealt with immediatelyas Congress's top priority.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

70. When Richard Snelling left the Governor's Office, Vermont had a $35 million budget
deficit.

S Much more likely
4 Soinewha~ more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FS Don't know

F9 RejlusedL.NA
) PPI~7- I S'1 . 2o1 -2io

71. Richard Snelling believes the U.S. should provide financial assistance to rebels fightingcommunist governments in Central America.
C-,

5 Much more likelyT 4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA
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72. Richard Smelling b~ves that some federal taxes will have to be increased to

significantly reduce the deficit.
S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp ig3-I9~ . 2e1aZIo
73. Richard Smelling believes that keeping the U.S. military strong must be a top priority even

if it means spending less in non-military areas.
S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know
F9 Ref 2o'I -ZJc~

74. Richard Smelling is considered by many people throughout the country as an expert on tax

and spending issues.

£ S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely

No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

-~ jzp .tgg -2o~. ?n%-2ie~
75. Richard Snelling has the endorsement of the National Rifle Association.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know

F9 NA

*2o~ 2oS'-210
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76. Richard Snellin5Wieves a U.S. Senator should serve oniWne. six-year term.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat mole likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
1 Much Less likely

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NApp. 2c -2k~

-r

0

S

A
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The following are some things you might learn about Patrick Leahy. Please tell mewhether it would make you more likely or less likely to vote for him. Would that bemuch (more/less) likely or just somewhat (more/less) likely?

(RANDOMIZE Q.77 TO Q.84)
77. The Congressional Record shows that Patrick Leahy has voted to increase governmentspending by 552 billion over the level recommended by the Senate Dudget Committee evenwhen the Democrats were in control.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

ES Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp.2i1-2i3. 2g5-2~7
78. The Congressional Record shows that, during the last six years, Patrick Leahy has not

authored any significant legislation passed into law.
S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

F8 Don't know
F9 Refus~/~2 2~S*Z37

79. Patrick Leahy believes that nuclear arms control must be dealt with immediately as
Congress's top priority.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

F8 Don't know
P9 ~4.~3edi>2 ,235*237

80. The Congressional Record shows that Patrick Leahy, as a member of the SenateAgriculture Committee, did not attend a single hearing for two years.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know
P9 Refuse~'NA -22Z. 23~-237
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RI. The Congressional~eeord shows that Patrick Leahy's voting record closely resembles that
of the 1i~ca1 record of Ted Kennedy.
S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know
F9 Refused N2'A ~225~. 93$~-Z37

II

82. Patrick Leahy is rated as a big spender by the National Taxpayers Union year after year.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know
F9 Ref uscd/NA

p~.2Z6. 22 V. 235~-237
83. Patrick Leahy has the endorsement of Abigail VanBuren, better known as Dear Abbey.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much Less likely

FR Don't know
P9 Refuse N

84. The Congressional Record shows that since 1975, Patrick Leahy consistently voted for
deficit budgets altogether totaling $937 billion.

S Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
1 Much Less likely

FR Don't know
F9 Refuse Npp. 2~Z -Z37



CS. The outcome of -26 the U.S. Senate race has many implications for Vermont and the Country.Which Q3.ft of the following outcomes do you think is best?

(ROTATE)

I A Democratic U.S. Senate with Patrick Leahy, Chairman of The
Agriculture Committee, bii.i Robert Stafford losinghis Chairmanship of The Environment Committee,

OR

2 A Republican U..S Senate with Robert Stafford, Chairmanof The Environment Committee, g~g Richard Snelling
Chairman of a major subcommittee.

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

m 2~7"24e~
86. Now that you know mote about the candidates and their positions, if the election forU.S. Senate were being held today, would you be voting for (ROTATE: Richard Snelling,the Republican, or Patrick Leahy, the Democrat)?

2 Richard Snelling (GO TO Q.87)
I Patrick Leahy (GO TO Q.87)

FN Don't know (GO TO Q.86a)
FNRefuse~A~O T Q.86a)

.0 86a. Which way do you lean as of today? Toward (ROTATE: Richard Snelling, theRepublican, or Patrick Leahy, the Democrat)?
N

2 Richard Snelling
I Patrick Leahy

FN Don't know

FN ~ ~q
(ROTATE Q's 8?,87a AND Q's 88,88a)

87. Have you seen any advertising on behalf of Richard Snelling?

2 Yes (GO TO Q.87a)
1 No (GO TO Q. 88)

PS Don't know (GO TO Q.88)
Pg Refuse N (G~~Q .88)p~.

87a. Would you say your reaction to the ads were generally positive or negative?

3 Positive
2 No difference/Neutral (VOLUNTEERED)
1 Negative

F8 Don't know
F9 Refuse4~NA~



88. Have you seen an*dvertising on 27 - LeahWbehalf of Patrick

2 Yes (GO TO Q.SSa)
I No (GO TO Q.89)

FS Don't know (GO TO Q.89)
F9 Re(used/NA (GO TO Q.89)

m. 244 246,
v- t

ISa. Would you say your reaction to the ads were generally positive or negative?

3 Positive
2 No difference/Neutral (VOLUNTEERED)
1 Negative

Fl Don't know
F9 ~ ~

89. Patrick Leahy is a member of the Senate Intelligence Committee and is briefed by theCentral Intelligence Agency on top secret information. Because of the sensitive nature otthe information, members of this special committee traditionally turn down pressinterviews. Leahy, unlike others, grants press interviews on a regular basis. Do you thinkit is right or wrong for Leahy to do press interviews on sensitive intelligence topics?

2 Right(GOTOQ.Dl)
1 Wrong (GO T Q.89a)

Fl Don't know (GO TO Q.DI)
F9 Refuse~/~~(G Q.DI)

a
90. If it became clear that Patrick Leahy was simply using his position oN the SenateIntelligence Committee to get more press coverage during an election year, would you votcagainst him or isn't that issue important?

2 Vote against him
I Issue isn't important

Fl Don't know
F9 Refused NA 252Tm.
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Now, a few questions for statistical purposes...
DI. (PAITYID) Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a 3sp.sabj.jca~ a ~ anLa~.pz.uAa.u.z or what?

I Republican (GO TO Qa)
2 Democrat (GO TO Qa)3 Independent (GO TO Qb)4 No preference (GO TO Qb)
S Other (GO TO Qb)

F8 Don't know (GO TO Qb)
F9 Re TO

Qa. (INTENSE) Would you call yourself a j.g~.g~g (Rep./Dem.) or a n. c.rx.jj~g~~ (Rep./Dem.y~

I Strong
2 Not very strong

FS Don't know
P9 ~fused2S.3 255

Qb. (LEAN) Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or the Democratic Party?

1 Republican
2 Democratic
3 Neither

0
PS Don't know
P9 Ref use~ ~

QD2. (VOTETYpE) In the last general election in which you voted, which answer bestdescribes how you voted for state and local offices such as governor and senator?(READ CHOICEs I THROUGH ?/ALTERNATE TOP TO BOTTOM/BOTTOM TOTOP)

01 Straight Democratic
02 Mostly Democratic
03 A few more Democrats than Republicans04 About equally for both parties
OS A few more Republicans than Democrats
06 Mostly Republican
07 Straight Republican

08 Other_________________
(SPECIFY)

09 Never voted
48 Don't know
~9 Refuse -Z41

p ~.



* 29-QD7A. (LI5CONI) Oa'Wligical issues, do you consider yourself very liberal, somewhat liberal,
somewhat coaaerva:ave or very conaervagive?

I Very liberal
2 Somewhat liberal/More liberal than conservative3 Neitber/MlddIe.o(.gbe.road/M

4~ ~jerate (VOLUNTEERED)4 Somewhat conservative/More conservative than liberal
5 Very conservative

FS Don't know
F9 Refused

QD8B. (AGE) What is your approximate age'

15 18-24 years
20 25-29 years
25 30-34 years
30 35-39 years
35 40.44 years
40 45-49 years
45 50-54 years
50 55-59 years
55 60-64 years
60 65-74 years

N 65 75 and Over

c~q Refuse4 1 ~ ~

rv~~-'
o QD9. (EDOFR) What is the last grade of school you completed?

I Grade school or less (Grade 1-8)
2 Some high school (Grade 9-lI)
3 Graduated high school
4 Vocational school/Technical school-r 5 Some college-2 years or less
6 Some college-more than 2 years
7 Graduated college
S Post-graduate work

F9 Refus

1p. .~- Z7p
QDIO. (WORKING) Are you currently.. (READ 1-5; ONE ANSWER ONLY)

I Employed and working full-time
2 Employed and working part-time
3 Unemployed
4 Retired
S Housewife

6 Temporarily laid off (VOLUNTEERED)

r7 Other__________________
(SPECIFY)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused NA

~7I 27~



-30-
QDlS. (FARM) Does a~nc in your household do any tarin~!'

I Respondent
2 Other member of household
3 loth
4 Nose

FS Don't know
F9 Refused

p?274-27(.
QDI9. (RES) Do you belong to a labor union or teachers' association?

I Labor union
2 Teachers' association
3No

F9 ~ household

Ql9a. (OTHERM) Does anyone else in your household belong to a labor union or teachers'
association?

I Labor union
2 Teachers' association
3No

P9 Ref e member household
~j U5~7q

QD2O. (ETHNIC) In addition to being an American, is your main ethnic group or ancestryBritish, Irish, Italian, or what? (ACCEPT ONE RESPONSE ONLY EMPHASIZE MAL~.NATIONALITY iF MORE THAN ONE ANSWER IS GIVEN)

01 British/English/Scot3
02 German
03 Irish
04 Italian

9-

OS Polish
06 French
07 Scandinavian/swedish/NoFw~gj

5 fl/~jflflj5 ~08 Spanish American/Hispanic (Mexican, Puerto Rican1 Cuban)

09 Afro.AmercanDlack
10 East European/Russian
11 Portuguese
12 Asian/Oriental (Japanese, Chinese, Philipino, etc.)

13 American Indian
14 Dutch

97 Other

qg Don't know
'~9 Refus



-31-
QD2I. (RELIGION) Is your religious background Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish orsomething else? (IF SOMETHING ELSE OR UNCLEAR IF CHRISTIAN, ASK:) Isthat a Christian church?

I Protestant (e.g. Baptist, Methodist, etc.)
2 Roman Catholic
3 Jewish
4 Other Christian
S Other non.Christian/Unspecjje~
6 Agnostic/Atheist
7 None

F8 Don't know
P9 Ref usc~

-275
QD24. (HOWLONG) How long have you lived in Vermont?

1 Less than 1 year
2 1-5 Years
3 6-10 years
4 Over 10 years
S All my life

FS Don't knowN F9Refus~g4 NA '~aA

QD2S. (INCOME) Which of the following income groups includes your TOTAL FAMILYINCOME in 1985 before taxes? (Just stop me when I read the correct category)
0

0 Under SIO,000
I SIO,000-SIS,000 (14,999)
2 SIS,000.S20,OOo (19,999)
3 S20,O00-S2S,000 (24,999)
4 S25,000-S30,O0o (29,999)
S S30,OO0-S4oooo (39,999)
6 S40,000-SSO,000 (49,999)
7 $50,000 and over

F8 Don't know
F9 Refusedp~. 2gS~2'I7

QD28. (SEX) Sex: (BY OBSERVATION)

1 Male
2 Femalem 29%3op
Combined DemoqraQhtcs........................PP.3o1-a3
Status GrouD.................................P. 3o4.o(~Area - Political Strata/A.D..I./TyDe of Place...Area - Suoplemental Strata by County..........P.3LO~5LZ.
Area -- Voter-type within oolitical area.......P.3i-i'~
Date of Interview............................PP. ;Lq.3a1
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Vermont Statewide Study #2

QI. Do you feel things in this country are generally going in the right direction or do you
feel things have pretty seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

2 Right direction
1 Wrong track

FS Don't know
P9 Refused/NA

Q2. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling his Job as President?
(WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or just
somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Somewhat approve
2 Somewhat disapprove
I Strongly disapprove

FS Don't know
P9 Refused/NA

P~ Ig-Aj

As you know, there will be elections this fall...

Q3. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senate was being held today, would you be voting for
(ROTATE: the Republican candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of to~ay -- toward (ROTATE: the Republican candidate or
the Democratic candidate)?

2 Republican
I Democrat

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp2-g



Here are the names of some people. For each one, please tell me if you are aware or notaware of that person. (IF AWARE, ASK:) Is your general impression of him/her
favorable or unfavorable?

(RANDOMIZE Q4 THRU Q8)

Q4. Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE)

Aware favorable
Aware unfavorable
Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

PP' ~

Q5. Robert Stafford

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

I~p ~~;-?,y

Q6. Richard Snelling

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

PP. ~

Q7. Peter Smith

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

v~A S-,~T2

Q8. Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NIN)

3 Awarc favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp. ~;K~--~



Thinking ahea*the 1986 elections...

Q9. If the 1986 election for Governor were being held today and (ROTATE: Peter Smith wasthe Republican candidate and Madeleine Kunin was the Democratic candidate), would
you be voting for (ROTATE: Smith or Kunin)9

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Smith, the Republican, or
Kunin, the Democrat)?

2 Pet~'Smith
1 Madeleine Kunin

F8 Don't know

F9 Refused/NA

pp. ~
Q10. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senator was being held today and (ROTATE: RichardSnelling was the Republican candidate and Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE) was the Democraticcandidate), would you be voting for (ROTATE: Snelling or Leahy)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Snelling, the Republican, or
Leahy, the Democrat)?

2 Richard Snelling (GO TO QiI)
I Patrick Leahy (GO TO QIl)

F8 Don't know (GO TO Q12)pp 1 F%~Refused/NA (GO TO Q12)

QI I. Have you made up your mind or do you think you might change your mind between nowo and election day?

I Made up mind
2 Might change between now & election day

ES Don't know
E9 6 Refused/NA



(ROTATE Q12@Q14 SERIES WITH QIS TO Q17 S4S)

Q12. Have you read, seen or heard anything about Patrick Leahy during the past several
weeks?

n-2 Yes (GO TO Q13)
(GO TO QIS)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

(GO TO QIS)
(GO TO Q15)

13. (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard about him? (PROBE FOR
SPECIFICS)

14. (IF YES, ASK:) Has what you've read, seen or heard made you more or less likely to
vote for him?

3 More likely
2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
I Less likely

Fl Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp ~



QIS. Have you read9 en or heard anything about Richard 9 elling during the past several
weeks?

2 Yes
I No

F8 Don't kno~
F9 Refused/N

PP

(GO TO Q16)
(GO TO QIS)

(GO TOQIS)
A (GOTOQiS)

16. (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard abo4t him? (PROBE FOR
SPECIFICS)

3 More likely
2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
1 Less likely

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA
p3(-



(ROTATE QI4D Q19 WITH Q20 AND Q21) 0
Q18. Have you read, seen or heard any political advertising on behalf of the Snelling

Campaign?

2 Yes
No

(GO TO Q19)
(GO TO Q20)

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

AP. 3-:'- 3q
(GO TO Q20)
(GO TO Q20)

19. (IF YES, ASK:) Would you say your reaction to the ads were generally pOSitive or
negative?

2 Positive
1 Negative
3 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Both (VOLUNTEERED)

Fg Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

p,~ ~
Q20. Have you read, seen or heard any political advertising on behalf of the Leahy

Campaign?

2 Yes (GOTOQ2l)
1 No (GO TO Q22)

F8 Don't know (GO TO Q22)
F9 Refuscd/NA (GO TO Q22)

21. (IF YES, ASK:) Would you say your reaction to the ads were generally positive or
negative?

2 Positive
I Negative
3 Neither (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Both (VOLUNTEERED)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



For each one oBe following statements, please tell zvhich ones you feel are trigand

which ones you feel are not true. (IF TRUE, ASK:) Is that important or not important?

(RANDOMIZE Q22 TO Q27)

Q22. Since 1975, Patrick Leahy has voted for spending increases that have added nearly a
trillion dollars to the federal deficit.
3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp g~-i~~' s-s--s-)
Q23. The Congressional Record shows that Patrick Leahy is one of the U.S. Senate's biggest

spenders.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q24. The National Taxpayer's Union has rated Patrick Leahy as one of the Senate's biggest
spenders.

3 True, important
o 2 True, not important

I Not true

__ FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q25. Patrick Leahy has a poor attendance record at meetings of the full Senate Agriculture
Committee.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NApp

Q26. When Dick Snelling left office, he left a $35 million deficit.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

FR Don't know r
F9 Refused/NAe'* ~.57



Q27. Dick Snelling *ted a spending plan that will pay She entire deficit of the state of
Vermont by 1986.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

~

Q28. As you may know, the candidates for U.S. Senate have been campaigning vigorouslyover the past few weeks. Of the following two statements, which one best describes
your view of the race?

(ROTATE)

I Dick Snelling's criticism of Patrick Leahy has been factual and documented by the
Congressional Record

OR
2 Dick Snelling's criticism of Patrick Leahy has been a negative, personal attack

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

~P SR-(oc,

Q29. And between these two statements, which one best describes your view?
CC (ROTATE)

I Patrick Leahy has responded to Dick Snelling's criticisms accurately and directly
0 OR2 Patrick Leahy has been unwilling to respond to Dick Snelling's criticisms directly,

and has been unwilling to clarify his record

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp ~-~(oO

a



Now, a few QueIs for statistical purposes...

QDl. (PARTYID) Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a R~.niib.liaa, a ~ an
[a.~s~.i or what?

Republican
Democrat
Independent
No preference
Other

Don't know
Refused

(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

pp ~l-~3

Qa. (INTENSE) Would you call yourself a ij~ggj, (Rep./Dem.) or a not very strong (Rep./Dem.y'

I Strong
2 Not very strong

F8 Don't know
P9 Refused
Pp ~I-'3

Qb. (LEAN) Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or the Democratic Party?

1 Republican
2 Democratic
3 Neither

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

PP 61-63

QD2. (VOTETYPE) In the last general election in which you voted, which answer best
describes how you voted for state and local offices such as governor and senator?
(READ CHOICES I THROUGH 7/ALTERNATE TOP TO BOTTOM/BOTTOM TO
TOP)

01 Straight Democratic
02 Mostly Democratic
03 A few more Democrats than Republicans
04 About equally for both parties
05 A few more Republicans
06 Mostly Republican
07 Straight Republican

08 Other (SPECIFY)_____________________________
09 Never voted

98 Don't know
99 Refused/NA

PA ~7- '9

P8
P9



QD6A. (PYOTER) In the elections for President since you 0
have been old enough to vote,would you say that you have voted in: (READ CATEGORIES a THRU d)

4 All of them
3 Most of them
2 Some of them
I None of them

7 Not of voting age in 1984 (VOL.)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

~

QD7A. (LIBCONI) On political issues, do you consider yourself very liberal, somewhat liberal,
somewhat conservative or very conservative?

1 Very liberal
2 Somewhat liberal/More liberal than conservative
3 Neither,'Micsdle-of.the-road/Moderate (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Somewhat conservative/More conservative than liberal
5 Very conservative

F8 Don't know
P9 Refused

PR ~o-7~.

QD8B. (AGE) What is your approximate age?

15 18-24 years
20 25-29 years
25 30-34 years
30 35-39 years
35 40-44 years
40 45-49 years
45 50-54 years
50 55-59 years
55 60-64 years
60 65-74 years
65 75 and over

99 Refuscd
~ x- 7 s



QD9. (EDOFR) What is last grade of school YOU completed?

I Grade school or less (Grade 1.8)
2 Some high school (Grade 9-Il)
3 Graduated high school
4 Vocational school/Technical school
5 Some college-2 years or less
6 Some college-more than 2 years
7 Graduated college
S Post-graduate work

P9 Refused
pp. ~ ~

QD2l. (RELIGION) Is your religious background Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish or
something else? (IF "SOMETHING ELSE" OR UNCLEAR IF CHRISTIAN, ASK:) Is
that a Christian church?

1 Protestant (e.g. Baptist, Methodist, etc.)
2 Roman Catholic
3 Jewish
4 Other Christian
5 Other non-Christian/Unspecified
6 Agnostic/Atheist
7 None

F8 Don't know
(C F9 Refused

PA~-h'/

QD25. (INCOME) Which of the following income groups includes your TOTAL FAMILYINCOME in 1985 before taxes? (Just stop me when I read the correct category)

0 Under $10,000
I SlO,000-S15,000 (14,999)
2 SIS,000-S20,ooo (19,999)
3 S20,000-S25,Ooo (24,999)
4 S25,000-S3oooo (29,999)
S S30,000-S40,Ooo (39,999)
6 S40,000-S50,Ooo (49,999)
7 $50,000 and over

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused'op ~-g'~q



QD28. (SEX) Sex: (BY O*RVATION)

1 Male
2 Female

PP~ ~ 87

'V..

a

a



Additional Data Tables

Special Table: Combined Demographics

Special Demographic Variables: Status Groups/Historic

Tracer Groups

Area: Voter-type Within Political Region

Date of Interview
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2aota N~500
[~t~ of Interview-
Jtne 10-18, 1985

Ver~nt Statewide SWdy
Marginal R~ults

1. 1X, you feel things in this ~x~intry are
generally going in the right direction
or i you feel things have pretty
seriously ~tten off on the wrong
track?

Right direction
Wrong track
Ibn't know. .

Refused/NA. . .

2. Ek you approve or disapprove of the Strongly approve.................28
way Ronald Reagan is handling his job Scriewhat approve.................31
as President? (WAIT FOR RESRt~JSE PND Scinewhat disapprove..............13
ASK:) Would that be strongly Strongly disapprove..............19
(approve/disapprove) or just somewhat [bn't know.......................7
(approve/disapprove)? Refused/NA.......................2

3. If the election for U.S. Senate was being Republican.......................46
held today, i~uld you be ~ting for [~ocratic.......................39
(~)ATATE: the Republican candidate or - IXn't know.......................13
the £~rrocratic candidate) frczn Vermont? Refused/NA...................... 2

V

a. Which way cb you lean as of today - Republican. ............

toward (E~YrATE: the Republican candi- t~mcratic....................
date or the t~mocratic candidate)? [bn't know......................

Refused/NA......................

4. Of the following seven issues, which one ck you think reeds the greatest attention

from the federal gnvernment at the present tine?

5. Which one ~&~uld you choose rv~xt? (REPEAT RE1'1AINI~ IThNS)

(Q. 5)
(Q.4) Next Canbined

Greatest Greatest Greatest/Next
(RANEOMIZE) Attention Attention Greatest Attention

a. Foreign affairs 10 13 24
o. Tax reform 11 15 26
c. Unerr~loyinent 9 11 20
d. Nuclear arms control 26 15 41
e. Environi~nt 6 11 18
f. Federal ~xidget deficit 24 16 40
g. ?~riculture and fat-rn issues 9 12 22

None of them * *

No second rrent ion 3 -

[bn't know 3 3 3
Ref used/NA * * *

.56%

.30

.12

.2



6. There are four basic a~rnat ives for the federal gDverrnt in reducir~ the
size of the federal tudget deficit. 14iich one of the fol1owir~ do y~J third'~
is the best course of action.

Best Ccurse
(RANDOMIZE) of Action

a. Make whatever spending cuts are needed so
taxes don't have to be increased.

b. Make whatever tax increases are needed so
spending on important progran~ doesn't
have to be cut.

c. Reduce sc~e spending and rroderately increase
taxes.

d. Rely on growth in the e~nmy to generate
nore revenue fran current taxes.

None of the above (VOLUNTEERED)
[On 't know
Refused/NA

31%

11

38

13

4
4

7. Frcrn what you row know about President Favor . . . ....... . .49
Reagan's tax reform plan, do you yen- Oppose......................... .29
erally favor X oppose the President's Dn't know . . . . ....... 20
plan? Refused/NA........................2

8. President Reagan's tax reform proposal i~uld eliminate rrost tax deduct jone which
would allow lowering the inccmie tax rates for e'~'eryone. lb you generally favor
or oppose eliminating irost deductions and lowering tax rates?

Favor...........................64
oppose...........................23
Ebn't know.......................11
Refused/NA........................2

9. Which do you think is the nost important Reduce bodget deficit.............58
thing for the grvernment to do this Ref or-zn federal tax laws...........32
year - (i~)TATE: reduce the bodget BcAh ~jually important
deficit or reform the federal tax laws)? (VOLUNTEERED)...................8

*
Neither (W~LUNTEERED)............
Ebn't know........................2
Refused/NA......................



10. Which of the following types Cl pec~le ~.ild y~i rather have as your U.S.

Senator --

(~Y~ATE)

a. Saneone with strong cpiniors on issues who
will ~ote his ~n mind even if he saretimes

dis~rees with his xnstituents on an issue. . . 59%

OR

b. Saneone who will always reflect his cxnstit-
uents' views regardless of his chin opinion
on an issue...................................38

Neither/t~pends (VOLUNTEERED).....................2
£~ri 't know......................................2

*

Refused/NA......................................

11. Can you tell rre the names of the two First Mention
U.S. Senators frcin Verimnt?

NamedRobert Stafford.............29
Nared Patrick LeatTy..............50
N~ other ........... 5
Cculck~'t n~i~ any................16

Second Mention

o Named Robert Stafford.............32
NanedPatrickLeahy..............25
Named other......................11
No second mention................32

Here are the mires of sare people. For each one, please tell ire if you are ~are
or not ~are of that person. (IF A~RE, ASK:) Is your general impression of
(hirrVher) favorable or unfavorable?

V
Not Un- Ibn't knc~i/

(RANEXJMIZE) Aware Awarej Favorable favorable Ref ./NA

12. Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE) 98 2 79 10 9
13. Robert Staftord 94 6 64 18 12
14. Jim Jeffords 92 8 65 16 11
15. John Easton 85 15 44 26 15

16. Richard Snelling 98 2 I 73 18 7
17. F~ter ~ith 62 38 35 10 17
18. Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NIN) 98 2 71 18 9
19. Bernard Sanders 85 15 44 29 12
20. Stephan (STEVEN) Morse 39 61 19 5 15



Nc~, I'd like to ask yc~ few questior~ ~out things in*rnont.

F~ople disagree on the best ~y of dealing with b.idget deficits in

Vernwnt.

21. Saiie people say that the tudget sL~uld be balanced each and every year ty
cutting spending and raising taxes annually. others say that the tiidget
stxuld be balanced over a runter of years witk)ut risking any rr~jor dianges
in taxes and spending every year. Wiich cxuies closest to your c~iniOn?

Balanced Ludget every year.
Balanced Ludget c.'er rEinter

of years....................
Both ~ua 1 ly close (VOLUNTEERED).
Nei the r/E~pends . . (VOLUNTEERED).

.31%

.65
.2
.2

[~)fl~~ know.......................1
Refused/NA......................

Your U.S. Senators in Washington are Patrick Leahy, [~rrocrat arvi Robert
Stafford, Republican. .

22. Lb you approve or disapprove of the Strongly approve. ........ 20
way Robert Stafford is handling his Scmiewhat approve. . . . . ......

job as U.S. Senator? (WAIT FOR RE- Sanewhat disapprove.......... . .13
SI(~SE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly Strongly disapprove...............5
(approve/disapprove) or just sanewhat Ebn't know.............. . . .19
(approve/disapprove)? Refused/NA.......................1

23. [byouthinkRzbertStaftordhasper- Reelect.........................36
formed well enough to deserve reelection New person......................45
or do you think it is time to give a new Lbn't know . . ......... 18
person the chance to do better? Refused/NA.......................1

24. Lb you approve or disapprove of the Strongly approve.................43
way Patrick Leahy is handling his job Sanewhat approve.................36
as U.S. Senator? (WAIT FOR RESRt~SE Scniewhat disapprove...............5
AND ASK:) Would that be strongly Strongly disapprove...............6
(approve/disapprove) or just scrnewhat [bn't know......................10
(approve/disapprove)? Refused/NA.......................1

25. Lb you think Patrick Leahy has performed Reelect.........................66
well enough to deserve reelection or do New person.......................23
you think it is time to give a new person [bn't know......................10
the chance to do better? Refused/NA.......................1



Thinking ahead to the 06 electiors. .

26. If the 1986 election for Governor v~re
being held today and (R)TP~TE: John
Easton was the Republican candidate
and Madeleine Kunin was the Denocratic
candidate), ~ld you be ~ting for
(1~YIATE: E~ton or Kunin)?

Easton.
Kunin

- D~n't know.
I- Refused/NA.

a. Which way do you lean as of today -- Easton..........................
toward (I~)TATE: Easton the Republican Kunin...........................
or Kunin the £~rrocrat)? Ibn't know......................

Refused/NA......................

27. If the 1986 election for Governor v~re ~riith...........................30
being held today and (I~)TATE: F~ter Kunin...........................65
~nith was the Republican candidate and - D~nt know.......................4
Madeleine Kunin was the [~nvyzratic -u-- Refused/NA........................1
candidate), ~uld you be '.oting for
(I~TATE: Siiith or Kunin)?

V

a. Which way do you lean as of today - ~inith.........................
toward (~JTATE: ~nith the Republican Kunin...........................
or Kunin the L~n~crat)? Ibn't know.......................

Refused/NA.....................

28. If the 1986 election for Governor ~re Easton..........................32
being held today and (kJTATE: John Kunin...........................51
Easton was the Republican candidate, Sanders.................... . .13
Madeleine Kunin was the L~nocratic [bn't know................ . . 4

*candidate and Bernard Sanders was the j-Ref used/NA......................
Independent candidate), ~culd you be
voting for (~JTATE: Easton, Kunin or
Sanders)?

V

a. Which way do you lean as of today -- Easton..........................
toward (~Z)TATE: Easton the Republican, Kunin...........................
Kunin the F~ITocrat or Sanders the Sanders.........................
Independent)? Lbn 't know......................

Refused/NA......................

36%
.59
.4
.1



29. If the 1986 election for Governor ware
being held today and (FOTATE: I~ter
~nith was the Republican candidate,
Madeleine Kunin was the E~it~cratic
candidate and Bernard Sanders was the
Independent candidate), v~.ild you be
~ting for (I~)TATE: Siiith, Kunin or
Sanders)?

0
Snith . . ........ . .25%
Kunin . . ......... . .55
Samiers . . . ......... 15

-~...-I)~n't know.......................5
*

-Refused/NA......................

V

a. Whichwaydoyuleanasof today-- &riith...........................
toward (ETATE: ~iith the Republican, Kunin...........................
KunintheE~n~cratorSarviers the SarKiers.........................
Independent)? Ebn't know......................

Refused/NA......................

Thinking ahead to the 1986 election for a tnZu~ient.

Here are sane races for U.S. Senator that cxiuld be on the bellot in 1986. For
each one, please tell me who you ~xild ~.ute far if the election ware beirrj held
today and the people I mentioned ware the candidates.

(IF [X)NT KNOW OR REFUSED, ASK:) Which way do you lean as of today - toward
(REPEAT NAMES N~JD F~RTIES)

(~)TAITE NAMES N~D QUESTIONS)

30. Richard Snelling, OR Patrick Leahy, Ebn't know..............3

Republican L~rrucrat Refused/NA..............1

47 49

31. Jim Jeffords, OR Patrick Leahy, EOn't know..............7

Republican L~ocrat Refused/NA..............1

37 55

32. John Easton, OR Patrick Leahy, IXn't know..............5
Republican L~r~crat Refused/NA..............1

31 64



33. In primary elections to select the candi- Republican. . . . .

dates for the Noveiber elections, do y~i~ E~mcratic. .(GO It) 0.35)
usually vote in the Republican primary Ibn't know. .((X) 'It) 0.35)
or the E~mcratic primary? Refused/NA. .(GO It) Q.35)

.43%

.13

.19

.4
V

34. Ifthel9B6Republicanprimaryforthe S~11i~. .66
U.S. Senate ~re being held today, ~xi1d Jeffords.........................31
yoube voting for (F~)TATE: Richard -lbn'tknow.......................2

*

Snelling or Jim Jeffords)? Refused/NA......................

a. WhichwaydoycE leanasof today- Snelling........................
tc~,ard (I~YrATE: Snelling the Republican Jef fords......................
orJeffordstheL~nocrat)? !bn't know....................

Refused/NA....................

Now I'd like to ask you ~1~e irore qt~stions about Patrick Lealy. .

35. Is there anything in particular that you like about Patrick Lealy?
(PIOBE RJR AT LEAST T1~L) RESFCNSES)

36. Is there anything in particular that you cbn't like about Patrick Leahy?
(R~JBE R)R AT LEAST 'lW~J) RESR~SES)

37. (~ political issues, do you consider Very conservative.................5
Patrick Leahy to be very conservative, Sanewhat conservative............37
somewhat conservative, somewhat liberal Moderate/Middle-of-the-road
or very liberal? (VOLUNTEERED)...................6

Scxnewhat liberal.................35
Very liberal......................6
IXn't know.......................LU

*

Refused/NA......................

38. lb you think Senator Leahy has supported Too rriich.........................6
President Reagan too rruch of the time, About right a~ount...............5b
abouttheright~ituntornoteroughof Notenough......................22
the time? Ibn't know.......................17

*Refused/NA......................



39. Saiie people say that Senator Leahy is too concerned about national issues and
being a leader in the U.S. Senate and is r~t concerned enough about the people
in Vermont. Others say Senator Leahy does a good job for the people in Vermont
and ~ a national leader. What is your cpinion, is Senator Leahy too concerned
with ~ing a national leader or ck~s he do a good job representing the people
in Vermont?

Tho concerned w/being nat'l leader.16%
Good job representing people. . . .70
Both. . (VOLUNTEERED)............. 6
Neither (VOLUNTEERED)..............1
Etn't knc~ii.......................7
Refused/NA......................

40. Of the following two statements, which canes closest to your opinion.

(FUTATE)

a. Senator Leahy cares more about the interests
of the people of Vermont and our nation than
he does about his own political future. . .66

b. Senator Leahy cares more about his own political
future than he does about the interests of the
people of Vermont and our nation..............23

Both ejually close (VOLUNTEERED).
Neither...........(VOLUNTEERED).
[bn'tknow..........................
Refused/NA..........................

.3

.1

.7

.1

Now I'd like to ask you a few rrore questions about Richard Snelling.

41. lb you approve or disapprove of the Strongly approve.................46
way Richard Snelling handled his job Sanewhat approve.................28
as Governor? (WAIT FXJR RESFCJNSE PND Sanewhat disapprove...............8
ASK:) Would that be strongly Strongly disapprove...............9
(approve/disapprove) or just smewhat Lbn't know.......................7
(approve/disapprove)? Refused/NA.......................I



* 4
42. Is there anything in particular that you like about Richard SnellirKJ?

(Fi~)BE FUR AT LEAST ~tI~) RESPJNSES)

43. Is there anything in particular that you don't like about Richard Snelling?
(I~)BE FUR AT LEAST '1W2) RESLONSES)

44. c~ political issues, do you consider Very conservative................10
Richard Snelling to be i.ery conserva- Sanewhat cxxLservative............55
tive, scxnewhat conservative, scxnewhat Moerate/Middle-of-the-road
liberal, or ~ry liberal? (VOLUNTEERED)...................5

Sanewhat liberal.................17
Very liberal.....................5
E)~n 't know.......................8

o Refused/NA....................... *

45. Of the following two statements, which cx~nes cicEest to your opinion.

-r (kYIATE)

a. Richard Snelling cares rrore about the
interests ot the people of Vernvnt
and our nation than he does about
his ~n political future.................63

OR

b. Richard Snelling cares riore about his
c~n political future than he does
about the interests of the people of
Vermont and our nation...................28

Both ~ually dee (VOLUNTEERED).............2
Neither...........(VOLUNTEERED).............1
~ know.................................6
Refused/NA.................................1

46. Wbo do you think sI~uld be held re- a. The state legislature.............3
sponsible for the c~ticit in the state b. Governor Kunin (CUE-NIN)...........8
budget (READ AND RANIX)MIZE a THRU c) c. Governor Snelling................17

All ~ually . . . (VOLUNTEERED) . 8
None of the above (VOLUNTEERED) . 4
Lbn't know.......................9
Refused/NA.......................1



47. I.~ild ~~say state tax9 in Vern~onit More. . . . .

Snelling increased rrore About the sar~.
than in other states, less than in Less.........
other states or about the sa~ as in Ibn't know.
other states? Refused/NA. . .

.14

.50

.10

.26

.1

48. What about state spending under Governor More............................15
Snelling, ~.~ild you say spending in- About the s~ie...................47
creased irore than in other states, less Less............................12
than in other states or about the sa~ne Ebn't know......................25
asinot.herstates? Retused/NA.......................1

49. Finally, would you say the c~rerall debt More............................19
in Verrront under Governor Snelling in- About the sane...................44
creased trore than in other states, less Less............................16
than in other states or about the sane £On't know......................21
as mother states? Refused/NA.......................1

Now I'd like to ask you to think about both Richard Snelling and Pat Leatrj for
a tranent. .

There are many different issues and problems an elected official trust make de-
cisions about. I'm c~ing to rrention several issues and for each one, please
tell ma whether you would rather have Richard Snelling or Patrick Leahy making
decisions on that issue.

(VOLL~TEERED)
Richard Patrick [bn't Ref./

(RANLXDMIZE) Snelling Leahy Both Neither Know NA

50. Federal tax and spending Folicies 47 44 1 1 7 *

51. Environmantal issues and policies 39 52 2 1 6 *

52. U.S. relations with the Soviet
Union 30 55 2 1 12 *

53. National defense spending priori-
ties 35 53 2 1 8 1

54. Nuclear arms control negotiations 32 52 1 2 13 *

55. LXir~stic and social spending
priorities 45 42 3 1 9 *

56. Taking care of the problems of
Verrrvcnt's citizens 46 40 6 1 6 *

57. Making sure Verrront gets its tair
share of federal programs and
projects 44 43 5 1 6 *

58. Representing the Verrront perspec-
tive in Washington 39 48 5 1 6 *



N~i I'd like to k sczr~eOrKJ a little different. I'm goi9 to reai ~vu a
list of v~rds and for each one, please tell ne whether it t~st c~scr ibes
(IUTATE: Richard Snelling or Patrick Leatry)?

(RANDOMIZE)

Effective
'ibo aititious
Intelligent
Friendly
Leader
Arrogant
Honest
E~cis i ye
Independent
Ccznpass jonate
'lypical politician

(XULI1WI~EERED)
Richard Patrick [kn't Ref.!
Snelling ~ Both Neither Knc~v NA

44% 36% 12% 1%
39 25 7 17
25 29 38 1
31 36 24 1
46 31 17 *

6%
12
7
8
5
14
7
7
7
12
6

*

*

*

1
1
*

*

*

1

Ixiring the aur~e of a campaign, voters learn nore about the candidates and their
positions on important issues. I'm going to nention scs~ie at the differences be-
tween Richard Snelling and Patrick L.eahy on issues and please tell ne whether you
tend to agree irore with Snelling's position or Leahy's position on the issue.

(RANEX)MIZE QUESTIONS AND IUTATE ITEI4S)

70. Richard Snelling supports
further research and de-
velopnent of new military
weapons 5y5teTT~

45

71. Richard Snelling believes
the U.S. must take a tough
attitude in negotiating
with the Soviet Union

Patrick Leahy opposes
AND further research and de-

veloprrent of new military
weapons syst~s

AND
Patrick Snelling believes
the U.S. sinuld take a
flexible attitude and be
rrore willing to xmprcrnise
with the Soviets

Both. . (VOL.).
Neither (VOL.).
EI(...........
Ref./NA .

Both. . (VOL.).
Neither (VOL.).
LI(...........
Ref./NA .

72. Richard Snelling supports
President Reagan's plan to
send military and econcxnic
aid to the anti-cc~rrnunist
forces in Central America

34

73. Richard Snelling is a con-
servative on rrost issues AND

46

74. Richard Snelling is sup-
ported by the besiness
c~ununity

46

AND

Patrick Leahy opposes Presi- Both. . (VOL.). 1
dent Reagan's plan for Neither (VOL.). 1
military and econcriic aid UhK.............8
to anti-ccrr~unist forces Ref ./NA . . 1.
in Central Anerica

56

Patrick Leahy is a liberal Both. . (VOL.). 2
on trost issues Neither (VOL.). 2

.8
40 Ref ./NA . . . . 2

Patrick Leahy is supported Both. . (VOL.). 3
AND by labor unions Neither (VOL.). 5

LI(............10
35 Ref./NA . . . . 2

59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.



Now I'm going to read~ sane other things you mi9 ht leB about a car~iidate iring
the ~urse of a canpaign. Please tell rt~ if learning that about a carviidate ~x~ld
make you nure likely or less likely to '.~te for that person. (~AIT FOR RE~R)NSE AND
ASK:) Would that be nuch (nure/less) likely or sanewhat (nvre/less) likely?

(RANDOMIZE)

75. Is c~pcEed by the Moral
Majority

Much Sanewhat No Difference/ Sanewhat Much
More More Not Iniprtant Less Less Ref./
Likely Likely (VOLLR4TEERED) Likely Likely DKNA

16%

76. Is c~osed by labor ~ions 13

77. Is c~posed by the Vermont
Public Interest Research
Group 5

78. Is c~posed by the Sierra
Club. 5

19%

23

16

11

24%

22

25

23

21% 11% 8% 1%

24 10 7

9 18 1

20 15 25 1

Now I'm going to read you s~e things other people have said about Patrick Leahy.
For each cne, please tell r~ whether you think that stat~nent dzes or does not
accurately describe Patrick Leahy.

[~n't Ref used/
(RANDOMIZE) Ibes Ebes Not Know NA

79. Is a big spender

80. 1~,uld rather v~rk on issues that
interest him ir~tead of issues
that are important to Vermont

81. Will do anything to ~t elected

23 60 17

30 58 11

23 66 10



Now that you've had an c~portunity to think a little nore tout Richard
Sr~lling and Patrick Leahy. .

82. If the 1986 election for the U.S. Senate Snelling (GO 'It) 0.83)..........42%
were heing held today and (1()TATE: Leahy . . (GO '10 Q.83)..........53
Richard Snelling was the Republican - Ebn't know.......................5

*candidate and Patrick Leahy was the - Refused/NA......................
L~rucratic candidate), would you he
voting for (IUTATE: Snelling or
Leahy)?

V

a. which way do you lean as of today - - Snelling........................
toward (FUTATE: Snelling the Republicanf- Leahy...........................
or Leahy the E~rrocrat)? tbn't know. .(GO 'It) Q.84)........

Refused/NA. .(GO 'It) Q.84)........
V

83. 1~uld you say your decision between Difficult ............ 29
Snelling and Leahy was a difficult Fairly easy ........... 68
decision to make or a fairly easy Neither easy nor difficult
decision? (VOLUNTEERED) ......... 2

IXn't know. . . . ........ 1

(N~475) Refused/NA......................-

84. Regardless of who you support today, if Snelling........................42
Richard Snelling and Patrick Leaty ~re Leahy...........................43
running against each other for the U.S. L)n't know......................16
Senate in 1986, who do you think would Refused/NA......................
win?

85. Would you like to see Richard Snelling Challenge.......................61
challenge Patrick Leahy for the U.S. Not run.........................25
Senate, or would you prefer that Richard Ibn't know......................12
Snelling not run for the U.S. Senate? Refused/NA.......................1

Next November, there will also he an issue on the bellot which, if passed, wxild
establish an Equal Rights Pmendment to the Vermont State Constitution.

86. If the election ~re being held today, Yes, in favor....................73
would you vote YES in favor of an Equal No, against......................18
Rights ?inen~ent to the Vermont cxxisti- Wn't know.......................8
tution or NO against an Equal Rights Refused/NA.......................2
Amenc~ent?



N~, a few questions for statistical ~rposes.

Dl. Generally speaking, do you think Republican .
of yourself as a Republican, a £~T~crat.................
______ ________ -Independent..............
f~nocrat, an Independent or what?

-No preference............
Other...................

Ib&t know...............

vv Refused..................

a. ~uld you call yourself a strong
(Rep./E~m.) or a not very strong

Strong......................47
Notverystrong..............52
Lbn't know...................1
Retused......................1

b. Lb you think of yourself as
closer to tt~ Republican cx
the £ xcratic Party?

Republican...............
L~~cratic...............
Neither..................
Ibn't know...............
Refused..................

* . . .31%
.23 ~RTYID
.39 51

. . . 4

*

STRENGTH
73

.34 LEAN
* . . .37 52

.

. . . . 1



D2. In the last general elect 9 in which Straight De1K~cra# . .

you voted, which ar~wer best c~scribes Mostly L~tr~cratic . .

how you ~vted for state and local of- A few rtore E~iocrats than
(V6) f ices such as gwernor and senator?

(READ (}IOICES 1 Thi~JUGH 7/AL'I'EI~ATE
'R~P It) ~YIUM/BO'I'IOM 10 lOP)

Republicans . . . .

About equally for both
parties............

A few ITore Republicans
than De.~ocrats.

Mostly Republican
Straight Republican .

Other
(SPEC ThY)

Never '~ted..........
I)~ri t know...........
Refused/NA...........

* 0 S 0 0 7%
.17

vc~r~riy PE
.10 57-58

.24

.11

.19
.8

.2

.2

.1

D7A. ()-~ jxlitical issues, do you consider
yourself very liberal, axnewhat liberal,
smewhat conservative or '~ry conserva-
t ive?

Very liberal........... .6
Sanewhat liberal/More liberal

than conservative.........
Neither/M iddle-of-the--roai/

Moc~rate ('~)LUNTEERED).
Sa~ewhat conservative/More

conservative than liberal
Very conservative..........
Ebn't know..................
Refused......................

LIB~ON 1
.33 63

.42

.10

.2



D8B. stat is your approximate aje?

(VlO)

18-24 years
25-29 years
30-34 years
35-39 years
40-44 years
45-49 years
50-54 years
55-59 years
60-64 years
65-74 years
75 and ~rer
Refused

D9. What is the last grade ot school you Grade school or less (Grade 1-8) . 7
completed? Scme high school (Grade 9-11) . . 7

Graduated high school.............36
Vocational school/Technical School. 3
SaTle college - 2 years or less. . .14
Sane college - mre than 2 years. . 9
Graduated college................16
F*~t-graduate work................8
Refused......................... *

D20. In addition to teing an American, is
your rr~in ethnic group or ancestry

(V14) British, Irish, Italian, or what?
(ACCEPT CNE RESRt~JSE Ct~LY ENFIIASIZE
MAIN NATIONALITY IF MORE 'fl-IAN (NE
ANSWER IS GIVEN)

British/English/Scots
German.............
Irish..............
Italian............

Iblish.................
French.................
Scandinavian/Swedish!
Norwegian/Finnish . .

Spanish ~rerican/Hispanic
(Mexican, FUerto Rican,
Cuban)...............

.27

.6

.22

.4

.2

.24

.3

.1

Afro-American/Black .

East European/Russian
lbrtuguese...............
Asian/Oriental (Japanese,

Chinese, ~ilipino, etc).

~rican Indian..........
IIX.z tch....................
Other....................
£on't know...............
Refused..................

. . B B

EIXJFR
87

EVD~IN IC
108-109

.1

.1
*

.3
.4

.2

12%
.10
.14 KE
.11 85-86
.9
.7
.7
.6
.8
.12
.4



D21. Is your religious backgrc~ Protes-
tent, F~nan Catholic, Jewish cx
sa~ething else? (IF "SOME'JIiING ELSE"
OI~ LI~CLEAR IF ChRISTIAN, ASK:) Is
that a Christian d~iurch?

Protestant (e.g.~tist,
Methodist, etc.). .

Rattan Catholic..........
Jewish.................
Other Christian.........
Other Non-Christian,!

Ur~pecified..........
Agnostic/Atheist. .

None...................
£kn ~t knc~v.............
Refused................

O 0 0 .46%
O ~ 0 0 .44 RELIGION
O * * . . 2 110
O ~ ~ ~ ~ 3

.1

.1

.2

. . . . . 1

D25. Which of the following incane grxips Under $10,000 11. INCOME
includes your IOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME $1O,000-$15,000 (14,999).........15 119
in 1984 before taxes? (Just stop rr~ S15,000-S20,000 (19,999).........13
when I read the orrect category) $20,000-$25,000 (24,999).........11.

S25,000-$30,000 (~,999).........14
~30,00O-S40,000 (39,999).........12
S40,000-S50,000 (49,999)..........5
$50,000 and @.~er.................7
Djn't knc~~.......................3
Ref used..........................7

D26. (1RANSFER E1~M ~TIONALIIY c~ ASK:) Is White..........................99
your racial or ethnic herit&~e white, Black............................~ RAcE
black, hispanic or what? Hispanic/Spanish Puwrican/ 120

Chicano........................1
*

Oriental......................
Arrerican Indian..................*
Other.........................
Not ~certained................

D28.Sex: (BYG~SERVATI(14) Male............................48 SEX
F~inale...........................52 126



Verbatims from Job # P95 Vt. Stwd. Tracking (Wa@II) Page ii
Question 22Nd: (Wave II) What have you seen, read or heardabout Patrick Leahy recently? (No difference/Don't know

responses)

I just heard about his attendance record. (spe) No (we) Don't know.i'm invited to a potluck dinner to meet Dear Abby and him this 1r'e~k.(we) Nothing. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) No.
His ideas and issues. (we) Don't know.
Can't remember. (any) Nothing.Commercials. (spe) About agriculture and that he's paved the way.Don't stop him now.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.What he feels should be different. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.

4 Farmers troubles. (we) Agriculture committee; but what can he doreally.
I saw him on T.V. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) I already have my mind made up. I know a lot abQut

Leahy already.
Newspaper, television ads. (spe) No.He did not attend all the Senate sessions. (we) Don't know. (any) No.He handled the interview with the press on Danoloff case in a veryfine professional manner. (we) Don't know. (any) No.I don't pay any attention to it really. (any) No.y Don't know. (any) Don't know.
An ad on television. (spe) His farm ads.Just general stuff nothing specific. (we) That's it.I want to get in and if I do I'll be head of the Agriculturalcommittee. It's such a mess that's all we need is for him to bechairman. (we) Nothing.Vote on South Africa sanction. (spe) Voted for sanctions and for
overriding Reagan's veto.

Television. (spe) Don't know.
Everything. (spe) No.
Letter in the mail. (spe) I didn't read it.
T.V. (spe) No.
I've seen ads on T.V. saying to vote for him. (spe) No. (we) Don't

know.
Don't know. (any) No, refused to comment.Work on sanctions against South Africa. (we) Nothing.Debate with each other and disagreements. (spe) Don't know.McNeil report. (spe) Daniloff issue. (we) Nothing.I read an article about his staff not wanting to debate Snellirig.(we) I really don't pay attention to the ads. I listen to their

views on issues.
Don't know. (any) No.
The debate. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.
Campaign ads. (spe) No.
Don't know. ( any) No.
Don't know. (any) Been in town.
Don't know. (any) Nothing I can't remember.
Advertisements. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.

38 Responses



Verbatims from Job P895 Vt. Stwd. Tracking (Wave II) Page 1

Question 12: Why would you be voting for Patrick Leahy instead of
Richard SneLlxng?

Don't know. (any) No.I like him personally. (spe) Good record. (we) Hi. campaign.His policies. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.
Time in office. (we) Snelling's background as Governor was notimpressive. (we) Nothing. (any) No.
International issues. (we) Nothing. (any) No.Don't know. (any) I know him personally.
Don't know. (any) No.
Really Can't say. (we) Nothing.
He is a Democrat. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.
Done a great job. (we) Should stay there.He's been responsive to the needs of the people in the state. (we)Leahy is an honest man. (any) No.Basically his seniority in Senate. (we) Nothing.Like his views better than Snelling. (we) Approach to people.
Experience. (we) Integrity, honesty.
Incumbent. (we) That's it.
I like his environmental concerns. (we) He's got a better
understanding towards agriculture.

His experience. (we) Snelling would just be starting out.Like what Leahy has done so far. (we) Nothing.Do not like his approach to politics. Leahy is the incumbent. Hewill have more powerful past time on committee which in ion g runwall help Vez-rnont. (any) No.
Because I approve of most of the stands on the issues. (we) Hiscampaign against Leahy is not on the issues. He is just attacking

Leahy's character. (any) No.That he has done a good job in the office. (spe) Don't know. (any)
No.

His experience. (we) Don't know.
We've always been Democrats. (we) Don't know.I agree with Leahy's platform. (spe) Arms control. (we) Economy.Democratic. (we) He's been in a long, long time.Presently in office. Didn't like Snelling as Governor. (we) Nothing.Don't know. (any) He's Democrat.
He's done a terrific job in the Senate. (spe) He's intelligent and

in contact with Vermont.
Don't know. (any) Snelling cut down Leahy. (spe) He attacked Leahy'srecord without saying what he would do.Leahy's experience. (we) His stand on certain issues.Because he's a Democrat. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Because of his experience. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) Just like him better. (spe) No.I like some decisions he made. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.He's done good so far. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.
I agree with Leahy's position more especially his position on SouthAmerica. (we) Favors his attitude toward programs more than

Snelling. (spe) No.
His record in the Senate for the past few years. (we) The way thetwo parties ran their campaign.



Verbatims from Job # P 4 5 Vt. Stwd. Tracking (W* II) Page 2

Question 12: Why would you be voting for Patrick Leahy instead ofRichard Snelling?

I feel he's more concerned about issues I'm concerned about. (ape)No, there are too many to name.Pleased with Senate record, especially on environmental issue.. (we)National issues, tends toward disarmament. (we) Nothing. (any) No.Like his record. (we) Not as positive about Snelling's record. Likewhat Leahy's done on intelligence and agricultural Committee.I think he's done a lot for the state. The only reason Snelling isrunning is because Ronald Reagan wants him to be here. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.
Leahy corresponds with constituents and Snelling did not let hisconstituents know what was going on. I feel Snelling got the state

4 in debt. (we) Nothing.Like his foreign policy and what he has done in Senate IntelligenceCommittee. (we) To help change U.S. foreign policy in Central
America.Because of what he's done so far in office. (spe) No, have to think
about it.

Because I'm Democrat. (we) He's the right man.Don't like Snelling. (we) Like Leahy's position.Like what Leahy has to say. (we) Just don't like Snelling.I know him personally, he has a good record. (spe) Attitude on'1 Nicaragua and South Africa.
Snelling's record as Governor was not impressive. (we) Don't know.Because he did a wonderful job for Vermont and its farmers. (we)

Don't know.He's been in office a long time. (we) He's done a good job. (spe) No.Don't know. (any) No.
Mostly because I don't like Snelling. (spe) No.o He will do more for the farmer. (we) Don't know.Doing a good job. (spe) I do not like Snelling. (we) No.r-~. Think he does more for the people. (spe) No.I know him on much better basis. (we) Doing a much better job. (spe)

No.
He's done a good job. (we) Nothing.
Think he's the better man. (we) Nothing.Good man, experienced and has a good following. (we) Nothing.
Done a good job. (spe) No.
Do a good job so far. (spe) Nothing.I don't trust him. (we) He portrays himself as a hero.If Leahy is elected he will head Agriculture department. (we) Don'tknow about Snelling. (we) I'll find out more about both before
November.

More experience. Pleased with work on foreign relations. Good job so
far.

Leahy's positive stand on acid rain. (we) He's in the Senate in akey position. (we) Experienced. (any)
He's been good in the past. (spe) No.
Issues. (spe) Snelling's campaign was cold.Like Leahy's ideas and some issues better.
Don't know. (any) Past record is good.Because he did a reasonable job before. (spe) Not really. (we)

Nothing.
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Question 12: Why would you be voting for Patrick Leahy instead of
Richard Snelling?

I have a good instinct about him. (spe) I just think he'll do abetter job. (we) Nothing.
He's done a good amount for Vermont. (spe) He got that education

program.I don't vote Republican. (we) Hes done a good job. (spe) Don't know.He has a good record. (spe) His position on taxes. (weO Don't know.Because of his past accomplishments. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.He's a Democrat. (we) His seniority is an asset to the state.Hets for the average person. Believe in him. Honest man. (we)
Nothing.

Better man. (we) He'd do a better job.
4

Democrat's help out the state better. (we) No.
82 Responses
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Question 12: Why would you be voting for Richard Snelling instead of

Patrick Leahy?

Because of what he has done as prior Governor. (we) I feel thereshould be a change once in a while.He's more conservative. (we) He respects the dollar.He's for Vermont and the Highlander's. Leahy's for Flat landers.
(we) Nothing.

Snelling did a good job as Governor. (we) Nothing.
Don't know. (any) No.
He did such a good job as Governor. (we) Don't know.Better experience. Like him as Governor. (we) Nothing.Like more of Snelling's ideas. (we) More than those of Leahy.
Don't know. (any) No.Don't like Leahy's voting record. (spe) Personal and public views.(we) Snelling's been more careful of spending taxpayers money, not

Leahy.
He's a better politician. (spe) He has me believing in what he's

doing. (we) Nothing.
I agree with his policies. (spe) No. (we) Don' know.Just Republican. (we) Nothing else. Will decide after tonight's
debate.

I heard more about him. (we) That's it. I don't really follow
politics much.

Only because I've been Republican for 84 years. (spe) No. (we) Don't
know.

More for what he stands for. (spe) No. (we) No.I know more about Snelling. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.Heard more about him than Leahy. (we) The work he did with foster

children, with my aunt.
He's Republican. (we) Nothing.
He's Republican. (we) Nothing.
Excellent administrator. (we) A good Governor.
He is a much better manager.
Don't know. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.
He was good as a Governor. (we) Don't know.Does a better job. (spe) No. (we) I don't agree with Leahy's way of

thinking.
Like his ideas better. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.Leahy has been thoroughly spoiled. (we) Once they're in, they haveno problem with money, they are thieves.
He is a businessman (we) Reduced deficit.Like Snelling, I think he is good. (we) Don't like Leahy.Everything I heard about Snelling is good. (we) Everything i heard

about Leahy is bad.
Don't know. (any) I like what he says and does. (spe) No.A good Governor. (spe) Financially responsible. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) Because I am a personal friend of his.He's conservative. (we) Don't know.
I'm a Republican. (we) His views. (spe) On the nation.
I met him during his time as governor. (spe) No.He's Republican, has Republican values. (spe) Less government, lesstaxes, less government involvement in people lives.Not sure. (any) He was Governor before.
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Question 12: Why would you be voting for Richard Snelling instead of

Patrick Leahy?

I lean toward Republican. (we) That's it.Because he is a better man and he is Republican and so am I. (any)
No.

He is more intelligent. (we) He will work for the people in the
state. (any) No.

He was a good Governor. (spe) Don't know.I like the things he did as Governor. (spe) Don't know.
He impresses me. (spe) Don't know.
Think he would do a better job. (we) Don't know.Impressed with Snelling's work as Governor. (we) He's pushing forlowering the national debt.

4 Just ads and what I saw on T.V. (spe) Don't know. (we) Nothing.Leahy has had too much bad publicity. (we) Snelling was a good
Governor.

Like his stand, Snelling. Leahy is opposed to the President.
Snelling has done a good job.

Don't know. (any) Nothing.
More experience therefore will do a better job. (we) Nothing.
More conservative. (any) No.Saw Snelling on T.V. He comes to some places I work. (spe) No.I am more familiar with Snelling being here in the State. Leahygalavants all over the country and is stationed in D.C. (we) That

is all.
No particular reason. (any) No.
Snelling is a Republican. (we) Nothing.Snelling was a Governor so he'll make a good Senator. (we) Loahy
wastes money on mail to voters. He sent us the same letter 3 times.He was a good Governor. (we) Don't know.

60 Responses
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Question l9Mf: (Wave II): What have you seen, read or heard
about Richard Snelling recently? (More favorable responses)

His ability to try to keep spending down. (we) That's it.Vermont farmers. (we) That's it.
He's trying to help us out. Don't know if he will. (we) Don't know.

(spe) No.
Commercials on T.V. (spe) About agriculture and the good job he'sdone. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) On T.V. (spe) No.
Don't know. (any) No.
Campaign ads. (spe) Saving taxes. Knows the needs of people inVermont. (we) Nothing.
Seen on T.V. (spe) Don't know. (we) Nothing.

4 He's been campaigning a lot on T.V. (spe) No. (we) Don't remember.Ad on T.V. (spe) Don't know. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.
News story. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.
He is gaining on Leahy. (we) Don't know. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.
Heard things in the news. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Interview on television. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.
Debate with Leahy. (we) No.
Television news and newsletter. (spe) Acid rain, and taxes etc.He is going to debate Leahy tonight. (we) Don't know.I was at a dinner for him and I like his views on business.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.He came into my office at work and I met him. (spe) No. (we) Don't

know.
Literature in mail. (spe) No.He will get rid of the dead fish. (we) He will work on behalf of thepeople's interest in Vermont. (any) No.He said he would help the farmers, but he didn't do this when he wasGovernor. (we) He would make sure all children could read and

write.
Ads on radio saying he would help farmers. (we) Nothing.Going to have a debate. (we) Nothing.
T.V. ads. (spe) Nothing.Commercials, basically he'll show up in your home town on a personallevel which seems friendly and reminded us he was Governor. (we)

Nothing.
Radio. (spe) Said he didn't support Reagan about Daniloff. (we)

Nothing.
Ad. (spe) Something about Leahy.
I saw him on T.V. saying something. (spe) No.
He was here in town. (we) Don't know.

34 Responses
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(Wave II)Question l9Lf: (Wave II) What have you seen, read or heardRichard Snelling recently?(Less favorable responses)

Something about the national deficit. (spe) No. (we) Strong standfor healthy Vermont environment. (we) Nothing. (any) No.Commercials - signs on cows. Dumb commercial. (we) Read Herald - hisopinion is as a Republican, he'll have more power. I think that'sdumb. (we) Nothing (any) No.
Don't know. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.
His ideas and views. (we) Don't know.He said he is anxious to get to Washington and help Reagan reducethe budget, yet he left the state of Vermont with the largest

4 deficit in its history when he was Governor.Not really. (any) No.
Things in newspaper. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.Questioning of debate. (spe) Schedule changing.Bad mouth - Leahy. (we) Nothing.He just bickers with Leahy about meaningless issues, like who hasmore funding. He never takes a stand on the issues.Don't know. (we) His campaign against Leahy's character.
Don't know. (any) No.
That he's running. (spe) Don't know.He tries to do his best trying to get a hold of people, but I don't

N
like his approach. (spe) Criticizing his opponent.His stands on finances.

Don't know. (any) No.The 2 of them debate publicity this evening. (we) In newsconstantly. (spe) NoSeen his ads and know he has a debate soon. (spe) Don't remember.
(we) Nothing.Read in paper about his campaign. (spe) How different towns voted inprimary. (we) Ads said a popular Governor.He is not in favor of labor. (we) Don't know.He claims he could do a great job in Senate. (we) His remarksagainst Leahy have been uncalled for. (any) No.Mudslinging tactics. (we) That's it.I saw him on T.V., he was talking about Leahy. (spe) No. (we.) Don't
know.News. (spe) He was talking about the position that Leahy is taking.
(we) No.

T.V. ads digging holes for Leahy. (we) No.Commercial tells what he's done for the people. (we) No.Television, can't remember what it said. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) No.T.V. ads. (spe) Don't like them. (spe) Nasty. (spe) No.On T.V. (spe) Keeps trying to center on negative things about Leahy.Mostly campaign ads. (spe) No.I saw an ad taking snipes at Leahy. (spe) His voting record. (we)

Nothing.
News. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.He supports the ERA. (we) He's running a slander campaign, attackingLeahy's record and not offering any alternatives.

35 Responses
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Question l9Nd: (Wave II) What have you seen, read or heardabout Richard Snelling recently? (No difference/Don't know

responses)

A lot of big ideas but never follows them. (we) No.Don't Know. (any) No.
:lis ideas and issues. (we) Don't know.Advertising. (spe) Nothing (we) Nothing.Ad. (spe) Budget news in general. (we) Nothing.Just saw him. (spe) Reducing federal deficit. (we) Nothing.Two comI~ercials. (spe) No.Campaigning in general. (we) The underdog. He can say anything hewant's, Leahy can't.
I've seen his appearance on T.V. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.

4 He is attacking Leahy's position. (we) He is trying to make pointson the budget and defense. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) No.Ads. (spe) Deficit - federal government should follow what he did inVermont. People he talked to that supported him. (we) Nothing.Newspaper. (spe) No.
I've Just seen ads. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) When things do not go his way he acts like a cry

baby.
I don't remember. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.I've seen more of him on television and his ads.I've seen news articles, but I don't remember what they were about.

(any) No.I want to be Senator. (we) Deficit down if I get in. (we) Nothing.
(any) No.

Television. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.0 Don't know. (any) No.
Television ads. (spe) Mudslinging on both sides.Don't know. (any) No.
Campaign ads. (we) Everything. (spe) No.In the parade. (spe) Battlefield.
T.V. (spe) No.
Don't know. (any) No, refused to comment.Something on fiscal responsibility. (spe) By Howard Baker that afreshman Republican in Vermont would do better than a seasoned
Democrat in Vermont.

Read in paper, seen on T.V. (spe) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.Refute things Leahy said. An ad about a positive attitude aboutVermont.
The campaign. (spe) No.
News stories. (spe) Don't know.He will be on a debate with Leahy. (we) Don't know.Saw an ad saying Reagan supports him. (we) Nothing.
Don't know. (any) Nothing.Advertisements on T.V. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.

38 Responses
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Question 22Mf: (Wave II) What have you seen, read or heardabout Patrick Leahy recently? (More favorable)

He's fighting acid rain. (we) That's it.
Don't Known, (any) No.
News story. (ape) Daniloff. (we) Nothin
Don't know. (any) ~. gHe's trying to help the farmers. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) Don't know.Don't know. (any) He is interested in the needs and concerned aboutthe people of Vermont.Things in newspaper. (spe) No. (we) Track records speak for
themselves.

Same article. (spe) Debate schedule change.
Commercial - Can't remember. (we) Nothing.His stand on agriculture. (we) His stand on foreign issues. (any) No.Don't know. (any) No.T.V. commercial. (spe) Cow commercial concerning farming.That he's running. (spe) Don't know.He did good things in Senate. (spe) Helping farmers and beinginvolved with sensitive area of government.Television ads. (spe) His importance to farmers, a national figure,

of the state.
Comments about where he stands. (we) Don't know.I just heard basic information. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Opinion on radio on national issues yesterday, can't remember. (we)Picture with family, I was impressed. (we) Can't remember. (any)

No.
Seen ads and read in paper. (spe) Don't remember recent issues justrecord over past few years. (we) Nothing.
Television, not sure. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.
He is in favor of labor.
Don't know. (any) The political views Leahy has.Don't know. (any) He will come up for Agriculture Committee inWashington if he is elected again.
He will become the chairman of Agriculture Committee, if theDemocrats control the Senate. (we) Don't know. (any) No.He will continue to work hard for Vermont. (we) He will help thefarmers get a better price for their milk. (any) No.He wants to help the farmers. (any) No.
Heard ad on radio. (spe) Don't know.His committee on foreign affairs and farmers. (we) Nothing.Tells all he's done for agriculture. (we) No.Told about different things he's been doing in Washington. (we)
Nothing.

Favor of the farmers. (we) Nothing.In the paper about foreign policy and his committee. (spe) No.Commercials, experienced in Senate so would be good for Vermont.(we) Can't afford to start all over again with new person. (we)Reagan came on T.V. for him. (we) Nothing.A pamphlet they gave out at some store. (spe) No.Ad about cows. (spe) It was poor.Just what my son in college told me. (spe) I don't remember.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.
News. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.

39 Responses
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Question 22Lf: (Wave II) What have you seen1 read or heardabout Patrick Leahy recently?(Less favorable responses)

Overuse of cranking mail. (we) Nothing (any) No.
Don't know. (any) no.
Don't know. (any) No.Campaign publicity. (spe) Don't know. (we) Just voting records.Don t like how he has voted on issues. (spe) Dont know.Don't remember. (any) Just his campaign ads.He just bickers with Snelling about meaningless issues, like who hasmore funding. He never takes a stand on the issues.Ads. (spe) He should keep bumper stickers on cars instead of Cows -bad image. (we) Controversy. (spe) On Leahy's record. (spe)
Nothing.

I saw him on television. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.How he's done in the primaries. (we) Campaign ads. (spe) Don't know.Debate. (we) What he's done.News. (spe) He was discussing his Chairmanship he has with theAgricultural committee. (we) Don't know.An article on how much publicity he gets. (we) How much of thetaxpayers money he wastes on this publicity.Same ad but it came from Snelling's office. (spe) No.Headlines in the papers. (spe) He spent more money campaigning this
time.

Helps farmers. (we) Nothing.

16 Responses



Verbatims from Job # P86195 Vt. Stwd. Tracking (Wave III) Page

Question 12: Why would you be voting for Patrick Leahy instead of
Richard Snelling?

He's doing a good job. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.I like the way he's been in the past. (we) He has seniority thatcould be valuable to us. (we)Don't know.Don't know.(any) I like the things he's done. (spe) No.
Like what he's done.
He's done a good job. (we) Don't know.
I lean towards Democrats. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.
Don't like Snelling's policies. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.
Personal contact with him for years. (we) Holds important Positionsin committees in Senate.
I like his record better than Snelling's (spe) No.(we) Don't know.Prefer his record. (spe) No. (we) Snelling hasn't had a good recordbeing Governor. (spe) The deficit.
Refused. (any) NoI like his ideals on nuclear weapons. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.Like his opinions on things. (spe) No. (we) He has a lot ofexperience. (we) No.
Don't know.(any) I'm satisfied with his work. (we) Don't know.Because he's a Democrat, and has experience, and I like what he'sdone for the foreign policy and the Social Service program. (spe)

No.(we) Nothing.I've been very happy with his work in the past, he's a good Senatorand I don't want to lose him. Also I never liked Snelling not whenhe was Governor or any other time. (we) Nothing.I didn't like him as a Governor so why should I vote for him for
Senator. (we) Don't know.

Don't know. (any) Good man for the job. (we) Nothing.
Like him better. (we) Voting record. (spe) No.He's done a lot for the state. (we) Don't know.Experienced. (we) He's represented Vermont as good as anyone could.Everything he's done in the Senate so far. (spe) No. (we) He's forthe average person. I met and talked with him once and I was very

impressed.
More interesting in the farmers and the little people, Snelling isfor the rich.(we) I like his position on arms control.I like his political views. (spe) No. Been in a long time. Seems like

he knows what he's doing.
Because he has more years in. (spe). No.(we) Don't know.Because he's doing a good job. (spe) On the dairy and with the

people. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) He's done a good job in the past. (spe) No.Don't know. (any) He's got some good ideas. What I've heard I like.(spe) He wants to help Vermont. (we) He's for the little people.He's done a very good job. (spe) No. (we) He's for the people and

honest.
I don't like Snelling. (we) Don't know.
I agree with his stand-points. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.He didn't do much for Vermont. He quit as Governor to take care ofhis $3.35 hour business. (spe) No. (we) He's only there becauseReagan wants him there. Since he quit as Governor, he'd quit at
something else.
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Question 12: Why would you be voting for Patrick Leahy instead of
Richard Snelling?

Leahy has accomplished a lot (spe) For the veteran. (we) His views
are similar to my own. (spe) No.

I like his honesty, and he's also been honest about the job he is
doing. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.

I really appreciate his record in the Senate. (we) Leahy '5 involved
in a lot of committees.

Like what he's done. (we) Seniority is important.Does better than Snelling. (spe) No. (we) Nothing. (any) No.Did good in office before. (we) Is going to be on Agricultural
committee. (we) More clout and help to Vermont. (we) Nothing.
(any) No.

I met him once. (we) Nothing. (any) No.I dislike Richard Snelling. (we) Leahy's a good man and experienced.
(we) Nothing. (any) No.

Experienced. (we) Careful to stay in contact with people. Impressed.
(we) Met him. Farm people are cared for by him. (we) Nothing.
(any) No.

Done a good job so far. (we) More good to come. (spe) No. (we)
Nothing. (any) No.

'3 I agree with some of the things he's done in Washington, although Idon't like any of them. I think it's easier to get things done
-'' , once you know the people down there. (we) Nothing. (any) No.He's a Democrat. (we) I don't like Snelling. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.

(any) No.
I feel he's getting a lot accomplished for the state. (spe) He's
working hard for the state.

I know more about him. (spe) No (we) Nothing.o His international political opinions. (spe) No. ( we) Nothing.I share his political views. (we) Nothing.
I tend to vote Democrat. (we) Nothing.
Don't know. (any) Nothing.
He's done a good job. (we) Don't know.
Overall he represents my views. (we) Don't know.
Done much for Vermont. Smart man. (we) Best candidate.
Better policies. (we) Don't know.
He's done a good job. (spe) I agree with his policies. (spe) Hisstands on financing for farming and foreign policy. (we) Don't

know.
What he's done so far. (we) Committees, dairy farmers.
Prefer something he has a stand on. (spe) No. (we) Experience
politician.

I don't like Snelling. (spe) The way he's come across in his ads.
(spe) No.

Leahy's has a lot of accomplishments and he's more qualified. (we)He represents more of what Vermonts stands for. (spe) He's done a
lot for veterans.

He's a better candidate. (we) Like his views.
Like his policies. (we) Just like him better as a person.
Prefer Leahy. (we) Nothing.
Like what he's done so far. (we) Nothing.
He's a friend of mine. (we) He's better qualified.
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Question 12: Why would you be voting for Patrick Leahy instead of

Richard Snelling?

He's been in the Senate so long that I think he knows what's goingon better than Snelling. (we) I don't think he's doing anything to
hurt Vermont.

He's the best man. (spe) Snelling put Vermont in debt when he was
Governor.

Political philosophy, more liberal. (we) Foreign policy stands.I like the work he has done. (we) He'd be able to help farmers if
he's Agriculture Commissioner.

Experience. (we) Nothing.
Record wise. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.His experience. (spe) His position on the foreign affairs committee.
He's done a good job. (spe) No.
Don't know. (any) They're both made mistakes, but I feel Snelling
would make more.

He's more assured on issues. Snelling goes back and forth. (spe)
Economy, department.

His record. A known quantity, Snelling is not at least not
nationally. (spe) No.

More experience. (we) He's a Democrat.
The most experience. (we) An honorable legislator.Some of his programs, he's switching alliances. (we) Nothing.

-V Because I talked to Snelling and I didn't like what he had to say.(we) Nothing.

82. Responses
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Question 12: Why would you be voting for Richard Snelling instead ofPatrick Leahy?

Don't believe in Leahy.(spe) No.(we) He's phony. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) No.
I liked him when he was Governor. (we) Don't know.Seems to be the more likely candidateHe's more for the middle class people. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.Liked him when he was Governor. (we) He did a good financial job for

the state.
He's Republican. (we) Don't care for Leahy's record in the Senate.Snelling was our Governor and we were all quite fond of him. (we)

Don't know.
Because he's more conservative.(spe) No.(we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) Talked about popular issues. (spe) No.Don't know.(any) I'm a Republican. (we) Nothing.I just like his impressions. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.His experience in state government. (spe) No. (we) That's all.I know him quite well. (we) Don't know.
Know him better. (spe) No (we) Nothing.Handled money better. Concerned with issues. (spe) No. (we) He'llget the job done well.
Don't know. (any) I like him better. (spe) Don't know.Because I'm a Republican. (we) I believe in what he stands for (spe)

No.
I don't know Leahy. (we) I'm Republican. (we) Nothing. (any) No.I have always been a fan of Snelling's. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.I don't like some of the things they say about him. (spe) Somethingabout the farmers. (spe) Nothing.I think we need a change in Washington. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.His record as Governor. (spe) No (we) My general impression of himis good. I wasn't here for the full time he was Governor, so Idon't know much. (we) Don't know.
He's a Republican. (we) Nothing.
Don't know. (any) No.
I think we need a change. (we) Complacency on Leahy's part.His way of conducting himself in different office. (we) Nothing.Snelling's track record as Governor. (we) Budget, businessman, and

for Vermont
I know him. (spe) He was a good Governor. (we) Don't know.He's more conservative. (we) He's Republican.Reagan will get the support of a Republican. (we) Don't know.He did a good job as Governor. (we) Agree with his views.I like him better than Leahy. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Hard to say. (any) Don't think of Leahy much.Leahy has been in a long time. (we) Snelling has new ideas.He can do more for us. (spe) Cut down on the deficit. (we) Don't
know.

Because of his attitude toward defense. (we) Foreign policy. (we) Hewants to help farmers. (we) Don't know.I would not vote for Leahy. (spe) Not impressed with him.
Don't know. (any) No.
Conservative. (we) Don't know.
Need new blood in Washington. (we) He's a Republican and

conservative.



Verbatims from Job # P8*95 Vt. Stwd. Tracking Page s
Question 12: Why would you be voting for Richard Snelling instead of

Patrick Leahy?

Need new blood in Washington. (we) He's Republican and conservative.
Republican. (we) I like what he says. (spe) No.
More fiscal responsibility. (we) Don't know.
A good Governor. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) Like the way he looks.
I like him better. (we) Nothing.

Responses

4



Verbatims from Job # P86195 Vt. Stwd. Tracking (Wave III) Page 6
Question l9Mf: (Wave III) What have you seen, read or heard aboutRichard Snelling recently? (More favorable responses)

Commercials on t.v.(spe) Don't know. (we) Don't know.Little controversy over something Leahy said that Snelling deniedever saying. (we) Don't know.On the radio, on t.v. (spe) A Commercial paid for by Snelling.It's on t.v. all, the time. (spe) No.(we) No.I heard him give a report on Vermont. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) Nothing.Television commercial putting down the service record of Leahy.(spe) No. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.On the news. (spe) His campaign report. (we) Concerned about the

4

people in Vet-mont. (spe) No.Television commercial. (spe) No.I saw him in the parade. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.His ads. (spe) Both negative and positive. (spe) They said he wassmearing Leahy. and it was said he had a lot of accomplishments.
(we) Don't know.

Don't know. (any) No.Television ads. (spe) No. (we) I heard the debate. (spe) I like 5Or~eof his remarks. (spe) Tax reform. (we) His farm policy is good.The President appearing for him. (we) The debates he's involved in.Television ads and news. (spe) No.Talk at Rotary meeting. (we) On radio and television. (spe) No.Talking about drug abuse. (spe) He changed his mind about it, he useto be lenient. (we) Don't know.Personal contact and television. (spe) Saying he's going to meet thebudget.

19 Responses



Page 7Verbatims from Job # P86195 Vt. Stwd. Tracking(wave III)

Question l9Lf: (Wave Ill) What have you seen, read or heard aboutRichard Snelling recently?(Less favorable responses)

His carrying on about Pat Leahy. (spe) He was talking about,debating, he said Leahy wouldn't debate when he was here. (we)
Don't know.

Don't know.(we) NO.
Don't know. (any) No.Paid advertising on television. (spe) Someone says Leahy did not do agood job and that he deserves to serve Vermont. (spe) No. (we)
Nothing.

That he's Republican. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) Nothing.

4 I've been reading so much. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) I avoid it.
Don't know. (any) Nothing.I think he's crooked. (spe) People say he's running campaign

crooked. (we) Nothing. (any) No.T.V. channel 3. Not impressed with his answers on a question andanswer program. He's nothing but a politician. ( we) Nothing.
(any) No.

He needs more positive campaign. (spe) No. (any) No.I saw a television debate. (spe) No.
N On the news. (spe) He's for crime and punishment and drugenforcement. (we) He's a little late now. (we) Don't know.N' Don't know. (any) He was saying things about Leahy that he reallydidn't have the facts on. (we) Don't know.

Seen his ads on television. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.Don't know. (any) Didn't show for campaign meeting. (we) Nothing.On the news. (spe) Rhetoric. (spe) Campaign ads. (spe) They werecritical of Leahy. (we) Don't know.Political cartoons. (spe) His indecision, mudslinging in campaign.
Newspaper. (spe) No.
Don't know. (any) Drug programs. (we) Nothing.

1~~"

21 Responses



Verbatims from Job # P86195 Vt. Stwd. Tracking (Wave III) Page 8

Question l9Nd: (Wave III) What have you seen, read or heard aboutRichard Snelling recently? (No difference/Don't know responses)

In the news. (ape) Downgrading between two candidates. (we) literature
sent to me. (ape) No.

Pamphlet. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.
Ads. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) NO.
Always something in the headline. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.Ad by his party. (spe) Don't know. (we) Don't know.Advertisement. (spe) Experience, achievements as Governor. (we)

Nothing.
Paper. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.

4 Ad on t.v. (spe) Talking about things of future generations. (we) No.News. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.
Saw him on t.v.(spe) Going to Washington to talk to Reagan. (spe)

No.(we) No.
In the paper. (spe) The debate. (we) Nothing.
I received a newsletter in the mail about him. (spe) No.(we) Don't

know.
His opinions on the electricity in this area. (spe) No. (we) About thefarmers. (spe) No but I don't agree with him.Received a letter in the rnail.(spe) No.(we) Don't know.Advertisements. (spe) Things he's done in the past. (we) Don't know.Debate. (spe) Foreign policy and how he stands on it. (we) About his
regular campaign.

News.(spe) No.(we) No.
I read about him in the Free Press. (spe) Just about the debate. (we)

Don't know.
It's an underhanded campaign. (we) Don't know.O I've seen him in the news. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.T.V. (spe) He was speaking about the debate between him and Leahy.

(we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.
Pounding his record as Governor, that's all you hear. (we) Don't

know.
-'I" Campaign ads. (spe) No. (we) Nothing. (any) No.Refused.

T.V. (spe) No.
I read something in the newspaper (spe) No.
In the newspapers. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
Commercial. Don't know. (any) no.
Radio ads, and television ads. (spe) No.
Part of the debate. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Heard his commercials on radio and his debate on television.
Don't know. (any) No.
Political ads. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.
Don't know. (any) No.
News reports. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
On television. (spe) Commercials. (spe) No.
What he says he's doing. (spe) Will cut the deficit in government.

(we) Don't know.
Debate. (spe) Support for Reagan's policy on Central America.Name calling between Snelling and Leahy. (we) Amount of money
Snelling spent on campaigning.

Don't know. (any) No.



PageVerbatims from Job * P95 Vt. Stwd. Tracking (W* III)
Question 29Nd: (Wave III) What have you 5een, read or heard aboutRichard Snelling recently? (No difference/Don9t know responses)

The debate. (we) In the news. (spe) No.
Don't know. (any) No.
Debate. (we) Nothing.
The debate. (spe) No.

46 Responses

4



Verbatims from Job # P45 Vt. Stwd. Tracking W* III) Page io
Question 22Mf: (Wave Ill) What have you seen, read or heard about

Patrick Leahy recently? (More favorable)
Don't know. (any) About him not making it to Burlington. (we) Don't

know.
A letter we received. (spe) Don't know. (we) Don't know.He had a political stipulation.(spe) Don't know. (we) Don't know.Promoting himself. (spe) Achievements what he wants toaccomplish. (we) The positions he holds in different committees

from being a state Senator.
Don't know. (any) Nothing.
I received a newsletters in the mail also about him. (spe) No. (we)

Don't know.
4 Issues and agriculture and how he wants to help farmers and abouthow much experience he's had. (we) Don't know.As I said I like the job he's done. (we) His appointment is supposedto come up for the agriculture committee. (we) Don't know.In the paper. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.

Don't know. (any) Nothing comes to mind at the moment.Things he's done in the past. (we) Don't know.The things he's doing for agriculture and the farmers. (we) Don't
know.

He is with the agriculture and the farmers. (we) He wants to becomechairman of the Agriculture Committee and help farmers.His big support for the farmers, this is a farming area so that'svery important here. (we) Farming is the main topic around here.That he's the Senator in Vermont. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) Nothing.Commercials. (ape) Seems like he's for farmers and smaller people.

(we) Don't know.
He's for the people, all people and for the United States. He was ono 60 minutes last night. (spe) No, but I enjoyed it.It's an underhanded campaign.
That he's very good in politics. (we) Don't know.Snelling is knocking Leahy every chance he gets. (we) I hope hehelps the farmers and the aging. (we) Don't know.What he's doing in Washington. (spe) Follow foreign affairs and he~1~ is for the veterans, and elderly. (we) Tried to represent Vermontthe best he can.Read something in the paper. (spe) Don't know. (we) Don't know.His record on Senate committees. (we) He's a visible Senate
candidate.

He's on the news about farmer's deal. (we) He's going to helpVermont farmers and all farmers. (we) Nothing. (any) No.Commercial about farmers. (ape) I caught the tail end. (we) Nothing.
(any) No.

I saw him in the parade. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.A news report. (spe) He did get kicked out of the debate. (we)
Nothing.

I follow the newspaper comments. (spe) No.60 Minutes. (spe) General Singlaub, Contra aid in Nicaragua.I saw the debate and I've read some articles. (spe) Just covering
the campaign. (spe) No.

Ads. (spe) Agriculture Committee. (we) Nothing.
Heard him on radio. (we) Saw his debate on television.His ads on television about farmers. (we) Nothing.



Verbatims from Job # ~8m5  vt. Stwd. Tracking (Wa* III) Page 11

Question 22Mf: (Wave Ill) What have you seen, read or heard aboutPatrick Leahy recently? (More favorable)

Yes. (ape) ~Ie gets a lot of press. (spe) Hes big friends withDaniel Ortega. (we) Don't know.Commercial. (spe) Put stickers on cows saying vote for Leahy. (we)
Don't know.His feelings of farm situation. (we) Like his intelligence capacityand views on things.

Don't know. (any) No.In the paper. (spe) The security of the country. (spe) No.Can~paign ads. (spe) He asked Snelling to be accountable for hisaccusations.
Campaigning. (spe) No.
Television news. (spe) No.
Don't know. (any) No.On national television. (spe) Daniloff's release from the Soviet

Union.
Farm program. (we) Nothing.

45 Responses



Verbatims from Job # P8~5 vt. Stwd. Tracking (Wa* III) Page 12

Question 22Lf: (Wave III) What have you seen, read or heard aboutPatrick Leahy recently?(Less favorable responses)

Don't know. (any) No.
Don't know. (any) No.Recent controversy that he said Snelling said something about anarms race but i'm not sure. (we) Don't know.I saw him on t.v. in Vermont today. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.Don't know. (any) Nothing I could be specific about.Ads. (spe) His views towards agriculture and farming. (we) Nothing.T.V. commercials. (spe) Putting stickers on a car. (we) Nothing.
T.V. (spe) No. (we) Nothing.
For abortion. (we) Help for the farmers.

4 The ads. (spe) Pasting bumper stickers on a cow. (we) Made a fool ofhimself on farm policy. (spe) He hasn't done anything for farmers.(we) Don't know.Too farmers talking for him because he's putting campaign stickerson a cow. (we) He's planning on becoming the head of the
Agriculture Committee.Trying to get farmers behind him on television. (we) Nothing.His record. (spe) No.

13 Responses



Verbatims from Job # PB~5 ~t. ~tWd. Tracking (W~ III) Page 13
Question 22Nd: (Wave 111) What have you seen, read or heard about

Patrick Leahy recently? (No difference/Don't know responses)
Sends out pamphlet. (spe) Keeps people informed about his stand on

issues. (we) Nothing.
National news. (spe) He's on different committees. (we) Nothing.
Ads. (ape) No.(we) Don't know.
T.v.(spe) Something he was doing in Washington. (we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.Brochure. (spe) No. (we) Talking about the spy exchange on t.v. (spe)

No.
Ad on t.v.(spe) That he's putting his campaign stickers on COWS. (we)

Don't know
T.v.(spe) No.(we) Don't know.
In the paper. (spe) No.(we) No.(we) Nothing.
T.v. (ape) No.(we) Don't know.
Received letter in the mail. (spe) No.(we) Don't know.
Don't know. (any) No.
Debate, foreign policy and how he stands on it.I read about his feelings about the trade of f with Danieloff andwith the contras.(spe) No. (spe) Don't know.
Free Press. (spe) No.(we) No.
Don't know. (any) Don't know.
What he's doing in the Senate. (we) Don't know.
News. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
I read a letter about him. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.Vice chairman of the Senate. I can't remember which but somecommittee and he's on t.v. all the time. (spe) No (we) Don't know.Campaign ads. (spe) No. (we) Nothing. (any) No.
Refused.
Contact with people is excellent. (we) On 60 Minutes last night.

(spe) No (any) No.
T.V. (spe) No.T.V. advertisements. (spe) No (spe) Nothing.
Don't know. (any) No.
Television and news. (spe) Incumbency is important.His television ads. (spe) They make him lack now authoritative and

in control than Snelling. (we) Don't know.
He was talking about his accomplishments. (spe) No. (we) He may beelected head of a committee.
Don't know. (any) No.
Television. (spe) No.
Commercials. (spe) No. (we) Don't know.
Debate. (spe) Mild, Central America. Not much of a debate really.The debate. (we) Advertising on television. (spe) Making promises to

farmers.
Television. (ape) No.
The debate. (ape) No.
Debates on television. (spe) Daniloff's case.
A commercial. (spe) Be head of Agriculture Department.

38 Responses
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Core
Pro-

I..Q~§1 Leahv

Total

Number of Cases

Pro
Leahv

100% 100% 100%

(500) (113) (144)

Core
Anti Anti

Neutral Leahv Leahy

100% 100% 100%

( 73) (130) ( 41)

Percent=

Le ahv

Aware
Favorable
Unfavorable

Snell ing

Aware
Favorable
Unfavorable

Vote Intent ion

Snelling
Leahy
Undecided

100% (23%) (29%) (15%) (26%) ( 7%)

98
79
10

98
73
18

47
49

4

100
98
1

96
59
31

100

96
85
1

96
60
25

*98
1701
W

100
79
12

11
82
7

100
37
59

100
95

100

Soft Leahy 22 22

Soft Snelling -- 0 29 22

Reagan

Approve
Disapprove
Don't know

Issue Agenda

Nuclear arms
Deficit
Tax reform
Foreign affairs
Farmers
Jobs
Env ironznent

78
17
6

41
40
26
24
22
20
18

43
28
28
20
24
25
22

93
5
2

22
66
44
41
12

10

37
44
23
22
18
22
15

32
46
29
22
28
17
13

'i. Z41 '44~

0
Summary of VotinQ Intentions and Candidate
?~xce~t ions by Leahv Support Groups

Leahv Support Grours
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Summary of VQtinQ Intentions arid Candidate
Perceptions by Leahv Suxrort Grout~s
(Cont'd)

Leahv Support Groups

Core
Pro-

Total Lt~h~
Pro

L~h~

Core
Anti Anti

Neutral Leahv Leahy

Issue Handling Preference(PDI)a

Vermont problems
Fed. taxi

spending
Vermont fair
share

Vermont
perspective

Environment
issues

National defense
spending

Nuclear arms
U.S./Soviet

relations

+6 -.62

+3 -.62

+1 -.57

-9 -.71

-13 69

-18 -79
-20 -78

-.25 -84

-28

.34

-36

-50

~42

-55

-.51

-.50

+35

+20

+14

+60

+63

+59

+8 +51
'-N

-9

-.13

+28

+42
+24

+16

Personal Qualities(PDI)a

Arrogant
Dec is ive
Leader
Too ambitious
Effective
Independent
Typical poltician
Intelligent
Friendly
Honest
Compassionate

+26 +49
+20 -.14
+15 -32
+14 +39
+8 -46
+5 -36
+ 3 +31

4 -.46
-.5 -.44

5 -50
-16 -67

apDlpercentage Difference

'Leahy."

+44

-7
+33
-.23

+32
-.19
-27
-.25
-39

+24
+32
+31
+2
+25
+23
+8

+10
+11
-2

+2
+49
+52

+58
+29
-37
+31
+26
+28
+29

Index = % "Snelling" minus

+93

+91

+85

+88

+73

+81
+73

+71

-.22
+73
+78
-.46
+75
+ 29

+49
+58
+49
+41
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Normal Rerublican Vote Analysis

Normal Snelling
Vote Vote

Total 52% 49

Deviation
from

-3

Voter Type

Republican
Ticket-splitters
Democrats

Political Ree*ions

87
41
17

Chittenderi
Northwest
Northeast
West
East

18-29
30-39
40-49
50+

Status Groups

High income
Intelligentsia
Middle class
Lower end

ReliQion

Catholic

Non-Catholic

Sex

Male
Female

Ethnicity

Irish
French

50
41
55
44

47
56

52
46

0

Nwnbe r
of

Cases

(500)

+10
-12
-11

(132)
(223)
(120)

48
60
54
53
53

50
48
55
55

44
62
40
47
52

54
38
57
50

-4
+2
-14
-6
-l

+4
-10
+2
-5

(12 1)
( 55)

51)
(159)
(114)

(110)
(126)
( 77)
(186)

( 59)
( 80)
(186)
(113)

-4
-3

(222)
(278)

-3
-4

(240)
(260)

51
50

41
45

-10
-5

(108)
(118)



MARKET O~IN ION RLS[ARCH

MOR Minimum WinninQ Coalition Analysis

Political ReQion

Chittenden

Northwest

Northeast

West

East

GOP
Taraet

46%

48

54

51

51

44%

62

40

47

52

-2

+14

-14

-4

+1
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Awareness and Perceptions of Selected Political Fiaures

Patrick Leahy

Jim Jef fords

Richard Snelling

Madeleine Kunin

Stephan Morse

Robert Stafford

Peter Smith

John Easton

Bernard Sanders

Aware

98%

92

98

98

39

94

62

85

85

Favorable

79%

65

73

71

19

64

35

44

44

Unfavorable

10

16

18

18

5

18

10

26

29

a Ratio=Percent favorable divided by percent unfavorable.

Ratio

7.9

4.1

4.1

3.9

3.8

3.5

3.5

1.7

1.5
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There are many different issues and problems an elected official must make decisions
about. I'm aoin~ to mention several issues and for each one. please tell me whether you

would rather have Richard Snellin~ or Patrick Leahv making decisions on that issue.

Richard Patrick (VOLUNTEERED) Don't Ref.!

ia§i1.ina Leahy Both Neither know NA EQI

Taking care of the problems of
Vermont's citizens

Domestic and social spending
priorities

Federal tax and spending
policies

Making sure Vermont gets its
fair share of federal
programs and projects

Representing the Vermont
perspective in Washington

Environmental issues and
policies

Natonal defense spending
priorities

Nuclear arms control
negotiations

U.S. relations with the Soviet
Union

45%

45

47

44

39

39

35

32

30

(a)PDI=Percentage Difference Index~ %
Leahy."

9 * +642%

42

44

43

48

52

53

52

55

* +3

* +3

* +1

6 * -9

6 * -3.3

8 1 -18

* -20

12 * -25

"Richard Snelling" minus % "Patrick

*Less than .5%.
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Now I'd like to do something a little different. I'm cioing to read
~rnu a liqt of words and for each oneL please tell me wnetner it

~'rih~ f ROTATE: Richard SnellinQ or Patrick Leahy)?

Arrogant

Decisive

Leader

Too ambitiouS

Too effective

Independent

Typical politician

Richard
~n~aina

44%

47

46

39

44

42

36

Intelligent 25

Friendly 31

Honest 25

Compassionate 26

(a) pDI~percentage Difference Index=%

*Less than .5%.

1
itrick
~y-.

18%

27

31

25

36

37

33

29

36

30

42

"Richard

(VOLUNTEERED~

Both Neither

5% 18%

17 1

17 *

17

Snelling"

3

minus %

Don't
know

14%

7

5

12

6

7

6

7

8

7

Ref . /NA

1%

*

12 *

"Patrick Leahy

I '~ L - ~ L C ~ (I jt

+26

+20

+15

+14

+8

+5

+3

-4

-5

-5

-16
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0
Now I'm going to read you some things other people have said about

Patrick Leahy. For each one please tell me whether you think that

statement does or does not accurately describe Patrick Leahv.

Don't Refused!

Does Does Not know NA PDIa

Would rather work on
issues that
interest him
instead of issues
that are important
to Vermont 30% 58% 11% 1% -28

Is a big spender 23 60 17 1 -37

Will do anything to
get elected 23 66 10 1 -43

(a)PDI-Percentage Difference Index=% "Does's minus % "Does not."
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Now I'm QOjflQ to read you some other things you miQht learn about a candidate

~ durinc~ the course of a campaign. Please tell me if learning that about a

W candidate would make you more likely or less likely to vote for that person.

Would that be much (more/less~ likely or somewhat (more/less~ likely?

Somewhat
More
Likely

No Difference!
Not Important
(VOLUNTEERED ~

SomewhatLess
Likely

MuchMore
Likely Ref . /DK NA

Is opposed by the
Moral Majority

Is opposed by labor
unions

Is opposed by the
Vermont Public
Interest Research
Group

Is opposed by the
Sierra Club

16%

13

5

5

19%

23

16

24%

22

25

23

21%

24

25

20

11% 8% 1% +3

10 7 * +2

9 18 1 -13

15 25 1 -19

(a)PDI=Percefltacje Difference Index=% "More likely" minus % "Less likely."

~ than .5%.

U J~ ~ L C L; (

Much
More
Likely PDIa



Vermont Statewide Study
Draft Questionnaire #1 Quota N-500
June 7, 1985

1. Do you think things in this country are generally going
in the right direction or do you feel things have

pretty seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

2. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is

handling his job as President? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND
ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or
just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

3. If the election for Governor of Vermont were being held
today, would you be voting for (ROTATE: the Republican
candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

a. (IF DONT KNOW OR REFUSEDASK:) Which way do you
lean as of today -- toward (ROTATE: the Republican
candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

4. If the election for U.S. Senate was being held today,
would you be voting for (ROTATE: the Republican
candidate or the Democratic candidate) from Vermont?

C' a. (IF DON'T KNOW OR REFUSED, ASK:) Which way do you
lean as of today toward (ROTATE: the Republican
candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

0 5. Of the following six issues, which one do you think

V. needs the greatest attention from the federal government

at the present time?

6. Which one would you choose next? (REPEAT REMAINING
ITEMS)

(RANDOMIZE)

a. Foreign affairs
b. Tax reform
c. Unemployment
d. Nuclear arms control
e. Environment
f. Federal budget deficit

7. Do you think things in Vermont are generally going in
the right direction or do you feel things have pretty
seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

8. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Madeleine Kunin
is handling her job as Governor? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE
AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove)
or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

1

I



Vermont Sta wide Study 2

Draft Ques 4 naire #1
Now I'd like to ask you some questions about various
problems and issues facing the country .

9. How worried would you say you are about the federal
budget deficit -- extremely worried, very worried,
somewhat worried or not at all worried?

10. Thinking about government spending, which one do you
think should be the emphasis for the federal government
this year .

a. Increase spending on programs such as education and
health care in order to help more people

b. Keep spending on programs at their present level in
order to reduce the budget deficit

c. Reduce spending on most programs and eliminate
others to reduce the budget deficit

11. There are four basic alternatives for the federal
government in reducing the size of the federal budget
deficit. Which one of the following do you think is
the best course of action

(RANDOMI ZE)

a. Make whatever spending cuts are needed so taxes
dont have to be increased

b. Make whatever tax increases are needed so spending
on important programs doesn't have to be cut

0 c. Reduce some spending and moderately increase taxes
d. Rely on growth in the economy to generate more

revenue from current taxes

12. In general, do you think the federal tax system is fair
or not fair to the average citizen?

13. From what you now know about President Reagan's tax
reform plan, do you generally favor or oppose the
President's plan?

14. President Reagan's tax reform proposal would eliminate
most tax deductions which would allow lowering the
income tax rates for everyone. Do you generally favor
or oppose eliminating most deductions and lowering tax
rates?

15. Which do you think is the most important thing for the
government to do this year -- (ROTATE: reduce the
budget deficit or reform the federal tax laws)?

r



Vermont Statewide Study 3
Draft Questrnaire #1

Now I'd like to ask you a few questions about national
defense and foreign policy

16. Do you believe the United States armed forces and
military weapons systems are more than adequate to
deter Soviet aggression, simply adequate or inadequate
to deter Soviet aggression?

17. Which of the following three statements come closest to
your own opinion on what our militaTy power should be

(RANDOMIZE)

a. The United States should be stronger than the
Soviet Union

b. The United States should be equal to but not
stronger than the Soviet Union

c. It doesn't really matter if the Soviet Union is
somewhat stronger than the United States

18. president Reagan has proposed developing a space-based

O defense system against Soviet nuclear attack, often
referred to as the "Star Wars" system. Do you think
the U.S. should or should not go ahead with development
of such a space-based defense system?

* Thinking about the office of U.S. Senator for a moment

~0
19. As you may know, the Republican Party controls the

U.S. Senate, that is, has the majority of seats. Would
you like to have the Republicans remain in control of
the United States Senate after the 1986 elections or
the Democrats take control, or do you have no
preference on this? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Do
you feel strongly or not too strongly about that?

20. Can you tell me the names of the two U.S. Senators from
Vermont?

Here are the names of some people. For each one,
please tell me if you are aware or not aware of that
person. (IF AWARE, ASK:) Is your general impression
of him favorable or unfavorable?

(RANDOMIZE)

21. Patrick Leahy
22. Robert Stafford
23. Jim Jef fords
24. John Easton
25. Richard Snelling
26. Peter Smith



Vermont Statewide Study 4
Draft Quest2j~naire $1

Your U.S. Senators in Washington are Patrick Leahy, Democrat
and Robert Stafford, Republican . .

27. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Robert Stafford
is handling his job as U.S. Senator? (WAIT FOR
RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/
disapprove) or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

28. Do you think Robert Stafford has performed well enough
to deserve reelection or do you think it's time to give
a new person a chance to do better?

29. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Patrick Leahy
is handling his job as U.S. Senator? (WAIT FOR
RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve!
disapprove) or just somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

30. Do you think Patrick Leahy has performed well enough to
deserve reelection or do you think it's time to give a
new person the chance to do better?

Thinking ahead to the 1986 elections for a moment

N Here are some races for U.S. Senator that could be on

the ballot in 1986. For each one, please tell me who
you would vote for if the election were being held
today and the people I mentioned were the candidates.

(IF DON'T KNOW OR REFUSED, ASK:) Which way do you lean
as of today -- toward (REPEAT NAMES AND PARTIES)?

0
(ROTATE NAMES AND QUESTIONS)

31. Richard Snelling, Republican OR Patrick Leahy,
Democrat

32. Jim Jeffords, Republican OR Patrick Leahy,
Democrat

33. John Easton, Republican OR Patrick Leahy, Democrat

Now I'd like to ask you some more questions about
Patrick Leahy

34. Is there anything in particular that you like about
Patrick Leahy? (PROBE FOR AT LEAST TWO RESPONSES)

35. Is there anything in particular that you don't like
about Patrick Leahy? (PROBE FOR AT LEAST TWO
RESPONSES)

36. From what you know, what particular problem or issue
has Patrick Leahy worked the hardest on or spent most
of his time with since he became U.S. Senator? (PROBE
FOR ONE SPECIFIC RESPONSE)

I



Vermont Statewide Study 5

Draft Questlnaire #1

37. On political issues, do you consider Patrick Leahy to
be very conservative, somewhat conservative, somewhat
liberal or very liberal?

38. Do you think Senator Leahy has supported President
Reagan too much of the time, about the right amount or
not enough of the time?

39. Some people say that Senator Leahy is too concerned
about national issues and being a leader in the
13.5. Senate and is not concerned enough about people in
Vermont. Others say Senator Leahy does a good job for
the people in Vermont and as a national leader. What
is your opinion, is Senator Leahy too concerned with
being a national leader or does he do a good job
representing the people in Vermont?

Now I'd like to ask you to think about both Richard
Snelling and Pat Leahy for a moment . .

There are many different issues and problems an elected
official must make judgements on and decisions about.
I'm going to mention several issues and problems and
for each one, please tell me whether you would rather
have Richard Snelling or Patrick Leahy making decisions
on that issue.

(RANDOMIZE)

40. Federal tax and spending policies

*0 41. Environmental issues and policies
42. U.S. relations with the Soviet Union
43. National defense spending priorities
44. Nuclear arms control negotiations
45. Domestic and social spending priorities

Now I'd like to do something a little different. I'm
going to read you a list of words and for each one,
please tell me whether it best describes (ROTATE:
Richard Snelling or Pat Leahy)?

(RANDOMIZE)

46. Effective
47. Aggressive
48. Intelligent
49. Friendly
50. Leader
51. Arrogant
52. Trustworthy
53. Decisive
54. Independent
55. Strong
56. Fair
57. Concerned



Vermont Statewide Study 6

Draft QuestWnaire '

During the course of a campaign, voters learn more
about the candidates and their positions on important
on important issues. I'm going to mention some of the
differences between Richard Snelling and Patrick Leahy
on issues and please tell me whether you tend to agree
more with Snelling's position or Leahy's position on
the issue.

(RANDOMIZE)

58. Richard Snelling supports further research and
development of new military weapons systems and
Patrick Leahy opposes further research and
development of new military weapons systems.

59. Richard Snelling believes the U.S. must take a
tough and hard line attitude in negotiating with
the Soviet Union and Patrick Leahy believes the
U.S. should take a more moderate and flexible
attitude and be willing to compromise with the
Soviets.

60. Richard Snelling supports President Reagan's plan
to send military and economic aid to the atni-

-~ communist forces in Central America and Patrick
Leahy opposes President Reagan's plan for military
and economic aid to anti-communist forces in
Central America.

61. Richard Snelling believes we must reduce the
deficit by cutting spending and not raising taxes
and Patrick Leahy believes we must cut spending
but also raise taxes

0 62. Richard Snelling is a strong supporter of
President Reagan's policies and programs and
Patrick Leahy is a harsh critic of President
Reagan's policies and programs

63. Richard Snelling is a conservative on economic
issues and Patrick Leahy is a liberal on economic
issues

64. Richard Snelling is supported by the business
community and Patrick Leahy is supported by labor
unions.
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VerRont Statewide Study 7
Draft Quest~naire #1

Now that you've had an opportunity to think a little
uore about Richard Snelling and Patrick Leahy. .

65. If the 1986 election for the U.S. Senate were being
held today, would you be voting for (ROTATE: Richard
Snelling the Republican candidate or Patrick Leahy the
Democratic candidate)?

a. (IF DON'T IO~OW OR REFUSED, ASK:) Which way do you
lean as of today -- toward (ROTATE: Snelling the
Republican or Leahy the Democrat)?

66. (IF ANSWERS SNELLING OR LEAHY, ASK:) Would you say
your decision between Snelling and Leahy was a
difficult decision to make or a fairly easy
decision?

67. Regardless of who you support today, if Richard
Snelling were to run against each other for the
U.S. Senate in 1986, who do you think would win?

68. Would you like to see Richard Snelling challenge
Patrick Leahy for the U.S. Senate in 1986, or would you
prefer that Richard not run for the U.S. Senate?

Political and Demographic Characteristics

Party identification
Past voting behavior
Political ideology
Age
Education
Income
Religion
Ethnicity
Race
Sex

I



SNELLING '86 U3S3 SENATE
(802) 985-9471
(800) FOR-VT86
Co-Chairmen
Gov. Deane C Davis
Mrs. Lola P. Aiken MEMORANDUM

*PckWV~ 1Af~~

c~Mc~ 1~fj4 ~
Charlie Black

from

Governor Snelling August 1, 1986 6{Ay41\
I think we made progress in Washington Tuesday. I am
"content" (to the extent I am ever content) with the plan
for advertising in August. I am not sure it does very
much, or that any advertising can do very much for us in

.1 August.

Assuming, however, that we are really "only" about 17
points behind Leahy at this time, that that represents a
sincere gain of about 8% from June 1 levels, and further
assuming that there has not been a statistically relevant
loss in July since the poll on which those conclusions are
based, our "nice~~ advertising of August should leave a good
taste in people's minds and I would suspect we would at
least hold our own through August.

* I would like to think we might gain 3 or 4 points between
July 3 and September 1 as the result of the July ads which
we have not measured and the nice ads of August.

But it is hard to see, and probably not reasonable to
expect, that we are closer than 13 points on September 1
and the question is what do we need to do to get 7% of the
people to change their minds and at least half of those
with no opinion to decide for us.

I suspect a very large number of our 14% deficit - enough
to win by - will be found among people who are usually
Republican, or chronic ticket-splitters who have already
voted for me several times.

The Snelling '86 Committee
Jelly Mill Common. Route 7



Charlie Black
August 1, 1986 Page 2

I believe that the single biggest void in our campaign to
date is on the subject of incumbency with its related
elements of seniority, clout, etc.

Pat's advertising certainly moves directly to this area.
He tells voters that "Vermont can't afford to start all
over."

I suggest that our September advertising must tackle and
succeed in either destroying the image that he has clout
and power and can do more for Vermont, or it must establish
hat I have power and clout and can do more for Vermont, or

mix these positive and negative themes in a way which
establishes in people's minds that I am the candidate who
can make the biggest difference for Vermont and the nation.

I suggest that this is where we must find the genious in
interpreting the polls and in advertising which

4 communicates not just the words of this message, but the
creditable and emotional substance of it.

I f-i

We really can't schedule advertising filming without
knowing how we are going to do that. I really believe we
need to start very soon after Labor Day, which means that
it is in the next several weeks that we have to decide how

O to destroy the concept that Leahy has a lot of power and
clout, born of seniority.

You know, I wish I could enlist some of the seated U.S.
Senators to help me with this task. It is hard for me to
believe that Vermonters would continue to buy Leahy's
self-adulation if even a few of his colleagues were to say,
"No one pays much attention to Pat Leahy -- he doesn't get
bills passed, he isn't very successful with amendments. He
has been here a long time - perhaps too long. When people
come into the Senate, they either build a reputation as
workhorses others want to be associated with, or as
showhorses more interested in re-election than in the work
of the Senate, and when that happens, they could be here
forever and not accomplish anything. Pat Leahy has had his
chance down here. He will never be a George D. Aiken or a
Bob Stafford."

RAS/minm

cc: Robert Teeter
Rey Post
~im Murphy



MEMORANDUM

Rey Post

from

Governor Snelling

*

49)
February 12, 1986

I don't know how good a Congressman's questionnaire results
are, but attached is the result of responses of 10,000
(Vermonters allegedly) responding to a poll by Jim
Jef fords.

The following points seem quite interesting to me: first,
40% favor increasing revenues to get deficits under control
and another 22% favor budget cuts and increased revenues.
Those are pretty large numbers as compared to the 3%
favoring Gramm-Rudman.

On the sad side, but not surprisingly so, is the 60% who
believe higher taxes should come primarily from
corporations, but I would not sniff at the substantial
minorities favoring a new tax on imported oil or a value
added tax.

Again, on the not surprising side is the 52% who think the
cuts should center on weapons, or the 60% who believe it
should center on foreign economic aid, or the fact that
only 4% favor cuts in social security benefits.

RAS/mmm

cc: Aim Murphy
'Thar lie Black
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ME~

20: G(NERNOR SN~LLTh42

F~: REX

DATE: FEBRUARY 6, 1986

RE: JEF FORDS QUESTIONNAI RE

Jim called me this rrorning to share the results of his latest

poll.

This is a terribly unscientific device (mailed to every address

in the state....response rate of about 10,000 Vermonters). Interestingly

enough, the results over the years have still come quite close to the

perceptions measured by nore accurate methodology.

I suggest you take, in particular, a look at the deficit (#1)

responses, as well as the state and local taxes deduction (#5) figures.

The only other observation I have is that an understanding of the definition

of the areas under #3 may be confused by some people (e.g. V. "water

projects"j, which will result in skewed responses.

Thanks.



?~EMO

TO: J. MU1~PHY, C. BLACK, T. CCOPER

F~JM: REY POST

DATE: F~RUARY 6, 1986

RE: OCTOBER RUTLAND HERALD POLL

S

To keep everyone's file complete on RAS data, I am sendii
a copy of the first Herald poll.

FYI. Thanks.

~g you



1~ I~ra1d / Tines-Argus / UVM

Poll

~tober 26-27. 1985

Campaign
Marketing
Associates, Inc.

95 College Street, Burlington, Vermont 05401
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Campaign
Marketing
Associates, Inc.

fl~ Rutland [~i1y ~rald
Tbe Barre ~.bntpe1ier Tines-Argus
University of Verrront
Sttxient Political Opinion Poll
October 26-27, 1985

T~ accarp~nying report and analysis, related to Verim~nt political
opinions and preferences, has been prepared by Canpai~ Marketing Associates,
Inc. in accordance with our proposal dated October 15, 1985.

'fr~ survey on which tk~ following ana.lysis is based i~s corxiixted
enploying ~nerally accepted opinion research techniqt~s. TI~ survey
sarr~1ed 503 rand~nly selected respondents fran across tk~ state by
telepI~re. 1~ results are accurate to within an error n~rgin of plus
or minus 4.5 percent at a confidence level of 95 percent.

Wben reviewing tt~se results, it st~uld be rerrent~ered that tt~
error rr~rgin will, of course, increase as tk~ sarrple subset size
decreases.

Cazr~ign Marketing Associates, Inc.
October 29, 1985

~oiiege street, burlington, Vermont 05401 (802) 863-9600



Tbe t~thodology

S~np1e ~5ign:

CaTpaign Marketing Associates, Inc. was solely responsible for tbe
sarple design. Tbe telephone nizr~ers of tbe respondents contacted ware
selected randc~nly frczii each of tbe eight VernKxit state regional telephone
directories. fl~ niz±~er of ccxTlpleted interviews per region was proportional
to tk~ population of that region. In total, 503 calls ware carpleted with tI~
breakdown per region as follows:

St. Albans (29) 5.8%
St. Johnsbury (51) 10.1%

Burlington (114) 22.7%

Barrefrbntpelier (74) 14.7%

Rutland (77) 15.3%

White River Jct. (48) 9.5%

Bennington (29) 5.8%

Brattleboro (81) 16.1%

Total (503) 100.0%

Survey Dxecution:

C~ign Marketing Associates, Inc. supervised the telephone inter-
views. The actual. interviews ware conducted by political science stt~ents
at the University of Ve.rrront. All calls ware ccripleted betwaen 1: OOpn
and 5:OOpn on Saturday October 26th and Sunday October 27th. The calls
ware r~de frar~ a central phonebank located at the University of Veriront.

Survey Analysis:

Carrpaign Marketing Associates, Inc. personnel coded and analyzed the
survey results utilizing the University of VenTont 's canputer facilities.
The results are accurate to within an error rr~rgin of plus or minus 4.5
percent at a confidence level of 95 percent.
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r1~~R6 I N~-iLS

I. First, let me asA VC.U wIether YOU stronqi y ~prc~\-t?, vi I dl ~
approve. v-'~i1d1~ disapprove, or strcinc4y dis~pprov& o+ the ~
Ror~~ld Reag~~n is doing as Fresidert 2

Percent 1\J~Imber

Strongly e~pprove 27.6Z. 139
Mildl',~ ~pprove 36.C) 181
Mildly Disapprove 16.5 83
Stror~gly Disapprove 16.5
D~. 1.4 7

i C)C) . 503

2. Now, the job Governor Madeleine Kur~ir, is doing

Strongly ~pprove 25.6Z 129
Mildly ~pprove 5'~.7 255
Mildly Disapprove 1C1.1 51
Strongly Disapprove 6.6
Dr 7.0

i U'). U :~ sci:

Next, US Senator Robert Stafford?

Strongly ~pprov'e 15.7Y. 79
Mildly ~pprove 44.5 224
Mildly Disapprove 13.1
Strongly Disapprove 6.0

2C'. 7 104

~ 00. ox sc':

4. Ok, US Senator Fatric~; Le~hv?

Strongly ~pprove JB.8% 1~5
Mildly .~pprove :7.4 188
rlildly Disapprove 8.: 41
Strongly Disapprove 5.0

IC'. 7 54

iciC). lX



- S
I

5. Fin~~l1~ Congressrn~n 3~.rres Jefords'~

St ron~; I
rh idi,
Mildly
St rong I
DL.

y' ~pprov'~
Mppr o~e
Dis~pprc~ve
~ L)15apprC~VE'

24. 7~
44.7

8.9
4. C'

17.7

i ciu .

Now~ 1 would life to ask you a few questions
sti~te elections. about the upcomlr-Iq 148~

6. If the US s.er,~~te election w.~s held today woLtid you be inclined to
vote- for F~itricj. Lee~r1y or Richard Sne1lir~g?

Patrick Leahy
Richc~rd Srielling
DL

5u. 3y.
28.6
11.1

-~ ~.

A. -~

194
C.,

100.0%

7. Is /Our Support of Leahy strong or weak?

St ron g
Weak ~7.9%

17 * 0
5. 1

1 97
4:
13

i OK). ox

8. Is your support of Snelling strong or weak~

St ron g
Weak

7u. 1%
24.2

* /

1 ~)C) .

136
47
11

194

9. Madeleine ~unin is e~~pected to seek reelection next year.
would YOU life to see challenge her? Who

Lsee appendi;: ~]

14
A. ~

45
2K'
69



1u. If the election for go-ernor was held tod4 a~' and Madeleine FLmnir,
was rL~niiing against James Jeffords, who WcLIld you be inc1~neo to

I1~deleine ~~tnln

James JefordS
.~.. -VI.

b
i:. S

. C~/.

1 ~D9

68

11. ~nd if Madeleine IKunin was running agai
would you be inclined to vote for?

Madeleine kunin
John Easton
Dk.

12. Now, if
running
you be i

59. C~
2~. 8
11.1

9c~ 9/

nst John Easton, who

297
'Sc)
56

Madeleine ~nin, John Easton, and E4ernard Sanders were
for governor and the election was held today, who would
nclined to vote for7

M~deleine I~Lmnin
John Easton
E~ernard Sanders

lZ. Ne~t, if Congressman James Jeffords see~s
~Ou li[e to see challenge him?

reelection, who ~JOLhld

Csee appendix E43

14. If James Jeffords was running for
Sanders and the election was held
inclined to vote for?

~J~rnes Jef-fords
Sernard Sanders

~O. B
18. ~
1 U *

Congress against
today, who would

-C..

95
C*
-A-

11%) C)~/

5(:). :.v.
6.6
11.7
ii.:

99. 9X

-

14

-I,

E' e r n a r cj
you be



Next, I wc.uld like to ask your opinion on a few is~uCS which cor~err,
ir~an,~ Vermoi~ter-s.

1~. To start, let ~uie aS~ yO&.A what ~ thin~. is the mos;t ifliportart

problem facirg Vermont today.

(see ~ppendix C)

16. ~s you may know, Vermonters will be asked on the 198& ballot if
they want to add an Equal Rights ~men~ment to the State
Constitution. If the election was held today would you be
inclined to vote for or agair~st the state Equal Rights ~mendrnent?

For
~gai nst

7C'. 6%
..~t.). /

6.5
1C14

4:

17. Do you thin~:: the drinling age in Vermont should be raised to 21"

Yes
No

58.4%
'.7.8
3.6

294
19C'
19

IC)C).Q% Sc):

18. Next, some people say property taxes have increased too mLtch
recer~tly, while others argue that property taxes have not
increjised any faster than anything else. if you pay prcpert'~
ta.:~es, do you find paying these taxes more of a financial burden
th~r five years ago. less of a. financial burden, or abott Lhe
sa~re as. five years a~o.

More of a burden
Less of a burden
~bout the same
Do rot pay property ta,<es

4:. v~
4.8

12.9

24
157

:8

1 (:)c) .

19. Would Vermont be better off with less, more, or about the s~rn~
amount of s~ i area devel opment as C:~ 1 sts today~

Less
More
~bout the same

12. 9.
-'WI C,

.2
5. 4

1 C)C.' . 0%

C-

:08



2t:). World hunqer has beer, in the news a lot recently. Let me asi
if you personal 1 y know anyone in Vermorat who regular I ~ does
get enough to eat" 21.

Yes
No
DL

75.7

1c)(:). oX

~v 01I

r. o t

I C'9
'81

13

503

21. On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being the most conservative and 7
the most liberal, where would you place Vermont news media?

:. Z/.
B

17.1
32.4
21.9
6.2

10.3

100. VI.

16
19
86

163
ii c
41
16

VLJU StrOngly

disagree that
colleges should

agree~ mildly agree, mildly disagree, or strongly
public funds for Vermont state universities and
be increaseci"

(LI'v'M private question)

::. ~ do you believe universities and colleges in Vermont should

or should riot pay property ta~:es?
£UVM private question)

24. Patrick Leahy has spent almost 12 years in
this make VOLI more likely to vote for him,
for hiT, or have no ir~{luence on your vote

Mi..,r e
Less
Have

likely to vote for him
la4ely to vote for him
no influence

45. 3X

4T. 9
* &

1 &)c:i . ~

the US Senate.
less likely to

228

221
16

Oo~
"Ote



S. Opporents of Richard Snellirgg often point out that the state ran
a de i:i t during the former Goyernor' s 1a~t term. Supporters
often point out that the former ~overnor left in place a plan to
pa~ c'ff this de-ricit by net June. L'oes Snellirgs hand]in~ of
the state bud~et make you more li~ely to vote for him, ~
likely to vote for him, or ha~ie no influence On yOur vote.

More 1i~ely
Less likely
Have no infl
DI.

to vote
to vote
u en c e

for him
for him

1~. 9%
27. B
45.
7. C)

1C)u. 07.

14 C)
228

-~ C.

*.:~ ~

Sc):

.~nd to finish the survey,
about yourself.

6. Generally spe~:.irig, do
Repubi i can2

I would like to ask you a few questions

you consider yourself to be a Democrat o~

a. [If respondent said Democrat or Republican asI:]
Do you consider yourself to be a STRONG Democrat
or a WE~h Democrat (Republican)?

b. Elf respondent said Independent ask:)
Do you lean a bit more towards the Democrats oi
Fepubi i cans?

Strong Democrat
Weak. Democrat
Leaning Democrat
Independent
Leaning F~epubl ~ can
Weak.. Republican
Strong Republican
Dk (other)

12.
15.
11.
17.
a.

16.
11.

6T~
78

87
4:
84
5;
--"-I

so:

(Repubi 1 car)

r towards the

~9. 77

1~.

6. 0

99 97

27. On ~ scale of 1
the most liL.eral~

to 7q with 1 being the most cons~rvati ye ~rd 7
where would you place yoLtrSe1f~

6.8%
7.4

14.7
27. g

ic. i
6.4

4.8

1Qv. 1./.

:4
.' /

74
1 6
115
51

4.

24



26. I-f you voted in the 1984 governors raceq did ~'ou vote for
Nad~leine Lunin or John Easton?

tlaleleir.e Lunin
John Eastc.n
Did not vote

SC'. 5X
:.~. e
14.5
4.2

i'~:'.

254
155

21

5u3

29. How many years have you lived in Vermont?

(~9-3 years
4-10 years
10+ years

* 7.67.
13.9

- C-

/ /.~.,
(2'. 6

1 c~:~ .

39
70

-~i)

4

*~jQ

30. I am going to read through some income categories.
me when I reach the category which best represents
annual household income. Eread through categories)

$':)- 1 Ci q

$10, OC'C)-2(2), C)0(:J
: o , o o - : o. :,C:~

530, 0C'0 and LIP

14. iX
30.6
A- *

21.
6.8

1 C)C) .

71
154
1~7
1 ~
34

Flea~e stop
your total

15. 1 ~
:2.8

99.9%

31. Flease tell me in what year you were born?

18-25 years old
26-40 years old
41-59 years old
60+ years old
DL

14. :~.

23. 1
* /

1.4

1 '.''-' . 1

I-.

189
1 ~
1 i*~

14.5%
36.1
::.. 4
24. '1

1 ~*P~,) ~)

~. Finally, as you may have noticed. Fichard Snelling
grown a beard. In your opinion, should he sha~e the
keep the beard?

shave it
keep it

:,~. 4~
24.3
:~. 4

1 00 . 1 :~,

has r~cert1v
beard o+ or

~ ;s
122



Se~.

~I~d es 48. 3X 247.

F~ma1 es ~1.7 26'.'

1 . o~. 3

~34. Phone regions.

St. ~1bans 5.87. 29
St. Johnsbury/Newport 10.1 Si
E'urlington 22.7 114
Earre/Montpelier 14.7 74
Ruti and 77
White River Junction 9.5 48
Benn i r~gton 5.8 29
E4rattleboro 16.1 81

1 ~:'c~ . A



T.~ibie~ I
Leahyi'Sr.tA llreQ b~' Party

Dernocr c~ts

74. 5./.

17.
8.5

1 ~)~)

Independents

~u. ~x
:7.9
11.5

- C)~.
87

Repuba CitruS

28. 07.
~-. 4

9.,

iQo. 17.
186

Table 2
Leahy/Snelling b~

Mi ddl c-of -Road

44. 95/.
A14. 9

1 ().

ioo. 1%
1:6

Conser-vati ye

42. 8~
46.9
lu.

1 c~ . C)5.
145

Table
Leahv~'Srje11ing by Income

$1C-~2C, * ~ C)C~

11 . 7

I ~.)Y.

154

$2Ci-$:C) ,

-I

4.4

1 .

17

Leahy
Snel 1 1 ng
D~.

Liberal

Leah y
Sr-~~l 1 i ~
DI

Ideo1oi~y

6':). ~;.

9. 1

~)C) .

198

:-s 1 C) q

L e ~ h
Srel 11 rg

18.1

4~. 8'.
4:.. C'
1 i . 2

i c'z . 0I.

1u7



Table 4
Lea~y1'Sne1 1 ir~~

18-25

4c~. :.x
C,,
'-,~.-. 8

~. 9

1 C)Q .

26- 4 Ci

51.37.
38.6
ic. 1

1 UC) .

9

Table 5
Leahy/Snel Ii ng

I'ial e

so. 2;'.

9 C-

1 C": *

24

Table 6
Leah~/Snel1ing b~' F:egicn

Le ~ h y
Srel I in~
E'L

Nor t h

C. -,

*-,-.

12.3

,2

154

Chi tter~den

C--- C-*
* .-. '

~. 7

114

0

Leahy
Snel ii ~
DL

by ~e

41-59

45. 77.
38.8
15.

1 cc . ~.' ,.

116

6u+

58.8%
29.4
11.~

1 ~:.)

119

Le ab y
Snel Ii ng

by ~

Female

SC. 4*/.

12.7

ic":i. ';~

SoLt h

46.4%
42. ~
11.1

lOU. 17.



0

Tible 7
~L~n1r'Je~fords by F~rt/

Dernocrati~

66. 57.
24. o

9.5

1 (:)K' . c'y.

I r~ dependents

51.7%
29.9
18.4

87

Repubi icarus

4C. :.v.
45.2
14.5

1 0(1). c~.
186

Ti~b1e 8
Islunin/Jef4ords by Ideology

f. Ufl 1 fl
.Jef 1crds

Liber~d

67.7%

9. 1

1 *

198

Iii ddl e-of-Ro~d

44.9%
36
16.9

1 C)C) . civ.
136

Conserv~tt i ye

42.8%
43.4
1LB

1 c"z .

145

T~L'1e 9
~LWi1 niJ ffords by Incorr~~

':2-$ i I, C)(:)'D

52. 1%
-~ .- '

12.

1 :~ . ce,.
71

$ 1 ~j-$2C' * c)c)c:) $20- 0 q (:)C)()

57. EV/.
-~ 9
12.

1 C'') .

154

b.~. *

8.8

1 cc .

137

I'LIr, 1 r~
Jef fords
DL

L(fl 1 r
cr d s

DV.

N

45.6
15.9

1')':)* 0%
107



J~bIe 10
~uninJe1ford~ by ~ge

18-25

45. 8~
Sc' . o

4.2

1 ~,IL

26-40

,.J~. ~,.

29.6
13.8

1 ~)) -

139

Table 11
FLIrilFi/Jetfords by

Male

52.7%
3:. 7

1 o(:) .

24

41-59

56.9%
*.~t) '~'

12.9

1 ut.)

I I~

Se~

Fetna 1 e

~.t.-.. 1%
*..... ,.-,

13.5

1u~. ix
260

Table 12
KL'nlfl./Jeffords by Region

Ch i ttertden

8.8

1ot:~. 1%
114

South

Si ~-'

:1
17. U

1 oo .

I~.:un i n
Jef fords 47, 9%

32.3
19.3

i .

I I ~

kurti n
Je~fords

1 Ft

J ef f or d ~

North

-.~-i. 1
11.7

1 ":' . ox
154



Thble 13,
LLIr,1n/Eastcr~ by Farty ID

Democrats

71.5%
-'-I B*
~-. .J

~. o

1 ~ .

Th'

Independents

69.07.
20.7
10. 3

lOrC. ()7.
87

RepLIbI icans

44. 67.
41.4
14. U

1 ':3').
18b

Table 14
kLlnin/Easton by Ideology

Middle-of-Road

59.67.
28.7
11.8

100. 17.

Conservative

46.37.
40. 7
11 .

1 c~c' .

145

Table 15
~unir-/Easton by Income

')-$ i ': q &)~.1() $ 1 C'-$2C ,

54.9%
~, I-

~o. c%
18. 3

1 ':~c .

71

65.6%
:4.7
9~7

1 U'). 0%
154

24. 1
8.8

1%
137

I'.Ltn 1 n
Easton

[un in
Ea~tc4i
DL

Liberal

71.6%
20. 1

8.3

1 cu:' .

198

E~s tan
D[.I

* (j)fl)4-

44.
4:. ~
11.2J

I (I') .

1(7



Table 16
1 urin/Eastcr by

18-25

47. 27.
47.2

.. ,. 6

1 C)') . ''7.
72

26-40

61.47.
28.6
i:. 1

1 ()U . 7.
139

41-59

64.77.

12.1

1 C)C) . 1 *';.
116

Table 17
kunin/Easton by Sex

Male

59.37.
32. 1
6.6

100. 07.
24

Female

56.97.
27.7
i:.. s

100. 17.
260

ble 1~
F~L)ri1n/Easton by Regicin

Chi tter~deri

~ 1. 4%

4.

* ~*D ~

114

Kur, i n
Easton
DL

6C)+

57. 17.
27. 7
15. 1

99.97.
119

kuni n
East on
D F..

Fur

E i~ st on
DL

North

C. C.

87.
1 u. 4

154

SOLtt h

6'... (27.

14.5

100. 1)7~
- C.



T
FLirel ii / Eastonj

Democrats

6C'. SY.
18.

8.0

1 ~ .
-Uy

able jc;~
San cler 5 b~' Party ID

I ndeper.dent s

50.6%
17.2
17.2
14.9

99. 9*/.
87

Repubi icares

41. 4/.
3~.8
7.5
11.3

1 C)c) .

18~

Table 20
KLlrein/Eastore/Sanders by

rliddle-of-Road

47. 87.
28.7
11.3
11.8

1 OQ . 1 %
13b

Conservative
45. ~..

.4'.

38.7
.4..4

1 0.

i (:)CJ . 07.
145

Table 21
I:.unln/Eastcn!Sanders by Irecome

$ q C)L.M:)

42.
25.4
14. 1
18.:

1 oc . I
7j

$1 Ci-$2c , ()(:~I) s:c-s:c ,

.4.4. .>.

20. 1
12.:.
12.:.

9~ 9%

154

5';. i;~
23.4
1 1 .

6.6

L7

I\Ltfli r~

East ore
Sanders

FLIr, 1 fl
East c n
S a r, d e r s
DL

Ideology

Li beral

57. ~'.

18.2
1 .~,. 7

7.6

i:":. i~:
198

j~: ur i fl

E a e t c~ r
Sanders
DL

12.2
I (). 1

9,:~. ~7%

.L ~ /



bun in/East

13-25

38. ~x
29.2
19.4
12.5

1 QIZI .
72

Table 22
on/Sanders

26- 4C'

5u* ~
-~. ~.

'-I

1T. 8
~ 5

1(10. 1~/.
189

Table 2
I~.L1fl1 n/Easton/Sanders

fi~l e

51:). 27.
28.4
12.4

9. 1

I (K) .
24

by ~ge

41-59

55.2%
25. o

9.
1 .

1 0(Z). ox
116

by Se~

Female

50.4%
25.0
11.2
1.. 5

lou. 1%
260

Table 24
funi n 'Easton/Sarder-s by kegion

Chi tter-der

~~. 6%
29. u

7.9
1 ~i *

1 C":'. ox
114

9

~. L(fl 1 fl
E a '~ t Ci r,
S a rd
DL

isLin 1 r
East on
S ~ n rj ~ r s
DL

61:1+

52. ix
2o. 9

6.7
14.3

1 . 0%
119

bur, 1 fl

L or
Sander s

North

c.

23.6
13.9

i . ,

154

SOLI t h

,.i.-.. 6%
4.
6. ~

1':'U. 07.
-~ -. C.



Thble 25
Jeffc'rd6/Sargders by F~rty

Democrats

64.57.

I c.

1 C'(:) . @7.

Independent £

72. 47.
16. 1
11.5

.

87

Repubi icars

78. ')7.
15.1
6.9

10'). t~)Z
186

Table 26
Jeffords/Sanders by Ideology

Mi ddl e-oi -Road

80. 2X
12.5

.4

1C)C). i~
136

Conserv~ti ye

60. 7Z
1 C).
9. 0

i .

145

Table 27
Jef{ords/Sar1ders by

$ i - s 2C)~':)C)()

c~9. 57
13.2

1 . UY.
154

$70. .~:~o+

/ 1.57.

I.

1 cc~ CJZ
17

0. ~.j

1 C):..
I @7

Jef fords
Sanders

Jeff ords
Sanders
DL

Liberal

59. ~
~.A) *

1C~. 1

1 ':~:
198

()-$ 1 C) *

S rd e r~

DL

N

Income

70. 474
15.5
14.1

i C~C) .

71



Table 28
JeffcjrdsSaruers by

18-25

61 * 1%
i..-~. 6
15.:.

1 ()C) .

65.6%

11.1

~ *

189

Table 29

Jeffords/Sariders by

Ma 1 e

7*3. 77.
16.9

7.4

iQo. (-d./.
24

Table 1j)
Jeffords/Sanders by Regic.n

Chi ttenden

71.9%
-.

6.8

i C)C) . C';'.
114

SOOth

70. ~
16.0
12.8

1 ~:u. ij%

-) ..J

3ef fords
Sanders
DV

P~iye

41-59

75.07.
18. 1

6.9

1 C"). 0%
116

60+

81.5%
10. 9

7.6

I t)C~ .

119

Jef fords
Sar, d er s

Se~

F~rnal e

68. 17.
18.9
1:. 1

1C)Q. 1%
260

Jeicfords
S~ ~

North

70. 17.
1

7.:-

99.9%
154



T~bIt~ 31
EF~.. by Be,:

M~ql e

Support (yes)
Oppose (rio)

66.77.
-I-- ~*

...- ~. ... ,

9.9

i~:u. 1%
243

Table 31
Drinking ~ge by

18-25 26-4C)

Raise to 21 (yes)
Do riot raise (no)
DI~

65.3

1 ~
72

57.1 61.2 74.6
39.2 35.3 21.0
3.7 3.5 4.2

100. u~'. 1 00. 07. 100. 0%
18? 11~ 119

Female

74.6
16. 1
7.3

I (:'(2~ .

260

~g e

41-59



Table
F'roper-t9 Ta~ Burden by Incoate

C)-$ 1 C)~ C)C)C) * 1 C)-$2C) , ucC) $20-sZu, oo@
More of E'urden
Less of Burden
%out S~~me
Do Not Pay

5w::,. 3%
1.4

12.7
9

99. ;./.

45.57.

6
1 7.

7.1

1 Qu. u/.
154

* 4':). '~:
B. c

6.6
S. dl

10(:). (:1%

137

Table 34
Ski ~rea De'~.e1opment by Res~dercy(# 0+ yearS'

0-3years 4-10 years 10+ years

Less Development
More Development
.bout Same

377.4%
5.6

4:. 9
3.4
4. 7

1 ':)C~ .
107

15.4%
18.0
o4. 1

2.6

lUC). 1%

8.6%
20. u
7d:. u
1.4

1 C" .

13.6%
21 . U
5'. 7

C-

99.9%
390



T~tb1e :s
Hunger in Vermont by

':)-$ 1 * ~ i; 1 C-$2C' , C)C)O $2C- ~~,KC'.'

no~ Somecne(~es,
Do NoL (no)

26. :;.
71.8

(.) I~)

1 C":).

I rcome

".-~.J.

71.4

1 o(:~ .

154

ie. :%
76. 1

C. 7

ic":. 1 ~

* (.)~*~.) 
4.

21 . 5%
/ / .'.,

(-). 9

~c~:'. c~.
1 C7



rable 6
The E4eard by Se::

tlal e

:a. :z
-. ~. /
~ (D

1 '~C' . 0%
243

Female

4tj* 4%
21 * 9
'-.7.7

i . (:J~/.

26Ci

Table 37
The 8eard by A~e

2~-4C' 41-59

.~

29. 1
37.6

37.9%
22.4
39. 7

189 116 119

Table 38
The E4eard by Leahy/Snelling Race

Leahy 5Ltpporter-~

39. j.,

1

38. 7

9*:;* 9~

Sne11in~ Suppor-ers

41.2%
27.8
.~o. 9

99~ 9~/.
194

Shave
~.eep

Shave
Keep 1

DIK

18-25

36. 1%
36. 1
27.8

60+

52. 9%
11.8
*"c. -
~ *'

Shave it

[eep it 33.9%
21.4
44.6

9~. ;.%



Appendi>: A

LXi~stiorg #c~: LLinlrt v's.

Answers N i.~ m be r

Easton
Snel 1 1 ng
S a rd e r S

Smj th
Jef fords

1J
12
8
8

Fer c er, t

10. 1%
i~.. 6
-, A

-T

1.6
1.6

(Less than 1% for rest~

L e ah >i

Barry Commoner
WiCk
Bernhar t
Morse
Metcalf
Welch
Leadbetter
Si 1 bert
St~f ford



0

e~ppendi~ E

Question *lZ: Jeffcrds vs.

~nswer Number Percent

1. Snelling 11 2.2%
2. Sanders 9 1.8

. Follina 7 1.4

(Less than 1% for rest.'

E ~ ston
1K U., .i n
Le~hy
Edgar M~y
Wright
Guest
Snu th
Welch
Ronald Reagan



'~ppendix C

cueEtion #15: rio~t Important Frob1~m in Vermont

~nswer Number F' er ce r~ t

1. Environment 1C'9 21.7%

~. Follution (36) (7.2)
b. ~cid Rein ~44) (8.7)
c. H~:~rdous Waste (8) (1.6)
d. Nuc1e~r Dump (21)

2. Unemployment 49 9.7%

C. T~txes 42 6.3%

4. Need Economic
Develc'pment

5. ~griculture troubles 23 4.6%

6. Edu:~tton 22 4.4%

7. Too Much Development 21 4.2%

8. Gener~1 Economy 19 3.8%

. Foverty 17 3.4%

1K'. State Defacat 17 3.4%

11.. Feder~1 Deficit 9 1.8%

12. fr~nLirg ~ 7 1.4%

iL Hunger / 1.4%

14. We1+~re 6 1.2%

.i% cr Less)

Doe F~rmats

Cr i me
Se~~e Dispos~1
Not Enough Housing
Cppc,~d To ~t 25'
So:iA 3ecurit~.'
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0

4pp~ndi~~ C CC.ntirLIed

Nuc.l~r ~rms
Hjyh Cost of I~1edic~l Care
The Political Left
Working Conditions
Roads and Highways
Eneri~y
US Government
Too Little Federal Funds for Vermont
Marijuana F'rohibition
Handicapped .~ccess
55 MF'H Speed Limit
Governor ~cLfli fl
Nuclear Fower
FQpLtI ~t i on Growth
High Cost of Utilities
Wood Chip Smell
Child ~'idnappings



Statewide Poll: Oct&r 1985 Student~me __________________

Rutland Herald/Barre Number Called__________________
Montpelier Times Argus/UVM Region Called__________________

Hello. My name is __________. I am a student in a government class
at the University of Vermont. The University, The Rutland Hera).d, and
the Barre/Montpelier Times Argus have provided our class with the
opportunity to conduct a public opinion poll to learn about the
political attitudes of people in Vermont. I have a few questions I
would like to ask you. They will take about five minutes. Your
responses will be recorded anonymously. Will yoU help me?

To begin, I am going to ask you about some political officeholders.
For each I want you to tell me wh~ther you strongly approve, mildly
approve, mildly disapprove, or strongly disapprove of the job he or
she is doing in office.

1. First, let me ask you whether you strongly approve, mildly
approve, mildly disapprove, or strongly disapprove of the job
Ronald Reagan is doing as President?

1 Strongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9 DK

2. Now, the job Governor Madeleine Kunin is doing?

1 Stongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9 DK

3. Next, US Senator Robert Stafford?

1 Strongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9 DK

4. OK, US Senator Patrick Leahy?

1 Strongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9 DK



( e

~. Finally, Congressman Jan~es Jef fords?

1 Strongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9 DK

Now, I would like to ask you a few questions about the upComing 1986
state elections.

6. If the US senate election was held today would you be inclined to
vote for Patrick Leahy or Richard Snelling?

1 Patrick Leahy (go to question 7]
2 Richard Snelling (go to question 8]
9DK (go to question 9]

7. Is your support of Leahy strong or weak?

1 Strong 2 Weak 9 DK

* 8. Is your support of Snelling strong or weak?

1 Strong 2 Weak 9 DK

9. Madeleine Kunin is expected to seek reelection next year. Who
would you like to see challenge her?

.0 (record answer:]_____________________________

10. If the election for governor was held today and Maleleine Kunin
was running against Janies Jef fords, who would you be inclined to
vote for?

1 Madeleine Kunin 2 James Jef fords 9 DK

11. And if Madeleine Kunin was running against John Easton, who
would you be inclined to vote for?
1 Madeleine Kunin 2 John Easton 9 DK

12. Now, if Madeleine Kunin, John Easton, and Bernard Sanders were
running for governor and the election was held today, who would
you be inclined to vote for?

1 Kunin 2 Easton 3 Sanders 9 DK

13.. Next, if Congressman James Jef fords seeks reelection, who would

you like to see challenge him?
(record answer:] ______________________________



14. If James Jef fords was running for Congress against Bernard
Sanders and the election was held today, who would you be
inclined to vote for?

1 James Jef fords 2 Bernard Sanders 9 DK

Next, I would like to ask your opinion on a few issues which Concern
many Vermonters.

15. To start, let me ask you what you think is the most important
problem facing Vermont today.

(record answer:] ________________________________

16. As you may know, Vermonters will be asked on the 1986 ballot if
they want to add an Equal Rights Amendment to the State
Constitution. If the election was held today would you be
inclined to vote for or against the state Equal Rights Amendment?

1 For 2 Against 9 DK

17. Do you think the drinking age in Vermont should be raised to 21?

1 Yes 2 No 9 DK

18. Next, some people say property taxes have increased too much
recently, while others argue that property taxes have not
increased any faster than anything else. If you pay property
taxes, do you find paying these taxes more of a financial burden
than five years ago, less of a financial burden, or about the
same as five years ago.

1 More of a burden
2 Less of a burden
3 About the same
4 Do not pay property taxes.
9 DK

19. Would Vermont be better off with less, more, or about the same
amount of ski area development as exists today?

1 Less 2 More 3 About Same 9 DK

20. World hunger has been in the news a lot recently. Let me ask you
if you personally know anyone in Vermont who regularly does not
get enough to eat?

1 Yes 2 No 9 DK

21. On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being the most conservative and 7
the most liberal, where would you place Vermont news media?

1234567
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22. Do you strongly agree, mildly agree, mildly disagree, or strongly

disagree that public funds for Vermont state universities and
colleges should be increased?

1 Strongly Agree
2 Mildly Agree
3 Mildly Disagree
4 Strongly Disagree
9 DK

23. Now, do you believe universities and colleges in Vermont should
or should not pay property taxes?

1 Should 2 Should Not 9 DR

24. Patrick Leahy has spent almost 12 years in the US Senate. Does
this make you more likely to vote for him, less likely to vote
for him, or have no influence on your vote?

1 More likely to vote for him.
2 Less likely to vote for him.
3 Have no influence.
9DK

25. Opponents of Richard Snelling often point out that the state ran
a deficit during the former Governor's last term. Supportersoften point out that the former Governor left in place a plan to
pay off this deficit by next June. Does Sneiling's handling of
the state budget make you more likely to vote for him, less

o likely to vote for him, or have no influence on your vote?

1 More likely to vote for him.
2 Less likely to vote for him.
3 Have no influence.
9DK

~T.
And to finish the survey, I would like to ask you a few questions
about yourself.

26. Generally speaking, do you consider yourself to be a Democrat or
Republican?

a. (If respondent said Democrat or Republican ask:)
Do you consider yourself to be a STRONG Democrat (Republican)
or a WEAK Democrat (Republican)?

b. (If respondent said Independent ask:)
Do you lean a bit more towards the Democrats or towards the
Republicans?

Sun~rnary code: 1 Strong Democrat S Leaning Republican
2 Weak Democrat 6 Weak Republican
3 Leaning Democrat 7 Strong Republican
4 Independent 9 DR (other)



27. On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being the most conservative and 7
the most liberal, where would you place yourself?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DK

28. If you voted in the 1984 governors race, did you vote for
Madeleine Kunin or John Easton?
I. Kunin 2 Easton 3 Did not vote 9 DK

29. How many years have you lived in Vermont?

1 0-3 years 2 4-10 years 3 10+ years 4 DK

30. I am going to read through some income categories. Please stop
me when I reach the category which best represents your total
annual household income. (read through categories]

1 $0-l0,000
2 S10,000-20,000
3 S20,000-30,000
4 $30,000 and up
9 DK

31. Please tell me in what year you were born? _____________

32. Finally, as you may have noticed, Richard Snelling has recently
grown a beard. In your opinion, should he shave the beard off or
keep the beard?

1 shaveit 2 keepit 9 DK

Thank you for your time.

(Your respondent was a: ______male female)

(You called which phone region:
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AJOUT THE SURVEY....

o 500 telephone interviews

o Vermont public, 18 years and older

o Telephone directory sampling

o Central data collection facility

o 16 minute interview

o Questionnaire conference: October 28, 1985

o Interviewing: December 12-14, 1985

o Report presentation:~ January 10. 1986



FAVORABILITY TOWARD VERMONT PUBLIC FIGURES

Mainly
Unfavorable

2

Never Heard Of/
No Opinion

2

I'atrick Leahy
December 1985
June 1985
December 1984
September 1982

Madeleine Kunin
December 1985
June 1985
December 1984
February 1984
September 1982

~ichard Snelling
December 1985
June 1985
December 1984
February 1984
November 1983
September 1983
June 1983
September 1982

Bernard Sanders
December 1985
June 1985
December 1984
February 1984

Peter Smith
December 1985
June 1985
February 1984
October 1982

Stephen Merse
December 1985

Michael Bernhardt
December 1985

John Fey

State Comparisons
Rhode Island - DiPrete - 4/85
New Hampshire - Sununu - 2/85
Maine - Brennan - 9/85
Massachusetts - Dukakis - 5/85
Vermont - Kunin - 12/85
Connecticut - O'Neill - 11/85

81
82
77
70

10
10
12

1izII~
80 14
76 16'
77 15
81 12
76 16
77 15

33.
27
25
29

14
U
15
8'

12

11

8

7
15
17
18
18
26

Mainly
Favorable

2

9-
8

11
16

Gj)
6
8'
8
7.
B
8

21
20
29
31

45
45
57
59

69

78

83

12
4
3
5
6
7



SNELLING FAVORABILITY TRENDS

Mainly
Favorable
1485 6/85
2 2

Mainly
Unfavorable
12/ 85 6/85
2 

2

Never Heard Off
!!2S~ion
12/85 6/85

Total Ver~nt Public

Sex
Men
Women

Location
Central
Chit tenden
Southern
Rutland
Northern

Political Party

Republican

(D~moc rat

Political Thinking
Liberal
Conservative
Middle-Of-The-Road

18 - 29 Years
30 - 44 Years
45 - 65 Years
65 Years And Over

Years Lived In Vermont
5 Years Or Less
6 - 15 Years
16 - 25 Years
26 Years Or More

Income
Under $10,000
$10,000 - $14,999
$15,000 - $24,999
$25,000 - $34,999
$35,000 And Over

Blame Po Deficit
Snelling
Kunin
Both
Neither
Dontt Know/No Opinion

63 80 26 14 11

81
79

81,
76'
80'
79
83

28 14.
I,25 14

27
29
16
21
31

74 87 16

59
64
68
62

~55'
61
60
69

61
53
58
69
74

NA
NA
NA

78
76
87
80

70
76
85
83

71
80
79
84
87

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

40
19
24

28
24
25
29

19
30
25
24

29
30
31
23
20

43
11
10
19
16

9
15
17

NA
NA
NA

15
17
9
14

16
17
12
13

21
14
19
10
6

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

9
11

11
10
16
5
10

10
9

12'

12
5
11

13
12
7
9

26
9
15
7

10
17
11
8
6

7
3
9

11-
29

NA - Not Available

5
7

7.
7
7
5
4

4
8
3

NA
NA
NA

7
7
4
6

14
7
3
4

8
6
2
6
7

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA



0
LEAHY-SNELLING TRIAL HEAT

Total Vermont Registered Voters

Leahy
12/ 85 6/85
2 2

55 46~

Sex
Men
Women

Location
Central
Chittenden
Southern
Rutland
Northern

57 -/

58
50
51
56

Political Party
Republican
Independent
Democrat

27 -

60
80

Political Thinking
Liberal
Conservative
Middle-Of-The-Road

18 - 29 Years
30 - 44 Years
45 - 64 Years
65 Years And Over

Income
Under $10,000
$10,000 - $14,999
$15,000 - $24,999
$25,000 - $34,999
$35,000 And Over

Blame For Budget Deficit
Snelling
Kunin
Both
Neither
Don't Know/No Opinion

Leahy Favorability
Favorable
Unfavorable

Snelling Favorability
Favorable
Unfavorable

85\

34\

56N

57
60
50
48

45.
48

45
54-
40
40
49

28
52
63

66'
26
51

41
54
43

52
39
50
55
39

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

53
10

37
95

Snell ing
12/85 6/85

2 2

34' 42

36 47
33 38~

34
35.
30
39
33

62 61

14 ~''~3O

G~25
33 38

36
28
42
33

30
24
31
42
43

22
56
41
39
29

26
86

49
4

Wouldn't Vote!
Undecided
12/85 6/85
2 2

11'

9.
12

9
7

20'
10'
11*'

11
12
6

7
9
11

7
12
8
19

15
8
8
9
8

7
11
10
10
21

9
7

11
4

8
14

11
11
16'
13
10

11
12
7



KUNIN-SMITh TRIAL HEAT

Wouldn't Votef
Kunin Smith Undecided

z x
Total Vermont Registered Voters 67'~ 21 12

Sex
Men 62 26 12
Women 72 17 11

Location
Central 62 28 10
Chittenden 71 19 10
Southern 64 16 20
Rutland 69 20 11
Northern 72 17 11

Political Party
Republican 42 45 13
Independent 74 14 12
Democrat 88 6

Political Thinking
Liberal 84 9 7
Conservative 48 41 11
Middle-Of-The-Road 73 15 12

Years Lived In Vermont
5 Years Or Less 81 6 13
6-15 Years 78 11 11
16-25 Years 68 23 9
26 Years Or More 62 26 12

Income
Under $10,000 76 14 10
$10,000 - $14,999 68 18 14
$15,000 - $24,999 74 19 7
$25,000 - $34,999 60 32 8
$35,000 And Over 61 22 17

Kunin Favorability
Favorable 81 11 8
Unfavorable 11 71 18

Smith Favorability
35 6

9 8
Favorable
Unfavorable



KUNIW-SMITR-SANDERS TRIAL HEAT

Wouldn't Vote/

Kunin Smith Sanders Undecided
2 z

Total Vermont Registered Voters 56 18 13 13

Sex
Men 49' 22 .16 13
Women 62 15 10 13

Location
Central 52 23 14 11
Chittenden 57 17 11 15
Southern 54 16 7 23
Rut land 61 14 18 7
Northern 60 17 13 10

Political Party
Republican 38 40 10 12
Independent 59 14 13 14
Democrat 78 4 11 7

Political Thinking
Liberal 65 9 14 12
Conservative 39 34 16 11
Middle-Of-The-Road 63 14 11 12

18-29Years 60 10 16 14
30-44Years 53 18 13 164 5-64Years 58 21 11 10
65 Years And Over 56 25 11 8

Income
Under $103000 59 14 15 12
$10,000 - $14,999 53 14 18 15
$15,000 - $24,999 55 16 16 13
$25,000 - $34,999 57 29 5 9
$35,000 And Over 56 18 10 16

Kunin Favorability
Favorable 68 11 10 11
Unfavorable 7 55 23 15

Smith Favorability
Favorable 50 31 12 7
Unfavorable 70 5 16 9

Sanders Favorability
Favorable 51 11 26 12
Unfavorable 55 30 2 13



KUNIH-BERNHAjDT TRIAL HEAT

Wouldn't Vot~/

Kunin Bernhardt Undecided

2 2 2Total Vermont Registered Voters 72 9 19

Political PartyRepublican 
50 21 29Independent 
78 7 15Dmocrat 
90 2 8

Political Thinking
Liberal 

88 2 10Conservative 
57 19 24Hiddle-0f.~The~~ad 
76 6 18

KtJNIN-BERNH~TS~E~S TRIAL HEAT

Wouldn't VotefKunin Bernhardt Sanders Undecided

2 2Total Vermont Registered Voters 63 7 13 17

Political Party
Republican 

46 18 12 24Independent 
70 5 11 14Democrat 
77 0 12 11

Political Thinking
Liberal 

70 1 15 14Conservative 
54 17 15 14Hiddle-Of-The~Road 
67 3 11 19



KUNIN-FEY TRIAL HEAT

Wouldn't Votef

Kunin Fey Undecided

2 2 2
Total Vermont Registered Voters 73 9 18

Political Party
Republican 51 20 29
Independent 79' - 6 15
Democrat 90 2 8

Political Thinking
Liberal 86 3 11
Conservative 59 18 23
Middle-Of-The-Road 77 4 19

KUNIN-FEY-SANDE1~S TRIAL HEAT

Wouldn't Vote/

Kunin ~ Sanders Undecided
2

Total Vermont Registered Voters 61 7 13 19

Political Party
Republican 43 17 12 28
Independent 67 5 11 17
Democrat 78 0 12 10

Political Thinking
Liberal 70 3 14 13
Conservative 50 15 13 22
Middle-Of-The-Road 66 3 12 19
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Campaign
Marketing
Associates, Inc.

~ Rutlar~ t~ily Hers~1d
~ Barre lbntpelier Tines-'Argus
University of VezTrx~nt
Sttx~ent Political Opinion Poll
October 26-27, 1985

T~ acccupanying report ar~ analysis, related to Vezm~nt political
opinions arx~ preferences, has been prepared by Canpaign Marketing Associates,
Inc. in accordance with our proposal dated October 15, 1985.

T~ survey on which t~ following analysis is based was corx~irted
err~loying ~nera1ly accepted opinion research techniqt~s. 'I1~e survey
sar~led 503 rar~nly selected respondents fran a~oss te state by
telephone. *i1~ results are accurate to within an error ~~~rgin Q~ plus
or minus 4.5 percent at a confidence level of 95 percent.

Wl-~n reviewing thase results, it should be rerrerrbered that tle
error rr~rgin will * of course, increase as t1~ san~~le subset size
decreases.

Carrpaign Marketing Associates, Inc.
October 29, 1985



SMathodology

Sairple ~sign:

Carrpa..ign Marketing Associates * Inc. i~s solely responsible for the
sarTple design. The telephone n~xrbers of the respondents contacted wsre
selected randcrnly fraT~ each of the eight Veri~nt state regional telephone
directories. The ntrrber of caipleted interviews per region '~5 proportional
to the population of that region. In total, 503 calls wsre ccrTpleted with the
breakdown per region as follows:

St. Albans

St. Johnsbury

Burlington

Barre /!4~ntpelier

Rutland

White River Jct.

Bennington

Brattleboro

Total

(29) 5.8%

(51) 10.1%

(114) 22.7%

(74) 14.7%

(77) 15.3%

(48) 9.5%

(29) 5.8%

(81) 16.1%

(503) 100.0%

Survey Execution:

Carrpaign Marketing Associates, Inc. supervised the telephone inter-
views. The actual interviews wsre condi~rted by political science stuients
at the University of Vezm~nt. All calls were caipleted between 1: OOpn
and 5:00~ on Saturday October 26th and Sunday October 27th. The calls
were rr~de fran a central phonebank located at the University of VeriTont.

Survey Analysis:

Carrpaign Marketing Associates, Inc. personnel coded and analyzed the
survey results utilizing the University of Verrr~nt 's ca~puter facilities.
The results are accurate to within an ~r~or rr~rgin of plus or minus 4.5
percent at a confidence level of 95 percent.
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MARGINALS

1. First, let me
approve. mildi
Rorald Reagan i

as~ you whether YOU strongly approve, mu
y dusappro~e, or strongly disapprove of the
s doing as Fresident?

Percent

Strongly Approve
Mildly Approve
Mildly Disapprove
Strongly Disapprove
DL

27.
36.
16.
16.
1.

Number

139
161
63
9:
7

io':. 07.

2. Now, the job Governor Madeleine Kunin is doing?

Strongly Approve
Mildly Approve
Mildly Disapprove
Strongly Disapprove
DL

'-'C.

5':).
1').
6.
7.

lv':). U7.

129
~., ~.J

51

5'):

Ne>~t, US Senator Robert Stafford?

Strongly Approve
Mildly Approve
Mildly Disapprove
Strongly Disapprove
Df:

15. 77.
44.5
1. 1

6.0
2':'. 7

1 C)':).

79
224

30
1 C4

4. O~*q US Ser~Lor Fatric[. Leahy

Strongly Approve
Mildly Approve
Jia Idly Disapprove
Strongi y Di s&pprove

CE.
7.
6.
-J.

I U

162
41
-' ~-

54

1 i:": .

dl y
job



0

5. Finally,, Congressman James Jeffords~

Strongly Approve
Mildly Approve
Mildly Disapprove
Strongly Disapprove
DK

NOWq I would like to asi.:
state elections.

you a few questions about the upcoming l~86

6. If the US senate election was held today would you
vote for Fatricl. Leahy or Richard Snellir~g?

~.

Patrick Leahy
Richard Snelling

7. Is your support of Leahy

Strong
Weak
DL

50. 3%
36.6
11.1

100.0%

be inclined to

j. ~J ..:I

194
i-Jo

503

strong or weaL'

77. 9X
17.0
5. 1

x c'c .

197
43
13

- ~. -

8. Is your support of Snelling

Strong
W~a [
Df

strong or weak?

7o. i~;
24.2

=.1.

i C~C) .

9. Madeleine
would you

~LInin is expected to seef:: reelecti
like to see challenge her?

on next year.

Esee appenda:: #~]

24.
44.

8.
4.

17.

124

45
"-I

89

503100.0%

13.6
47
11

194

Who



I.

0*
lu. If the election for governor was held today and Madeleine ~unir

was running against James Jeffords, who would you be inclined to
vote for?

Madeleine I\L(nin
James Jef#ords
D~..

52. 9%
3J. 6
1~. 5

2ao
169
68

1C0.C'%

11. ~nd if Madeleine Kunin was running against John Easton, who
would you be inclined to vote for?

Madeleine IKunin
John Easton

59. C'%
29.8
11.1

297
15.)
56

99.9% 54):

12. Now, if Madeleine Kunin, John Easton, and Bernard Sanders were
running for governor and the election was held today, who would
you be inclined to vote for:

Madeleine Kunin
John Easton
Bernard Sanders

Sc). ~%
26.6
11.7
11.:

99. 97.

-

~J.)
134
59

17. Net, if Congressman James Jef~ords seeks
you like to see challenge him?

reelerftior., who woul~

Csee appendix B)

14. 1+ Jarnee Jei~ord~ was rur.ring {or
Sanders and the election was held
in~lire~i to vote for?

James Je~F+ords
Bernard Sanders

Congress against
today, who would

70. e:~
18.9
1 C).

1 ~:'~ .

n ar ~
'yOL~ be



4. I

Next. I would like to ask your opinion on a few issues which concern
men~ Vermonters.

15. Tc. start, let me ask you wh~tt YOU thin~. is the most Iniportant

problem facing Vermont today.

~see Appendix C)

16. As you may know, Verrnonters will be asked on the 1986 ballot if
they want to add an Equal Rights Amendment to the State
Constitution. If the election was held today would you be
inclined to vote for or against the state Equal Rights Amendment?

For
Agai nst
DF

70.87.
20.7
8.5

j(mn. 0,1.

1c'4
43

17. Do you think the drinking age in

Yes
No
DK

Vermont should be raised to 21?

56.4%
37.8
3.8

1 Oo.

294
191:)
19

18. Ne~:t. some people say property taxes have increased too much
recently, while others argue that property taxes have not
ancrei~sed any faster than anything else. If you pay prc~perty
t~:es, do you find paying these taxes more of a financial burden
th3n five years ago, less of a financial burden, or about the

~iS five years a*;o.

More of a burden
Less of a burden
About the same
Do not pay propert.,' taxes

4.8

31.2

7.6

219
24

157

:3

IC)':). Q/.

It?. ~AJOLI1d Vermont be better off with lCSSq more, or about the safrge
amount of ski area development as exists today'

Less
Mcr e
About the sane
DI'.

~:. c~

61.2
5.4

1 C)t) . C);;

'('3

'-'-7
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::. World hunger has been in the news a lot recently. Let me asi you
if you personally [now anyone in Vermont who regLilarly does not
get enough to eat'9

Yes
No
DK

21.7%
75. 7

2.6

I C'9
381
13

503

21. On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being the most conservative
the most liberal, where would ~OLI place Vermont news media?

-, SI
.- *. - (S

3.6
17.1
32.4
21.9

6.2

I (.). 3

1(:)c). 1%

and 7

16
19
66
163
11 ci

41
16
W '9
S.,-

22. Oc' you strongly
disagree that
colleges should

.5 5 p

agree, mildly agree, mildly disagree, or strongly
public funds for Vermont state universities and
be increased'9

CLIYM private question)

::. Nc'vi, do yC'L4
ot- should not

believe universities and colleges in Vermont should
pay property taxes?

CUVM private question)

24. F'&trxc~ Le;by has spent almost 12 years in
this make you more lilely to vote for him,
for hi r, or have no influence or your vote~

More
Less
Have

lilely to vote for
li~ely to vote for
no influence

him
h

45. :;.

4:. ~

1 i:": .

the US Senate.
less li~ely to

221
18

Does
"ot e



*
25. Opponents of Richard Snelling often point out that the state ran

a deficit during the former Governor's last term, Supporters
often point out that the former Governor left in place a plan to
pay off this de+icit by ne::t June. Does SnellingS handling of
the state budget ma~:.e '/OLt more likely to vote for him, less
li~.:ely to vote for him, or have no influence on your ~

More
Less
Have

lilely to vote
likely to vote
no influence

for him
for him

19.9%
27.6
45.3

7.0

1C)C'. 0%

lOc'
14')
226
35

~nd to finish the survey,
about yourself.

26. Generally speaking, do
Republican?

I would like to ask you a few questions

you consider yourself to be a Democrat or

* a. tlf respondent said Democrat or Republican ask:]
Do you consider your-self to be a STRONG Democrat
or a t.JEAF Democrat (Republican)?

(Republican)

b. (If respondent said
Do you lean a bit

~Republicans'~

Independent ask: J
more towards the Democrats or towards

Strong Democrat
Weak Democrat
Leaning Democrat
Independent
Leaning Republican
Weak Repubi ican
Strong Republican
OK (other)

..... ,. On a scale of 1
the most l~bera]~

1

to 7.. with
where~ wciuld

1 being the most conservati~,e and 7
yo~.i place yoLtrSelf"

6.8%
7.4

14.7
27. C'
.- '--, Q

iC'. 1
6. 4
4.8

ii~'~:' .

:4

74
135
115

51

24

the

12.5%
15.5
11.7
17.J
8.5

16.7
11.7

6. C'

99.9%

78
59
67
4:
84

3CJ

5u-,

17.

36. ~

6.')

99. 9/



28. If you voted in the 1984 governors race.
Madeleine g~:1LIn~n or John Easton2

Maleleir~e lunin
John Easton
Did not vote
DK

SC'. sz.
~o. 8
14.5

4.2

did you vote for

254
155

7:
21

503

29. How many years have you lived in Vermont?

()-3 years
4-iC) years
l(:)+ years
DL

7.87.
13.9
77.5

0.8

lOU. 07.

39
7':)

4

3C~. I am going to read through some income categories.
me when I reach the category which best represents
annual household income, tread through categories]

So- i o ,
$ 1':). OC)':)-2c) *

-? ~~-*~** ~ '~() C3Ch)-'() (~)(~)(*)

- 1 1J4) u anu LW

DL

14. 17.
30. 6

27.2
21.:

~. B

1 ':~ .

71
154
1...~
1 ~-' /

34

Please stop
your total

15. 17.
32.6

'29.2
2:. e

99.97.

1. Flease tell me in what year you were born:

18-25 rears old
2~-4u years old
41-59 years old
6(.)-4- years old
Ed.

14. .7.

23. 1
* /

1.4

l()(.). ix

I-.

169
116
119

7

~. Fina~.ly, as you may have noticed, Richard Snelling
grown a beard. In your bpinion, should he shave the
[.c-ep the beard?

14.5%
32. 1
23.4
24. ':~

1 C~2) .

has recently
beard O+~ c~r

£hc~yC it
keep it

:9.47.

3o.4

1 C)'I) . 1 7.

122
18



... Se>:.

Males 48. ~-. 24:
Females 51.7

i .

34. Phone regions.

St. Albans 5.87. 29
St. Johnsbury/Newport 10.1 51
E4urlington 22.7 114
Earre/Montpelier 14.7 74
Rutland 15.3 77
White River Junction 9.5 48
E'enni ngton 5.6 29
E4rattleboro 16.1 81

iuo. oz

.~ ~,- 1'.



Table 1
Leahy/SnelllraQ by Party

Democrats Independents Repubi cans

Leahy
Snel Ii ng
DK

N

Table 2
Leahy/Snelling by Ideology

Liberal

Leahy
Sn~J4i ~

N (7
6

60.6%

3'.). *.:'

9. 1

j~

Mi ddl e-of -Road

449~/
44.9
IC) .3

lOu. i~
136

Conservative

42.8%
46.9 ~,

1 U *

10(:). c)%
145

Table 3
Leahy/Snel Ii ng by Income

L e ~
Snel Li ng

N

0-$1 ~j * c)C)C)

49. .%

13. 1

9?. 8~

510-520, 000
~-~- 

.- '.

-J-J. ~.,.

I
11.7

1 ~.)() .

154

52C)-s:3C, C'c)(:)

42.3
4.4

1 oo .

1 7

~Ju. UUU+

45. 3/.

11.2

i ~ . ~ I.

I u 7

17 * (1

8.5

1':)Q. 0%
200

50.6%
37.9
11.5

100. 0%
87

28.07.

62.4
9.7

lOC'. 1%
186



Table 4
Leahy~Snel1ing by Age

Leahy
Snel ling
DI.

18-25

40. 3'!.
52. a
6.9

100.0%
IA~

26-40

51.3%
38.6
10. 1

100.0%
189

Table 5
Leahy/Snel 1 ing

Male

by Sex

Female

Leahy
Snel ling

50.2%
40.3

9.5

I (Jo .

24Z

s':'. 4%
~. 9
12.7

ic'c'. or.
26':)

Table 6
Leahy/Snelling by Region

Chi ttenden

9.7

1 t.)) .

114

SOLLt h

46.4%
42.6
11.1

i c":' . I %

41-59

45.7%
38.8
15.

..1

io':'. 07.
116

60+

58. 87.
29.4
11.8

10':). 0%
119

"C. ~' =

Le~hy
Sr~e1 1 1
£4..

North

s:. 8%

12.

99.8%
154



Table 7
Kunin/Jeffords by Farty

Democrats Independents Republicans

Kun i n
Jef fords
DK

66.5%
24.0

9.5

1')0. 0%
2CIC

51 * 7%
29.9
18.4

1 c'c'. (,1%
87

Table 8
IL~nin/Jeffords by Ideology

isuni n
JE4~k~erds

Liberal

67.7%
4~

9. 1

1 4)Q . 0%
198

Middle-of-Road

44.9%
~B. 2
16.9

i ':n:'.
1:6

Conservative

42.6%
43.4 -I, P

13.8

z cii:' . 0%
145

Table 9
KLnin/Jeffords by Income

ci- si ci, ('CII.) $1 ':i-s:o * s2':'-s:cj , l(.J()

[LI n I I-i
Jet~ords
Di\.

- 45.8
15.9

1 CQI . CIX
1 C' 7

40.3%
45.2
14.5

10':). (1%
166

5:. 1;.~
-~. '9

* -

12.

i ()I:I .

57. ~/.
29.9
12.

i cic' .
154

s'-,. .~.

27. 7
8.8

~ C":'. 0%



.

Ti~b1e 1')
Kunzri/Jeffords by AQW

I Llflifl
Jefforcis
DI~

18-2~

4~. 87.
50.0

4.2

io':. or.

26-40

56.67.
29.6
13.8

1 QO.
189

Table 11
kunin/Jetfords by Se::

Male

kuni n
3e~Lords
DL.

'-Ij~.

Z~3. 7

1 U'). 07.
24

Ta~ble 12
fKLInin/Jeffords by F~e~~xon

KLtre 1 11

Je-Ffords
DI'

North

.- ~.j. 1
11.7

100. OX
154

Chi ttenden

~
~

~6. 0
8.8

1 ':c. 1:1.
114

0

41-~9

~;&. 97.
30.2
12.9

1')'). 0.1
lie,

60+

47. 97.
32.8
19.3

1 c'':' .

119

Female

w -
.. j.-,. 17.
,.)%). ~

13.5

10':). 17.
2~C'

South

51.

1 / *

i ':":' .
-~ -~. C.
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Table U.
Funin/Easton by Party ID

Democrats

716 6J/U

.,p, -.
~-. 6.J

6.0

20':)

Independents

69.07.
20.7
10.

iou. o~/.
87

Repubi a cans

44.67.
41.4
14. 0

186

Table 14
Kunin/Easton by Ideology

Mi ddl e-of -Road

59. 67.
28.7
11.8

10':). 17.

Coriservati ye

48. 37.
4':). 7
11.~..

1 C)(:)
145

Table 15
f:..~~nin/Easton by Income

:'-s 1 ~ * ':":)c) * 1 C-$2C ,

54. ~z
~. d-.

* C
16.3

. c;.
71

65.6%
24.7

9*7

1 t)() * C~/.
154

67. 27.
24.1

6.8

~ *:~c . i
1:7

Kunin
Easton
DK

Kuni n
Easton

Liberal

71.6%
2':). 1
8. 3

1 (:'':) .

198

Ufllfl
E a St 0

44 C

4~. ;

11.2

I (.)(.) .

1 ~7



0

Table 16
isLinin/Easton by

16-25

47.2%
47.2

U.
.j. 6

loO. 0%
72

26-40

61.4%
28.6
ic'. 1

1c)(:). 1%
189

Table 17
Kunin/Easton by

Male

59. 34
32. 1

6.6

ioU. 0%
243

Sex

Female

56.9%
27.7
13.5

lOU. 1%
260

Table 18
[lLlrein/Easton by Region

Chi ttenden

ol.

U
-,.

~ .

114

SOLIt h

6~) .

U
~ ..J

14.5

i cic' .

- U
-'--I

0

Age

4 1-59

64.7%

12. 1

ioo. 1%
116

Kuni n
Easton

Kunin
Easton
Dr

60+

57.1%
27.7
15. 1

99. 9%
119

fun n
E ~ st 0 Fi

DL.

North

,-J'-J.

1 U. 4

1 C'K~ . C~/.
154



Table 19
Kunin/Easton/Sanders by Party

Democrat i

60.57.
18. C'
13. 6..'

8 * 0

1(n). Q7
2':":'

Independents

50.67.
17.2
17.2
14.9

99 96/

Repubi icans

41.47.
3~.8

7.5
11.3

100. ('7.
186

Table 20
Kunin/Easton/Sanders by

Middle-of -Road

47.87.
28.7
11.8
11.8

1 :'' . i ~.

136

Conservative

45~ 5./

C.

1 '.) *

~ ':~: .

145

T~b1e 21
[lunin/Eastc'n/Sanders by

* 1 ('-*2')

55. 27.
2u. 1

12.3

~ 97.

154

Income

59 vi.
23.4
1 1 . U
6.6

1CM:~. i;.
17

Kunin
Easton
Sanders
DK

KLtn i n
Ea~tc5n
Sanders
DL

Ideology

Li beral

57.87.
18.2
16.,
7.8

1C'0. 17.
198

c~-~s 1 C) *

U~ i Ii

E a ~ t c.n
Sanders
DL.

42.
~**

a--,.

14.
13.

ic~~:'. i~:
71

:3.

12.
I c'.

;9. c
~ I) /



Table 22
Kuni n/Easton/Sanders

18-25

38. 97.
2902
19.4
12.5

ioc:'. or.
72

26-40

50. :3~/.
26.5
13.8
9.5

lOC). iX
189

Table 23
KLini n/Easton/Sanders

Mal e

SC). 2%
28.4
12.4

9. 1

1 OC' . 1 7.
24.

Table 24
KLInin~'Easton/Sanders by Region

Chi tter~den

~. 6%
29.0

7.9
1 C'. 5

1 ':': .
114

South

5.6%
24.3

8.9
a:. -~

ii:)':). or.
.- ' %J

I\Ufll fl
Easton
Sanders
DK

by Age

41-59

55.27.
25.0
9.5

10~ Z

1C)c). 07.
116

~*'~ 17.
26. 9

6. 7
14.3

lOC). C'*4
119

Kuni n
Easton
Sanders

by Se,:

Femal e

SC'. 47.
SbJ* U
11.2
i:.. S

IC":). 1%
260

I~.unin
Eatston
SanderS

North

4. ~.

28. ~
18.9

9.0

1 00 *
154



Table :s
Jeffords/Sanders by Party

Democrats Independents Republicans

Jef fords
Sanders
OK

64.5%
2~. ~
iC). 0

i':'c. c'*/.
200

72.4%
16. 1
11.5

100.0%
87

Table 26
Jeffords/Sanders by Ideology

Jef fords
Sanders

Liberal

59.67.
~o. 3
10. 1

1C)(:I. 0%
198

Mi ddl e-of -Road

60.2%
12.5

7.4

1':)Q. 17.
136

Conservative

SC). 7%
iC). 3
9.0 ~.

145

Table 27
Jeffords/Sanders by

O-$ 1 ci, o~:ci s 1 :-$2C' * (:J0c) * 0(:~:i $~j ~

-- ~ 
e-~",,

Jef fords
Sanders
Df~

/ *

- .x. ~
C.

0.

1 c~:~ .

()7

78.07.
is. i
6.9

lOu. oi.
186

Income

70. 47.
15.5
14. 1

1 c'c .

71

e,~. 5%
13.2
12.S

1 c~: .

154

71.57.
21.2

I .

137



Table 28
Jef fords/Sanders

6-25 26-40

Jeff ords
Sanders
DK

61.17.
23.6
15.3

1()C). 'Y/.
72

65.67.
~%). .. ,

11.1

100.07.
189

Table 29
Jeffords/Sanders by

Male

Jef fords
Sanders

73. 77.
18.9
-. 7.4

1 00. ox
243

by Age

41-59

75.07.
18. 1
6.9

1')':). 07.
116

Sex

~emal e

68. 1%
18.9
13. 1

10':). 17.
264:)

Table :':'
Jeffords/Sareders by Region

Jef fords
Sanders
D1

North

7':). ix

7. /

~ 97

154

Chi ttenden

71 .9/.

8.6

1 OC) . ox
114

60+

81 * 5*/.
1). 9

7.6

ic":3. :i.
119

South

7u. ~

16.6
12.8

1 c'u .

~~:' .- ~



Table 31
ER~ by Se~

Male Fern

Support (yes)
Oppose (no)
DK

66. 77.
23.5
9.9

100. 17.
243

Table 31
Drinking Age by Age

Raise to 21 (yes)
Do not raise (no)
DK

18-25

65.3
1.4

10':).
72

26-40

57.1
39.2
3.7

1 CiC' . CIX
169

10(1. OX io':'. OX
116 119

a 1 e

74.6
18. 1
7.3

1(n). 07.
260

61 * 2
-C. -,

9Z'~~i. ,.

,.~. ~.J

74.8
21. 0

4.2



Table 35
Property Ta: Burden by Income

0-slop 000 *10-520, ('00 520-530, oc'o $30. 000+

More of Burden
Less of Burden
About Same
Do Not Pay
DI~.

Table 54
S[i i~rea Development by Residency(# of

0-3 years 4-10 years

J'I~. ~.

years)

10+ years

Less Development 15.4%
More Development 18.0
.~boL1t Same 64.1
DK 2.6

zoo. z~
N 39

56.3%
1.4

12.7
23.9

~~~SO

99. 9'!.
71

45.5%
%~* .~

26.6
17.5
7. 1

lOu. 07.
154

4';). 9%
8.0

36.5
6.6
8.0

137

57.4%
5.6

43.9
8.4
4.7

100. r.)%
1 ('7

8.6%
2(. C'
70.0

1.4

lou. 0%
70

21 . 0
~ 7

5.6

99. 9Z
590



T.~b1e 3~
H~1n~er in Vermont by

':-s 1'.), ()(:H:) $ 1 ~'-~20 , ()QC~ $20-.:(:) , (:)c)Q

Know Someone ('yes)
Do Not (no)

N

. 1~~*

26.2%
71.8
0. u

i':c. ':i~

71

0

Income

71.4
~). .. ,

1 (:)0 * 1)7.

154

18. 37.
78. 1

~. 7

100. 17.
137

21.5%77.6
U. 9

107



Table 56
The E4eard by Sex

Shav, it
keep it
DK

Male

38.3%
26.7
3!~. 0

io':i. Q'/.
245

Female

40.4%
21.9
37.7

100. QY.
260

Table 37
The E'eard by e~e

Shave it
1~eep it
Dk

l8-2~

56. 1%
~ 1
27.6

~3. 5%
29. 1
~ 6

41-~9

37. 97.
22.4
39.7

189 116 119

Table 38
The E4eard by Leah>'/Snelling Race

Leahy SLtpporters Snel 1 in~ SLtpporers

Shave it
Keep it

N

604-

~2. 9%
11.8
~ ~

.- ~'b~ ~'

~9. 1%
22. 1

8.7

99.97.
-~ ~.

4l.~/.
27.8
30 * 9

99.9%
194

*~. 9%
21. 4
44.6

* ' .



Appendix A

IXtestior. #9: KLinin vs.

Answers Number Percent

1. Easton 51 10.1%
2. Snelling 13 2.6
3. Sanders 12 2.4
4. Smith 6 1.6
5. Jeffords 8 1.6

(Less than 1% for rest)

Leahy
Barry Commoner
Wick
E4ernhart
Morse
Metcalf
Welch
Leadbetter
Si 1 bert
St~f ford



Appendix B

Question #1Z: Jeifords vs.

Answer Number Percent

2. Sanders 9 1.6
~. Pollina 7 1.4

(Less than 1% for rest)

Easton
KLtn~ fl

Leahy
Edgar May
Wright
Guest
Smith
Welch
Ronald Reagan

ra *~9hL~- 
.'Iu~. ~.,



Apperedix C

Question *1~: Most Important Problem in Vermont

Answer Number Percent

1. Environment 109 21.7%

a. Pollution (36) (7.2)
b. Acid Rain (44) (8.7)
c. Hazardous Waste (8) (1.6)
d. Nuclear Dump (21) (4.2)

2. Unemployment 49 9.7%

3. Taxes 42 8.3%

4. Need Economic
Development 30 6.0%

~. Agriculture troLibles 23 4.6%

~.~ducation 22 4.4%

7. Too Much Development 21 4.2%

8. General Economy 19

9. Poverty 17

lo. State Deficit 17

11. Federal Deficit 9 1.8%

12. Drirdang Age 7 1.4%

1. Hunger 7 1.4%

14. Welfare 6 1.27.

1% or Less)

Doe Fernuts
E'rattleboro Water Quality
Cr i inc
Sewage Disposal
Not Enough Housing
Oppc,~d To A~t 25C
Soci~l Security



Appendix C continued

Nuclear Arms
High Cost of Medical Care
The Political Left
Working Conditions
Roads and Highways
Energy
US Government
Too Little Federal Funds for Vermont
Marijuana Frofiibition
Handicapped Access
~5 MPH Speed Limit
Governor Kunin
Nuclear Power
Population Growth
High Cost of Utilities
Wood Chip Smell
Child Kidnappings

.4A



-i

statewide Poll: Oct~er 1985 Student Line __________________

Rutland Herald/BariW Number Wiled

Montpelier Times Argus/UVM Region called__________________

Hello. My name is __________. I am a student in a government class

at the University of Vermont. The University, The Rutland Herald, and

the Barre/Montpelier Times Argus have provided our class with the

opportunity to conduct a public opinion poll to learn about the

political attitudes of people in Vermont. I have a few questions I

would like to ask you. They will take about five minutes. Your

responses will be recorded anonymously. Will you help me?

To begin, I am going to ask you about some political officeholders.

For each z want you to tell me wh~ther you strongly approve, mildly

approve, mildly disapprove, or strongly disapprove of the job he or

she is doing in office.

1. First, let me ask you whether you strongly approve, mildly

approve, mildly disapprove, or strongly disapprove of the job

Ronald Reagan is doing as President?

1 strongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve

NI 3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9DK

2. Now, the job Governor Madeleine Kunin is doing?
-

p

1 Stongly Approve
o 2 Mildly Approve

3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9DK

3. Next, US Senator Robert Stafford?

1 strongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9DK

4. OK, US Senator Patrick Leahy?

1 Strongly Approve
2 M4dly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9DK.



0
~. Finally, Congressman James Jef fords?

i strongly Approve
2 Mildly Approve
3 Mildly Disapprove
4 Strongly Disapprove
9DK

1~~ow, I would like to ask you a few questions about the upcoming 
1986

state elections.

6. If the US senate election was held today would YOU be inclined to

vote for Patrick Leahy or Richard Snelling?

3. Patrick Leahy (go to question 7]
2 Richard Snelling Ego to question 8]

9DK Ego to question 9]

- 7. Is your support of Leahy strong or weak?

1 Strong 2 Weak 9 DR

-8. Is your support of Snelling strong or weak?

1 Strong 2 Weak 9 DR

9. Madeleine Kunin is expected to seek reelection next year. Who

would you like to see challenge her?

(record answer:)______________________________

10. If the election for governor was held today and Maleleine 
Kunin

was running against James Jef fords, who would you be inclined to
vote for?

1 Madeleine Kunin 2 James Jef fords 9 DR

11. And if Madeleine Kunin was running against John Easton, who

would you be inclined to vote for?

1 Madeleine Kunin 2 John Easton 9 DR

12. Now, if Madeleine Kunin, John Easton, and Bernard Sanders were

running for governor and the election was held today, who would

you be inclined to vote for?

1 Kunin 2 Easton 3 Sanders 9 DR

13. Next, if Congressman James Jef fords seeks reelection, who would

you like to see challenge him?

(record answer:] ________________________________



14. If James JeBrds was running for Coess against Bernard
Sanders and ~The election was held toda~, who would you be
inclined to vote for?

1 James Jeffords 2 Bernard Sanders 9 DK

Next, I would like to ask your opinion on a few issues which concern

many Vermonters.

15. To start, let me ask you what you think is the most important

problem facing Vermont today.

(record answer:] ________________________________

16. As you may know, Vermonters will be asked on the 1986 ballot if
they want to add an Equal Rights Amendment to the State
Constitution. If the election was held today would you be
inclined to vote for or against the state Equal Rights Amendment?

1 For 2 Against 9 DK

17. Do you think the drinking age in Vermont should be raised to 21?

1 yes 2 No 9DK

18. Next, some people say property taxes have increased too much
recently, while others argue that property taxes have not
increased any faster than anything else. If you pay property
taxes, do you find paying these taxes more of a financial burden
~ i~n five years ago, less of a financial burden, ~or'about the

same as five years ago.
-o

1 More of a burden
2 Less of a burden
3 About the same
4 Do riot pay property taxes.
9 DK

- 19. Would Vermont be better off with less, more, or about the same
amount of ski area development as exists today?

1 Less 2 More 3 About Same 9 DK

20. World hunger has been in the news a lot recently. Let me ask you
if you personally know anyone in Vermont who regularly does not
ge~ enough to eat?

1 Yes 2 No 9 DK

21. On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being the most conservative and 7
the most liberal, where would you place Vermont news media?

1234567 DK



22. Do you strong*agree, mildly agree, mild*disagree, or strongly
disagree that public funds for Vermont state universities and
colleges should be increased?

1 strongly Agree
2 Mildly Agree
3 Mildly Disagree
4 Strongly Disagree
9 DK

23. Now, do you believe universities and colleges in Vermont should
or should not pay property taxes?

1 Should 2 Should Not 9 DK

24. Patrick Leahy has spent almost 12 years in the US Senate. Does
this make you more likely to vote for him, less likely to vote
for him, or have no influence on your vote?

1 More likely to vote for him.
2 Less likely to vote for him.
3 Have no influence.
9 DK

25. Opponents of Richard Snelling often point out that the state ran
a deficit during the former Governor's last term. Supporters
often point out that the former Governor left in place a plan to
pay off this deficit by next June. Does Snelling's handling of
the state budget make you more likely to vote for him, less
likely to vote for him, or have no influence on your'vate?

1 More likely to vote for him.
2 Less likely to vote for him.
3 Have no influence.
9 DK

And to finish the survey, I would like to ask you a few questions
about yourself.

26. Generally speaking, do you consider yourself to be a Democrat or
Republican?

a. (If respondent said Democrat or Republican ask:)
Do you consider yourself to be a STRONG Democrat (Republican)
or a WEAK Democrat (Republican)?

b. (If respondent said Independent ask:)
Do you lean a bit more towards the Democrats or towards the
Republicans?

Summary code: 1 Strong Democrat 5 Leaning Republican
2 Weak Democrat 6 Weak Republican
3 Leaning Democrat 7 Strong Republican
4 Independent 9DK (other)



27. On a scale 0 fq~0 7, with 1 being the mit conservative and 7

the most liberal, where would you place yourself?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DK

28. If you voted in the 1984 governors race, did you vote for

Madeleine Kunin or J&Ln Easton?

1 Kunin 2 Easton 3 Did not vote 9 DK

29. How many years have you lived in Vermont?

1 0-3 years 2 4-10 years 3 10+ years 4 DK

30. I am going to read through some income categories. '. Please stop
me when I reach the category which best represents your total
annual household income. (read through categories]

1 S0-10,OOQ
2 $l0,000-20,000
3 $20,000-30,000
4 $30,000 and up
9 DK

31. Please tell me in what year you were born? _____________

32. Finally, as you may have noticed, Richard Snelling has recently
grown a beard. In your opinion, should he shave the beard of f or
keep the beard? ~*

0 1 shaveit 2 keepit 9 DK

Thank you for your time.

(Your respondent was a: ______male female]

f You called which phone region:



* caflw ~:_____

RKXI.Vsr

Hello. My name is I'm calling on behalf of Campaign
Marketing Associates, an opinicrn researchfirm. Today we are
calling people from around the country as part of a survey to

learn mc*re about their perceptions of Vermont. The survey will
tale only a few minutes to complete. Would you be interested in
helping?

1. What is Vermont?...................................................

tif respondent says 'it's a state,' go directly to question 2,

if the repondent did not know Vermont was a state, read the
following sentence)

The Vermont that we want to ask you about is the state of
Vermont.

2. What comes to your mind first when thinking about the state of
Vermont?-----------------------------------------------------------

Now, I want to ask you some specific questions abcsut the state of

Vermont. You may not know the answers to some these questic.ns.

Please don't be embarassed if you don't. I would appreciate,
thc.ugh, if you would give me your best guess fcsr the questions
yc~q are not sure of.

0

3. OK, can you tell me in what region of the country Vermont is
lc'cated Eread list)?

Ncr theast
South
Midwest
Rocky Mountain region
Far west

4. Please name one state that borders Vermont.

~. What is the Capital of Vermont7

6. E4esides the Capital, can you name one other city or town in

Vermc'nt?

7. Please tell me how many people you think live in Vermont?

-------------------------------------------------------------

8. Which foreign country is cicosest tc' Vermont?



( I

* 0
9. Have you ever visited Vermont? Yes No OK

YCJLIr are doing great. Now I would like to continue by asking you

a few questions about some products produced in Vermont.

10. Which of the following foced products comes to mind first when

thinking of Vermont tread list)
Maple syrup
Milk
Cheese
Apples
Other-------------------------------------
DK

11. Farmers in certain state pride themselves on producing

products of particularly high quality, such as pineapples from

Hawaii. If you were convinced that Vermont farmers produced a

product of exceptionally high quality, wcsuld you be willing to

pay more for that product if it were available locally?

Yes Nc' OK

12. Has you fresh apple or apple product consumption decreased
because of Alar7

Yes Nc OK
.1 *

Vermont farmers prc.duce a lcst of milk. Do you regularly drink

mi 1 k?

(if yes, read questic'n 13~ then skip tce question 15)

(if no, skip to questicen 14)

13. Which of the following reasons is the most impcartant reason

you drink milk? tread -list)

I __because it is nutritious

2.. __because it is a good source of calcium

3 because it helps reduce bloc'd pressure

4.__because you like it

.. ~c. ther--------------------------
6. __DK

l'4. Which of the following reasons is the mc'st important reason

you do not drink milk? (read list)

1... because it has too many calc.ries

2.~because of its high fat content

3 because it costs toce much
4.. because you dc'n't like it

c* ther-----------------------------------------
6.DK



IHj~ ~~I1Q~ QE E~MA~E~ QN! 3Y, ~f YOU are talkii~g to a ehale

slip to next page).

Now I am going to ask you about a name brand product 
that is

prc.duced in VernOflt and sold nationwide. 
The product is a sports

bra.

i~. Do you use a sports bra?

I _ No Eskip to next page)

2Yes Econtinue with question 16)

3~DK Eskip to next page)

lb. I am going through a list of leading brands of 
sports bras.

Please tell me which one you normally 
use? tread list)

i.~..Jog Dra
2 Olga
3 Form Fit
4 Lilly of France
~Actively Yours
6 Other---------------------
7DK

17. I am going to read through a list of stores where you can buy

sports bras. Please tell in which type of store you usually

puy~ha5e your sports bras?

i..sportiflg goods store
2...speciality store

3 department store
4c.ther
~.j___

18. Dc' you regularly participate in aerobics?

1... __Yes tcoritiflue with questiOn 19)

2~..NO tskip tc' next page)

3 DK Eskip to next page)

19. 1 an'o going to read thrceugh a list of stores where you can buy

aercebic 0 utfjt5. Please tell me in which type of store you

usLI~llY purchase you aerobic 
wear?

1 ___sporting gc.ods stores

2 Speciality stores,

3Departfflent stores

4 Other---------------------
~ DK

2(:). During aerobics, do you wear a leotard?

Yes Nc DK



Now I want to ask you about a national 
issue that has received 

a

lot csf attention recently. 
The issue is acid rain. Many experts

blame acid rain for a variety of environmental problems,

jncluding the killing 
of water life and plant life.

21. It has been suggested that 
the cost of preventing 

acid rain

pollution be shared by all of use ~~roughOUt the nation. One

particular plan calls 
for all of us who use electricity 

to pay a

bit more to help prevent 
acid rain. Would yoU be willing 

to pay

higher electrical bill each month in order to help prevent acid

i........Ye5 Ccontin~.~e to next question)

2....No tskip to question 23)

3..DK tskip to question 23)

22. Roughly speaking. please tell me how much more you 
would be--------------------------------------------------

willing to pay each month for 
electricity if the money went to

help prevent acid rain?

Now, to finish the survey, 
let me again ask you some questions

about Vermont in general. I'm going to read through a list of

statements about Vermont. Some statements are 
true, and some

statements are false. 
As I read each statement, 

pli~5 ~ tell me if

you think it is true or false. As earlier in the survey, you may

not know the answers 
to these questions. 

but please give us yc'Ur

best guesS.
r

23. There are more people 
than cows in Vermont.

24. Vermont has snow 
all year round.

25. Vermont'S Mount Mansfield 
is the largest

active volcano in the U.S.

26. Vermont has the largest 
commercial shipping

port in the eastern United States.

T F DK

F 
DK

F DK

mc r e

That's all for the true false, but I do have a ~

~ about Vermont.'4
---------------------------------------------------------

27. currently. there is one popular TV show set in Vermont? Can
-------------------------------------------------

you name this show?------------

28. Dne of the traditiOns Vermonter
5 are most proud of is Town

Meeting Day. Every year cen a day in March, each Vermont town

gathers for a Town Meeting. F~lea5e think for a minute 
and give us

your best guess of why these meetings 
are held. 

----------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------



I S I

And to end the survey let me ask 
you a couple ~f questions about

yourself.

29. Please tell me what you do for a living.------------------------

30. I am going to read through a list of Income categories.

Please stop me when I reach the category which 
best represents

your total annual household income. 
rrmad list3

I *0-1!~,000
2 *I5-2~,000
3 $2~-40,000
4 $40,000 and up
~DK

31. Please tell me in what year you were born?.................

32. And a last question. We in Vermont would like to have yC'L

help us design a slogan for our state. Based on what you knc'fr

about Vermont, take a minute and tell me what slogan you thini

would best describe our state.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Female)

Lyour respondent was a:--------Male
~ s...

)

tyour respondent was from which state----------------------------



Polls Have It: Leahy, Kunin
)~ or ii not all of ihrsc who partkipared in underrakin~ the

:t~dd:v1,~1.-~. A:gw opinion Poll expecred no find Verrnoni'~
h :;II.bcr2rec Sen. Pjtiu.L Lcahy kading forrncr Guy. Ricb.a.rd
'ieUgut~ and Gc'v. Kunin an the same po~itmnn (n-Cf furrn~
tWTflC')' ~in~t'I Juhr Easton. bet opponenr in iasr years
lt4 t

N~nv ~enec;1ly expected in either case wa.s vhr degree of their
pd~rrr or supji~~.ct by the voret*~, a~ indicated by the poll

eSJ 1 1!..
F.up1~nanions are easy enough. Ltahy 15 in (lfIKC and his

~CCO CflJO~iflg ~itcptiuinaJIy heavy media c~xp&ure in recent
unth~. Snelling has been out of affue sirwc )~i Ja~nu~ry and
tiahk to obtain ih~ hind ~A media access open to his
pponeral c~'t*n in his Proposition One carnp~s~n to dc~d with
i.e federal deficit.

Ir s alsi fail to say that Leahy has been .~*fl1pawgn1ng for
c-decrion ~1l ~ while Snelling only recently decided to
eflhfA tie the political fray

Gay. Kuni.Vs *ppitrent popularity is measured agansr no
OUticcd candidate, only against those who might cliii.

cage her. E~sion has been judged the ~~itfaflgesi poirntial
afld.d2ir- horn Republiu.n ranks bt~r;ui.e their contest Last
e~'t wa.s so painfully doac. However, Easron did something
I~ery 'lust to a vanishing act after the vk~io~ ~nd has been
bs~m horn the polici~J s~-~'ne until very recendy.
Burlingons. M3yOT Sanders would be a fauuf in fir-it year's

te~jnuvi if he ran for ~ovcrnor, probably wore of a faccor than
e opinion poll indicated. But Kunin t~eeukJ win; majority

three-way contest c-hat included Sanders, according to the
i1~. despitc feats among Lkmocracs that he might pull

wote.s from the govcrnot to prevent a majority vote.
~orh Leahy and Kunin were grven 76 [wre'nt approval
uang~ in the poll compatc'd with 70 percent for Sen. Robcrt
tiiford and 69 pettent for Congressman James Jef fords. If

ord~ diallenged Kunin nc-ut year. the governor would have
5 to 3 advantage aecording to the poll.
toll rc~pvndencs gave Prcsidcot Reagan a 63 percent

approval rating Y'hith uken with other respnns~, ~w~-ms to
growing Dernnc-r~tk strength in Vermont.

de~onsu'ate other ii~s~w~ found the envzronmenr at the top of
the list of chc mo~ imporunr problemi in VCI~ODt while at

a~me rime ski area development woo strong pop~Aar
~Uppon. Mort than 80 percent of Vcrmvntcm who have lived
here 10(11 IDOKe yeazs supporrc-cI either the present le'e1 of ski
development or more of it. Even more of those who have lived
here ttS$ than 10 yC213 were ~P[~fl(kt$ of ~ki area develop-
rneflt. Only 12 percent of those respcmnclit~g ealkd for less
dr-vrl~pmenr of thc sk hmness.

if thrr cc-med to be an znonses1eniy hc&wrcrt concern for
thy ~rvironmrnt and the matter of ski area de~'elopment. it

might ~n* ('plaLned by the degree d s:,tc-fr~1 ii. d.c acid rain
;lIoThr!e1. l'~ll~tumn wZL !.e-~,nd to arid rain a! an important
~.'-'~1%.t (A t~iC P1rdu1rua~ ~I the environment.

~'d ir.~du u-jfl give canc1jdate~. woiuld.be candidaces.
h-j;'hit~,,( Pkfl~ ~ tuvi~t~ and man~ other! situ. ii ii, hr-w (III
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Rutland HeraldmTimeS ~
First Of Three Parts

rose: AmOfli those makIlig 550,000 or

Three-f MaithS of thO AtAllAbr5 sore, 4& B percent choSe lAStlY Led

1.00w DemOCfbtU backi4 him, while il psereet pick6d Sceillag.

only I? pirceol of the flemOCTsth Men and womrn liked L*ahy eqUSI

surveyed picked Soelileg In-

depefidOntl also leaned toward ly - So) percent of the men and 104

Leahy. wIth 58.0 prrenl f ~ Per~~~ Cl thc women survO1~ gald
they would vote faa him. However

plekinS him. camp 27) per SoilliAl drew ~tijbtIy more 0uP9011

Cent i.l~ctlM SmellinS. from men hO wLI favored l~y 40..

The I oilier £ov.~~ fared far bet-

ter, howOvif. smellS Idlow percent ,i the males pollCd, corn

RepubIlcAfiS. here tItan £2 percent ~ pared to Sit porcet of the fetitale*-

them chose him, compared to 25 per The chief difference wail amoni

cent optinifof lAstlY. thai. who were w~decidjd. Nearly I

Id.ologIc5itY, support for lAStly percent of tIie women were onW

and BWUC Wi. Spill bJ~@5& O(4UallY tale. compared teSS percent of Lh

smellS middle.OfthCfOd men.

r~pSildOOLI and coaS.uV5tlv~t. lilnally. th. poll ravebind thi

adly 44.1 percent of the ni.4.rate5 lAahV'i weak pout t. geographlcall

would vote for CSCh candidate while

aS.. percent of the co.ervatlVdl speakIng. llw~ is the southern we

~ chose fIsOlilulS and 42.5 percent caioei liens of Vermont AmODS the

surveyed from Rutland. Rsnnlf4IW
Leahy. 

BraUlobCIO and While ftsver Jufi

RowCVSl. t.eehy clearly locked ~ thou areas. l.aaby drew 46.4 puree

the bulk of the backlal gamong

liberald. Nearly SI percent of the suppurt. compared to SneUlfl~'d 4~

liberal rapoadenti would tot. for perceot well within the P0l

hIm. compad to ~s percent ~* ~arglfl of error.

pettl~gSMuIl3S. 
?b~ senatorS strength w

Leahy also led Snatlint In garnet- predoiuiilMflt however, In northi

lag support from Ver3efltC~ in ail seetiOA~ of the state In ChitlOli~

income .atubsfke5 md A4141500 rOglOOs, t.eahy led Sn'

These personS surveyed who bag ~1 percent to ~s.u pete.

reported tecomel of 118,600 or less Likewisi, m St. JohnSbIWY.

backed teahy heavIly. 453 percefll to Albans and Moulpelief areas,

~.4 percent for Bmellliit. The gap senator had u 20 poInt lead o~

aaiy@wd, however, as thelf.lflCUrflt ~iieIlifll 15.1 percent to 15.7 oIC~I

C. ~- I
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Property:Tax Called Burden
By DZSORABSLflIE
Varmt Press Bureau

MOt4YELIE - Ver-
macten over, 1y sup-
port passage of a state Equal
Rights Amendment sad a 2i-
ye at-old drinking age. and
they also prefer a etatua-quo
approach to ski area develop-
ment, according to a new
statewIde poll

Nearly half of the 503 people
polled at random late list
month also said thcir properly
taxes were a greater burden

w than they were live years
a. lo addition. ose-Itith of

those surveyed said they "per-
onaUy know' someone wbo

regularly go.. hungry.
Th.aetiadIags were made

as a result of a two-day
telephone poll conducWd a
week ago by Cara~atg1
Marketing Associate5
conjunction with the Univeral-

oat.'

RutLand lientid Jimes Argus- U V M Poll 1
The most *verwhelmlng I

reapocee came In reaction ~ Last of Three Parts
tMpre~ additIon of an

Auendmemt to
the Vermont ConstItution. U

The ERA, already approved

by two state Legislatures, wlU "~IA 
___ 

~ jI
tion vote were bold today, they Re suits Are Weighed
would be inclined to vote for
the ERA, with just less than ~1

percent opposed and 8.5 P.t- ~ gvz RAXMON
Cent undecided.

The ERAs adoption drew Ver~toM PT'WSS BureaU

utron er backing from women KONTP~L1ER - Top Democrats said they were hippy with

ootid than from men. Nearly their good standing to a recent statewide poll, but they were

15 percent of tie females quo.- cautious aboqit wbst could happen in the long campaign season
U.ud said they were pro- ahead.

ERA, 18.1 percent opposed it aepubticans. mesowbUe. wore quick to downplay the Doll's

and TJperoSat were uandecid- S1VI~W aeC.. ~hlCk showed clear gabiu over pr~vlous surveva for

The first potion of the Rutand Argus poll
:~d ~ Sen. Patrick 3 lAalay and (3ov. Madelein* hiD-in

psh~d5UadaYhOWed IAahy WO'44 E'~0IV*

(See Page ii: 1.0) (S.ePagS1b~)MCt1~~P).

L~nviroflmeflt ei nig uoncern
By DEBOKAII SLIME
Vermont Press Bureau

MONTPELKER - En-
vironmental concerns top the
list of Ipportant problems fec-

, lag Vvmont tptay with pollu-
V Uon and acM ~.ln~eadia8 the

More than ne-fifth all
eXg

(ada VenfloStt~S#~ 1 ~

OELR±J~.VCSI who cited
ent singled

out acid rain an4:?-2 percent
mentioned poUutlo5- The
r~oasibIUWOt a goclear dump

.p~othered 42 per-
seat, and another 1.1 pEl~ent
expressed concern about
basardoua waste.

T~se re pw~es combined to
make eev moot th* top
'f9~~j~tLOt among 503. Ver.

blqm. Although dozens of other~
problems were menUoRed bvl
respondenti. none ga~e dOe
to stirring as much concern-

The runner-up answer was
uneznployineflt. which C,
respondents, or 8.1 percent.
singled out U their prime
worr~. Next in line wee

8.3 per~eM ntlou
Abo

aaaP.54 I~ 4 1 ~ , 0 ~
.4 5AM ~~M4 foVeoRomic
develop waatbe most ma-
portazit problem. All the re-

log prblSSS were oiled
main than Spercent In-

africulIlue troubles.
educatIon. 4.4 r-

cent- "too much *deve 'p.
mcd,"' 4.2 percent: ~enenal
economy. 3,8 percen and
poverty and the atate Jeflcit.
eacb mentioned by 5.4 pereunt
of th~ ae polIld.

J m4 *E..n~I*PC~~ CitAd the
L r

F nviroflmeflt ~7
(COfltiflUCd from Page One)
federal deficit, VermOnt'S low
drinking age, hunger and
w~II8tC as key concerns.

Some responses tell into the
less.th5A~li~rCCot categOry.
Doe permitS. always con-
troversial each tall, were men-
tioned, as waa BrattiCbOlO
water 9uality. "the political
left." mariSualis probibi-

speed limit. r&adi ~ud
hIghways. sand Go ~rtnor
Kunlo.

VermonttrS siso ,iIrI~lL~d Al

the high cost ci utiliuc~. U.i-

high cost of mrdlC.~ curv.
nuclear srmS. the ~r~cll ~f

Burlington'S w~~d chip pha'I.

crime and opposliWn ~o Al

250.
General ~~b~CCtS 1 1~~c SO&'~1

Security. ~ hou~Ia~.

£eWb~ dispoSbl. wurk'fl~ cum
diliOnS. the U.S. government.
child kidniPP~fli1- nuclear

Fower. populatlOfl growth 3nd
energY alSo V.~'F~
bY * hbfldtui ~( tho~c p~~~vu

prt.~ilfl~ cuncc~~S

1.



)1I
ir.l'-d tr.w P~t' One-i

ii and ~ peT~~4~pt
ur~.rtatIL

:~Bji5Lu raise ~er-
ag('from IBto

that was .is~w-ed by 58.4
hilt,, compared lu 3.S DIeT-
ID OPDC)SZLIOD and 3.6 per-
jodecided.
e st~rvey sbcwed Lbat
ing fat- an inCre*a~e in the'

ng age rose drarnaucisi-
the a~e uf re~juudwit~s an-
wd.J'ersons wube IStoZS
bracket ci~puhed the idea
ereeut to ~33 percent. for

~pic: buw,~-er, those 6(1
or older *d'ocsted the

aM 24 j~ rcent to 21 per-

the Svb)eet of property
~irden±, whirh ~re'~~row.
pcAiLie;l and I
flu, 1IX,5* &urv,)ed were
e dividr'd ~4ort' than 15
ebt ~ad prppcrty ~
e a greater financial

now than the
while 31.2 percent Laid

CWere about the zame'
~wever, onI~ 4.5 percent

txe.s wer~ less
burS~n~o~. The rem~zw-

~ perc~.nt said LIi~'y did not
propertF tie& or lvU-*

~#rtaIa.
bere~nndents' Psses.~

perty Lax
den bore a eh~se relation-

to tN'ir incomes, with
~rn aboLit the rwaOCial
d~n dec'linipg ~P ilivome8
'~a~d.
wong those polled who
-a SlOUIO or le*i. ~.3 per-
t said property ta.xei were

-ic of * bun1e~t auG only 1.4
ve)t said the burden had
ened. ?~earl3 24 percent in
low-income categor)- SkiLl

7 PRiG DO irOLerty taxes
312.7 pt'rc't~'nt x~id their pro-
t7 taxes were abOut the
ne-
0 C4ntrast. far fewer Of
'~e turre'ye'eI in the I3~t.00Q
~5 Inerein, rate'~ary - jU~1

3.4 pe'rr'ent - ~u6~ed
t~ taxi's to he rnorrof ~ urt en
flCu~ than five' .rars ago. 1~i'en
mare. 43 ~ percent. said pro-
perty Lkxei were about tht
same. Another ±~6 pi~rr~nt said
the' hwden was less and 6.4
percent saud Lh~y paid no pro-
periF tnes.

However, the' majority of
respondents fell in the $10,(*~e
to 130.000 Income classes. i~id
thnr.e ;t the lower end ut the
scale clearly cousidexeil pm-
pt'rty tiaxes a re ~reh~ing
cIJDcerI3 than those at the up'
p-er end.

More thin 45 pcrc~'.nt of
those surveyed in the 530.000 to
S~D0(K) ratige ~ai" the burden
W&u gr~et4'r. ~$ peTe-cot said
it was about ii- sante aod jut1.
3.3 pe.rcent x..ed property Lxcs
bad lesaei*G. Another 11.5 pea-
cent said the)- did tint pay prw~-
perty taxes.

Aznong~ those makJn~ $20,000
to 530t~o0, 40.1' percent said
~ 1-opert)- taxes were' more' of~

prl~p, 5 percent said less and
36.~ percent said they were
about the ~me Just 6.6 per-
cent said they did not pay
tht~m.

The remaining respoases, in
AU IncoWe cate aries. eqp'
ztitoted those wbo diAl not
know.

The zubjee't of ski urea
developkelezit, an e'~ealating
vvr'troversy ex~pected to be a
major topic in (be upcoming
3e'~isiativr' session. drew some
surprising fe ubSet frI~m
those siarreyed.

When atked ~he(her Ver-
mont would be 'better oW'
With Leit. inure or about the
Lame ski area dc'celopment
"as CtIStL today," unl~- 12.6

ret of those poUc said

The (we'rTi4iin.g sentiment,
rxprrr.sect hy ~1.2 percent of
thiOSe pulied. wa~ that develop-
InL'nl should remain about the
same. And another 20.5 per-
rent sei6 thcr~ should he more
ski area detelupsajent than
there i~ now. A small number,
~4 percent. said tiey ~Id not
kncti~.

Of the- "4I~ftcns, polled. ~'tI
5130 they ha a 'cd eli ~'i'rVflODt
"'nrc thi~n 10 ~c';rs 7.ear)y GO
p(~TE'('I)~ i..1 them '~;id ski arep
der)flprT~eDl 6houlei Stay
~sboeit tfic same-. but 21 percent
Lbid th~~t Shuuid be more.
Anoutc.r ~5.(- percent )ii~kc~d
'ie~s dr'i'e)ojwent

NCUCOU)er (0 terwunt,
thChee who Ii*wve ~ive4 here
Uiriw ~i.srs or le-si. opts mon.
1re~iuenily for 'iess de~rIop-
ment " The poll ,uhowcd (hat
15.4 percent of them ehose
that., e'ompared in iS percent
saying 'mnrC aud 64.1 per.
cent recc~rraiwnding ~et~out the
same amount.

(in the ~.uhjrct of hunger.
about three*tourtbs of Lho~e
~.u r v ewe 0 S,~id they did not per-
~.onally know anyone '~ho
1-egulari) do~ not get enough
t0i'~V" 1luwi'~i~r, 21.~ percent
Said Lhe'y did. and another ~ 6
perrent did out know,

As the incomes 'A Lhuse poll'
ed rose. ti~ey tendixi to say
they did ont know a hungry
p4'F~0U. SlIs~IiUy more than ~3
peae'.nt of Ibose making less
tbtn 5a('(~(* ~n~cred ~yes"
to that q~'esiic.n. cumparcti to
only ia ~ percent in thc $~I.000
t~ S.30(e(,(e income bracket.

Thc poll ijidirated that Vet-'.
TDODter~ ~wretlv View Lh~'
meoi; ;s moderate, rather
than Stt('Dj~ly cnn~ervaUVC or
lIt*ral. More tban 71 ere'e'v't
of ihose PuUed,&Iecd t~e vee-

in a n~iddI~
range between those twoI poles. ~iIh only 2 perceut call-
Log ii xtroogiy C(DflM~FV8tVC
end just 11.4 pd'TI'CDI terming

-j Itlitwrai.

i/f
s.d.



fF7~~kE7g~Ufion,~
' Cosall n ued fru m P oje (ine
~ It the ~)ertloo were held now. former Republican Go.,'.
Itichard A. SUeIIIAI would garner .3.1.8 percent, wllh 13.1 p~rceraI
undecIded.

The re.ailta acdkale Leaby has improved his scandIii~ con
siderehly &h2ee a June poll by Uic Beke: lnJthtutu. whbcb had
Leabyr and. Sn.lbog e~eo st44 perce2it.

Leaby said In a telephone Intervltw Monday that be warn piessed
siUi i~ae results, but he prcdict@d polling data "would go bock ~cd
iortta" sev'~rai Wne~ bet~re the electIon a year train now.

The Iwo-term Incumbent pointed to finduogi. Ia the poll that In*
dicited nroo~ approval at his perform met In the Seo~sIu. ~Jor.
than ?i perceM of lb.. respondCnU hktd the way Leahy was diisog

~*percent ratsng theIr approval hlrailj.
~ ~ ma the most to had the vast rna4c.rlty aj:.&~ wllh 1t14J
V way I !fl doLa~ my job." Liahy said. 'TbaVS t. e th ~ag that ippt.~I'

ad La ma cbs most.'
Cmn~palgn Msr~etlng Aeaoc~ates Inc. at B.~rIington conductod

tb.± poll aver t~w weekend d Oct 2~-ZT tar Lba R4c1a0d herald and
the aarre').lontp.lier Tames Argus. Umaveusity of Vermont
polhilcal acienca students were involved In the pallIng sad they
contact*d 503 Vermonteri at random. The margIn at error a plus
or minus IS percent.

(,ov. I~adeIeIne M. KilaIn also warn cmuiioui in her rebp20bc to
the resalia oh the aEcoud p~rtio.u of the poll, r~Icaued Mondh'y.
wbhcb matched her with. formal rival Jobo .1. Easton Jr. and Burl-
L'agtau Ilayror Beroard Sanders.

Intiiatcoeteut, Kasnirni wi., 50.1 perceutot thai. poUed, wkli~ 2~.8
percent of the respoodenU supported I~aston. Sanders tr~iltad with
h1.~ percent. and 11.1 percent were umdecid~d.

At a press conference Monday Kunln saId she wet pka ted
the yeiultu, but saId ahe beilevad II was "much io. early' to DeiSIn
tbe 1958 cam pat~n.

Iloweim am. she joked, "1 wish the electIon were toduy.
Other Democrats sajal the remulta contlrsrwd thy tsadan~) uf

* salephoa.e survey s coa4u.cte'd by party workera over the burr.IrJer.
R.lcbsrd A. Walt.. ez.cutmve director of the Stale i3ernOerCtiC
Committee, saId those results shosed support for 1)-emocrals 'e ii.
81ow3Ol.

"ibis basic ally coatlrm £ that.' Waite said.
But Waite cautmouied Oemocrau against beIng overly opucililIc

based on the poll's resulu.
ShWe can't bruathe a sIgh of railef." Waite sabd. "The eblUenMO

La to act now to or~anLae to see that the base oh support remains
strong and cootiziveaw grew."

IAsdlr4 Republicans. however. maUl they were not surprIsed by
the surveys findIng a.. James Mu.rph~. dCputy politIcal aLrtct~lr at
Iha National RepubUc am Senalsrmal Ca apalin CommIttee. isial

React

o ~ C; .:; 0 -I ~'*~ !

Lk~ riSul~ n~dacle:d Lfle tuc( ~uc ~ lAu fly or fll?*C~Lua ~i~iti biLC.
caoipu)galrng Ln the stash tar rrL.nthh.

Mu:pby mid So~llLn~ ha. Indicated r~ wo~dd Llhfl hs~ cumpui~r.
Ii*~L year. Me aeAd tbere would be 'in ore thaui impi~ ~!11~ Lu cuLc~s
LIP .'*

- ~,iielUng wm.usavallabI~ tGcoTrbm~flC on C2he' r~~a..lii.t 1h~ pi~le
S~qlrkk Gara~srL, e~ itlt.~ director at ll~ k~publicJa .%LsLu

.Ciirnrnlttet.~. queitioiieal Ibe poSit fksdlnV. Tt~ n~Lt~udulOiLY ~zt
14Latr1bLItin~ t~se clepbone calls proportioriatel~ Ih.rougbciil LI~
atati ~nay hive m~.wedtlw reauLls ~utbIibii saId.

"Vau would .,ic.ect somt mlp41~a~e,' GarMhun suld. "bul I ~on
beilcve there 12 £ 12 p.olnt a re~ in thast race.

Curuhao u~ld he aim aup!~ascd by the firec~ln~ thul ITIIITC

RU~UbUCSTIS ~uii~. uup~urC Xa~nicu than ~ernCora Ira a rJ~ tiir ~vv?-
uior, The surve~ aktow*~ tb~.C in a tlAO.WbY race bu~ wan ~u1~ina &r~~
EmsLou. WO p~rceni at Ike G4M' raspundentb would t.~~ar Kw'J".
cOmp4r~!d sith iL.t purceot tar iuttoo. Another .4 ~sfC~rflt WctL
LhILdCCAtII.

Garabin attrIbuted thu flndiui~ co ~ "I deiic> ~ ~c1a~!~ Lu

2I~)pOCt morn ec.ne Lu c.ttkce, psrtLculii~y .n a t*o-ytJr 1~U'.
Easmon, who lc4t to Kuu~o In 1I'1~4 by a slIm mar~iu. sa~d I~ac pull

~iuuld not discouta~e hi~n from atLerfbptLftv~ a rernaCCtL ka Li~. Tb~
Siow~ RepublIcan doe. aplayed th~ s!goltLca~cv of a surt.el dunt~
more Ibm a.ycart~a ad~.a act: alike ,4~ctlvn.

"it £lmp1~ showed me C huve work hi. do to get back ar~ !ron ~f
Lb.e 'foter, fautou said. addin~ ibat he may rnakt t~s o~cLmkrL
public wolutsmC ItalD VIO~t.h.

1astoui also predicted tha . contrary I Ibe rt:sutt~ at ili~ hull.
Sanden entry Into the race as an ~ndopeudCnt c~ulrd prud'4c~ .1

sItuation luiwbleb noneof the candldshe .~au~d reettyc a Cfliji~ri!y
- thus leavIng tbm~ election. ha the nds at the L*gl1~5LLLre.

Kun~n'a 50.3 p~rc~oC bold on a majority I~ tik&y tot.rc.dc Li r'cr~
~ILI moatha. increasLnj m.J~e c~~acc~ tou ike 8ur1~ui~t41ta ru~t~..r Lu
act as. p~li(icaI"spashr.'

Sderb, lao. was uaol uurprlst.d by th4, TetILltt. ~ Itic %hL~lI. il'.4

giLd In a teLcphL'zlo Icr t.~iW c.nda~ ~c v.u' r-u kt~ tl~.dy ei'..~ U~
CsppOSd Xunba for governor.

'$)ILO year bastore the ,Lecaon, the IncuriabcflC 5L5~CJ t:'LLI with .a
algoLfic ant idv anmaje.'~ Saod~rs expls*oed. 'Thi 1uueh ~ ;'.4
yet been joloud."

However the threc-term romyor warn at a bmw V.. deherabc a tin-
ding In Ika pII that indIcated suppon tar a Sanders bt~ tar ~~r-
oar a mong restderhtu of ChhLtachdeO County ad.ggcd bch~ad r.c~l4ar.t~
o$otercnuotkes lathe state-

H. drew backing tram T.~ percent ot th.os~' pc.lhd In ChineMar,
and A&di~a ocs.w4leS, coa~parad to 1U.~ percent bILpp4W. trugn

~ rCspoalient ~ si-cam C22C~OmpRSIL13S ~t. JOhJU.DurY. ~i1. Alba~i. uflO
t. ldootpelltr.
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r~tgIb. amooMing to a fhlewide
ail acmdu~ted 1a~ week.
The fUW) -~ diM Sea.
mUlch J. Leehy. t)VL., w~18
a r prcuit the veie If tbe
~Wine wuu bald mow. hellkig
ould uecslse US per~d of the
it.. w~h 311 per~lo1tbosepa1Ied
ad~ided ~mi lbs rem.
ThM n~rmn1a a definite tin-

rui~umoni taLeaby'. standing dn~
SoesAbw OUSt. whem £ poll by Se
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gi that Snefling baa a major qibill
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lctJa. 0ev. Va~l~hs U. Kimin

Sm. Patrick Leahy

last patortaltam.
The Laaby.SaeIllng esmto~ was a

innjor foons of the poll o'ioduotd ~-

claaiaely for the Rutland Herald nd
She BazTe~3tmutpoRlor Tiinem-Argus
by Campaign Maiteubag Agaccialas
Inc. of Baztlngtom. In conjunction
with abe UoIiwStIy of Vermont.
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~i~"Thng As Und~Iog
ni c~ae'Jy a surprise that ~ ne~i' poll showed

erlr.c-r Richard A Stielling trdillng incumbent U.S

'~: ~ ic~ J l..eahy. D Vt Rut it certainly w~s unusual to

bC ora)iet go~ernr.t rasi a~ ~tr~ underdog SneliLfig. the

)rr~ofl tu Will four two v~ar termS (C)!' gDVCTflOt~ WOn

,~ latest pAil, done for The Times Ar~u&i. Rutland

Id land tile Univvr~,ltv .4 Vcrxnwt, showed Ikahy to be

og 3,,elling by .hout 12 poinLi. The siLe of Leahy'S lead

arpr:sv SoiflA invcterata~ poU.watCIlP.rS. Other surpra.s-

*CCC-S of information were the strength (af the support

oth men and the number of people who have marie Up
jii~nds atready.
e sur~'Cy ~howcd that 71i percent of the people who said

Would chuu~C [eahy over Spelling described their Slip'

a.s *'strOflR.~ Only 17 percent i~iid it was "we'~" Of

wb" put Ibcntseive.S in the ~rielling column, 70 peT-

SR1d lhe~ ~~ere 'strong' supporters and 24 percent

their support '%as ~weak." In the SoellIng-LeShy

bup, asking people which candidate they would %'ote

ti'c elvcII('fl were held now, only 11 percent said they

- at Lirjw. SligbUy Jfl(I1'e than ~'O percent s~td they woUld

ith I ,eahy and ~ percent said SneLhng was their man.

-' o~ a.umL'er~ suggcA that it is going to be diffictilt for

r L~eahy or Snelling to build suhstant.iuLly on his cut'

~ tT,..SP of supp(IFt. Le-ah~ ippeaF~ I~ have an edge

us~ Snelling has wore 'weak" support than he does. It

b~ 'n~e "Salt" vnte~ that each side ~~'ill be trying tO

.0 Thn ollie~r group the CSmplii~TIS will be wooiPg is thc

Ic' i:WdY' But herf' again. there is not much to wL'r~

~ t U~ a year before the vle~ttnn. and the r"1' showed that

~erceflt of the people have not made up their minds

The issues bavC yet to be developed I" this campaign.

a couple biWC ~urfatt'd already. It appearS teahy i~ go

to be co~phasiz'ng hIS seniority, just as 5~ri. Robert T. Sta I

ford, R-Vt.~ (lid in 19~2. Stafford pounde~I like a broke~

record by the cod of timi c~mu8tgfl~ starting off ever~

spceC h by tellitig people lie wa~ ch~,lr1fl an of ttie Senatc ~u

VIT~flIT~CDt arid Public Workz Committet' ~,nd dmirC~i3.'

the h~bor. edueatll)ri, arh1 and humanities sub.cornrndtc.-

Stafford held Ibose posiiJ0flS largely by virtue of his ~cr~ur

ty. apd Vermont ~oIers demon~tF8tCd that they did ii'

want to give, them up when they re-elected the iEcUrflt~ r~t.

Leahy Is se~'kiIlR a third si~-y~liI teri'~, and N- ~ireii~

has been toutlOg the bePef its that would b~ff~iI the stit~

the DemOrrSt~E regain conitOl nf tbc Senate and ~'ermo

has ~ person with his ~vnlflrity to repre5~eot then; Atlbuu~

the word "seniority' Wab nOt fl1entiUD~J ~h the p~t~ e v

cent ni thot~e c~flt8~k(1 said Le4~'t'Y'S ~2 ye~r~ in M~;

would make thew more likely.") vot'~ Uir him. 4~ ~rc~

said It didn't nuake any dtterenCe, and 7 pere~nt i~aid

would makC them 1C~S likely to suppail L-u'hv.

The $3~ miflioni deficit aecrued during SreUin~ last t'

years In office appears t' I)e satn~Wh~t of ii b~iniiicsp I

t~ec.h~llengCr. In the puii, people weT'e told th.~at SiicU1fl~

opponents "ott~n point nut that the statt~ ran a dcflCit di

ing tb': former governor's Ia.~t term" auid that ~ si.

porters "oftefl point out that hc former govr-rnor icit

place a plan to pa)' ~fI the defiCit by nc4~t June." Alm~St

pcrceiIt said $neUw~ 'handling ol the st4it~ budg'

would mat~e them more likely to vole fur him, ab~Ut 24 p

cent said it ~ make them le.~S likely to ~ipport h~

and -~ per~'ent ssid it didn't m~ti~ Sn) ~jf(~teflC~.

it Is not clr~r 'j'et wb'lh&1' ~ncI.ltr'~'S state dt1jC~i

undermini' his effortS to cast hinisel! a~ a cru~adcr i'. ri

the huge federal deficits. But we prOb3bIY can C(~~iflt

LeahV~ people to keep bringtng it up a~ long as the sun'

show it to be a "negatl~"e" - in the poilsiCtS' pac1anC~



1Mg ~eaci seen
Over Ea~ton

Dy D3SORAII BLIND
Vermont Press Duresa

MONT? ELIER - A new
statewide poll shows that Gay.
Madeleine U. Kunin would
defeat former Attorney
General John J. DaMon Jr. by
a two-to-one margin - eves If
Burlington Mayor Bernard
Sanders made the governors
contest £ three-way race.

Knob, the Democratic In-
~mbeut proved the clear-nt

orIte jar re-election among
Vermonters polled ran-
ly by tale p hone Oct. 28-2?

for the Rutland Herald and the
Darre.Uontpeller Times-

Ilthoggh Easton osly lost to
Koala last year by a few thou-
sand votes, the survei in-
dicated that Daston. a tows
Republican, would fare much
more P rlY If an election
were he now.. Easica said
this fall he was considering a

rematch and would decide
moinetlme this month whether
I. challenge Kuanlo In 135.

conducted by Cam-
AssoclatCl

urlinStON in conjune-
tlon the UniverSItY of Ver
mont. revealed that, In a bead-
to-bead contest. Kunin would
garner SO percent of the vote.
while Easton would receive
3681 ~A percent. Asother 11
percent of the retersWOlldW
uadeeled.

l4thlrd.parLZ~O5td5

~
t~@ffh#IS

~.,woul4~bO
v *1or~ K'n~

A. ~JLL

I Continued from Page One)
ICunin or Easton last year. on-
ly 30.8 percent said they had

- backed Lasson - despite the
fact that he received about 50
percent of the vote in 1354. Ful-
ly 50.5 percent said they had
backed Kunin. 14.5 percent
said they diii not vote and 4.2
percent ware uncertain..

The growth in Kunin's
popularity since the 1184 alec.
lion was underscored further
by Vermonters' response to
the notion of a gubernatorIal
battle between her and Rep.
James U. JeUord a, R*Vt.

Despite Jef lords' proven
popularity in past elections.
K unto again came out on to p
among those surveyed, with
52.0 percent support to his 33.6
perceni. The remaining 11.5
percent were undecided.

However. accordin £ to the
~ oil. Jefforda would crush

anders if they were op-
ponents in a congressional
contest. Fully 70.5 perrent of
the poll participants said they
would be inclined to re-elect
Jeffords. and only 11.0 percent
indicated they would back
Sanders.

The poll responsc~ re gir-
ding a possible rematch bet.
wee ii Kunin and Laston
revealed some unexpected
trends.

The incumbent governor, for
instance, would receive more
support from Republicans
than Ession would. Kunin
would alto receive more back-
ing I raid conservatives. ac-

cording to poll results.
The survey showed that, in a

two-way race. 44.8 percent of
the Republican respondents
would vote for Kunin, com-
pared to 41.4 percent su -

porting Laston. Another
percent were undecided.

Among Democrats and In-
dependents, the choice was not
even close. In a two-way race.
Kunin drew 11.1 percent of the
Democrats' backing, com-
pared to 22.1 percent for
Easton; 89 percent of the In-
dependents chose Kunin, and
~st 20.7 percent picked

a aton.
Along Ideological lines, con-

servatives also showed strong
support for the Democratic In-
cumbent with 48.3 percent
picking ~unin and 40.7 percent
selecting Laston. The gover-
nor won hands-down among
liberals and middle-of-the-
roaders: She won 71.6 percent
of llbersl~ support to Easten's
20.1 percent, and among
moderate~. she was backed by
55.8 percent to Easton's 28.7
percent.

When the poll participants
leanings brL- conaidered on the
basis of their incomes. Kunin
came out ahead in virtually
every income category.

Those earning $20,000 to
$50,000 showed the most mark-
ed tendency to back Kunin -

.7.2 percent chose her, while
~u at 24.1 percent picked

asian. The choice was closest
among those making 30,000 or
more: 44.3 percent of them
were inclined to support

Kunin, compared to 45.0 per-cent leaning towards Easton.
Kunin also fared better than

Laston across most age
categories, beating him by
more than a 2-to-i margin
among those between the ages
of 26 and Sm

Vermonters in the 18 to 25
age bracket were split evenly,
however, with each candidate
receiving 47.2 percent back-
ing. In the over-GO categor).
Kunin drew 57.1 percent sup.
port to ~astons 27.7 rrcent.

1401 surprIsingly, ermon 'u
fIrst female governor showed
reater support from women
anEaston did. The poll

showed that, among women,
55.9 percent picked Kunin and
27.1 percent chose Listen.
Another 13.5 percent were
undecided.

Among men, the number of
undecided respondents drop.

percent. giving
~'~ton 32.1 percent back~g to
53.3 percent for Kunin.

The governor also fared bet-
ter than Laston In every
geographic section of the
state. Nearly 54 percent of
those from northern sections
picked Kunin, while just 33.1
~ ercent chose Easton. On her
nine turf, encompassing Chit-

tenden and Addison counties.
he Kunin-Easton tally was

61.4 percent to 33.3 percent.
The incumbent proved even

stronger among those
surveyed in southern Vermont
sections, earnIng 00 percent
backing to Eastoas 25.5 per-
cent.

WL§~
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Sanders Nol
Seen as Spoiler

Dy DEBORAJISLWE
Vermont Presa Bureau

MO?4TP~LI~R - The
theory that Burlington Mayor
Bernard Sanders cotild be a
political ~spoSler' In tbe
~ overuor's race BeRt year -

tarting the Democratic ln*
cumbent and helping the GOP
c esger - was inot borne

new poll conducted by
'i&~c.MarketiS~

of Burlington.
DemocratIc 0ev. MadelelaC

M. Kisotuas position at this
point appears sO strong, that
even In a thren-Way contest
she could win mere Usia half
the oepular vote.

The prospect of Sanders
guberuatorilt candidacy drew
support from ) oat 11.7 perc*DL
of those poUed last week.
SlI.g bUy more than 50 percent
hidicstd the would be India-
odin vote torLnin.

That finding runs contra '7
to the theory, currently o
fer~by some political
ehuffa's. that a third-party

Page 10: Shader.)
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~ontlnue4 from Page' On.) Sandcr~ each received 172 G 3a.3 percefli. ~auuu~ra

andidicy by .S.indrr5 could p~rccnt and 14.9 psrccflt were i2.2 percent ~uppOiI in thai.

thanco thy C 01' cballcnger~ ~ndyctd~d. hagh-anCOifli' CItCigOrY.
Even ft r pub can In terms of age. Kunin

~flceS a ~LJIIt Kunin. Ihey re~pond~ntS giiv~ the ~o~crnor received the leASt support. 18.9

~ia~on ths. t Sanders, ~ a ~ligd edge ov'r her putentifll percent. among thoSe 15 to 25.

wi.ah~t. could rlaim en~iu~h ~ Republic in ch.it oger. About rrom age 2~ up. however, ~he

ipport SO pTr~eflt anyone ~ ~ p e' r c e a I u I t h rec ~ed the backing of ut

urn obtulninu~ a ma~orlty ~ Kepublic un ~ ~urveyrd eho~e

- Lhu~ tc'~ing kiecliOll ~ lejusi half at than polled.

( the nc~I governor l.nu' the hUflin. compared Lu :u9.N juer- Siuaider~. An ~0ii1fZi~1. lu~4

ip at the .egislalure. ceuil picking fr.aStWi ~.nd 7.5 support a~ lb. p~rtiripantS

Thc breakduWfl of poll percent$dccUflgS5ndVr~ The a~cS increased. lie e.arned

e~p4ifl5d1 provv~ that SandsrS rcst. 11.3 iiCtCCflt. w~r~ .rncer- backing from 19.1 percent of

you Id indeed rCceIv ~ taut. thuse bCLWCCfl agi~ Ii atId 25,

'reateSt suppafl from yij~ujig. Ltbcrals aisa liked KunlO; but only 6.7perc'eflt of thosc

beril Democrab and an- 57.6 percent. said they would OVCI 5~L 'Id.
v~t~ for her. whIle 15.2 percent Ea~tOfl rccelvcd about one-

lependentS. lie also would pi~k~d Ea~ton and lii 7 pircent quurter of the voteS in all age

arc better with low-Income picked Si odors. The ~ovcrnor c~ae~orIei. although he drew

hrmoflteS than with thou received 47.5 percent of greate~I LuppOrt. 29.2 percent

.arnhnp~ higher ~.alarieS. modrratr~' eckillit. with ~mung tbu~e~ 15 to 25.

Ironically. the survey ~huw Yston gjrnrrwg 2M.7 pcrerflt Mcii were Inclined to vote

id that Sandeth would recav~ and'bflderS. 11.5 pvFCCflt far tither l'aaton or S~irudrr~

ie~ ~upportfrura' voterhiri hus Among thesr calluni 11?htlY more than wonutfi

tome county. ChiUend~n, LhaI ~ 4S.S were; however, Kunin ~ttll

in other ~ecUon~ af the 51~tr.

'Alit bottom Isai~ ~ ~ prtccflt supl)urted Kunun'S re received b~Ckiflg from ~OA

LhrecwaY race ~lth ~ electIOn. E~astoii drew i1oppart perce'flt of tht women and 3U.?

~nd Sundcr&~ Kunun seems from 3M.? pcrrrflt. while' prrcvflt of the men.

likely at this puint to come ~ Sanders reccived ju~ ~.5 per- his promInence In

on top overwhelultifl gly. Sbc cent of their b.ac king.

even beat Laston Ia the battle On the basis of Income. ChittCndefi County, Sanders

for ftcpaabllcaia and conser- Sanders support varied little, received less support among

vauve votes. ranging from ii percent reipouidefits from that rejion
amouR those in the $z0.000- than those from other scc ons

A m o n g D e m a c r a t £ ~3OO0O brnck.:L to 14.1 percent ot the state. He received 1.9

su~rvcyed. 611.5 percent sziid among VermOflICra making percent backing among those

they would vote for Kunisi. IS $iO.OOOOtlOSS. polled In ChlttCndtfl and Ad-

percent picked Easton and i3.S However, Kunin fared best dison counties, compared to

percentoptedfOfSande35Tbe among perionslnthelo.0 0 0 W 5~.6 percent for Kunan and 29

remaIning. £ percent were 530,000 salary range. Among percent for IastOA.

undecidG. vermonters making $30,000 or Eastofi and Bander' both

Kunln slao, captored 50.1 more, she actualiy fell below fared beat In northeti' sectIonS

percent of the lndependw-tI' Easton In auppofl; be received encom passing St. JohusbulY.

support while Eutna and 353 percent. while abe reedy- SL Albani and MootpClM!. A

P611: Kunin EnjOys Commandin~
.7..
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Hello, i'm _____________________ of Decision/Making/Information, a national
research firm. We're talking with people in Vermont today and would like to
ask you a few questions (OPTIONAL) on a corfidential basis. (DO NOT PAUSE)

A. Are you registered to vote in YES (CONTiNUE WITH iNTERViEW).1
Vermont? NO (ASK Q.B)...............2

IF NO" IN Q.A, ASK:
T

B. is there anyone else in your household who is registered to vote?

(IF "NO," THANK AND TERMINATE)

(IF "YES," ASK:) May 1 speak with that person, please?

(IF "YES," REPEAT Q.A WITH NEW PERSON)

-~ 1. Do you feel that things in Vermont RIGHT DIRECTION.........
are generally going in the right WRONG TRACK............
direction, or that things have
pretty seriously gotten off on the
wrong track?

2. Now, just suppose you were elected Governor and could make one change or
improvement to help Vermont, what would it be? (PROBE FOR SPT~FICS)
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3. Do you approve or disapprove of the
way Ronald Reagan is handling his
job as President? (WAlT FOR RESPONSE,
THEN ASK:) Would that be strongly
(approve/disapprove) or just some-
what (approve/disapprove)?

STRONGLY
SOMEWHAT
SOMEWHAT
STRONGLY

~.1
APPROVE........
APPROVE.........
DISAPPROVE......
DISAPPROVE......

4. Do you approve or disapprove of the STRONGLY APPROVE............1
job the state legislature is doing? SOME~'FHAT APPROVE...........
(WAIT FOR RESPONSE, THEN ASK:) SOME WHAT DISAPPROVE.........3
Would that be stroncjly STRONGLY DiSAPPROVE.........4
(approve/disapprove) or just some-
what (approve/disapprove)? -

5. Do you have more confidence in the REPUBLICAN PARTY........~ .1
policies and programs of (ROTATE) DEMOCRATIC PARTY........~L2

the Vermont Republican Party ... or BOTH (DO NOT READ).......
the Vermont Deiiocratic Party? NEITHER (DO NOT READ).....

Now, I would fike to read you a list of names and have you tell me, for each
one, first whether you've heard of the person; then, if so, please tell mewhether you have a favorable or unfavorable impression of that person.

0 (ROTATE NAMES) HEARD OF!
FAVORABLE

HEARD OFf
UNFAVORABLE

HEARD OFf
NO OPiNION

6. Peter Smith

7. Madeline Kunin

-~ 8. Pat Leahy (Lay-he)

9. Michael Bernhardt

10. Jack Fey (Fie-like "Pie")

1

3 4

9...

(Cue-nm)

NEVER
HEARD OF
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11. Do you approve or disapprove of the
way Madeline Kunin is handling her job
as Governor of Vermont? (WAlT FOR
RESPONSE, THEN ASK:) Would that be
strongly (approve/disapprove) or just
somewhat (approve/di sapprove)?

STRONGLY APPROVE............1
SOMEWHAT APPROVE............2
SOMEWHAT DiSAPPROVE.........3
STRONGLY DiSAPPROVE.........4

12. Do you feel that Madeline Kunin has REELECT....................1
performed well enough as Vermont's NEW PERSON.................2
Governor to deserve reelection or do DEPENDS WHO RUNS (DO NOT
you feel it is time to give a new READ)....................3
person the chance to do a better job? NO OPINION (DO NOT READ).....4

Now, I would like to read you another list of n~nes and have you tell me, for

each one, first whether you've heard of the person; then, If so, please tell me
whether you have a favorable or unfavorable impression of that person.

HEARD OF/ HEARD OFf HEARD OFf NEVER
(ROTATE NAMES) FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE NO OPINION HEARD OF

13. Dick Snelling 1 )%~ 2 j6 3 4

14. Jeffrey Amestoy (Am-e-stoy) 1 2 3 4

13. Stephen Morse 1 2 3 4

16. Pat Garahan 1 2 3 4

17. Bernard Sanders 1 2 3 4

is. Now I'd like to read you a number of issue concerns facing Vermont, and
I'd like you to tell me which one you think should be the top priority of
the Governor. (RANDOMIZE)

Attracting new jobs and industry to the state...............

Reducing Vermont's deficit................................JJ...2

Protecting Vermont's environment...........................I.'7.3

Reducing property taxes...................................

Improving the criminal justice syst~i.......................

Aiding local towns financially............................
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19. As you may know, Vermont's corporate and personal Income taxes were raised
temporarily by the legislature as part of a deficit reduction plan.

Some people say that when the deficit is eliminated, the taxes should
be returned to previous levels as planned.

Others say they should remain at the hiqher level so that the additional
funds can be spent on more state services.
What do you think? Should taxes be cut back or should they stay where
they are now?

1
CUT BACK.................*1
STAY AT PRESENT LEVELS.

Now 1 an going to read you some statements other people have made to us. For
each one I read, I want you to tell me whether you agree or disagree. (AFTER

~ EACH RESPONSE, ASK:) Would that be strongly (agree/disagree) or just somewhat
(agree/disagree)?

(ROTATE QS. 20-21) Agree Agree Disag Disag

Sting Smwht Smwht Sting

0 20. Growth and economic development

in Vermont can be achieved -

without harming the environment. 1 2 ~ 3 1)' 4

21. Vermont's taxes are too high to
attract new jobs and industries
to the state. 1 ~2$ 2 /'7 ~ 4



Thinking about taxes for a moment ...

22. Do you think Vermont's state income tax
Is ...toohigh... toolow...or...
just about right?

TOO HIGH................1
TOO LOW.................2
ABOUT RIGHT.............3

23. How about Vermont's property taxes? Do TOO HIGH................1
you think they are ... too low ... too high TOO LOW.................2

or ... about right? ABOUT RIGHT.............3

24. As you may know, there have been several proposals to provide property tax
relief in Vermont.

Some people say that property tax relief should be expanded to help not
only individual homeowners, but also farmers and renters overburdened
by property taxes.

Others say that property tax relief should be given to every homeowner.

What do you think? Should property tax relief be provided only to

individuals in need, or to all homeowners?

INDIVIDUALS IN NEED........1
ALL HOMEOWNERS.............2



Now, let's talk about foreign affairs for a moment.

25. Thinking about the issue of nuclear
disarmament for a moment, generally
spea~ing, do you support or o~~ose
nuclear disarmament? (WAIT FOR
RESPONSE, THEN ASK:) Is that strongly
(support/oppose) or just somewhat
(support/oppose)?

SUPPORT STRONGLY.........1
SUPPORT SOMEWHAT -' L.2

OPPOSE SOMEWHAT (SKIP TO
Q.29)......

OPPOSE STROf~GLY (SKiP TO
Q.29)

iF "SUPPORT" IN Q.25, THEN ASK:

People disagree on the different conditions that should be met before
nuclear disarmament should be agreed to. For each of the following,
please tell me whether in your opinion that should or should not be
a necessary requirement of a nuclear arms agreement with the Russians.

SHOULD
SHOULD NOT

26. An agreement be verifiable, in other words, that
each side allow the other side to inspect it's
nuclear arsenal.

27. That an agreement leave the Russians and the United
States with about equal military power.

28. That an agreement not just reduce the nuclear
weapons of the United States and the Soviet Union
but also of their allies.

i'jY 2Y

HZ 261
&



Thinking ahead to next fall's general election for Governor, for whom would you
vote if the candidate were:

29. (ROTATE) Peter Smith, Republican,
Madeline Kunin, Democrat, and Bernard
Sanders, Independent?

30. Again, if the candidates were: (ROTATE)
Bernard Sanders, Independent, Madeline
Kunin, Democrat, and Michael Bernhardt,
Republican, for whom would you vote?

SMITH......................1
KUNIN......................2
SANDERS....................

SANDERS....................1
KUNIN......................2
BERNHARDT..................

31. And if the candidates were (ROTATE): KUNIN......................1
Madeline Kunin, Democrat, and Peter SMITH......................2
Smith, Republican, for whom would you vote?

32. Finally, if the candidates were (ROTATE) BERNHARDT...................1
Michael Bernhardt, Republican, and KUNIN......................2
Madeline Kunin, Democrat, for whom
would you vote?

33. And, if the 1986 general election for
U.S. Senate were being held today, and
the candidates were (ROTATE) Pat Leahy,
Democrat, and Dick Snelling, Republican,
for whom would you vote?

LEAHY...................
SNELLING.................
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Now, I am going to read you a list of things people might take into

consideration in their decision how to vote for U.S. Senator. For

each one, please tell me whether that is extremely important, very

important, just important, not that important, or not at all Important

to you, personally in deciding whether to elect a candidate U.S.Senator

from Vermont. Not Not
Extrmly Very Just Th8t At All

(~ANflt)M17F~ ImDrtnt Imprtnt Imprtnt Jmprtflt Imprtnt

34. The candidate is an
incumbent who has built
up seniority in the Senate. 1

35. The candidate was born in
Vermont.

36. The candidate is in line to
become Chairman of the
Senate Agri cul ture
Committee.

37. The candidate is experienced
in he2lping reduce deficits. 1

38. The candidate is willing to
limit the amount of money
he sill spend in his
campaign.

39. The candidate is strongly
committed to working for
nuclear disarmament.

1 j\

1 Ud

2 2-~ 3 3 L~

2 lC~ ~ K.

4 /

4 z~

.;~ ~ C

2-Z 2 ~/ 3 2~

2 ~ 3 I1

2 '-U 3 ~''*1

40. Of the following two types of candidates, which
to vote for -- if it makes no difference to you,

one would you be more
just say so.(ROTATE)

Someone who was born in Vermont.........................U. .1

OR

Someone who chose to live in Vermont, and has lived there -

for more than 25 years.............................

NO DIFFERENCE (DO NOT READ)............................

41. And, of these two types, which would you be more likely to vote for?

Again, if it wiiakes no difference, just say so. (ROTATE)

Someone who would voluntarily limit the smount of

campaign spending to a certain amount, even if he

could raise more...................................~ .1

OR

Someone who feels it's okay to spend on his campaign
the total amount he feels he can ethicially raise.~'~-'. .2.~. 2

NO DIFFERENCE (DO NOT READ)................................3

5

2

5VA

5'

5 ~

4 Ip

4 y

likely
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As you may know, Dick Snelling was Governor of Vermont for eight years prior
to stepping down after last year's election. For each of the following statement,
please tell me which ones you feel are true and which ones are not true.

True/Important True/Not Imprtflt

42. Under Dick Snelling the
total state debt declined by 31%.

43. When Dick Snelling left
office, he left a 35 million
dollar deficit.

44. Dick Snelling created the
spending plan that will pay
off the entire deficit of
the state of Vermont by 1986.

L?5

1 ; C

1

2

Not True

3 &.'

2 '1

Finally, I wouVd like to ask you a few questions for

45. What is your age please?

statistical purposes

18-24...............
25-34...............
35 - 44...............
45 - 54...............
55 - 64...............
65 AND OLDER..........

46. What is the last year of school you LESS THAN HiGH SCHOOL........1
have completed? HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE........2

SO~E COLLEGE/VOCATIONAL......3
COLLEGE GRADUATE............4
POST-GRADUATE..............5

47. Which of these phrases best des- MOSTLY REPUBLICAN...........1
cribes how you usually vote? SLIGHTLY REPUBLICAN.........2
(ROTATE READiNG CHOiCES TOP TO E~JALLY FOR BOTH PARTIES.....3
BOTTOM OR VICE VERSA.) SLIGHTLY DEMOCRATIC.........4

MOSTLY DEMOCRATIC...........5

48. Which of these stat~nents best describes ~.J1TE CONSERVATIVE..........1
how conservative or liberal you are? SLIGHTLY CONSERVATIVE........2
(ROTATE READiNG CHOiCES TOP-TO-BOTTOM NEITHER CONSERVATIVE NOR
OR V1CE VERSA.) LIBERAL..................3

SLIGHTLY LIBERAL............4
QUITE LIBERAL..............5

.4
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In politics today, do you usually
think of yourself as a Republican,
a Denocrat, an Independent, or what?

(IF REPUBLiCAN OR I)EMOCRAT, ASK:)
Would you call yourself a strong
(Repubican/Denocrat) or a not-so
strong (Repubi ican/Democra'T

(IF INDEPENDENT/OTHER/NO PREFERENCE,
ASK:) Do you think of yourself as
closer to the Republican or to the
DBnocratic party?

STRONG REPUBLiCAN...........1
NOT-SO-STRONG REPUBLICAN.....2
NOT-SO-STRONG DEMOCRAT.......6
STRONG DEMOCRAT.............7

LEAN TO REPUBLICANS.........3
INDEPENDENT/NO PREFERENCE.4
LEAN TO DEMOCRATS..........5

5~ Sex (BY OBSERVATION) MALE....................1

FEMALE...................2

What is your name please? ______________________________________________________

C:)

REFUSAL, ASK: ]
May I have your first name then in case my supervisor needs to verify that
this interview actually took place?

~. TELEPHONE (
ARE A NU!'~ER

I have re-read this completed questionnaire and certify that all questions
requiring answers have been appropriately filled in and that this interview has
been obtained from the individual designated.

INTERV LEWER______________________________ IYJE
NOTE: This interview is the sole property of Decision/Making/Informa-

tion. Any att~npt to duplicate or sell the contents constitutes an
illegal act and is subject to prosecution.

49.
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r'~LI1L'VH(11JUH
IC) Governor Ene1lin~

Charlie Mac[
Jim Mur~ir~'

FROM Jan var Lohui :er2 +
E'alanc3.ncl the bL hrouoh tax increases

cc 16, ~U

i~ coup] e of thoL'~hts on ta:.. increase posit i oni nq. 5i nce at some
pc.1 ot or a~ other don nq the c:ampa 1 ~n the 1 550C Of t~ increases
wi] 1 come up, the foil owi nq poi nts mi ~ht be of interest.

1. F-'opu]arity oA t.a~< increases as a way o4 balancing the
budcjet is low and has declined since last year (national data).
We're up aqainst the great communicator, who has firmly said that
the budqel can be ba.l anced without them.

Vhe public blames Congress for the size of the
C' def/it. Feaqan himself does not get as much of the blame.

7. The' best way to position the tax increase issue is

o probably as a way of saying something about Dick Snelling
hi msel ~ r ather that t&~ increases a~ a matter of pLibi ic policy.
In other words~ it's probably better to say that Dick Snelling is
willing to nake the toucTh choices, including a tax increase, and
is honeat ero' 'qi t.o tel I you to your face. It 's probably not a
qood idea to s~y that ta;: i ncr eases are necessary to balance the

-4-

budant.

Li. I a~. ~ or reases al ~a'. s should be referred to as a last

resort. LI&~Ed or tocLs qroup research on the social security

i ESLE' * t he pub 1 ci earl v be] i Cv Cs that there is a lot of si ad::
in the buJcwt (e. aip1e~: ccJc~ress1onal pay, limousines and {oreiqn
aid, in adi it 1 or t ~_ r _ 4 ~e pots for the F'ertaqcn . The pubi i c s
w.~ 1 1 1 nc~re~ t c s~ >ri -t ice t LI accept L~C~L9~ free:es and by
ni ~-'r erz e I a. 1 ncr ~ases r 1 ci ted; t. demards to see other

thinqs happen {ir-it. Lonsequ~r-tly every time a ta~ increase is
br oucTht up, 1 ~ ~ ] havn' Ic be presented as a last resort, after
~ 1 thc's~ c'th'?v tli rcvz~ ha~'e h~-en cut.



MEMORANDUM TO SCOTT COTTINGTON
cc: Jim Murphy, Jan Van Lohuizen, Stu Piper

From: Tom Griscom
Re: Vermont
Date: June 7, 1985

Just a casual thought on Vermont.

I would be interested if we can determine, either
through a poll or other research tools, this question:

--Has Pat Leahy put his own personal interests
before the interests of Vermont?

The reason for asking this is that the past
perception of Leahy has beenthat he is more interested
in personal accomplishment and national/international
issues than those that impact on his home state.

When he had the opportunity to become the ranking
Democrat on the Senate Ag Committee, with the defeat of
Huddleston, Leahy turned it down in favor of being the
Vice Chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee. I
think it is fair to say that reminded Vermonters of
the intial impression of Leahy and might be something
that Snelling could exploit.



Page lFeb 12, l9B~ /N~vL.

MEMORANDUM

TO : JM, HL

FROM : Jan van Lohuizen

RE : Sneiling plan.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 finally had a chance to read the snelling plan. On the whole itmade a lot of sense. I would consider the following additional
thoughts, rather than criticism:

- ihe most important part of the press plan should be toset the agenda, and not a) give the other guy a free ride anymore
b) talk about his issues anymore.

- I agree that character is a really important part ofthe strategy, but I don't think that using the press is a goodtool to implement that strategy. They're going to want to writeabout arrogance, and selling the character message there might
backfire. I think with the press the main goal should be to

f% change the issues relevant to the vote and to sell Snelling
achievements. That is the place to sell what he did on thec-', deficit, the state debt, the growth in bureaucracy, etc, etc. We
should use paid to sell the personality message.

- At the bottom of page 5 my concern is that we can betoo worried about the arrogance issue and go overboard the other
way too. If we try to tone down the message too much, we loosecredibility. My feelinQ is that we should use the arroaance, tryto rewrap it and sell it, rather than down play it; that hisarrogance problem is mainly that he is so convinced he is right,and so smart, that no one else gets a word in. This you can sellas 'strength ot conviction', 'strong principles . To try tell
people that he is really a nice guy underneath all this is notgoing to work, in other words don't tone it down, find a good way
to sell it.

-r

- F'hase 3, i would relabel. I don't think it shoula bethe Snelling solution phase, but the solutions that work phase.
The point that should be made is not so much that Snelling hasall the answers, but that Snelling is the kind of guy that a) hasanswers, and b) has answers that work in the real world, that
don't backfire or have unintended consequences. This leads up tothe Snelling - common sense link that sets him off against 'Leahy
in never never land', where there are no solutions, only press
conferences and tv camera's.

I think the rest is fine. At this point it is premature to worry
about what we'll run in September and October.





6.
A successful media campaign is essentially a building

block process. Each phase builds on the previous one and eac:h

is interrelated with the other. Voters are only capable of

accepting and grasping a small number of messages at. any one

time. Thus, once again, it is esoontial that the camnai gn sLick

to a small number of messages in each given phase. Not only

must the raid med iu:n reflect this approach but so algo must ~ I

other forms of voter contact and communication: soecifically

free media press initiatives including press confereniers, ~Dress

releases, interviews and reactions to press inquiries; candidate

speeches and direct mail.

Once again, as outlined in the Snelling campaiqn plan, given

the task before us and Leahy's apparent standing with the Vermont

electorate vis-a-vis Governor Snelling, the e;ecution of the
0

phases described below is essential to a winning campaign.

At this point, we see essentially five phases in the

Snellincr media campaign. This memo will attempt to outline each

* phase and what needs to be achieved in each. We will be more

srecific with what needs to be accomolished in the first ohase

and outline generally the approaThcs to subsequent phases.

The first phase, in iran' ;:2ys, is as imv>rtant a: in

antiro cam~ainn. It is important bacause it lays the fcundation

in the voters' rinds for the ras ~f the Sn~i Linj election

During this crucial phase we cstablish two "all-important"

themes: the Snelling record as Co~r~nor and That we call here



the "Snelling strengths of chnr~~"

As has been discussed and outlined before, in order for the

Snelling campaign to be successful, the voters of Vermont must

be reminded of the Governor's outstanding record as the state's

chief executive -- particularly in ~1is managemer~L of Vermont's

fiscal affairs.

This effort is important because it strcsses the Governor'

strongest specific accomplishments. It is designed to reestab-

lish in the voters' itiin(~s a record which later will be cc.3Y.VDarC6

to the sr~r~eific record of Lenhy.

Deenuse of the nature of service in the Senate and because

of Leahy's real record in spend irs; and budget matters this theme

helps establish a point of reference for the voters, it giVeS

them something concrete with which to comoare Snelling and Leahy.

While we know that Lenhy will attempt to take credit for

any number of accomplishments during his term as Senator, he

will be hard-pressed to cite concrete examples of achievements

in the Senate; particulardy related to budget and spending

i~u .?C02K 7'. ij or _ ot cr t hc: IVS t ~~ase t::a mec:~a

en noaign is the exposure of the "Sn~llincT strengths of

character". These strengths fiz our d~Xinition of what the role

of Senator should be.

Beyond the Covornor 's exoeiIun~ racord in - m2tters

there is probably nothin~.i more to 9o succors of the cam-

paign than exDcslncj arid constantlx~ reinforcing these Snelling

character traits. This theme Goes 'Larticularly to the heart of

the incumbency questeon that votaro 'jill ask eer:.er conscicuoJy



or subconsciously throughout the entire campaign: "Why shoul6

we make a change in who represents us in the U.S. Senate?" or,

more to the point, "why throw Leahy out?".

Given the level of popularity of both candidates and the

high regard in which the candidata~ are held by' the vot' rfs, it

is the character of the two men and the approach they bring to

the office that will very likely be the point of comr rir;OFI the -

voters use to make their decision on election day.

Here again, as with his specific record on Vermont ti:;cal

affairs, Snelling enjoys an advantage which could turn out to be

key to the entire campaign.

The first phase of the media effort begins the week of

January 20 with the start of a one-week radio buy. This soot is

to provide sc~me eesperately needed visibility to the Saciling

campaign and help offset the distinct advantage Leahy currently

holds in the free media.

While the radio spot may nct result in any noticeable

change in the coiling numbers, it will help set up the televisiOn

spots to follow.

The first wave of tCiCV15~Cfl is to cOlaciJe with the offi-

cial announcement of candiclac: Ia early March and *..*eu'a '

three spots. As currently conceived, the three spots will run

in equal ro~:aLion for a three ~;c §: period. Since the "winter

wave" buy calls for achieving a level of lQ'>D Gross Rating

Points, a three-snot rmtation s:sns that tale': L5iCfl viewers in

Vermont will see the spots approxinately 3 to .4 times per week

or the three-week t;oried.



4

The first spot, as discussed earlier, will highlight

the Snelling record of accomplishment in the area of fiscal

affairs.

In a straight-forward fashion, this spot will lay out the

very strong positivcs of the Snellin-j record, s~ecifi.ccilly:

1) That it was under the ~r.eliing Administration that

Vermont saw a stabilization and resurgence in its economy due

to Governor Snelling's agcgressive programs to create jobs - :m~re

than 48,000 were created in any other 8-year period in Vermont's

his tory.

And that this aggressive job-creation progr:m reversed

N a previous trend which had seen Vermont's unemployment rate

consistently at or above the national average. After Snelling's

election to the State house, Vermont's joblessness has been cut

to the point that today it is half the national rate!

2) That due to Snelling's tight-fisted management approach

(an approach we need in the U.S. Senate), Vermont's total debt

burden, adjusted for inflation, declined a who~~oinq 31% during

the Snelling years and that also during the period, state

sre nding was hold constant or level -- an accomplishment achieved

in no-other-state (check this) , during the same period.

3) Another major achievement in the economic area, again

attributable to Snellina's unic'ie fiscal management skills and

policies, was enactmcnt of state income tax cuLs totalling an

estimated ~21T mIII.ufn rlnri tno Snolliiig WC&LS. In addition,

Snellincr poured millions more i:;to oror~erty tax relief by

transferring $18.5 million from the General Fund into the
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Przoertv Tax Reliof lund and state aid to education.

4) The best example of Snelling's tight-grip in Vermont's

fiscal affairs and one of the major reasons state npending

was held even was that the Governor "put the brakes" on the

growth of the state government bureaucracy.

When Snelling left office there were exactly the same

number of state employees as the day he took office. This COn-

trasts dramatically with sharp increases in the number of state

bureaucrats that occurred iii the years immediately preceedinj

the four Snelling Lei:mn.

This strong rocord of acconplishment, by the way, not only

N refreshes the voters' memor&es of Governor Snellingrs achieve-

ments in office and helps set up future contrasts with Leahy --

but also should help mitigate the criticism of the so-called
0

"Snelling deficit".

The other two soots of the first television wave will deal

with the snelling strengths of character.

One spot, as has been discussed and outlined in the camuajon

plan, will fcnturc Governor Snellir~g talking directly about

It is Lhroush this
tcc.uiioUe ~i~a&

Snelling -- in his own words -- will convoy to the voter the

unique qualities -- strengths of character -- that he will bring

to the office of U.S. Senator.

The tone cf this spot is critical. ~.7o must be careful not

to convoy the arro-:once that ;v~arontly a si~nificarit number of

Verw.ont voters a~tnch to Sncllin<c nersonality. One approach

may be to shoot this spot in a soft environment such as a living

/AtLd woz~ a.~i(
cIert- ~ I- (o-~ &,~v ~~c~t#tte, -~JJ-~Ay,
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room Set~~in~ with Snelling surroun~ed by his family or a ~rou~J ~(kt~
of friends.

In this spot, Governor Snelling will talk about how things

have changed in this country and how the style of our represen-

tation has changed. We have many ~in the Congress who bemoan

the problems, but seem to bc unwilling to devise and openly

support what may be unpopular solutions. We need Senators who

ara willing to tackle tough problems regardless oC t.he political

con sequences.

Although the strength of our state and nation are great,

this clreatness is not always reflected in those who serve us in
N ~a:shingten. ~e need different. kinds of Senators who are capable

of exerting the leadership required to solve the complex and

difficult problems before us. W~ need leaders with courage and

clear vision who are concerned with more than the next election --

who are concerned about the future of our children and grand-

children.

For example, only recently has the severity of the federal

budget clef ici~ crisis become at all recognized and we have yet

near ~ ionci-term soIuLi0n~; for the 'roblcv.

Our fnr~r-al representativo~ all too often swr~cn the

courage to deal with a problem only after it has reached crisis

proportions. And then, their words still may not match their

votes. They talk about outlining federal spending while con-

tinuing to ~ for every po~ulcn-, vet co~stly eroQram under the

sun, because they cannot get a'.;ax rom aLteinp~.inq to be all

thinc7s to all peo~1o. Those kinds of representatives are part



of the problem. What we really need are Senators and house

members who have the determinatio~~ and willingne5s to shake up

the system. To exert the type of leadership th& will make a

difference for the people of Vermont and the nation.

The third s~o of the first jjQiase of the h3n~lli.ng media

campaign will be a string of testimonials by Vermonters describ-

ing in vivid terms Snellinj 's strength of charactnr.

As we know, it is much easier and more credible to present

the quali ties Snelling will bring to the Senate through the use

of third parties. Ideally, this spot would USC name Vermonters

such as Davis, Aiken, Morse and possibly Stafford and Jeffords

interspersed with "average" Vermonters such as a farmer, a

factory or mill worker, and a youthful employee of a high-tech

firm lika 1DM.

These people will be able to say things like: "Snelling

has the guts to get the job done, he'll talk straight and pull

no punches", "Snelling is a take-charge guy who won't be afraid

to tackle touc~h problems";

"2neiling 's record as Governor shows he knows what needs to

be done in Washington -- and he'll get it donLil";

"Sna linrr hc~ st-~nn'~ ~ - - which '<o T'QV ~ __

acree with -- but we'll elwvs know ;;hnre he stands!";

"We need courageou; and cU~ci~ive leaders in the Senate like

Dick Snelling.";

"We'll hj~~w that with S~.eliinI as our Senator he'll always

be indenendent and not be worry lag about suecial interes ta.",

"NO one is better pren~rcd L~ sd-ye Vermont in the U. S.

Senate than Dick Snelling", and so Zorth.

Once This nh~m~ v'E t:h"' £nell~ ncr ~V' ~'~-~--~- ~ be-"' a.



the campaign must start working to develop what we'll call

here, "the Sneiling solution phase".

This phase will consist of another 3 to 4 weeks; of tele-

vision from mid-April into mid-i1~y. here we are recommending

three 30-second spots which will achieve 1000 'Gross Rating

Points during this period.

This phase will demonstrate fhat Snelling has ~;pecific

solutions to critical problems -- most importantly the federal

budget deficit. Depending on the uriorities of Governor

noli ing and the rest of the caI:;pai~3n leadership, those

"Snelling Solution" spots should probably deal with two of the

following issue areas: agriculture, the environment:, education

and its application to job creation, and/or national. defense.

One approach may be for the spots to succinctly describe

Snelling's accomplishments in eaTh of these issue areas as

Governor, and then outline his r;vecific methods of dealing with

them on the federal level.

Obviously, the Snelling solutions will have to be designed

with great care ar'.d it is ir~iportaat that tlcy bccjin to be

develc'u'X as i~kly as ~esuible.

The third phase of the media campai7n will focus on

Snelling-Loahy contrasts. The television for this phase wilt

run for 5 to 6 w'~~]:s coverina t2e e:riod from early to mid-June

through ~:dd-Julv. AL 2Q00 Grass iL-iLing Points it will be a

strong buy consistinri of four 20-s'~cond :~mots.

These specs will join the cam~aign directly between

Snelling and Leahy and will offer for the first time the distinct

differences in their c'ositions arid records on the top issueS.



For example, unquestioaably a spot will need to be devised

clearly contrasting Leahy's record on federal spending and

Snelling's specific solutions. It is here where the campaign

will illustrate some of Leahy's votes for spending programs and

how Snelling will move to cut those progra~S,* once elected to

the Senate. Once again, other critical iSSUeS will have to be

addressed, such as agriculture, the environment, education and

c'~ of en so.

As it was in Aucjust, it is difficult to determine now what

will be recuired in the final phases of the campaign.

It will depend, of course, on how well the previous stages

work, what tenor the Leahy campaign has taken by then and what

issues may be foremost in the voters' minds by that time.

One scenario that seems plausible at this moment is for the

Snelling campaign to launch a 2 to 3 week series of spots in

early Sep~mber dealing directly with Leahy's record as Senator.

Because of Governor Sneliinc;'s aversion to negative campaigning,

these spots will have to be done softly arid tastefully -- but

the message must be clear, icr :;:a:v~ple: Leahy is one of the

biscest suenders in ;;ashineton; iie has not supported a stru.~

defense and he has been moot as helping to bring a solution to

our troubled faroars.

If our carw~mqn has been successful and we are dead-even or

ahead of Leahy at this uciat, Lhc~ final phasa of the media

campaecja ;~ill hax<e: hcu'e the Sneli in; rwcr~ , the Snelling

solutions, and the Snellinr st ren;Lhs of character.

Since we have budje ted a heavy bux~ of 5000 Gross Patini



Points during these final weeks of the campaign, we will

probably need. to produce or usc 6 to 8 spots during these last

weeks -- most likely from the third week of September to

November 4. It is possible that we may want to recycle a few

of the spots used during the iniLic~1 phases of the campaign.

PAD TO

By and large the radio buy should be used to fill in tJ1e

windows between the various waves of television.

Under the media plan outlined above, two week~; of radio

should be scheduled from approximately April 7 through April 20.

As with all the radio waves, the sFots should compliment the

television stressinq the same themes and carrying the same

messages.

Using the proposed television plan, the next two-week wave

of radio would be placed from May 12 through May 25.

Since the next television wave, or the third phase carries

the campaign from early to mid-June through mid-July, there

should be no radio scheduled acain until the final phase of the

cairt~ai~n. Attached is a draft schedule for the tc visien and

radio waves -~f L.>e cO~paiCTfl.

COUCLT iJS~ CU

~ inO~ica ted thi a a a nrc~zc~:cd media pla:~ which should be

discussed sad thorou~~hly thou<:t by Go~'crncr Snelling and the

other leaders ci the Sneii~ao 2J~V§a2?jfl.
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0It is ir~por~i-it that a~rce~-~nt bc re3chcc~ in this ~pro~ch

to the phises of th~ campaign so that the development of the

creative aspect of the television and radio advertising can

c~mence i~v~~2C2iateiy. We have taken the liberty of enclosing

o~me draft scriEts for the firzt wvie of teevxnion.

~e look forwar] to he~ri~vj your thouqhts, suqqent ions arid

~5tior~s.



Vermont Statewide Study #3

Ql. How interested are you in the election this fall -- are you very interested, somewhat
interested, or not very interested?

3 Very interested
2 Somewhat interested
I Not very interested -

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

*Q2. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling his job as President?
(WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or just
somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Somewhat approve
2 Somewhat disapprove
I Strongly disapprove

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

N
As you know, there will be an election this fall...

Q3. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senate was being held today, would you be voting for

(ROTATE: the Republican candidate or the Democratic candidate)?
0 Qa. Which way do you lean as of today -- toward (ROTATE: the Republican candidate or

the Democratic candidate)?

2 Republican
I Democrat

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused 'NA

Regarding the issue of negotiating arms limitation agreements with the Russians.

Q4. Of the following two positions, which one do you agree with the most?

I We should abide by the terms of the arms limitation agreement we have already
negotiated with the Russians, even though they have never been ratified by the
Senate -~

OR

2 We should not be concerned with treaties we've never agreed to so far, but negotiate
a brand new agreement on limiting nuclear arms

F8 Don't know -

F9 Refused'NA



Q5. People disagree onat position they want their Senato take on the negotiations to
limit nuclear wea p1g. Some people feel that their Senat~should actively speak out and
pass legislation to determine what and how President Reagan should negotiate wth the
Russians. Others feel that their Senators should support President Reagan and let him
negotiate the best deal he can get with the Russians. Which view is closest to your o~n?

(ROTATE ITEM I AND 2)

1 Senators speak out and pass legislation to determine how President Rcagan should
negotiate with Russians -

2 Senators should support President Reagan and let him ne*gotiate with the Russians

F8 Don't know

F9 Refused/NA

On another topic .

Q6. Please tell me if you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly
disagree with this statement: The U.S. Senate is not as efficient as it should be because
Senators stay in office too long and worry too much about getting reelected rather than
getting things done.

4 Strongly agree
3 Somewhat agree
2 Somewhat disagree
I Strongly disagree

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



Here are the name some people. For each one, please~l me if you are aware or nct
aware of that pers (IF AWARE. ASK:) Is your generWmpression of him/her
favorable or unfavorable?

(RANDOMiZE Q7 THRU QiC)

Q7. Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE)

Aware favorable
Aware unfavorable
Not aware

Don't know
Refused / N A

Q8. Richard Snelling

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
1 Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q9. Peter Smith

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
1 Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

*Q1O Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NIN)

A-

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable 2 ~
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



Thinking ahead to 0 1986 elections...

Q1 1. If the 1986 election for Governor were being held today and (ROTATE: Peter Smith
was the Republican candidate, Madeleine Kunin was the Democratic candidate and
Bernard Sanders was the Independent candidate), would you be voting for (ROTATE:
Smith, Kunin or Sanders)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Smith, the Republican, or
Kunin, the Democrat or Sanders, the Independent)?

2 Pete Smith
I Madeleine Kunin
3 Bernard Sanders

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

*Q12 If the 1986 election for U.S. Senator was being held today and (ROTATE: Richard
Snelling was the Republican candidate and Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE) was the Democratic
candidate), would you be voting for (ROTATE: Snelling or Leahy)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Snelling, the Republican, or
Leahy, the Democrat)?

'S

2 Richard Snelling (GO TO Q13) 3;
1 Patrick Leahy (GO TO Q13)

I
F8 Don't know (GO TO Q14) 7
F9 Refused/NA (GO TO Q14)

0
*Q13 Have you made up your mind or do you think you might change your mind between now

and election day?

I Made up mind - ~-c1
2 Might change between now & election day

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



(ROTATE Q14 T~l6 SERIES WITH Q17 TO Q19 SE 5 S)

Q14. Have you read, seen or heard anything about Patrick Leahy during the past several

wee ks?

2 Yes (GO TO QiS) ;-

F 1 No (GO TO Q17) ~

F8 Don't know (GO TO Q17)

F9 Refused/NA (GO TO Q17)

15. (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard aboui him? (PROBE FOR
SPECIFICS)

p16. (IF YES, ASK:) Has what you've read, seen or heard made you more or less likely to
vote for him?

3 More likely
2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
I Less likely 1

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

0



Q17. Have you read, s~or heard anything about Richard ~ling during the past several

weeks? W W

i.- Yes (GO TO QIS)

I No (GO TO Q20)
1 F8 Don't know (GO TO Q20)

F9 Refused/NA (GO TO Q20)

18. (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard about him? (PROBE FOR
SPECIFICS)

2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED) -~

1 Less likely
(V

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

For each one of the following statements, please tell me which ones you feel are true and
which ones you feel are not true. (IF TRUE, ASK:) Is that important or not important?

F'

_ (ROTATE Q20 TO Q21)

Q20. Since 1975, Patrick Leahy has voted for spending increases that have added 977 (nine
hundred and seventy-seven) billion dollars to the federal deficit.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

F8 Don't know -i -~

F9 Refused/NA

Q21. Patrick Leahy has a poor attendance record at meetings of the full Senate Agriculture
Comm itt cc.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
1 Not true :~- -

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



Q22. The campaigns ~ Senate have each offered diffe~t reasons for supporting their
candidate. Pat L~y's campaign has argucd that be dWves reelection because, with
his seniority and clout, Vermont can't afford to start all over. Dick Snelling's campaign
has argucd that Pat Leahy is a member of the minority and has no committee
chairmanship and that because Dick Snclling will be working with the Republican
majority and will get an important subcommittee chairmanship. he will get more done
for Vermont. Which argument do you most agree with?

(ROTATE ITEM I AND 2)

1 Pat Leahy's deserves reelection because of seniority and clout

2 Dick Snelling will work with Republican majority

Don't know
Refused/NA

Now, I'd like to read several statements. Picase tell me whether it
(ROTATE: Dick Snelling or Pat Leahy (LAY-HE)?

best describes

(RANDOMIZE Q.23-Q.26)

Q23. Has a solid record of accomplishments.

2 Dick Snelling
1 Pat Leahy
3 Both (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

L ~

Q24. Cares about the problems of the average citizen.

2 Dick Snelling -~

1 Pat Leahy 2;

3 Both (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.) '-~

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused, NA

Q5. Has the qualifications to bc a good U.S. Scnator.

2 Dick Snelling
1 Pat Leahy
3 Both (VOL.) -'

4 Neither (VOL.)

F8 Don't know
F9 Rcfuscd,;NA



Q26. Exaggerates his ac@Plishments.

2 Dick Snelling -~

I Pat Leahy -

3 Both (~'OL.) -~

4 Neither (VOL.)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

There are many different issues and problems an elected official must make decisions
about. I am going to mention several issues and for each one, please tell me whether you
would rather have Dick Snelling or Pat Leahy making decisions on that issue.

(RANDOMIZE Q27-Q29)

Q7. Federal tax and spending policies.

Dick Snelling
Pat Leahy
Both (VOL.)
Neither (VOL.)

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q28. Environmental issues and policies.

2 Dick Snelling
1 Pat Leahy ~2.
3 Both (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.) ..

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q29. Nuclear arms control negotiations.

2 Dick Snelling ~
I Pat Leahv
3 Both (VOL.)
4 Neither (VOL.) ~

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



The following are s~e things you might learn about Pat ~ Leahy. Please tell mcwhether it would nW you more likely or less likely to for him. Would that bc
much (more/less) likely or just somewhat (more/less) likely?

(ROTATE Q30 AND Q31)

Q30 Pat Leahy's voting record in the Senate shows that he consistently votes the Democratic
Party line and does not stake out an independent position on legislation.

5 Much more likely
4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference/Not important (VOLUNTEERED) C

2 Somewhat less likely
I Much less likely

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q31. As a state's attorney in Vermont, Pat Leahy spoke out against tougher sentences for drug 2~
dealers.

5 Much more likely -~

4 Somewhat more likely
3 No difference/Not important (VOLUNTEERED)
2 Somewhat less likely
I Much less likely 9

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

0
Q32. Patrick Leahy is a member of the Senate Intelligence Committee and is briefed by the

Central Intelligence Agency on top secret information. Because of the sensitive nature of
the information, members of this special committee traditionally turn down press
interviews. Leahy. unlike others, grants press interviews on a regular basis. Do you think
it is right or wrong for Leahy to do press interviews on sensitive intelligence topics?

2 Right
1 Wrong 7LL3

F8 Don't know 1
F9 Refused 'NA

p33. If it became clear that Patrick Leahy was simply using his position on the Senate
Intelligence Committee to gct more press coverage during an election year, would you vote
against him or isn't that issue important?

2 Vote against him
I Issue isn't important -

F8 Don't know 6
F9 Refused/NA



Now, a few ~uestioI~~fr statistical

QDl. (PARTY ID) Generally speaking, do
La.~.nI~.at or what?

purposes..

you think of yourself as a &~.u.kLi~.in, a ~cm.~iat. an

~l Republican
-2 Democrat

3 Independent
4 No preference
5 Other

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

Qa. (INTENSE) Would you call yourself a j~j~~j (Rep./Dem.) or a not very strong (Rep/Dem.')?

I Strong
2 Not very strong

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

Qb. (LEAN) Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or the Democratic Party?

I Republican
r 2 Democratic

3 Neither

F8 Don't know
0 F9 Refused

T.

QD2. (VOTETYPE) In the last general election in which you voted, which answer best
describes how you voted for state and local offices such as governor and senator?

T (READ CHOICES 1 THROUGH 7/ALTERNATE TOP TO BOTTOM/BOTTOM TO
TOP)

Straight Democratic
Mostly Democratic
A few more Democrats than Republicans
About equally for both parties
A few more Republicans than Democrats
Mostly Republican
Straight Republican

08 Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________
09 Never voted

98 Don't know
99 Refused/NA

~~~1

K



QD6. (GVOTER) Thin k~ about all elections including scho~oca1 and primary elections,how many of the ye you voted irk over the past few~ rs -- none of them, less thanhalf of them, about half of them, most of them or all of them?

1 None of them
2 Less than half of them
3 About half of them
4 Most of them
5 All of them

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

QD7A. (LIBCON1) On political issues, do you consider yourself very liberal, somewhat liberal,
somewhat conservative or very conservative?

I Very liberal
2 Somewhat liberal/More liberal than conservative
3 Neither/Middleof..the..road/Moderate (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Somewhat conservative/More conservative than liberal
5 Very conservative

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

QD8B. (AGE) What is your approximate age?

15 18-24 years
20 25-29 yearso 25 30-34 years
30 35-39 years
35 40-44 years
40 45-49 years
45 50-54 years

'1~ 50 55-59 years
55 60-64 years
60 65-74 years
65 75 and over

99 Refused

QD9 (EDOFR) What is the last grade of school you completed?

I Grade school or less (Grade 1-8)
2 Some high school (Grade 9-11)
3 Graduated high school
4 Vocational school/Technical school
5 Some college-2 years or less
6 Some college-more than 2 years
7 Graduated college
8 Post-graduate work

F9 Refused



QDIO. (IF FEMALE, AS@ Are you currently... (READ l-34E ANSWER ONLY)

I Employed and working full-time
2 Employed and working part-time
3 Unemployed
4 Retired
5 Housewife

6 Temporarily laid off (VOLUNTEERED)

7 Other (SPECIFY)_____________________________

8 Don't know
9 Refused/NA

QDI 1. (IF FEMALE, ASK:) What is your prcscnt marital status?

I Single
2 Married
3 Divorced
4 Separated
5 Widow/Widower

8 Don't know
9 Refused/NA

QD2I. (RELIGION) Is your religious background Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish or
something else? (IF "SOMETHING ELSE" OR UNCLEAR IF CHRISTIAN, ASK:) Is
that a Christian church?

I Protestant (e.g. Baptist, Methodist, etc.)
2 Roman Catholic
3 Jewish
4 Other Christian
5 Other non-Christian/Unspccificd
6 Agnostic/Atheist
7 None

F8 Don't know
F9 Rcfuscd

QD25. (INCONIE) Which of the following incomc groups includes your TOTAL FAMILY
INCOME in 1985 beforc taxes? (Just stop mc when I rcad the correct category)

0 Under $10,000
I $l0,000-$15,000 (14,999)
2 S15,000-S20,000 (19,999)
3 S20,000-$25,000 (24,999)
4 $25,000-S30,000 (29,999)
5 $30,O00-$40,000 (39,999)
6 $40,000-$50,000 (49,999)
7 $50,000 and over

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused



QD28. (SEX) Sex: (BY OBSWTATION)

1 Male
2 Female
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S
MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:

RE:
DATE:

Snelling Campaign Group
Alex Gage
Draft questionnaire for August Poll
8/13/86

Enclosed is a copy of the last Vermont poll. It is our feeling that thc next poll
should be a subset of this one, plus any new comparative Questions that should be
added. Pay particular attention to Questions 22 to 27. Should any of these be
cut? Are there more that should be added?
Our timing on this is an August 23rd field start, preliminary numbers on the 27th,
data breaks on the 28th, and a conference call on the 29th.

I will get in touch with you next week to get your comments, revisions, etc.

end.

~tO/



Vermont Statewide Study .2
Ql. Do you feel things an this country are generally going in the right direction or do youfeel things have pretty seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

2 Right direction
I Wrong track

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

PP. Ib-t~ 1
Q2. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Ronald Reagan is handling his job as Presidcnr~(WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or justsomewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Somewhat approve
2 Somewhat disapprove
I Strongly disapprove

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pr*

As you know, there will be elections this fall...
Q3. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senate was being held today, would you be voting for(ROTATE: the Republican candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today -. toward (ROTATE: the Republican candidate or
the Democratic candidate)?

'~0
2 Republican
I Democrat

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



Here are the na* of some people. For each one, plea~ll me if you are aware or not
awarc of that person. (IF AWARE, ASK:) Is your general impression of him/her
favorable or unfavorable?

(RANDOMIZE Q4 THRU Q8)

Q4. Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE)

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA -

pp. ~-a~
Q5. Robert St ford

/

3 Aware f ora,~fe
2 Aware un rable
I No: aware

FR Don't ow

F9 Ref u d/NA
-'4

Q6. Richard Snelling

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

.0 FR Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

N fr ~

Q7. Peter Smich

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q8. Madeleine Kunin (CUE-NJN)

3 Aware favorable
2 Aware unfavorable
I Not aware

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp. ~



Thinking ahead *e 1986 elections...

Q9. If the 1986 election for Governor were being held today and (ROTATE: Peter Smith wasthe Republican candidate and Madeleine Kunin was the Democratic candidate), would
you be voting for (ROTATE: Smith or Kunin)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward - (ROTATE: Smith, the Republican, or
Kunin, the Democrat)?

2 Peta'Smith
Madeleine Kunin

Pg Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp. !~-l~

Q10. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senator was being held today and (ROTATE: RichardSnellang was the Republican candidate and Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE) was the Democraticcandidate), would you be voting for (ROTATE: Snelling or Leahy)?
Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward - (ROTATE: Snelling, the Republican, or

Leahy, the Democrat)?

* 2 Richard Snelling (GO TO QII)
I Patjick Leahy (GO TO QIl)

PS Don't know (GO TO Q12)~p 1F~ Refused/NA (GO TO Q!2)

Q1 I. Have you made up your mind or do you think you might change your mind between now
and election day?

0
I Made up mind
2 Might change between now & election day

F8 Don't know
P9 ~Refused/ NA



(ROTATE Q12@ Q14 SERIES WITH QIS TO Q17 SESS)
Q12. Have you read, seen or heard anything about Patrick Leahy during the past several

weeks?

2 Yes (4
I No (4

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

~O TO Q13)
~O TO QIS)

(GO TO QlS)
(GO TO QIS)

13. (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard about him? (PROBE FOR
SPECIFICS)

Q14. (lF YES, ASK:)
vote for him?

Has what you've read, seen or heard made you more or less likely to

~0
3 More likely
2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
I Less likely

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA



QIS. Have you read, or heard anything about Richard Sing during the past several
weeks? W W

2
I

Yes
No

FS Don't know
P9 Ref used/N

iOP 31-3?

(GO TO Q16)
(GO TO QJS)

(GO TO QIS)
A (GOTOQIS)

16. (IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard about him? (PROBE FOR
SPECIFICS)

17. (IF YES, ASK:) Has what you read, seen or heard made you more or less likely to vote
for him?

3 More likely
2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
I LEss likely

PS Don't cnow
F9 Refused/NA

~O/ ~



(ROTATE QIS*D Q19 WITH Q20 A D Q21)

QIS. Have you read, seen or heard any p itical advertising on behalf of the Snelling
Campaign?

2 Yes (GO TO Q19)
I No (GO TOQ2O)

Fl Don't know (GO TO 0)
F9 Refused/NA (GO T Q20)
PP.3-3

19. (iF YES, ASK:) Woi~1d you say your reaction to the ads were generally POsitive or
negative?

2 Positive /
I Negative /
3 Neither (V UNTEERED)
4 Both (VOL NTEERED)

Fl Don't kn w

Q20. Have you read, seen or heard any political a ertising on behalf of the Leahy
Campaign?

o F9 Refused/NA (GO TO Q22)

21. (IF YES, ASK:) Would you say ur reaction to the ads were generally positive or
negative'

2 Positive
I Negative
3 Neither (VOLUNTEERE )
4 Both (VOLUNTEERED

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NAp'Pq ~.



For each one of please ill *chWfollowing statements, e me I ones YOU feel are tr~andwhich ones you feel are not true. (IF TRUE, ASK:) Is that important or flot important?

(RANDOMIZE Q22 TO Q27)

Q22. Since 1975, Patrick Leahy has voted for spending increases that have added nearly a
UflhietA6~ai~o the federal deficit.
3 True, important

A~7~142C&~~
2 True, not important
I Not true

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

pp g~-~
Q23. The Congressional Rec rd shows that Patrick Leahy is one of the U.S. Senate's biggest

spenders.

3 True, important
2 True, not im tant
I Not true

FS Don't knoS
F9 Refused Ar

Q24. The National Taxpa er's Union has rated Patrick Leahy as one of the Senate's biggest
spenders.

3 True, import t
2 True, not i ortant

0 1 Not true

F8 Don'tk w
P9 Refuse /NA

P1' gq-~-(~ -v~
Q25. Patrick Leahy has a poor attendance record at meetings of the full Senate Agriculture

Committee.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

P8 Don't know
P9 Refused/NA

Q26. When Dick Snelling ft office, he left a S35 million deficit.

3 True, importan~
2 True, not imp rtant
I Not true

Fg Don't kno /
F9 Refused/

9P. ~S7



Q27. Dick Snelling c~d a pending plan that will pay off* entire deficit of the state ofVermont by 1986.

3 True, important
2 True, not imp tant
I Not true

Fl Don't kno
F9 Refused A

Q28. As you may know, the candidates for U.S. Senate have been campaigning vigorouslyover the past few weeks. Of he following two statements, which oae best describes
your view of the race?

(ROTATE)

I Dick Snelling's cri cism of Patrick Leahy has been factual and documented by c
Congressional Re ord

OR2 Dick Snelling's riticism of Patrick Leahy has been a negative, personal attack

Fl Don't know
F9 Refused/N

pp ~ -~

he

Q29. And betp'een these two st ements, which ome best describes your view?

(ROTATE)

I Patrick Leahy ha responded to Dick Snelling's criticisms accurately and directly
OR2 Patrick Leahy s been unwilling to respond to Dick Snelling's criticisms directly,

and has been nwilling to clarify his record

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

PP* ~'(oO



Now, a few QuestiOfor statistical purposes. . .

QDI. (PARTYID) Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a B mi.~1. .a.a~ a ~ an
iD4s.Q~A~.c.ni or what?

Republican
Democrat
Independent
No preference
Other

FS Don't know
F9 Refused

PP ~l-~3

(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

Qa. (INTENSE) Would you call yourself a aug.nj (Rep/Dc..) or a not very strorin (Rep/Dem.)?

1 Strong

2 Not very strong
F8 Don't know
F9 Refused
~p. ~I-b3

Qb. (LEAN) Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or the Democratic Party?

I Republican
2 Democratic
3 Neither

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

PP 61-63

QD2. (VOTETYPE) In the last general election in which you voted, which answer best
describes how you voted for state and local offices such as governor and senator?
(READ CHOICES I THROUGH 7/ALTERNATE TOP TO BOTTOM/BOTTOM TO
TOP)

01 Straight Democratic
02 Mostly Democratic
03 A few more Democrats than Republicans
04 About equally for both parties
05 A few more Republicans
06 Mostly Republican
07 Straight Republican

08 Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________
09 Never voted

98 Don't know
99 Refused/NA

PA ~ ~g



QD6A. (PYOTER) In *elections for President since you ha~,een old enough to vote,
would you say that you have voted in: (READ CATEGORIES a THRU d)

All of them
Most of them
Some of them
None of them

7 Not of voting age an 1984 (VOL.)

FS Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

P~ )o-7~

QD7A. (LIDCONl) On political issues, do you consider yourself very liberal, somewhat liberal,
somewhat conservative or very conservative?

I Very liberal
2 Somewhat liberal/More liberal than conservative
3 Neither/Middle.of-the.road/Moderate (VOLUNTEERED)
4 Somewhat conservative/More conservative than liberal
5 Very COnservative

FS Don't know
F9 RefueedPP ?O7~

QDSB. (AGE) What is your approximate age?

15 18-24 years
20 25-29 years
25 30-34 years
30 35-39 years
35 40-44 years
40 45-49 years
45 50-54 years
50 55-59 years
55 60-64 years
60 65-74 years
65 75 and over

99 Refused
PA - 7 r



QD9. (EDOER) What is~ last grade of school you comPleted?.

I Grade school or l~(Grade 1-8)
2 Some high school (Grade 9-li)
3 Graduated high school
4 Vocational school/Technical school
S Some college-2 years or less
6 Some college-more than 2 years
7 Graduated college
8 Post-graduate work

F9 Refused
pp. ~

QD2I. (RELIGION) Is your religious background Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish or
something else? (IF 'SOMETHING ELSE' OR UNCLEAR IF CHRISTIAN, ASK:) is
that a Christian church?

I Protestant (e.g. Baptist, Methodist, etc.)
2 Roman Catholic
3 Jewish
4 Other Christian
S Other non-Christian/Unspecified
6 Agnostic/Atheist
7 None

A

F8 Don't kqow
F9 Refused
P1~ ~~-2/

QD2S. (INCOME) Which of the following income groups includes your TOTAL FAMILY
INCOME in 1985 before taxes? (Just stop me when I read the correct category)

O 0 Under 510,000
I SlO,000-S15,000 (14,999)
2 Sl5,000-520,000 (19,999)
3 520,000-525,000 (24,999)
4 525,000-530,000 (29,999)
S 530,000-540,000 (39,999)
6 S40,000-SSOOoo (49,999)
7 550,000 and over

FS Don't know
P9 Refused



QD2I. (SEX) Sex: (BY ~RVATION)

I Male

2 Female

0



E~ENATCPR PATP1CK

PR'TECTICN ACT,

L~lAH~r * C.i-A'J FH' ~ ~R rHFI ~;LEt1 1-c iNLiUCT' iP CH f P

Ti' FI(H[ FYPFTGN PIRAY OF AMFIVICAN C~MPtITER

TECHNuLC~GY. PRIME M.~YER OF THE NAlIONAL PRuDUCTIVITY AND INNOYATION

ACr To HFLP AMERICAN PAJSIrIES3 COMPETE AGAINST FONFIGN CUMPAN I ES.

C':'SPUNS(:,R UF A PILL Tu EXTEND THE RESEARCH AND DEYEL~MENT TAX

CREDTT WHICH HAS CREATED I50,0O~ JOBS AND STIMULATED 3.5 PILLION IN

ECONOI~1IC GROWTH. AUTHOI~ OF DEATH'P.LIND AWARENESS WEEK TI' BRING

PEOPLE WITH bISAPILITIES INTO THE JO?. MARKET. WINNFR (i~ FEDERAL

FUNDS FOR ECONOMIC EXPANSION AND JOBS FUR THE NEW VETERANS NEDICAL

CENTER IN WHTTF RIY~F JIJNCTTON AND THE GFOR'~ A FEC-ICiIx~At IN!' J~ ~TAL

PAF+ . FO1~ 1 HL~ C'IN~ mUG P 'N )F TAE LJH] TE P iYE~ NAT ('NAL R f ~H

HATCHE~'Y AN"' MUCH MC'RF. SF.NAV'P PATRiCK LEAHY. YEFM~)Nr WIN& WHAT

WE NEED. AriE~ICA HEARS L.JHAT WE SAY. VERMONT CAN'1 AFFYRD fO START



?4E?4JRANDUM TO JIM NURPHY

FR~tA: Tom Griscom

RE: Snelling

L)ATE: August 18, 1986

cc: Jan van Lohuizen

There was an article in the news digest over the weekend on Snelling that
brings out some of the points we discussed on Friday (attached). There are
some basic words to describe Snelling: making waves, principles, strength of
conviction. Then each one of these phrases leads to the point that Snelling
"accomplished a lot."

I think that you have to take this on frontally, play to the negatives that
for Snelling are positives. Draw the contrast between a candidate who was
willing to make tough, sometimes unpopular decisions, but they worked. He
would not shy from a fight just to do what is politically expedient. That the
people of Vermont know the type of senator he will be because of the type of
governor he was: no-nonsense, tough, honest, workhorse not showhorse, etc.

There is a lot here that comes out in this story that people know Snelling and
he should play to his strength of being a totally unreasonable person who gets
the job done.

~ As Snelling said, "The Senate needs people who know how to get things done.
__ There is an unwillingness to lead; there is a sense of looking to the polls

to tell them what positions are popular to take. Your job is to make what is
right more popular."

That is the essence of Snelling. Murph, I do feel you were on the mark of
walking into the fray with Snelling being Snelling and not trying to turn him
into something he is not.
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With Snelling, The Issue Often Is His Style.
~ad

This is one of a series of articles exploring candidates (or said about his style. His critics have called him ar- setting of the Senate. Whether people like Sa.t±iliiig'smajor office in Vermont In 1986. The stories will appear from rogant and overbearing; his supporters talk about his style or not, most agreed that he was an efhctive chieftimetotime In both the Sunday and daily papers. strength of character, his leadershiD ability and his p~~,itiv. flEEt c~m* ~ .1 E..~.. ....IA L -

By JACK HOFFMAN
Vermont Press Bureau

MONTPELIER - Richard A. Snelling has become
an institution in Vermont politics. It's unusual when his
name does not come up in the course of a conversation
about who's running in the next election or why so-
meone lost the last one. As often as not, the discussion
of Snelling focuses more on how he has done things
than on what he has done. He has, In his words, "been
making a lot of waves." But making waves, he also
said, has enabled him to accomplish a lot.

In the more than 25 years Snelling has been on the
political scene in Vermont, much has been written and

principles. But in interviews with about 20 people who
have dealt with Snelling over the years. his fans and
critics alike said they respect his Intelligence and his
abilities. They agree that Sneiling Is a grson who
knows what he wants and how to go about uettin~ it.

Now Snelling, 59, is seeking a seat in the United
States Senate. He has a primary contest against An-
thony N. Doria, who is given little chance of winning
and whom Snelling has largely Ignored. Assuming he
wins the primary, SnellIng then has a tough, uphill
fight against a popular incumbent, Democratic Sen.
Patrick J. Leahy, who has been in office since 1974.

One question that Snelling's style'has raised about
this race is how well he would function in the legislative

WIJI5IJ~ CU II EEC WUUIU Lie COfl(Lflt (0
be one of 100 senators - and one with no seniority at
that.

House Majority Leader
Snelling is not without legislative experiencc. He

served in the Vermont House of Representatives for
one term in 1959-60. Thirteen years later, having run
unsuccessfully (or lieutenant governor and governor
during that period, Snelling returned to the Vermont
House. He rose quickly, and the Republicans picked
him to be House majority leader for the 1975-76 session.

Secretary of State James H. Douglas. who was
elected to the House (he same yer Snelling returned

SeePagel:Soelllng
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and titer served in Snellings administration,
rememhere'1 the nenl.cr from Sheiburne as 'a ~erv
asserlive. strong leader -'

it was SnellIng tinuglas said. who proposed the idea
that the itepublirans develop a legislative program
Douglas said it was the first time he could remember

- the party preparing such an agenda
We put together a steering committee," explained

Douglas "lie obviously had a lot to say about it. but it
Ithe legislative agenda I came out of the steering com-
mitlee. I was glad that he provided that leadershIp

Rep John A ltise Jr A Bristol, was a freshman
legislator when Snelling was elected majorIty leader
HIse. now chairman of the House Appropriations Coin-
mittee. had never met Snetling before he got to Mont
pelier and ended up serving with hIm on the House
Commerce Committee that first term,

Hise, who had been president of a New York adver-
tising company, said he was Impressed wIth Sneiling's
knowledge of business issues, such as workinena com-
pensation and unemployment insurance. I Is recalled
that the chairman of the committee, Rep John T.
Morgan. RSoufh Woodstock, and the vice chairman,
Rep William ti Flanders, fl-Essex Junction, also
knew a thing or lw-n shout the issues and got into rous-
log debates with Sneiling

"Morgan was a tough old coot and smart as billy
hell," said Ifise "Ife wasn't always easy to get along
with - it was anything but a quiet committee meeting.
Oh boy, the sparks would restly fly."

FouCt Saimona Tax
Snelling went on in that session to establish himself

as something of a fiscal and economic wizard in Ver-
mont. In Ihe fall of 1975, then Gay Thomos P Salmon,

* a Democrat, called a special session to try to head of
- what was predicted would be a 59-million deficit by the

end of the fiscal year. The stale had just finished the
previous fiscal year in June with a57 5 million deficit

Sneiling challenged Salmons forecast, explaining
that the economy was coming oul of a recession and
that the state's fortunes would be much improved in
the following year Sneilings position carried the day.
and the LegIslature ref used to increase taxes and
restricted Salmons authority to Impound funds, which
he had threatened to do If taxes were not raised

Snelling was proved right - the state ended the year
with a huge surplus instead of a deficit - and his
reputation as a fiscal expert helped carry him into the
governor's office. ISalmon's political fortunes went the
other direction; he ran for the U S Senate in 1975 and
some blamed the fateful special session for his loss I
"Ills iSneiiing'si record in the House helped propel
him onto the governorship," recalled Peter Giuliani of
Mont peller, a veteran of the Legislature who was Snell-
Ings seat male in the house

"tIe was very effectIve in getling what he wanted,"
said t;iuliani. who had his share of public
disagreements with Snelling "Whatever he wanted, he

- fought hard for
Salmon talked philosophically about his defeat in the

special session.
"History records he was right. I was wrong," said

the two-term Democratic governor. "As I told the
Legislature . so be it "He said callIng legislators hark
into session to ask them to raise taxes was something
others were unwIlling to do, but he took the risk in
order to leave the stale with a balanced budget That
he was wrong was good news for the state because it
meant the state's economy was in good shape, Salmon
explained.

History also shows, Salmon continued, that in the
twIlight of Snellings tenure as governor he greatly
mIscalculated the depth of the 1982 recession and the
effects of federal tax culs and left Vermont with a huge
deficit "lie was grossly Incorrect in his wisdom about
the decislo;. that led to the sea of red ink that will be
his legacy," Salmon said

in Snellings last term. Vermont ran up ~ cumulative
two-year delicat of 535 S million Although Snelling

acknowledged that he miscalcuimled the depth of the
recession and some of the effects of the Reagan las cut
p~rkage. he said that it was his pt~in to retire the deficit
that his successor. Goy. Madeteine Kunin. has been
following for the past two years indeed, the defiCit was,
paid off in June of this year in contnrmance with the
rleficitretirement package passed by the Legislature
In 1954

According to Satmor., Snellinga style was different
from his own 'We tried to operate through a coilegial
management style," he said. 'There was a lot of argu
ment, debate, di~cussion ... My perception of the
former majority leader is that he had teas patience
wIth the process of listening)'

"Although he is a man of enormous intelligence and
executive talents, he operalca more by fiat' Said
Salmon

Like some of Sneiling's other critics, Salmon ob-
jected to his style but did not question hts ability

"There isn't anyone on earth who doesn't believe he
a capable," said Salmon "I-tea demonstrated that in

both public and private life."

SnellIng Aa Goversor
Stephan A Morse of Newfane was speaker at the

House for four of the eight years that Sneiting served as
governor, which was the longest tenure br a Vermont
governor since the early 19th century

"He always knew what he wanted why he wanted It
and why it was important" said Morse

~ Morse acknowledged that Sneitings style was dif-
ficult at times But he described the former governor
as 'principled," and said he always appreciated Snell-
Ing's strength of convictIon

Morse, and many others, said much of Snefling's
strength and effectiveness Isv in his command of the
facts, his being well-informed According to Morse,
Snelling "really respected people who disagreed with
him and were as prepared as he was"

Douglas. who worked on Snellings first campaign
for governor, explained that Snelling devoted time in
the early months of the campaign to meet with experts
In various fields. "Within a matter of months, he was
able to become knowiedgeable about the broad aspects
of slate government," said Douglas "He's brililant,
abte to absorb a lot of material In a short time, and he's
a hard worker."

Some who served in the Legislature when SnetlIng
made the transition from lawmaker to governor saId
he became more forceful, more aggressive

One former House member who asked not lobe Ideti-
titled said Sneiling was wItting to lake advIce when he
was In the Legislature. "He lost touch with the
Legislature as soon as he walked into the front office,"
he said

in Ilise's view, Snelling did "extremely well" work-
ing "in a rather quiet, forceful way" with the
Legislature in his first few years in office. "Later, he
became more torcetul" said Hise.

John Zampleri, who served as a Democratic
member of the House for 20 years before Gay.
MadeleIne M Kunin appointed him comissioner of
state buildings, agreed that Sneiling changed But he
said that anybody would change when going from the
Legislature to the governor's office, - -

"Anybody in a leadership position has to push," saId
Zampleri "When you push, you lend to be unpopular
because you step on peoples' toes."

Canadian Power
One thing that Snelling wanted was that Vermont

take advantage of the massive hydroelectric
generating facilities being developed In Canada by the
provincially owned utIlity, Hydro-Quebec. The success
of that idea is something that some view as a cr-ownIng
achievement of the Snelling years

According tO James E Griffin, who retired last
month as president and chairman of the board of Cen-
tral Vermont Public Scrvice Corp Snelling was in-
struinental in getting New England utilities to look to
Canada for power and then later in torcing Vermont



utilItIes tO bwid the sPats a OWi' COOfICCIiOO tO QUi'ticc i~ Perhaps a titUs difticuit toWage. but be usuAl.

-ow t~.o nc~ ai~ ~ r"'tween Canada and New work hard"

nai~n4 line is the liSo million powcrline through the David A Wilson, who seried ~s Sneit'O2 S luSt.

northeast corner'oi Vertocat thet E'tlt serve the entire aect-etary of ad,~tntstrattoi UCk1S0*IedIedtt~~t the'.

-iygtSm.?ft~fld Is a connection in thi' northwest cot former gnvernnr would have to make arijUslmeilts to,

net of the stiie Ihit for now just servcs \'c'rmnnt being in the Senate But Wilson, who described SnCliti~K'

Snellunt met with the boards of directorS of scvcrat as one of the most prIncipled people he has ever dealt.

major New England utilities and had an efircl" on with, he had little doubt that his former boss was up to

their decisions to alan the talks that everltualty led to the task

the powerllne project. aald Griffin - 'He's a very dIrected person.' said Wilson "Once'

On the second project. however. knelt tog was more he put his mind to what It takes to be a great United

heavyhanded States senator, then I thInk he will be a great tJolte&.,

He took advantage of a Vermont law that authorizes Stale senator

the state to purchase power and negotIated a contract Kunin. who also served In the Vermool House wIlt's:

with Hydro Quebec for a block of power for Vermont Snelting. said she thought Snettini preferred the cx-

He then told the utilities he would prefer that they 10(1k ecutive rote to the "colleglal, consensu5 hulIdlOC of the,,

charge of the project. but saId the state would do It If legIslature " Kunin recalled that 5rietllfl~ was ar-:;

they dido I tlculate and a good spokesman for the FtepiJbIICaOs

"I don't know lilt was a threat or a hiuff or what It But she also said he "didn't sense where the majOrIty

was," saId GrIf tin, who also was chairman of the board was" As an example. she cIted his strong support of

of the Vermont Electric Power Corp . whIch operates nuclear power In the early 19705 - a time, she said

the electrical transmission system in the state "But I when there was growing skepticism about that source

dIdn't want to take any chances" * of electricity

The utilities feared that Vermoni would sIan a state Stephen C. Terry. a former polItical reporter who b

power authority and agreed to take over the project, now director of corporate relations I or Green MounIgIn

GrIffIn exptatned Power Corp saId the Senate would be a chatteoge I

According to GriffIn. the utilities eventually woild Snetling Terry, the former managing edItor of the

have built the second connection But he acknowledged Rutland Dalli' Herahiand a former aide to the late Sew."'

that they would not have moved as quickly and gotten George 0 Aiken. said Snelling is used to being a chIef

the job dope am fast if Sneiling hadn't forced them into executive "lie's used to being the captain of the ship.

action. Giutiant. however, predicted his old seat-mate wouid"',

"It was a very good move on the part of the utilities make the adjustment.

and the state of Vermont . That will become a "tie worked very impressivelv in the Vermoelt

valuableinteI'coOnectlOO"htsald. Legislature. If that is any indication, he'll do very
?.V' welt"

National Governor's Association ' Snelling himself also points to his experience In the'

Snetling's forceful style was not something he Vermont Itouse as evidence of his ability in the

dIsplayed only in his own backyard tIe also earned a legislative arena

reputation for being aggressive, and effective, among "I became majority leader; I enjoyed it. and I thInk I

his fellow governors, did well, he said

During his eight years In office. Snetling served 55 But he also said the skitts required of a chief cx-'

chairman of the Republican Governors' Association , ecutive are just the kind of skills needed now In Con'

and chairman of the the National Governors' Associa' gress

lion. each of which are one-year terms "The modern chief executive differs Ifrnm

Former Utah Gov. ~cof I Mat heson. a Democrat who legislators I only in that theIr job Is to get somethlilg

succeeded Snelling as NGA chairman, described the done," he saId. "Congress desparately needs people

former Vermont governor as having a "very ag' ~ haves senseof how to get things done

gressive personality" Reiterating a charge he has made on numerous cca~

lIe said that Sneiling "worked cooperatively for the slons, Snetting said Congress is failing In Its duty. He

most part" and that he is "very, very intellectually said the club atmosphere of the Senate - the 'I'tl-

capable scratch' your.backyouscratch'mine attitude - baa-

But he said Snetlings aggressivenesS sometimes got become totally destructive.

him in trouble. "I think it hurt him with the administra' Sneiling said if he were In the Senate he would not

lion," he said ' agree to any so-called "nonaggreslion pact" and

Colorado Gov Richard Lamm, also praised Sneltung never criticize another member's positIon. "You bet I

for his work in the NGA, although he made it clear that will speak out." said Sneiling

as a Democrat he would vote for a Democrat for the "I think the notion that the House and Senate should

U S Senate. "lIe's been a very effective, very bright, be filled with a bunch of lawyers who like to palaver Is:

very able spokesman for Vermont," said Lamm lie pan of the problem," he said

also pointed oul that Snelling became chairman with Snetling agreed that he had taken some unpopsitat'

bipartisan support positions in the past and had not always succeeded in

One former Democratic governor. ~'ho got into some pushing through an Idea or program he wanled. BIt! he

heated discussions with Sneiling, was not as corn- said he believes one of the failings of political leaders

plimentary "I always lound Snelling to be very ar today is their unwillingness lead

rogant and aloof." he said "He was an autocratic In Snetling view, too many politicIans took at the

chairman, and the NGA suffered because of that. polls to tell them what positions are popular to take.

because of the friction " 
"I really don't have much respect for legislatorS who

Governor To Senator espouse what has momentum and what is popular." he

MathesOn suggested that Snr'liing might find it dif- said Today, according to Sneilirig, politicians too Often

ficuit to adiust from being a chief executive to hecom- want to prove that what is popular is right He explain-

ing a legislator He said he had talked about such Iran- ed he always believed a leader's role was "to make

sitions with Sens Date Bumpers. D Ark , and James what is right more popular

Exon. DNeb. both ot whom had served as governors Responding 10 Kunin'S comment about his not ~ns- -

They said they were not as effective 55 senators as they log the majority view, Sneiling said, "You must be sen~ -

were as governors. Matheson said "It's the inability to sitive ito what the majority wants) but you mIMI not

control and decide " 
blindly follow

"I think he'd go crazy. especially without seniority," Sneliing said he would continue press ideas that may,'

said Salmon, who himself wanted to make the same not be popular with the majority.

switch from ariminiltrator to legislator "I thitik it "I've been doing it all my ille," he said "I've been

would be difficult for Dick to adjust But no one ques making a lot of waves, but I've also accomplished a

lions that ii he weie elected rue would work ag~uca~e~e' lot
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This is one of a series of articles e~rp1oring candidates (or said about his style. His critics have called hIm ar-major office in Vermont in 1986. The stories will appear from rogant and overbearing: his supporters talk about his
timeto time In both the Sundayand dah' papers strength of character, his leadership ability and his

By JACK HOFFMAN
Vermont Press Bureau

MONTPF.LIER - Richard A. Snelling has become
an institution in Vermont politics. It's unusual when his
name does riot come up in the course of a conversation
about who's running in the next election or why so-
meone lost the last one. As often as not, the discussion
of Snelling focuses more on how he has done things
than on what he has done. lie has, in his words, "been
making a lot of waves." But making waves, he also
said, has enabled him to accomplish a lot.

In the more than 25 years Snelling has been on the
political scene in Vermont. much has been written and

principles. But in Interviews with about 20 people who
have dealt with Snelling over the years, his fans and
critics alike said they respect his intelligence and his
abilities. They agree that Snelling is a person who
knows what he wants and how to go about ~ettin~ It.

Now Snelling, 59, is seeking a seat in the United
States Senate. He has a primary contest against An-
thony N. Doria, who is given little chance of winning
and whom Snelling has largely Ignored. Assuming he
wins the primary, Snelling then has a tough, uphill
tight against a popular incumbent, Democratic Sen.
Patrick J. Leahy, who has been In office since 1974.

One question that Snelling's style has raised about
this race is how well he would function in the legislative

n Is His SfyIc
setting of the Senate. Wtethr i~ cpu uk. ~
style or not. most agreed that he' ~as aic cfft tI\c t ti
executive. But some wondered I he ~oUld b~ cort~~i to
be one of 100 senators - and uric \~ ith nc '~ nmru~ .1
that

Hou.se Majority Leader
Snelling is not without lcgbiatI~c (\~crcc2re' I l.

served in the Vermont House of Rcpr"-.cntatic.e, fir
one term in 1959-60. Thirtcen years later, ha'. ccc c.. ricci
unsuccessfully for lieutenant go~er1iccr acid govec ncr
during that period. Snelling returned tic !ht' \"rrr"nt
House. He rose quickly, and the IIvpcclclccar.~ piG.' if
him to be House majority leader for the 197576 s~' ~ccn

Secretary of State James 11 Dougl.is. '.'.hu Wi',
elected to the House the same ycr SnelliriL rettic iii 'I

See Page 8: Snelling
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it was Snellcnc I icuitias said who proposed the idea
that ihe tt,'ttutiitaiis desciop a le~isiaiise program
Douglas &ald it was the first time he could remrmticr
the party preparing such an agenda

"We put together a steering committi'e." espiaini'it
Douglas "lie obviously had a lot to say about it. but ii
ithe iek'csiative agendat came out of the steeroig corn
mittee I was glad that he provided that leadership

Rep John A Ihise Jr , RBristol. was a freshman
legislator when Sneiling was elected majority leader
HIse. now chairman of the House AppropriatIons Coin
mattee, had never met Snelling before he got to Mont
pelier and ended up serving wIth him on the House
Commerce Committee that first term

Hise, who had been president of a New York adver
fist ng company, said he was impressed with Snelling's
knowledge of business Issues, such as workmen's cnm~
pensation and unemployment insurance He recalled
that the chairman of the committee, Rep John T
Morgan, R~South Woodstock, and the vice chaIrman.
Rep William V Flanders, R~Essex Junction. also
knew a thing or two about the issues and got into rou5~
ing debates with Snelling

"Morgan was a tough old coot and smart as bills
hell." said Hise "He wasn't always easy to get along
with . it was anything but a quiet committee meeting
Oh boy, the sparks would reaJly fly

Fosigtit Salmon's Tax
Snefling went on in that session to establish himself

as somethfng.jnf a fiscal and e'conomic wizard in Ver
mont In the tall of 1975. then Gov Thomas P. Salmon,
a Democrat, called a special session to try to head of I
what was predicted would be a Igmillion deficit by the
end of the fiscal year. The state had just finished the
previous fiscal year In June with a 57.5 mIllion deficit

Snelling challenged Salmon's forecast, explaining
that the economy was coming out of a recession and
that the stale's fortunes would be much improved in
the following year Snelling's position carried thl day,
and the Legisiature refused to Increase taxes and
restricted Salmon's authorfty to Impound funds, which
he had threatened to do If taxes were not raised

Snelling was proved right - the state ended the year
with a huge surplus instead of a deficit - and his
reputation as a fIscal expert helped carry him into the
governor's office iSalmon's politIcal fortunes went the
other direction, he ran for the U.S Senate In t976 and
some blamed the fateful special session for his loss I
"His Snetling'st record in the House helped propel
him onto the governorship." recalled Peter Gluliani of
Mont pelter, a veteran of the Legislature who w'as Sneil
ing's seat mate in the Itouse

"lie was vers effective in getting what he wanted."
said Giuliani who had his share of public
disagreements with Snelling "i.4hateverhe wanted, he
foughi hard for

Salmon talked philosophically about his defeat in the
special session

"History records he was right. I was wrOng." said
the two-term t)emocratic governor "As I told the
Legislature so be it " He said calling legislafors back
into session to ash them to raise taxes was something
others were unwilling' 10 do. but he took the risk in

order to leave the state with a balanced budget Thai
he was wrong was good news for the state because it

meant the state's economy was in good shape, Salmon
esplained

history also shows, Salmon continued, that in the
twIlight of Snelling's tenure as governor he greatly
miscalculated the depth of the 1982 recession and the
effects of lederal lax cuts and left Vermont with a huge
deficit ''tIe was grossis incorrect in his wisdom about
ihe decisiot, that cii to Ihe sea 01 red ink that will be
his ligacs'.'' Salmon said

In Sneiling's last terni Vermont ran up ~ cumulatise
twoyrar delicti ot 1i5 8 million Although Sneiling

,iIi~ ,i'8'i ti~ depth it th~

r'~'~i''ii ,i'iii ""ir'ii' (~~I tic' i'Ucci4 ci c''~ iic'wart las nit

itiat his Successor uos Madrir!ne i~Uflifl. haS

follOw icig for tOe past twn sears Inileed thC d~tieit W55

paid tiff in June cit cciv ~ecr in iC ,rm..c.ie iii "P

deficit retirement pai ~~c' passed in tie IA'scsiaiicrC
in l'iii4

According to Silcoin 'telling's st sic v 5~ rtili'i i'i'i'
from his own '5',e fried tO operate through I rictic i'i.Ii
mana~,'rnent vi'," ' he said There was a liii of jf~U

ment. debate di~c'ussion Mv perceptiOn of it~
former majority leader is that he had less patie~~~'V
with the process of fistening

"Although he is a man of enormous lnteltiICflCC 5i~

eie'cuttse talents. he operates more by fiat " sa~
Salmon

LIke some of Sneiling s other critics. Salmon oh
jected to his style but did not question his abfiit s

*Thcre Isn't anyone on earth who doesn't believe ha
Is capable" said Salmon "He's demonstrated that be
both public and private life*'

Soetliasg Aa Governor
Stephan A Morse of Newfane was speaker Of the

House for four of the eight years that Snelling served as

governor, which was the iongeef tenure for a Wermwii
governor since the earls 19th century

"He always knew what he wanted whs' he wanted st
and why It was Important." said Morse

Morse acknowledged that Snelling S styfe was dii
ficuit at times But he described the lormer goverfwsf
as "principled." and said he always appreciated Sw41
Ing's strength of conviction

Morse. and many others. said much of Snelfing's
strength and effectiveness las in his command of use
facts, hIs beIng wellinformed According tO Morse,
SnellIng "really respected people who disagreed wfUs
him and were as prepared as he was"

Douglas, who worked on Snelling's fIrst campa~n
for governor, explained that Snelling devoted time ui
the early months of the campaign to meet with expeels
In varIous fields "Wifhin a matter of months, he was
able to become knowledgeable about the broad aspee~s
of state government." said Dougias "He's bell ilmst,
eble to absorb a lot of matenal in a short Lime, and he's
shard worker"

Some who served in the Legislature when Sneltmg
made the transition from lawmaker to governor saad
be became more forceful, more aggressive

One former House member who asked not to be id~~
tif led safd SnellIng was wiUtng to take advice when he
was In the Legislature "He lost touch with tRue
Legislature as soon as he walked Into the front off ace!'
he said

In Hise's view. Sneiling did "extremely well" w@E*-
Ing "in a rather quiet, forceful was"' with the
Legislature in his first few' years in office. "Later. he
became more forceful. said HIse

John Zampleri. who ser"ed as a Democratic
member ot the House for 20 years before Gas
Madeleine NI Kunin appointed him comissioner of
state buildings, agreed that Snefling changed But he
said that anybody would change when going from ~e
Legislature to the governor's office.

"Anybody in a leadership position has to push." sasd
Zampieri "When you push. you tend to be unpopuLar

because you step on peoples toes

Canadian Power
One thing thai Snelling wanted was that terrr5~it

take advantage of the massive hydroelectric
generating facilities being developed in Canada by the
provincially owned utility. Hydr~uebeC The su~
of that idea Is something that some view as a crowimaug
achievement of the Snelling years

According to James E Griffin who retired i~t

month as president acid chairman of ihe board of Cess
teal Vermont Public Service Corp . Snelling was at

strumental in getting New England utilities to loon so
Canada for power and then later, iii forcing Vern'wst
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ai~i and a"'',' 1' m n p w it thrOU~~ii the lija s-i S A *'s'sn who ~s'r~ ''1 4~ "iilifl~ S ~

.riis",'a't cort)e.ra' Ve n tint h* UI serve t~e entire aecretarv 01 arattorr~'eknowIf'~hf~'~'thst U5C~

"5WpE~ .TI~wP~flhl I' a connection in the nnrlhwe"d cot trirmer everror wnuld ii~se to muse ias,,.istmt'nt% to

fli'~ ii tia' 'I te iii 'at lot tsaw tao-i ser' as as'rninhit to-inc its tOe ~a'natC hut 'aS iROn, who dc-s r tied Snehiog

t iii oiih Ito' hoards sit dit ccitt' "I sa'st rjt i' one of ha' r'i's~t prinsitiled people he has eset dealt

analor ~~a'w Enciand utililics and 'had an cued' on with he had littlC doubt that his former host wag up to.

their da'cistOnt to start the talks that eventualb led to lii' 1.-asia

the powerllne project, said Griffin 11.5 a very directed person said lAilSin "Once

On the second project. however. SnellIng was more he put his mind to tahat it takes to SW I great United

heavy-handed 
Siates senator then I thInk he will tie a great Untte&.

He took advantage of a Vermont law that author ties State senator

the state to purchase power and negotiated a contract Kunan. who also served In the Vermont House with:

witis Hydro-Quebec for a block of power for Vermont Snelling. said she thought Sneiling preferred the cx-

He then told the uttlItles he would prefer that they took ecutlve role to the 'collegtal, conseri5ias-bUltdlflC of the.

charge of the project, but saId the state would do it If legislature " Kunin recalled that Snetting was ar-.

they dido t ticulate and a good spokesmin for the RepublIcanS

"I don't know tf It was a threat or a bluff or what it But she also eald he "didn't sense where the majorIty

was." said Griffin. who also waa cialrmarl of the board was" As an example. she cited his strong support of

at the Vermont Electric Power Corp which operates nuclear power In the early t97Os - a ttme, she said.

the electrical transmission system in the state "But I when there was growing skepticism about that source

didn't want to take any chances" * of electricity

The utilities feared that Vermont would start a state Stephen C Terry. a former political reporter who is

power authority and agreed to take over the project, now director of corporate relations for Green Mountain

Griffin explained Power Corp said the Senate would be a challenge for

According La GrIffIn. the utilities eventually woi.'id Snetling Terry. the former managing edItor of the

have built the aecond connection But he acknowledged Rulland Daily Heraidand a former aide to the late Sen.'-

that they would not have moved as quickly and gotten George 0 Aiken. said Sneiling is used to being a chief

the Iota don~ as fast if Snellafag hadn't forced them into executive "He's used to beIng the captaIn of the ship"

ection 
Giultani. however, predicted his old seat-mate woutd

"It was a very good move on the part of the utilitieti make the adlustment

and the state of Vermont That wilt become a "lie worked very impressively in the Vermont

valuable InterconneVfloi5." he said Legtsl*lui'e If that is any lndlCStiOSI, he'll do very
well

5 NatIosaIGoeruOe'aAaaOCi8~O Snellang himself also points to his experience in the

Sneiling's forceful style was not something he Vermont house as evidence of his abUity in the

displayed only in his own backyard He also earned a legislative arena

reputation for being aggressIve, and effective, among "I became majority leader. I enjoyed it. and I think I

his fellow governors did well." he saId.

During his eight years in office. Snetling served as But he also saId the skills required of a chief cx-

chairman of the Republican Governori' Association ecutive are just the kind of skills needed now In Con-

and chairman of the the National Governors' Associa' gress.

tion. each of which areone-year terms. "The modern chIef executive differs (from;

Former Utah Gov, Scott Matheson. a Democrat who legislatorsi only in that their job is to get something

succeeded Snelling as NGA chairman, described the done." he saId. "Congress desparately needs people

former Vermont governor as having a "very ag ~

gressive personality" Reiterating a charge he has made on numerous occa'

He said thaI Sneiling "worked cooperatively for the slons. Snelling said Congress Is failing in its duty. He

most part" and that he is "very, very intellectually said the club atmosphere of the Senate - the "I'll'

capable 
scratch-your back you scralch'mine" attitude - has-

But he said Sneiling's aggressiveness sometimes got become totalt, destructive

him in trouble "I think it hstrt him with the administra- Snelling said If he were in the Senate he would not

tion." he said ' agree to any so-called "non-aggression pact' and

Colorado Gay RIchard Lamm. also praised Sneiling never criticize another member's position. "You bet I

for his work an the NGA. although he made it clear that will speak out." said Snelting

as a Democrat he would vole for a Democrat for the "I think the notion that the House and Senate should

U S Senate "He's been a very effective, very bright, be tilled with a bunch of lawyers who like to palaver is

very able spokesman for Vermont." said Lamm lii' part of the problem." he said

also pointed out that Snelling became chairman with Snelling agreed that he had taken some unpopular

bipartiSan support positions in the past and had not always succeeded in

One former Democratic governor, who got into some pushing through an idea or program he wanted. But he

heated discussions wath Snelling, was not as corn said he belIeve' one of the tailings of political headers

plimeritary "I always found Snelling to be very ar today is their unwillingness lead

rogant and aloof." he said "He was an autocratic In Snelling view, too many politicians look at the

chairman, and the NGA suffered because of that. pollstotellthem whatposittonsarePOpulartOtake.

because ol the frictIon " 
'I really don't ha'-e much respect for ieglslat*E who

GovernorTOSeltiator espouse what has momentum and what ispoptiar." he

Matheson suggested that Snelling might find it dii said Today aecordioc to Snetling. politicians tao often

ficult to ad)utt from being a chiel esecuuive to becom want to prose that sahat it piipulad it right Heesplain-

ing a legislator He said he had talked about such tran- ed he alsa a's tN'lia'ved a leader's role was "to make

sitions with Sens Date Bumpers. D Ark - and James what is right niore popuidr

Eson. Oheb - both of whorri had served as governors Responding to i\unins comment about his not sent-

They said they were not as eltective as senators as ihe~ log tiC Oialiiritt sia'w, Soalling said. "You mustbesen-

were as governors. Matiteson said '-It's the Inabtisti. tO silo-C to whal the malority wanisi but ~ou must not

control and decide

"I think he'd go craz~. especially without senivirit',. Snelling said he would contInue press ideas that may

said Salmon. who himsCll wanted to make the same not be populJr a ith tie i-oatorltv

switch from administrator to egisiator ''I think it 'I ye been doing it iall nis lite." he said "I've be-en

would be difticult for Dick tO adlsilt Hut no one qua's making a list of vases. to-il I've also accomplished a

lions tildi ii he wege ciected oc would wOrk a~sa',s'a' lou
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Snelling Calls Maine Senator
Republican senatorial candidate

Richard A. Snelting has charged that
the visit to Vermont of a national
Democratic Party official was an
example of Sen. Patrick J. Leahys
strategy of "obfuscation and misin-
formation-"

Monday, Sen. George Mitchell. D-
Maine, who is chairman of the Dem-
ocratic Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee, said Snelling's campaign was
using a general campaign strategy
devised by national Republican of Ii-
cials and was merely filling in the
blanks-

Snelling's charges that Leahy's
attendance record is poor, that Lea-
by is a liberal and that he is a big
spender mirror charges made by
Republicans in other states. Mitchell
contended.

But at a South Burlington news
conference Tuesday, Sn'elling. reiter-

CanAxt~gn

all three charges He said that
Mitchell to say the charges were

similar to those in other states was
to answer them at all, and was

Instead an effort to divert attention
from them.

"He doesn't say it isn't true,"
Snelling said.

He released papers showing that
from 1981 to 1984. Leahy ranked
80th among the 107 senators who
served during that period in terms of

Charges Diversion Tactics
r metimes opposes him.

"Instead of using labels to char-
acterize his opponent. I suggest that
Mr. Snelling say how he would have
voted," on some of the various issues
Leahv has faced. -

Snelling did respond to questions
about issues at his news conferenc-e.
saying be favored sanctions against
the government of South Africa and
supported bumanitarian, but not mil-
itary, aid to the counterrevolutiona-
ries in Nicaragua.

Gray said he did not know where
Snellings attendance data came
from, because he understood that,
there are no official records of com-
mittee attendance, but he did not
dispute the information. He did s~'v.
"The voters of Vermont know (Lea
by) works hard," and said this was
Just another effort by Snelhng to
recycle an old charge.

Snelling disputed Mitchells cun

tention that his campaign is being
run by a national Republican cam-
paign committee, saying that anyone
who knows him would realize be
would not let outsiders run his cam-
paign.

attendance at committee bearings,
attending 19 percent of his hearings

Snelling also rel~1flA'd a paper he
said showed that Leahv was a "parti-
san liberal DemocrJt ' The paper
said Leaby's suppori of President
Jimmy Carter was among the high-
est iii the Senate, and his support of
President Ronald Reagan was
among the lowest. SneUing said this
showed that Leahy was not an mdc-
pendent thinker, nor was he the mod-
erate Lhat many Verynonters suppose
him to be.

"The reason I'm calling Pat Lea-
hy a liberal is because be is a liber-
al," SneIhn~ said. adding that Leahy
has been hiding that philosophic
blueprint from t:it' people of Ver-
mo n:.

William Gray. Leahys campaign
manager. said Leahy is an indepen-
dent thinker who votes his conscience
and somet:rr-es -upports Reagan and
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Snelling- 'Shocked'
By Leahy's Vote;.
Against Rehnquist

U.S. Senate candidate and former
governor Richard A. Snelling said
Thursday afternoon be is "shocked
and surprised" at Sen. Patrick J.
Leahy's decision to vote against the
confirmation of Justice William
Rehnquist as U.S. Supreme Court
chief justice.

The Senate Judiciary Corn.rnittee
voted 13-5 Thursday to approve the
nomination of Rehoquist as chief
justice.

"Just a few weeks ago he was
telling the Vermont news media that
he thought the President's nom.i-
nation of Mr. Justice Relinqw.st was
outstanding and that he planned to
vote for his confirmation. Now, as he
has on so many other issues, he flip-
flops and decides not to support the
Justice's nomination," Snelling said

Snelling's primary opponent,
South Royalton lawyer Anthony Do-
ria, also criticized Leahy's vote.

"I fully agree with the Republi-
cans' support of the norninar.son,"
Doria said. "Leahy himself said
Rehnquist is a man of keen intellect,
that the guy is brilliant. Personally I
t.li.ink the whole thing a political
harassment of a justice. The Demo-
crats knew they weren't going to get
anywhere.

"Lea by just took advantage of the
opportunity to make another head-
line," Doria said.

Also Thursday, Peter Di-
amnondstone, Liberty Union candidate
for the U.S. House, said his party has
collected 900 signatures on its peti-
tions calling for the impeachment of
Rehnquist.

The petitions, circulated through-
out Vermont this week, charge Rehn-
quist "has displayed prejudice
against blacks, Jews and women
(and) ... five sworn witnesses have
testified that Rehnquist harassed
black and Latino voters."

Can~gn

'86
DiarnondstOfle said he co1~cted

240 signatureS in Burlington Thurs-
day, bringing the total so far to 900

The petitions will be mai~d to
Vermont's congressional del~atiofl
and to other members of ConFess as

well, be said.

Snelling Budget P1cm
U.S. Senate candidate Richard A.

Snelling Thursday presented bus plan
for a balanced budget and a plan to
reduce federal spending to the Ver-
mont Society of Certified Public AC-
cou.ntaIltS, a press release said.

To get the deficit under mntrol,
be suggested the govern1fle~ limit
defense and non-defense spe~1ng to
no more than the rate of infla1~oU-

But it does not have to be done
in a way that devastates vial pro-
grams which many of our ~tizens
have come to depend on," he said.
"We are finally coming to the real-
ization that the deficit problem is not
a numbers issues, but a peop~ issue.
No interest groups will fare well if
our economy fails."

By giving local and state govern-
ments greater ~ec~sion-makiflg au-
thority and flexibilitY in di~ensing
their resources to the needi~t seg-

mnents of the population, mone~' can
be dispensed more flexibly to ~eded
services and programs while re~ur-
ing unnecessary program cous. he
said
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Setting Record Straight On Snelling-Leahy Spending
1X'ar Editor:
I would like to set the record

straight on two points raised in
l)etmrah Sline's column in the Aug 3
Rutland herald. First, there is the
implication that the Snelling cam-
paign failed to accurately report all
polling costs in our filings with the
Federal Election Commission. This
is simply not the case. All of our poll-
mg expenses to date have been com-
pletely reflected in our filings with
the FEC

The fact of the matter is that we
cannot compete with the massive
amaunts of out-of-state money
Patrick Leahy has raised and have
had to make do with less extensive
polling data.

Because Sen. Leahy spends $44,000
on polls is hardly a reason for us to
spend that much. Ms. Sline "buys" a
totally illogicai claim made by Leahy
- that because he spent a huge sum
we --must" have spent more than we
say we did.

Second, with respect to th~ Issue of
Common Cause guidelines, while it
remains our intention to adhere to

the guidelines with respect to our
own polling, we certainly cannot
make such decisions for another
organization, such as the National
Republican Senatorial Committee -

or The Rutland Jleraldor anyone else
that takes polls.

Finally, I totally disagree with Ms.
Sline's comment that talk of spen-
ding caps is a "moot" matter
because of the "combined costs" of
this campaign so far.

Governor Snelling made an offer
early in this campaIgn to limit his
spending to under $1 million. Pat
Leahy, over and over again, refused
to abide by that or any other specific
limit'

Pat Leahy has already raised near-
ly $1.2 million; he Is rapidly on his
way to raising $2 million. Governor
Snelling has already indicated his in-
tention to try to keep his spending
below 51 million, and Patrick
Leahy's free-wheeling spending and
money raising makes spending a con-
tinued issue.

It Is clear that while~Ms. Sline is
certainly entitled to her views in a

piece clearly marked 'corn men- not the case
tary," the facts on which she bases
those views should at least be ac Rey Post

curate. And, in my opinion, that was General Campaign ~1anager

Appreciated Story

About Northern League
We have recently subscribed to the

Sunday Herald and are enjoying the
paper very much

What a pleasant surprise it was to
read the July 20 issue of Vermont
magazine featuring "Ken Coleman
and other Northern League beginn-
ings," especially the stories about
Robin Roberts, the great pitcher for
the Phillies.

Robin grew up in our home town

and played sports at the same highschool I attended Lanphier) If e was
known as a good baseball player and
an even better basketball player In
fact, the Class A minor league park
in Springfield, IL. is named after
Roberts Lanphrer Park/Robin
Roberts Stadium

Phil Shadid
Springfield. IL.

The Sunday Times Argus and Sunday Rutland Herald welcomes letters
to the editor. We endeavor to publish all letters, but they should be short,
to the point, neatly typed or handwritten and signed In ink. Letters should
Include the writer's full name and address and a telephone number. Let-
ters that are unsigned, libelous, in poor taste or incomprehensible will not
be published.



N * .. /'~Trc2SLoving Farm Life
By DON MELVIN tee. Richard. A. Snelling, one of Leahy's a scenic backdrop~for t~ television cameras,

Fww. Press Cop.@i 5ur.o.~' Republican diallengers, baa spent enormous and at which candida~ have not always

MONTPELIER - Everyone loves Ver- effort trying to chip away at Leahy's image shown a thorough know~e of the subject.

mOnt's farmers - but no one more so than as an effective friend of farmers. Leahy and U there aren't that many farm voters, I

politicians In election time. Snelling have each run television ads show- arid agriculture Is ~ ~t large a compo-

"'-Although agriculture accounts for only ixig the candidate on a farm. Dent of the state' ea~ why all the fuss?

about 4 percent of the gross state product. Republican gubernatorial candidate Pet- ~' For one thing. ~ ads and the press

the annual output of goods and services, and er Smith has attacked Gov. Madeleine Pd. conferences are Dot ali at fanners, but at

4alry farm employees account for perhaps .Kunin's record In helping farmers, and baa a~ broader group bf ~ple who want to

3.5 percent of the registered voters, farmers unveiled his own six-point plan to help farm- preserve the rural matue of Vermont, politi-

Ond themselves lavished with political atten- ers Kunin administration officials have hot- cal strategists and ~rvers around the

~Oti. ly defended her agricultural record. state agree.

Sen. Patrick J. Leahy. D-Vt.. has em- And it seems nearly every candidate has "A candidate who ~hibits ecricern for

p~asized that, if re-elected, he could become held a news conference on the topic -events agriculture is a camd~2 who appeals to a

chairman of the Senate Agriculture Commit- which frequently feature several farmers as broad spectrum of the ~ctorate.' said Ste

rito Winning
phen Terry, a former aide to the late RepuV many voti
lican Sen. George Aiken, and a former about.
newspaper editor. Terry is now a spokesman Develo;
for a uu4ity company- political s

Polls bear him out. A telephone survey statement.
conducted earlier this year by the University Agricultur
of Vermont's School of Natural Resources perception
found that 69 percent of those surveyed Nelson
considered loss of agricultural land a big agricultur
problem. Another 2? percent considered it a we'll turn
small problem, and only 9 percent consid- Said
ered it no problem at all. Johnston.

Although agriculture accounts for only a Furthe
few voters and a small portion of tbe state's farm is a
economy, it is inextricably intertwined with

Votes
~rs' sense of wbat Verm~ is

~ing a farm program is, said UVM
:ientist Garrison Nelson. "a value I
It is a quality-of-hfe statment.

e is a key component of the sates
of itself.
said Vermouteis feel, "U w liae

wc'll be waU-to-Wall con~ and
into New Jersey."
Republican fund-raiser James
*We're all frustrated farme~S."
r, being in favor of the family
position which creates vi.rtmfly no

Turn to p~UTIClAF~5, 2~

From Pag. 18

~.nemies for a politician. Even being
&3 favor of strong environmental

~vlicies, safe though that may be in
~.ermont. can cause unrest in certain
.i~gments of the business commu-
'i~ts

Also, farming is more important
4q the economy than It at first
.appears If related businesses are
~cluded. such as tractor sales or
~ ed dealerships. it accounts for lb
~rcent of the gross state product.

And that doesn't include tourism.
and most people agree that Ver-
mont's farms are a foundation of the
rzjurist industry.

Although many Vermonters are
n~t farmers, a large percentage of

tbem have been off the farm for
only one or two generations. Terry
said, and still have emotional ties to
farming.

But the attention farm issues get
dunng election time rankles some
farm advocates.

Anthony Pollina. head of a farm
advocacy organization called Rural
Vermont. said, "Farmers don't get a
lot of attention at times other than
election times. The follow-through
Just hasn't been there."

Because the intended audience is
not farmers. but the broader popula-
tion. Pollina said politicians some-
times find it sufficient to announce
that they have a farm program
*ithout taking the time to under-

stand the issues thoroughly
Robert Sherman, a former news-

paper reporter who mw serves as
Kunin's press secr~ry, believes
politicians . are bn±ng better
briefed on agricultiral m.atteL's than
they were two yms ago. Farm
policy used to be a.~st entirely on
the federal level, he nad. but that is
changing.

Still, the poliii~ of agriculture
reacbes beyond the economics of
farming. Terry speaks of the "psy-
chic relief" comrn5.ers feel when
they drive by farms on theit way
home from their off.~es.

Sherman noted. *'Farmning is a
key value that brings peop[" and
keeps people in Veemont," so one
mignt expect Vernuat politicsans to
harbor that value as wtll.

And Nelson agr~ that the polit-
ical importance of grivultrirt goes

further than enics 'People
ha'~e been comir~ to Vermont for
years for quality~-li.fe reasons, not
economic reasons. ~ it should come
as flu surprise.
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Minnesota Senator Slumps for SnelIiIig,~.
Cites Need for Businessmen in Senate

By SARAh WILSON
Free Press Capisol Bureau

The views of businessmen like
Republican Richard A. Snelling are
needed in the U S. Senate, Sen. Rudy
Boschwatz, R-Minn., said Saturday.

Boschwitz, who was In Vermont
to campaign for Snelling, said 70 of
the 100 senators are lawyers.

But he declined to discuss the
performance of Snelling's Democrat-
ic opponent, Sen. Patrick 3. Leahy,
D-Vt.

Boschwitz and Leahy are both on
the Senate Agriculture Committee.
Boschwitz said because they work
closely together, it would be "inap-
propriate" for him to comment on
Leahy.

Boschwitz declined to say why
Leahy should be replaced, but said he
would like to see another business-
man in the Senate.

"He is, as I am, from the world of
business," Boschwitz said of Snelling.
'1 welcome the idea of having more
of the entrepreneurial spirit."

The two Republicans agreed the
federal government should gradually
become less involved in farming.
Boschwitz saId there is not a close-
enough relationship between produc-
tion and demand in some branches of
.gricultur.

flo~chwit~ said the fat-itiers with
the most severe problems in the
United States a~e those who are
involved in federal programs.

"1 believe t6at the American
farmer ... is too closely tied to gov-

eminent," he said.
Boschwitz and Snelling appeared

to disagree on the desirability of an
assessment levied on farmers to pay
for the whole herd buyout program.
Boschwitz said if farmers are of-
fered large-enough incentives, they
will always produce surpluses.

Snelling, who will face candidate
Anthony Doria in the Republican
primary, has criticized Leahy for
supporting the assessment, which he
argues is costing the average Ver-
mont farmer about $4,000. He said
Saturday he would like to see the tax
removed.

"We kind of like the assessment
down our way," Boschwitz said. He
said if the tax had not been ievied,
the price of milk would have been
reduced - a step he argued would
have fallen unfairly hard on farmers
in his state.

Boschwitz said he was largely
responsible for another assessment
farmers pay that goes toward milk
promotion. He said consumption has
increased by about 10 percent in the
past three years, partly as a result of

increased promotion.
"Really, the problem in dairy has

been consumption, rat~ier than pro.
duction," he said. "The consumption
of milk, if we can-spur it, will solve
the problems."

Boschwitz said the interests of
farmers are overrepresented in
Washington.

"1 think the farmers are well
represented in the United States Sen-
ate and their needs are heard -

probably too much," he said. Bosch-

wit: said Congress Is constantly"
making farm programs more com- =

plicated, rather than cutting them
back.

Boschwitz predicted the current
decline in the number of farms will
slow in the next few years. But ht
said the recovery of American agri'..
culture depends partly on in~
provementa in the world economt:~
that would boost exports - which~
will take a few years.

"There is a turnaround coming,~:
he predicted. -

0



A Look At The Campaign
Organizations Of Four

-P.i~ ~sMaty Candidates
By DEBORAH SLJNE F Congress as farmer 'Rep. Robert

MO~TPELIER -9-'..Dehlnd most Frank and Edward Markey; and

VermomtpressBufl*U Dnnan and current Reps- Barney

successful candidates for public of- Deborah Graham. a forUse1' Rut) and

flee stand largely Invisible but Herald reporter 'vho worked in Col'
oraoo Sen Gary HartS 1984

essential campaign organizations Democratic presidential campaign.

and nowhere Is that more evident Leahy's headquarters, a cramP~

than In Vermont'S U.S. Senate race second-story awte. houses about

- . - dozen paid staff and an equs

year. - number of fult4IfOe volunteers

Polit.lcaJ-organtzations function as Each field otfice has two workers -

extensionS of the candidateS, and one paid and one a volunteer.

usuaUy the caliber of their operation From the headquarters. as well a
the tield attires, volunteers arid stai

can make the difference between crank out letters to prospective Slit

- -victory and defeat. - porters. Iciconone voters. upoat

Now, in the dog days of summer listsof cofllributors ano organo

when Election Day still seems dis- Litany baC~er5 to attend WeekCt'

tant, two of these are parades unIt rallies.

g Although ~hese offices got tuna

humming behind the scenes in way rciati'.cly recently, Lea!

preparation for busier weeks aheadt aegan preparation for this yea!

Both the Democratic incumbent, campaign at least ti year ago. wet
he usco volunteers to conduct vol

Sen. Patrick J. Leahy, and key f~(flt1 ficationbytelephone.

'Republican challenger Richard A. The senator uses a Boston met

Snelling have had modern, well- consultant. Ken Swope Associat

organized campaIgn operations ~ to produCe all of the campaig

I') 
I television ano roolO commertiz

pl~ for months, mapping strategy wisich began running an a peria-

-and providing support for the two -

chief contenders. - basis -n March when Sneiling

In contrast. GOP hopeful Anthony mails announced.

N. Doria of South Royalton has a Leau's also has used 'Aasflinl

skeletal organization and performs I pollster peter Hart. althOugn c

r ~. 
paigo staif would not sa' now To
survey' s-crc conductco ~sith

nearly all the campaign work diKi poiluig investment thirt

himself. Liberty Union candidate In .~dditioh to these for

Jerry Levy of Brattleboro has no argattitaiionii efforts. C.

in eslini.itt5 that the Lenny camo

organization the classtc political has aootit 3tJOO voluOl'
statewide He has argarazaist

- - sense. each 5ounlV and ut aOOul 204

The Leaby Organization ano towns
Gras' said the campai4D ret

Leahy, as might be expected. has will icature the largeSl czc

built an elaborate organization in his volunteers ever amassed if- a

effort to win a third term -
mont ooiiticai race

-- tO ~ome was's. you don I cit

Leahy began recruiting key staff the .mrganiZtittoh now. Ut.]'

last winter, and for months now his As he 'los'. 4 election aoprot

organtzation has functioned as an however. it shouad gain CCII

entity almost cOmDletelV seoarate imgm 0ttanceasthe-~ 'ciii tililS-olus recistered

from the senator, who has been in
Washington -

Three people oversee this opera-
tion from the headquarters on Col-
le~e Street in Burlington and also

manage field offices in Burlington.
Rutland. Brattleboro and Mont-
pelter.

Leahy's key people: William
Gray, a Burlington lawyer serving:
on a volunteer basis as campaign
director; Mary Beth Cahill, t.hecam-
paign manager and a Massachusetts~
import who worked on successful
campaigns to elect such liberals to
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~e5oeiIln5CamPaigo ~.t -

The forrt2es' governor s bid tO ou.st

Lcanv Is b'acieed ho an ~~iIiy

5 00 nstic..ated camoacn organaza-
lion t2ti~Cd at the Jello Mitt cammon

0 ~ooping mall inSheiliurri? -

That base, plus ~neilio9 s ow'S of-

ice 00 Dorset Street in i~outh Burl
rigtOfl. forms the hun 0! all the

tiailenger'5 campaitin activitIes.
Snelitag has no satellite oihCeS tfl

ittier Vermont commtiltities. but

amoaip Manager itev Post said
hose migtttbecreateo I his tall

Post served as an aide to

ReoubUchfl Sen. Robert Stalford.
whose 49(2 re-electIOn camoaign he I
managed. before sigoine on with

Sneul.Og last December ?f IS early ci- I

foi~'rCVo)Yed around :undratSwg.
hiring stall and jeatioC vitit the

press. but Patti haS receocil IntO the

background somewatat ,ioce Peter

Y4elitSfl was imoorted from

WashingtOn ta~ spr:ng to serve as
press secreta r~y

f~IJ~j ~ Leah~- who partly out of'

necesstty and partlY Os oesigfl. has

re)IeO more heavIly on ots organiza-

tion to essaWsb his presence as a

c300td5tC - Snellinit nas been play.
iiig a more si~lC roie

He has ~d pre~5 ~onference5
almost evel3 weca ~tncC his an-

oounceme~ tn .)arcn. 'vhttC

Leanv ~ ~peliraflCe5 have been

largeic j1 0~ td tO 5 CCtCflO5 when he

reiuroi~tO Vermont from
WasningtoO-

MesawoliC rnucn nas aecri made

of SneiIifl4S mecia produCerS. islur-

phv & CastetlaflOS ano his Vtrginia-

based consulting firm. BlacK.

ManalOrt. Stone ~ At.SalCr. which

has a string at ~iOP electiOfl suc-

cesses that incluOC th0t at Sen. Jesse

Helms of North CarOlIna.

Post combats charges that these

consu~tafltS nave played a heavy-

handed role in the Snelhrig cam

paigo by ~0 nienong thai Snelluig
bti~~~lf is the vniet arCitlteCt ano ex-

ecutor of the camPai~t~ strategy He

aid. for instanCo. *hat sneiling hat

written most ii the 5 criptS for hit

adverttstmLnis whiCh trot ran to

March and have hn.n aircO mart

frequently that the incumbents

BehInd the cv-r.es however Pot

saId So~ili~ has a ~rid of abot

10,000 volUnteers ncht down to U~

aeigriborT~00G trod worKing on iti

campaign Lti.e Lean', th

cJi.tjlet~gCr nas an ~rganiZ1tivifl
every countO inst has organizers

most commUhlti~

Snelloig S ~'tfort5 arc coordinati

by atiout ii taid ~tatf members
the SheIblirne -iTO t~outh BtarltTigt

aifices. whore ~iicilinit divides
time enen he is fbi sin the road

Pool o]id itt ~tif0-iiPn had

yet cao~~ voter identIfIcatIon asa,.and.ariOfle operatiOn to tim-
point p~ backers The cam-

paip aia~ do no polling 01 itt 4

twit u~i.li ~- altisouuit Post says

newspSW and s~rvcy5 for the S
t4aL10t55i *~ubllCaD SentitOrisl

ComifiMl man the campaign is

hardly -~.ima void"

Post s Use campaign also has

received help from the ~4RSC
**on an aaindtd ~ The Lctii' -

segaitil tu not received sU( 0

aid from e Democratic Parts'. ott

Post ~~d5 that both camp5

beneiti kom partvbutidlOC at> -

tivittes' way hIs year

in a~i@~. Post said. Lean~5 ID-

esisish pves btm an n-~tate

Senain ~i that will ---cork real

~rdt.maie bosa back inotfice -

btaai~5. incIUdl.OS targeteo et-
- te's t. Larniets. iggtslators and

outer ~pi~s and general funoral~

~g mmaiV~. b~VC been used tee-

quentil stisce JanuarY ~o drum up
dollars for ~neiiflg

Mewftlle. Soellitig ts hoidtO~

fundZWl5- peaking to vartouS -

pou~ and doing wnat WelUlti calls

"sham sod hOWdY at parsoes and
fairs- -

Do*mssasabeadquarters in South

Royn. a St.~0O bus he uses as his

I ~0 b~c.a.mpaignolficean0tWaptiid -

ataM wkers. He has campaign

chatama to each county, but the -

crux dhis campaign is his own daily
activt!i

~
the ~iary against Snelilag. Dot-us

- is romtflg largely an press con

fer~. his $5 pasta-and politics

dusr~ and appearances before

varim groupS tO Pt-CSC~l his
m~.aage

ti

-'1 have no organization. bc saic

-e~~lv I cant beat Snelling or

Lea~ with money From iJie incro- -

t tion 5 camottiRn waS not organizef

as a ~olitiCttl canipaigYt but ~

e - ~itL~ reoellion against apathy and

e profeabiontil politicians
e

Laws's effort as the Liberty Union -

cn Parts candidate nas been even less
in

sigY~icant lIe has no slaif. no
orglzation and has campaigned

Inlre~urntfi so far lie said that the

in - flui~er of votes he gets probably

wiU ~inge on the clOseness 01 the

LAair~ Snelling contest and whether
VerrmoniCrs can aiford the iuxur~ of

a ~r'oiest vote - tor him



Is~nnington vara~e
Draws Politicians,

BENNINGTON - For Sen
Patrick Leahy, D-Vt.. being
named the Grand Marshall of
Sunday's Bennington Battle
Day Parade was an honor that
no amount of rain could wash
away.

'When you're a native Ver-
rnonter, this is the holiday that
really gives you a chance to be
proud of Vermont," Leahy
said as he led the parade down
Main Street.

"We Vermonters get a
chance today to show our
patriotism and our sense of
history. I really wanted to be
Grand Marshall of this
parade," Leab y said.

As a child, Le shy said, he
and his parents would travel
from Montpelier for the an-
nual parade celebrating the
Revolutionary War Battle of
Bennington, a battle that ac-
tually took place five miles
away across the New York
state border.

"The cars that were brand
pew back then are in the
Varade now as antiques,"
Leahy said laughing.

Looking up at the dark
clouds overhead, Leahy
wondered if the parade begin-
ning at 12:30 p.m. and schedul-
ed to last more than two hours
with more than 100 floats,
bands, and exhibits could
move a little bit faster.

"I'd like to beat the rain, but
I guess we have to stick to the
schedule," Leahy said.

As Leahy turned the corner
at a crowded Putnam Square
- lined with posters sup-
porting various candidates -

thunder crackled in the sky
and umbrellas, rain hats, and
plastic garbage bags were
pulled out by the thousands of
spectators lining the parade
route.

Within minutes the rain
began, a slow drizzle at first
then a steady douwnpour for
more than an hour and a halt.

But most of the spectators

Rain
)8'

stayed, ignoring the rain and
waiting for their favorite
politicians, bands and fire
departments.

Soon after Leahy came Gov.
Madeline Kunin, smiling 4nd
waving as the first rain began
to come down.

Ten minutes later came Lt.
Gov. Peter Smith, Kunin's
Republican opponent, soaked
to the skin but gamely darting
from sidewalk to sidewalk to
shake hands.

The band members pressed
on playing their instruments
and banging their drums de-
fiantly as the rain increased in
volume

By the time former Gov.
Richard Snelling, Leahy's
Republican opponent, passed
the reviewing stand 20 minutes
later he was making swimm-
ing motions to the soggy
crowd.

Also passing the reviewing
stand in the heavy rainfall
were Secretary of State James
Douglas and lieutenant gover-
nor candidates Republican
Susan Auld and Democrat
Howard Dean.

Republican Anthony Doria,
Snelling's opponent in the
September primary was the
only politician not to face the
rain. He rode by in a red,
white, and blue school bus
waving to the crowd from the
bus door.

Many local candidates for
office also braved the rain.
For example, Sen. Harvey
Carter, D-Bennington, and his
running mate. Seth Bongartz,
strolled by the reviewing stand
barefoot with their pants roll-
ed up to their knees

By 2:15 p.m., as the parade
was drawing to a close the rain
had let up and the sun peeked
through the clouds drawing an
ironic jeer from the spec-
tators.

"Perfect timing," yelled one
mother v~ith her three chidren
still huddled in plastic garbage
bags
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SneUing Must
Hove I More
Round Left

MONTPEUER - I wouldn't be

surprised to learn that Marines sta-

tioned at Khe Sarah in 1968 now have
nightmareS about ~unfliflg out of am-

munition as SOOOO grinning North
Vietnamese storm the compound.

Wyatt Earp probablY had night-

mares about drawing on Ike ClantOn
with an empty 51 1-shooter. SIgOUrney
Weavers worst dream would pit her

against the Aliens with no juice left in
her pulse rifle.

The theme of all three dreams -

lack of firepower at a time of need -

brings us to Republican Senate candi-
date Richard Snelling. With less than

three months before the election, one

might wonder if Snelling wakes up in

the middle of the night screaming,
"Where are the bombs? I have no

bombs left tO drop on Patrick Leahy."

The question of how much firepow-
er Snelling has in his arsenal will be

answered in about a month when the

Senate race kicks into high gear.

With the most recent poll showing a

25 percentage point gap between him-

self and the Democratic incumbent it

~s fair to presume that Snelling, who is
expected to win the GOP primary

against Anthony Dona, may need noth-

ing short of a nuclear bomb to dislodge
Leahy from the Senate.

Whether be has such firepower in

reserve is a matter of speculation.
There are two schools of ~ought on

the issue. Followers of the first school
contend that SneH.iiig exhausted his
azumuiutiofl in an attempt to close the
rift in polls that consistently have
shown Leahy with a substantial edge.

There is no question that Snelling

bad to take serious steps to close the

marg1n~ which could have the effect of

~jscouragWg potential contributors and
JosteFini an overall perception of

Snelling responded by stamiang
Leahy oC issues of attendance
agricultu~efft'ctiVefleSs and suen~~
ing. Because no polls have bees re-

leased since the attacks, it is difficult
to determine the success of his pro-
gram. although at is safe to say that
nothing yet appears to have caught
fire.

'The second school of thought argues
that no candidate would make the
tactical mistake of exhausting ainmnu-
mUon prematurely leaving yD. with

nothing on the day of Judgment. The
first school would counter that t~ day
of judgment would be of little unpor-

tance if Snelting bad not succeeded an

showing some improvement by t~.

It is difficult to envision what Sad-
ling has left to throw at Leahy this

fall. The economy appears prus~-ous
and there are no compelling usues
nagging at the voters, two fact.cwu that
benefit the incumbent. The anne ~ the

federal deficit, a favorite tOp~ for
Sneliing, bas been blunted by e~rnmc
conditions and by passage d the

.,,Gramm-Rudmafl deficit reduc~ hill

(which Leahy supported).

Beyond the question of tactics, is-
sues and firepower, however, us the

less tangible matter of personalities.

Sneiling is a man who has shown
over the years the capacity to ~ what

it takes to get the job done. He does

not give up. He does not get Wed. He

does not show weakness or vuiw-abili-
ty.

Those reporters who have uwered
b.ini throughout the years are likely to

conclude that if anyone can defeat
Leahy under present conditiou~, Snel-

flog is the one. Il Snelling were a

member of the New York K~ks. he

I would be the guy you goto w~You
need a basket with two seconda Wt on

the clock. The guy the other team

hopes doesn't get the ball.. The guy

more interested in results than at-
tempts.

The very traits for which ~ has

been criticized dunng his four terms as

governor - arrogance, egotim, ag-

gi-essaveness and obstanance - are

exactly what is needed an thus situa-
tion. Someone else in his shoes might

melt into a puddle of sell-pity or go

though the motions with little enthu-
siasm and no hope of victory.

There is a tendency among political
observers to view Snelling, more so

than any other politician, as meone

never to be taken too lightly. He is not
a man accustomed to losing. Even
worse, he hates to lose.

SnelUng clearly has an unenviable
and extremely di.fficult task to achieve
by Nov. 4. He may even pt-mvatelv
question his own chances of winning
the contest.

But somehow. I doubt he s having
nightmares about it

* Dave i~arvelau Li chief of (be Free Preis
capital inireao
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By PAUL TEETOR

BENNINGTON - Super-i
man touched down in Benn-
ington Monday to promote the
U.S. Senate candidacy of Sen.
Patrick J. Leahy, D-Vt.

Actor Christopher Reeve.
who has played Superman in
three recent movies, spoke out,
-(or intelligence over muscle in
global politics Monday and
said Leahy should be re-
elected to help control the~
"muscle mentality" of Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan.

It was the latest in what pro-t
mises to be a string of!
Democratic and Republican!
celebrities in support of the
candidates in the U.S. Senate I
race.

Leahy is also expecting a
visit this fall from Abigail Van
Buren, better known to
newspaper readers as Dear
Abby. Earlier this year former
presidential caAdidate Sen.
Gary hart of Colorado made a
Visit to boost Leahy 'S can-
did a cy.

On the Republican side.
GOP luminaries who have

Campaign

come to Vermont to help
former Coy Richard Snelling
in his bid to oust Leahy are
former President Gerald
Ford. Vice President George
Bush and U.S. Senate Majority
Leader Robert Dole. A visit by
former U.S. Senate Majority
Leader Howard Baker is plan-
ned next week.

Snelling has also said that he
is acquainted with the family
of rival Dear Abby columnist,
Ann Landers. But it is not
known whether the well-known
twin-sister romuetition would

i Vermont
extend to the Vermont cam-
paign.

Actor Reeve said Monday it
was unusual for him to enter
into political campaigns. "I've
never done this before." he
said in Bennington Monday.

"I've always had a policy
that celebrities should not get
involved in politics.'Our job is
fantasy, not mixing with the
real world.".he said.

But in the last year. Reeve
said, he has found that he
could not live with that policy.

"I feel now that I have the
right like anyone else to sup-
port a candidate and to make
my feelings known." he said.

Reeve said his appearance
was not to be confused with the
kind of celebrity politics often
practiced in states hke New
York and California. He said
he has recently established a
residence in nearby
Williamstowfl. Mass., and that
his father, Franklin Reeve.
has lived in Rutland County
for the past 13 years.

"This is not a case of a
celebrity flying in to give you
people the runaround. It's a
case of me waking up to what
is going on in my own
backyard." Reeve said.

More than 250 people turned
out for the Reeve reception.
held in the grassy, tree-filled
backyard of Dr. Dudley
Baker.

Wearing loafers (no socks).
off-white linen pants. light
blue Oxford shirt, blue blazer
and a green button that said,
"think globally, act locally,"
the tall, handsome Reeve sign-
ed a final autograph. stepped
to the microphone. and ex-
plained why he was breaking
his long-standing policy of not
mixing acting with politics.

Citing recent international
incidents, such as the invasion
of Grenada and the bombing of
Libyan leader Moaminar
Gadhafi, Reeve said that
America under President
Ronald Reagan has put mus-
cle over intelligence in global
affairs.

"The debate in America to-
day has become a question of
muscle versus intelligence. I
feel that we have too much
muscle today. That's why we
need to re-elect Sen. Leahy.
who believes in an intelligent
America." Reeve said. Reeve
concluded his short talk by
urging everyone to "wake up
to what is happening all
around you."

Leahy acknowledged thAt I
bringing in Reeve was an
unusual step in has Senate
campaign against Snelling. .'

"This is something .'I've
never done before. This is the
first time I've had a celebrity
campaign for me but this is
also the first time Chris has
done anything like this."
Leahy said._ ___

I,., -

~'W hen Chris called and ask-
ed i.f he could help, I was im-
pressed because I'm a tremen-
dous fan of his. Whenever I go
to a Superman movie I yell
and shout and throw popcorn."
Leahy said.

After talking it over. Leahy
said that because of Reeve's
residency in WilliamStOwn.
Mass. and his father's
longtime residence in Ver-
mont. he decided it would be
all right for Reeve to cam-
paign for him.

Leahy said he also expected I
Snelling to bring in his own
celebrity as tbe campaign
heats up after Labor Day.

"And the next 2 months.
the Republican-S will throw
everything but the kitchen
sink at me. The president will
come here, the vice president I
has already come here, and I
suspect he will come again."
Leahy said.

Reeve said his Monday night
appearance would probably be
the only time he will be able to
campaign for Leahy because
be is leaving for London on
Sept. 1.

~"I have to go film Superman
[V." Reeve said.

Before facing Leahy, Snell-
ing first must defeat South
Royalton Republican Anthony
N. Doria in the September
primary. However, the
longtime former governor is
widely considered the favorite
to win his party's nomination.

On Monday the Snelling
campaign announced another
guest speaker. Former U.S.
Senate Majority Leader,
Howard Baker will visit \'er-
mont next week. Baker, t.he
former Republican senator
from TenneSSee. will cam-
paign with Snelling Aug. 29 in
Brattleboro, Snelling cam-
paign press Secretary Peter
Wellish confirmed Monday.
Baker is a longtime friend of
Snt- II in g.

It is also possible . Snelling
could bring out his own man of
steel should President Ronald
Reagan decide to make a cain-
paign stop in Vermont.
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MARI(ET OPINION RESEARCH

June 14, 1985

Jan von Lohuizen
National Republican Senatorial Committee
440 First Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 200W

Due and payable by
Terms: Net

June 27, 1985.
Job No.

P85056

Vermont

500 teleph~n~ interviews administered to a probability sample
of registered voters in the State of Vermont.

/ -

A'

/ ___________

1***

C

$20,000.00
vvvvvvvvvv
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* No.

S

National Republican Senatorial Committee
440 First Street, NW Suite 600
Washington, DC 20001

Attn: Jan Van Lohuizen

F~E: Prcjcct 122-33SD1-'~; Vermont Statewide

Piggyback Questions on Survey

Total Due This Invoice

$4,750.00

$4,750.00

Date - -

r~pproved by....

Acct. #

Vendor #.........-------

TERMS; Net on receipt of invoice. Please pay from invoice as no statement will be issued.

D.cs.on/MakinoAnformat.on Invouc
7

Intelligent alternatives
for todays decision makers

1363 Beverly Road. McLean, Vrginia22l0l. 703) 556 0001

December 9, 1985
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MARKET OPINION RESEARCH (
April 4, 1986

Mr. Jan Van Lohuizen
National Republican Senatorial Committee
440 First Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20001

1331?

DKAWFf.~ ~ b88, [)VIROVI MI( HIGAN 48267 313) 963-2414

Terms: Net Immediately

Job No. P86052

500 telephone interviews admiziistered to a probability
s3021c of registered voters in the State of Vermont - - - $25,000.00

vvvvvvvv

D~Ae ~a/ ~ -~

aAA~~
Approved by
P 0 ~

VendOr #
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Page 1/Aug 5, 1986 /NRSC/JvL.

ME MO

To Jim Murphy

From Jan van Lohuizen

Re Vermont polling.

cc Jim Wholey

-----------------------------------------------------------------

Here is the info on Vermont:

We did something with NOR last year June/July. Since
Snelling was not a candidate we did not allocate for that survey.

We did something with DM1 in December CRNC piggyback) for
which we allocated $ 118.75 on 2/9/86.

We did a survey with NOR in March/April for which we
allocated $ 625 on 5/26/66.

We did a survey with NOR in June which we have not
allocated, since we have not given it to him yet, and probably
won t.
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*CNATO JOHdMCIt4L
CNA8ftSAN

?O~ Gm~Sco*.
ERCCUI'IVC DeRCCTOm

~hitwua1 ~Repu!if Iran iia! (~Tonuii I tict

March 12, 1986

Trea surer
Snelling in '86
100 Dorset Street
South Burlington, VT 05401

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter provides you with formal notice that the0 National Republican Senatorial Committee has made an in-kind
contribution of $118.75 with regard to a survey which was

conducted for the NRSC and allocated in part to you on February
9, 1986.

Pursuant to Federal Election law, we will report this amount
which is 2 1/2 percent of the total cost of the survey.

If there are any problems or questions, pir~ase give me a
call at (202) 347-0202. Thank you. p

Sincere~Ly,

Corn

440 ~ Srerrr. NW * %.h,1E 600S WA,4EN..~t~N C) C *'O('i~ 0 ' ' * '7~~.'' ?'4

I.



U~NA,0U JOHN HEINZ
CHAIRMAN

TOM GRISCOM
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

~atjL)uM ~Rqiu1dir~zu ~eua1urial (!Jununittee

June 19., 1986

Treasu rer
Snelling in '86 Committee
P.O. Box 1986
Shelburne, VT 05482

To Whom It flay Concern:

3 This letter provides you with formal notice that the
National Republican Senatorial Committee has made an in-kind
contribution of $625.00 with regard to a survey which was
conducted for the NRSC and allocated in part to Snelling in '86
Committee on May 26, 1986.

Pursuant to Federal election law, we will report this amount
which is 2 1/2 percent of the total cost of the survey.

If there are any problems or questions, please give me a
call at (202) 347-0202. Thank you.

Sincerely,

(k~yanneE. Preztunik
Comptroller

ddOFIRsy YR T .win IN in
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May 30, 1986

TO: Torn Griscom
Scott Cottington

FROM: Paul Curcia

RE: Vermont Advertising Test Analysis

This provides the Committee's analysis of the MOR test of Governor
Dick Snelling's advertising.

BACKGROUND

As part of the NRSC's national advertising testing program, MOR
tested Gov. Snelling's commercials ("Effectiveness #4," 'Team,'
'Big Claims," "Effectiveness #1," "Mountain," "Cartoon," and
'Congressional Record") and two Pat Leahy ads ('Sons and Daughters"
and 'Environment'). As with last cycle's testing, the respondents
filled out a questionnaire after viewing each commercial, and then
participated in a focus-group discussion. MOR will call the
respondents several days hence to measure their recall of the
commercials. All advertising is measured for its believability, how
informative it is, how well it's liked, and how influential it is
judged to be. We also measured how much voters agreed or disagreed

-0 with copy statements made in each commercial. A 0-to-lO0 scale is
used to measure voter reaction in each of these areas. A score of
50 is the neutral point; below 50 is a negative score, above is
positive.

The testing was conducted on May 27 in Burlington among a group of
approximately 80 voters who are not strongly committed to either
candidate and are not strong partisans.

CONC LU S I ON S
C-.-

1. When the time comes to attack Pat Leahy as a big spender,
"Congressional Record" should be used. "Cartoon" should not
'Congressional Record" has a more serious tone, and hence is
more credible than "Cartoon."

2. Of the two agriculture/attendance commercials, '"Big Claims" is
clearly worthy of airing. "Effectiveness #1" can air, but only
in tandem with "Big Claims." "Big Claims," the strongest of all
Snelling's ads, is significantly more believable than
"Effectiveness #1," and thus should be the 'anchor' of the
attack on Leahy's attendance record. 'Effectiveness #1' has
videotape footage that can be useful as a way to underscore and
dramatize Leahy's absence. It probably should not air alone,
because voters are a bit skeptical of the authenticity of that
footage (is it really the Agriculture Committee? Is that really
Leahy's chair?)
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3. Effectiveness #4" can air, buti probably only after Leahy's
negatives have been driven up by the attendance and big spending
issues. "Effectiveness #4" questions Leahy's integrity. Given
Leahy's positives, it is probably not surprising that voters
resist this message. Thus "Effectiveness #4" should not air
until L.eahy's negatives have been increased, and voters are more
receptive to an ad which questions his motives and his integrity.

Separately, the NRSC should continue to press the 4-A's to
ressurect their political-ad program. They are a credible
thin-party source which could corroborate and strengthen the
Snelling campaign's attack on Leahy's advertising claims.

4. "Mountain" should also not air until Leahy's negatives have been
driven up. This ad questions Leahy's effectiveness, and these
voters had difficulty believing that. After Leahy's negatives
are increased, presumably this attack will be more likely to
"stick."

5. The Snelling campaign should be prepared to answer questions
about how Leahy compares with other senators on these issues.
For virtually every attack, these voters asked how Leahy
performed versus other senators. It's likely that if these
voters asked for comparisons, surely the press will. The
comparisons could include attendance records (e.g., did any
other senator miss all the meetings?) and interest-group ratings.

a
KEY FINDINGS

1. Overall, these commercials were able to put a dent in Pat
Leahy's popularity, without doing damage to Dick Snelling. On
several measurements taken before and after the Snelling ads

_ were shown, Leahy suffered noticeable and statistically
significant declines. This is particularly significant because
the sample was leaning to Leahy. See below:

Pre Post
Sen. Pat Leahy * 61*
Pat Leahy deserves

re-elect ion 62 52

*Note: Score on 0-to-100 scale; above 50 is oositive; belo;~ 50
is negative; 50 is neutral

Ballot Question

-50 -23.3 -9.8 0 +50
x x x

Pat Leahy Pre Post Dick Snelling

In addition, while these voters knew that the attack ads were
Dick Snelling's, nonetheless his thermometer score remained
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unchanged pre to post. This suggests that there will be little
backlash against him for airing these attack ads.

Pre Post
Dick Snelling 58

2. Governor Snelling's ads appear to have achieved the specific
objectives of increasing Leahy 's negatives in several key
areas: attendance, accomplishments, and federal spending.
Leahy's negatives increased significantly in all of these areas,
though some were more dramatic than others. Details follow:

Pre Post Change
(Agree/Disagree) (Agree/Disagree)

Pat Leahy is one of
the biggest spenders
in washington 44 55 +11

Pat Leahy has not been able
V to accomplish much in the

U.S. Senate 41 52 +11

Pat Leahy has missed too
many important committee
meetings in Washington 41 57 +16

Pat Leahy has seniority
in the U.S. Senate, and
that is important to Vermont 72 59 -13

Note that the statement about Leahy's lack of effectiveness is
barely over the neutral point (50), while "big spender" and
"poor attendance" are higher. This is probably because
effectiveness is more nebulous and difficult to gauge than
spending (which is based on votes) and attendance (which is
based on records). In addition, there seems to be a fairly
strong impression that Leahy is indeed effective.

3. These voters accepted the specific negatives about Sen. Leahy,
but were unwilling to conclude that he's been a bad senator.
This is probably because his favorables are strong enougn to
withstand one exposure to a negative ad. See below:

Ag ree/Disag ree
Mean Score

Vermont voters are disappointed by Pat
Leahy's record on the Agriculture Committee 51

Pat Leahy is not effectively
represent ing Vermont 45

Pat Leahy hasn't accomplished much
for Vermont during his second term 47

Pat Leahy lacks the leadership necessary
to be an effective senator for Vermont 38
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This suggest that these commercials are only the first step in
building the case that Vermont can do better than Patrick Leahy
in the Senate.

4. While these ads do begin to create doubts about Leaby, they
don't make the case for Dick Snelling as the alternative. This
is certainly not surprising, because only one ad ("Team")
mentioned Snelling as a potential replacement for Leahy.
Specifically:

Pre Post
(Agree/Disagree) (Agree/Disagree)

Pat Leahy can get more
done in Washington than
Dick Snelling can 61 57

Dick Snelling's ideas worked
in Vermont and would work in
Washi ngt on 55 52

5. "Big Claims" is the strongest of the Snelling ads. It is strong
on all key measurements except "like/dislike," which is
predictably weak for all the ads. (Voters usually don't like
the tone of negative political advertising.) Details follow:

Mean Rank among 6
Score Snelling ads

Believability 70 1
Informat ion 59 1
Like/Dislike 43 2
Opinion of Snelling 61 1
(more/less favorable)

For an attack ad, "Big Claims" has a particularly high
believability score. This is probably due to the use of The
Library of Congress as the information source. This hign
believability also contributed to strong agreement on key copy
points:

Agree/Disagree
Mean Score

Senator Pat Leahy didn't
attend any of the 23 meetings of
the Agriculture Committee 63

It is a surprise and a disappointment
that Leahy didn't attend the meetings 64

The Library of Congress is a believable
source of information on senate committee
attendance 67
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6. The other agriculture commercial, Effectiveness #1," had g~d
scores, but "Big Claims'" were better. The key difference is in
believability. This is probably because the Libr.irY of Con~ess
is a more credible source than a videotape showing Leahy not
doing something. (Some voters questioned whether the empty
chair was indeed Leahy's.) Despite this, however,
"Effectiveness #1' is not a weak commercial: it communicated
Leahy's poor attendance record just as well as "Big Claim" does.

Mean Rank among 6
Score Snelling ads

Believability 58 2
Information 54 3
Like/Dislike 41 5
Opinion of Snelling 57 4
(more/less favorable)

r "Effectiveness #1" "Big Claims"

Mean Score Mean Score
(Agree/Disagree) (Agree/Disagree)

Pat Leahy did not show
up once for Agriculture
Committee hearings 62 63

7. Of the two "big spender" commercials, "congressional Record" is
r~. stronger than "Cartoon." Both commercials cover the same issue

(Leahy is a big spender) and use the same sources. The
difference between them is their tone: "Cartoon" is less
serious than "Congressional Record," and as a result, has

T slightly lower information and believability scores.

"Congressional Record" "Cartoon"
Mean Score Rank Mean Score Rank

Believability 54 3 51 4
Information 56 2 48 6
Like/Dislike 43 2 44 1
Opinion of Snelling 58 2 58 2
(more/less favorable)

8. 'Effectiveness #4" has some notable weaknesses, especially its
The probable reason for this is that

Effectiveness #4" in effect questions Leahy's motives and his
integrity. Voters apparently have high regard for Leahy's
integrity, and they have a difficult time believing he'd
deliberately distort his record that way. This is dramatized by
comparing the believability scores for "Effectivenss #4" and the
Leahy ad that originally made the claims:

Leahy Ad Snellin~ Response
("Son~~~hters") ("Effectiveness #4)

Believability
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The other key measurements for "Effectiveness ~4" are below.

"Effectiveness #4" Rank amoni 6

Mean Score Snelling ads
Information 52 4
Like/Dislike 38 6
Opinion of Snelling 54 6
(more/less favorable)

Despite its believability problem, this commercial does create
some modest doubt about Leahy's claims.

Agree/Disagree Agree/Di sagree
Score after Seeing Score after Seeing

Leahy Ad Effectiveness #4"*
Leahy wrote an arms-
control law 52 50

Leahy helped President
Reagan prepare for
Geneva 57 48

In short, Leahy's credibility can withstand a rebuttal from the
Congressional Record (on the arms-control law), but not from
Ronald Reagan's White House. In addition, it is more believable
that a senator would write a law than prepare the president for
Geneva.

*Note: In the copy test, "Effectiveness #4" immediately
followed Leahy's ad.

9. "Mountain's" scores were comparatively weak, mainly because
these voters had a difficult time believing the claims that Pat
Leahy has accomplished little for Vermont in his second tern.
Most of its scores on the four standard scales were around 50,
the neutral point, suggesting that voters neither accepted nor
rejected the commercial overall. See below:

"Aountain" Rank Among
Mean Score 6 Snelling Ads

Believability 51 4
Information 51
Like/Dislike 40 3
Opinion of Snelling 56 4
(more/less favorable)
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What voters did reject were the commerical's specific claiTr~:

~ree/Di sag ree
Mean Score

Though he holds seniority in the
U.S. Senate, Pat Leahy has not
accomplished much for Vermont during
his second term 47

Pat Leahy lacks the leadership
necessary to be an effective senator
for Vermont 38

Pat Leahy has not sponsored any
significant legislation to solve
Vermont's problems 49



June 2, 1986

To: Scott Cottington
Tom Griscorn

From: Paul Curcio

RE: Vermont Copy Test -- 'Team"

This provides the Committee's analysis of the MOR test of

Governor Snelling's 'Team" commercial.

BACKGROUND

'Team" was tested along with 6 other Snelling ads on May 27 in
Burlington, Vermont. 'Team" was evaluated separately from the
other ads because the MOR computer program can only accommodate
up to 8 ads at a time. We tested nine (7 Snellings, 2 Leahys).

'Team' argues that Pat Leahy's re-election would lead to:
(a) Ted Kennedy becoming Senate Majority Leader; (b) Bob

Stafford being stripped of his chairmanship of the Committee on
Environment and Public Works; and (c) President Reagan being
robbed of his GOP Senate majority. The ad concludes by asking

a which team is preferable -- Reagan/Stafford/Snelling or
Kennedy/Lea hy.

CONCLUSIONS

1. 'Team" in its current form should not be used. Its scores
for believability and information were poor, the lowest of all
Governor Snelling's ads. Voters seemed to reject the 'team'
premise, reject the overriding importance of Senator Stafford in
this election, and they seemed to find the ad confusing.

2. The 'team" idea alone is probably not strong enough to
influence voters. However, perhaps it could be strengthened if
it were tied to issues rather than pure partisanship. For
example, a commercial could argue that the Reagan/Snelling team
is better for Vermont because Dick Snelling would work with
President Reagan to continue America' s recovery, lower the
deficit, etc. By contrast, a re-elected Leahy would continue to
work against the President. In this way, the team concept would
be meaningful to Vermonters because it would be based on issues
important to them, rather than just on partisanship.

KEY FINDINGS

'Team" has some severe weaknesses , particularly for
bei.levaDiilty ana inrormation. 'ihese two measurements are
especially important for a negative ad, because if it is



believable and informative, voters are likely to accept the

message despite the negative tone of the ad. Note below how

poorly "Team" performs versus the other Snelling ads we tested:

"Team" All Others Difference

Believability 35 56 -21
Information 46 53 - 7

Like/Dislike 45 42 + 3
Opinion of Snelling 57 57 0

(more/less favorable)

There are a number of reasons for these poor scores:

1. "Team" is too si~eculative and hypothetical. These voters
believe that "Team s" claims (Kennedy as Majority Leader;
Stafford stripped of his chairmanship) are purely speculative --

they may come true, but they may not. This is probably
responsible for the very low believability and information
scores. Details follow:

Mean Score
(Agree/Disagree)

If Pat Leahy wins re-election,
Ted Kennedy will become Majority
Leader and Bob Stafford could lose

O his position as Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works 50

2. Senator Bob Stafford and his chairmanship are not
particularly convincing arguments to vote against

* Leahy. If these voters are any indication, Senator
Stafford is not so overwhelmingly popular that he or

his chairmanship will cause people to vote against
Leahy. See below:

Mean Score

Senator Bob Stafford 59

It is important to Vermont for Bob
Stafford to continue as Chairman of
the Senate Committee on Environment
and Public Works 55

It is more important for Bob Stafford
to keep his chairmanship of the Envir-
onment and Public Works Committee than
for Pat Leahy to become Agriculture
Committee chairman 51



3. The ad is confusing. There is confusion because it is not
singleminded. There are in fact two messages in this commercial
-- (a) Leahy is overpromising when he says he'll become
Agriculture Committee chairman; and (b) the team" idea. In
addition, "Team is very "busy", with many visuals and an
announcer explaining the "domino effect of what will happen if
one or the other candidate wins. All of this confusion probably
led to the non-committal responses on the copy points.

4. The "team' will not exist after 1988. Some of these voters
rejected this "team" argument because they were acutely aware
that President Reagan can't serve after 1988, and Senator
Stafford probably won't run. As a result, the only team member
who would remain after 1988 is Dick Snelling. This probably
contributes to the low believability score.

5. The commercial is too dependent on pure party line. These
voters said that they want to judge candidates more on their
individual merits and less on their party. They perceived
"Team" to be a blatant partisan appeal, and seemed to resist any
attempt to link Leahy and Snelling to to other political
leaders. See below:

Mean Score
(Agree/Disagree)

The Reagan/Stafford/Snelling
team is better for Vermont than
the Leahy/Kennedy team. 50
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This coninercial Is different from most you see on
Senator Pat Leahy wrote an arms control law...
Senator Pat Loahy helped prepared President

Reagan for the Geneva talks...
Senator Pat Leahy co-sponsored a law to freeze

federal spending...
There is a big difference between what Senator
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- This coninercial is different from most you see on...
The Congressional Record is a believable source of

information about Senator Pat Leahy's record...
Since 1975, Senator Pat Leahy has voted to add $977

billion to the federal deficit...
t~ Senator Pat Leahy is one of the Senate's biggest
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It Is important to me that the National Taxpayer's
Union has rated Pat Leahy as one of the Senate's
biggest spenders...
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Patrick Leahy is t~ie number one environmentalist
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environment and keep the state free of nuclear waste
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Sunvuary of Three Vermont Resp1ondents' Reactions to Test Ads

AD RS1b - Blp Spender
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Like/Dislike
Influence

This conuitercial Is different from most you see on...
Patrick Leahy is one of the Senate's biggest

spenders
Over the last few years1 Pat Leahy has voted to

substantially Increase budget comittee budgets...
The Congressional Record is a reliable source...
Since 1975, Pat Leahy has voted to add nearly a
trillion dollars to the federal deficit...
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This conuiercial is different from most you see on...
- Patrick Leahy did not show up once for Agriculture

- Convnittee hearings...
Vermont voters are disappointed by Patrick Leahy's

o record on the Agriculture Ccrnu~ittee...
Patrick Leahy is not effectively representing
Vermont...

Vermont's eleced officials should attend corrvnittee
hearings...

AD PL22 - Arms Control Treaty/Geneva

Believability
Information
Like/Dislike
Influence

This cornercial is different from most you see on...
Patrick Leahy wrote the law which keeps our arms

control treaties enforced...
Patrick Leahy does a good job carrying Vermont's

messages to Washington...
Vermont needs Patrick Leahy ir the Senate...
Patrick Leahy helped President Reagan prepared

for the Geneva ta'iks...
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MARKET OPINION RESEARCH

June 9, 1986

Maryanne Preztunik
National Republican Senatorial Committee

440 First Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20001

Terms: Net Due on recuipt

Job No.
P86080

Vermont Ad Test

For two ad test groups of 40 participants each held in

Burlington, Vermont on May 27, 1986.

Travel expenses for moderator

Total project cost: 7>
J,~ ~

$13,300.00

500.00

$13,800.00
vvvvvvvvvv
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September 26, 1986

?reasure r
Snotling '86 Committee
Poet Office Box 1986
Shelburne, VT 05482

To Whom it May Concern:

Per my converoarion with Jim Murphy, the following should be
considered as an invoice for the ad tear conducted by MOR for the
SnellIng '86 Committee. A check in the amount of $3,600 is yo~ir
porrion of the cost and *hciud ~e sent to the National Republican
Senatorial Committee to my attention at the earliest convenience.

If there uhould be any problem. or questions, please contact me
at (202) 347-0i02.

Sincerely,

AAAk
anne E. Preztunik
tr'~I ~ e r

d4~' ~ ~m *?S(IT, '4 * * SwiTi e~. wAf~~r.'1 -~. fl.C I~)O' a ~oz )47 ViU* U '30*' 334.33~~



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

)
) NitJR 2212
)Snellinq '86 Committee )

Duncan F. ~3rown, as treasurer )
National Republican Senatorial Committee

Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer )

C.:'

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND
On December 2, 1986, the Commission determined that there is

reason to believe that the National Republican Senatorial

Committee ("NRSC") and Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer, have

violated 2 U.C.S. § 434(b) (4) by failing to report costs of

surveys and advertising tests paid for by NPSC as in-kind

contributions to the Snelling '86 Committee and by undervaluinq

in-kind contributions reported as made to the Snellinq '86

Committee. The Commission also found reason to believe that the

Snellinq '86 Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, have

violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (3) , (4) and (6) by failing to report

the costs of surveys and advertising tests paid for by the NRSC

as in-kind contributions from that committee and by undervaluing

in-kind contributions reported as received from NRSC. The

Commission approved the sending of subpoenas to produce documents

and orders to suhmit written answers to both respondents, and the

subpoenas and orders were mailed with the notifications of the

reason to believe findings.

Pollowing requests for, and approval of, extensions of time

within which to comply with the subpoenas and orders, counsel for
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the respondents on January 20, 1987, submitted responses both to

the Commission's findinqs of reason to believe and to the

subpoenas and orders. At the same time counsel asked to enter

into pre-probable cause neqotiations, pursuant to H C.F.R.

§ 111.18(a), directed toward reachinq conciliation aqreements.

(See Attachments 1 and 2)

The committees' responses to the Commission' s subpoenas

consist of numerous documents totallinq over 1000 paqes. Because

of the volume of material which must be analysed ~nd the

complexity of the leqal and factual issues involved, this Office

is of the opinion that at present it would be premature to enter

into pre-probable cause conciliation. Therefore, it is the

recommendation of this Office that the Commission decline at this

time to enter into pre-probable cause to believe conciliation.

I I. RECOMMENDATTONS

1. Decline at this time to enter into conciliation with
the Snellinq '86 Committee and the National Republican
Senatorial Committee prior to a findinq of probable
cause to believe.

2. Approve the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele
Genera Counsel

4

/1

+/7 i~BY:~ ~ LiDate wrd~~ M. t4otl( , Deputy General Counsel

Attachments

1. Letter from counsel for the Snellinq '86 Committee
2. Letter from counsel for the National Republican

Senatorial Committee
3. Letters (2)
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Snelling '86 Committee )
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer )

National Republican Senatorial Committee )
Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer )

MUR 2212

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on February 18,

1987, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2212:

1. Decline at this time to enter into
conciliation with the Snelling '86
Committee and the National Republi-
can Senatorial Committee prior to
a finding of probable cause t.o
believe.

2. Approve the letters, as recommended
in the General Counsel's Report
signed February 12, 198?.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Joser tak, McDonald

McGarry and Thomas voted affirmatively tar this decision.

Attest:

Date
~ZieCEmmo

n s
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary: Fri.,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Fri.,
Deadline for vote: Wed.,

2-13-87,
2-13-87,
2-18-87,

12:03
cm

A .00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WIT&i WASHINGTON DC 20463

February 24, 1987
SI47,scf4P~

Stuart M. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein Becker Borsody and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

RE: MUR 2212
National Republican Senatorial
Committee
Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Gerson:

On January 21, 1987, the Commission received the request of
your clients, the National Republican Senatorial Committee and
Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer, to enter into conciliation prior
to a finding of probable cause to believe.

The Commission has considered your clients' request and
determined, because of the volume of material produced in
response to the Commission's subpoena and order and because of
the complexity of the factual and legal issues involved, to
decline at this time to enter into conciliation prior to a
finding of probable cause to believe. At such time as the
investigation in this matter has been completed, the Commission
will reconsider your clients' request.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn at 376-5690.

Si ncerely,

Charles N. Steele

tawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel



Ic% FFnFRAI ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 204b3

FebruL~ry 24, 1987

Stuart M. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein Becker Borsody and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

RE: MUR 2212
Snelling '86 Committee
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Gerson:

On January 21, 1987, the Commission received the request ofyour clients, the Snelling '86 Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as
treasurer, to enter into conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe.

The Commission has considered your clients' request and
determined, because of the volume of material produced in
response to the Commission's subpoena and order and because of
the complexity of the factual and legal issues involved, to
decline at this time to enter into conciliation prior to a
finding of probable cause to believe. At such time as the
investigation in this matter has been completed, the Commission
will reconsider your clients' request.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn at 376-5690.

Si nce rely,

Charles N. Steele
General~ounsel

Deputy General Counsel
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February 25,

Charles N. Steele, Esquire
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

1987

r~3

r~3

Re: MUR 2212
Snelling '86 Committee,
Duncan F. Brown, as Treasurer

Dear Mr. Steele:

This responds to your letter of February 24, 1987,
stating that, because of the volume of material produced in the
acove-referenced MUR and because of the complexity of the issues
involved, the Commission is unable to enter into conciliation of
this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.

While such a statement on behalf of the Commission is
not unexpected, and while we agree, as the submitters of the
materials in question, that they are indeed voluminous and that
the issues are complex, the Commission should note that our
suggestion for conciliation was reflective of the fact of that
complexity and a desire for economy for the parties. It should
in no way be taken as a concession that a probable cause finding
ts inevitable or appropriate.

The respondents had hoped that the Commission might
have been willinq to resolve promptly and informally a matter in
which the law is far from clear, i.e., the definition by regula-
tion of what constitutes receipt of polling information, in a way
that night have provided guidelines for future campaigns while
saving substantial costs both for the Commission and for all
respondents, but particularly the Snelling '86 Committee, which
has no current activity.



Charles N. Steele, Esquire
February 25, 1987

However, in view of your letter on behalf of the
Commission, the respondents reiterate the point~; contained in
their written response, and ask the Commission to find that tb~re
is no probable cause to believe that they have violated t7he
Federal ~1ection Campaign Act.

T remain available to discuss this matter at the
convenience of your staff.

Sincerely,

Stuart M. Gerson

Attorney for the Respondents

r SMG:cr
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February 25, 1987
I-

HAND DELIVERED

Charles N. Steele, Esquire
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2212
National Republican Senatorial Committee,
Rodney A. as Treasurer

Dear Mr. Steele:

This responds to your letter of February 24, 1987,

stating that, because of the volume of material produced in the

above-referenced MUR and because of the complexity of the issues

involved, the Commission is unable to enter into conciliation of

this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.

While such a statement on behalf of the Com~issiOfl is

not unexpected, and while we agree, as the submitters of the

materials in question, that they are indeed voluminous and that

the issues are complex, the Commission should note that our

suggestion for conciliation was reflective of the fact of that

complexity and a desire for economy for the parties. it should

in no way be taken as a concession that a probable cause ~inding

ts inevitable or appropriate.

The respondents had hoped that the Commission iilqht

have been willing to resolve promptly and informally a matter in

~.,hich the law is far from clear, i.e., the definition by regula-

tion of what constitutes receipt of polling information, in a way

that might have provided guidelines for future campaigns while

saving substantial costs both for the Commission and for all

r-~spondent5, but particularly the Snelling '86 Committee, which

has no current activity.



Charles N. Steele, Esquire
February 25, 1987

However, in view of your letter on behalf of the
Commission, the respondents reiterate the points contained in
their written response, and ask the Commission to find that there
is no probable cause to believe that they have violated the
Federal Election Campaign Act.

I remain available to discuss this matter at the
convenience of your staff.

Sincerely,

I-

S /artM.Gerson
Attorney for the Respondents

0 SMG:cr
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA~t1ING TON I) ( 204b

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL

~~AARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFADD~N>A/1~

AUGUST 27, 1987

MUR 2212 - COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE
REPORT
SIGNED AUGUST 25, 1987

The above-captioned matter was received in the Office

of the Secretary of the Commission Tuesday, August 25, 1987

at 4:42 P.M. and circulated to the Commission on a 24-hour

no-objection basis Wednesday, August 26, 1987 at 11:00 A.M.

There were no objections received in the Office of the

Secretary of the Commission to the Comprehensive Investigative

Report at the time off the deadline.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) At

Snelling '86 Committee ) MUR 2212 -.

Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer
National Republican Senatorial
Committee
Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

On December 2, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that the National Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") and

Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4)

by failing to report costs of certain surveys and advertising

tests as in-kind contributions to the Snelling '86 Committee and

by undervaluing other, similar in-kind contributions reported as

made to the Snelling '86 Committee. The Commission also found

reason to believe that the Snelling '86 Committee and Duncan F.

Brown, as treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (3), (4) and

(6) by failing to report, and by undervaluing, the same in-kind

contributions from the NRSC. Subpoenas to produce documents and

orders for answers to questions were approved and sent to the

respondents. Responses were received, together with requests for

conciliation prior to findings of probable cause to believe which

were declined by the Commission on February 18, 1987.

In response to the Commissions s subpoena and orders, the

respondents produced well over 500 pages of documents and other

materials. A thorough analysis of these responses has left

unresolved certain discrepancies in information contained both in
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initial responses to the complaint in this matter and in the more

recent responses themselves. Staff of this Office will be

meeting with counsel at his suggestion in hopes of resolving the

discrepancies and of obtaining additional needed information;

this meeting should take place within the next two weeks.

Following that meeting, this Office will further report to the

Commission concerning this matter.

Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel

BY:
Date Lois G. Ler ne~E

Associate General Counsel
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MEMORAN]

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

DIJM

LARRY M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

LEE ANN ELLIOTT
COMMISSIONER

OCTOBER 13, 1987

SUBJECT: MUR 2212

Please circulate to the Commission a copy of the Snelling
Committee's and the Republican National Senatorial Committee's 1987
responses to our interrogatories. I understand there are
approximately 1000 pages of attachments, so please circulate only
their responses and any short analysis they provided.

cc: Commissioners

0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

October 14, 1987

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Lawrence M. Nobi
General Counsel V

SUBJECT: Responses received in MUR 2212

Pursuant to the request of COmmissioner Lee Ann Elliott
dated October 13, 1987, we are circulating to all
Commissioners copies of the responses received from the
Snelling '86 Committee and the National Republican Senatorial
Committee to the Commission's findings of reason to believe
and its subpoenas and orders.

Attachments

Response of Snelling '86 Committee
Response of National Republican Senatorial Committee

stsSo
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

x
IN THE MATTER OF X

x
SNELLING '86 COMMITTEE X

x
and X

x
DUNCAN F. BROWN, AS TREASURER X

x

MUR 2212

RESPONSE OF' SNELLING '86 COMMITTEE
TO COMMISSION REASON TO BELIEVE DETERMINATION

AND TO SUBPOENA AND ORDER

By letter dated December 9, 1986, the Federal Election

Commission ("Commission" or "FEC") notified the respondents, the

Snelling '86 Committee and its Treasurer, Duncan F. Brown, that

the Commission had found reason to believe that the respondents

had violated the Federal Election Campaign Act ("The Act") in

regard to the reporting and valuation of certain surveys and

advertising tests paid for by the National Republican Senatorial

Committee ("NRSC"). The Commission's letter invited a response

to this finding and also included a subpoena for documents and an

order to submit answers to a list of questions.

While the respondents are happy to submit the documenta

and answers that the Commission had requested, and do so in the

next two succeeding sections of this response, they also maintain

that they have not violated the Act and, for the reasons stated

herein1 that the Commission should so find.
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Response to Subpoena to Produce Documents

Introduction

In an attempt to assure their good-faith compliance

with the Commission's documentary request, the respondents caused

a complete search to be made of the office and files of the

Snelling '86 campaign. As a result of that search, all documents

and materials which were found that are responsive to the request

are being provided. Where respondents know of the existence of a

document, but do not have it in their possession -- either

because they never had it or because they did not retain it

--they have sought to assure that it would be provided by the

NRSC. This is particularly so as to the questions arid data

relating to the four polls that are the Commission's apparent

focus.

Finally, the respondents assert a personal confidentia-

lity and proprietary interest in all of the documents provided

and formally request that their confidentiality be maintained by

the Commission and, to the extent permitted by law, returned at

the conclusion of this investiqation. In the event that the

Commission were to receive a request pursuant to the Freedom ot

Information Act, or otherwise, for the disclosure of any document

provided herewith, or were to consider such disclosure on its

own, the respondents request 10 days' advance notice of any

release contemplated by the Commission so that they might assert

their rights under law. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.21.
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~~~ses

1. All questions included in the following opinion

surveys conducted wholly or in part for NRSC by either Market

Opinion Research, Inc., ("MOR"), or Decision Making Information,

Inc., ("DM1") in the State of Vermont in 1985 and 1986.

a. Survey conducted by MOR on June 14-17, 1986.

b. Survey conducted by DM1 in December, 1985,

pursuant to commission by the Republican National

Committee and shared in by NRSC.

c. Survey conducted by MOR on April 5-9, 1986.

d. Survey conducted by MOR on June 26-29, 1986.

RESPONSE:

a. The respondents believe that there is a typo-

graphical error in the request and that the Commission, in tact,

is seeking a copy of the MOR "benchmark" survey done in June of

1985. However, the respondents are not in possession of this

document, which was prepared at the direction and for the benefit

of the NRSC before Governor Richard A. Snelling had decided t-

become a candidate for the Senate. On information and belief,

the "benchmark" survey was undertaken as part of the NRSC's own

recruitment efforts, and the NRSC, which is in possession of the

questions sought by the Commission, will provide them as part of

its response in this NIUR.

b-c. The respondents were unable to locate copies of

the complete survey questions, or the surveys themselves, but
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have been assured that the NRSC will be providing them in its

response in this MUR.

d. Although they cannot determine when the document

was received, respondents are in possession of a draft of the

questions of the MOR June 26, 1986 poll. A copy of this document

is attached at Tab A.

2. All documents and materials concerning written or

oral communications between NRSC and Richard Snelling, and

between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee in 1985 and 1986 on

the subject of the surveys cited in Item #1 above, including, but

not limited to, all documents and materials concerning surveys

being planned, surveys carried out, and analysis of data col-

lected in such surveys.

RESPONSE:

The documents responsive to subpoena request No. 2 are

included in the attachments hereto at Tab B. We note, however,

that the request is a broad one, calling for documents and

~naterials relating in any way to the four surve~1's described in

subpoena request No. 1. The fact that the docuoents provided nay

"concern" the planning or results of a survey shauld not be taken

by the Commission to mean that everything on a document, e.q.,

various handwritten notes, relates to or derives from one of the

surveys that is the subject of this MUR. Many of the notes and

documents also relate to publicly-available surveys and non-

survey-based information. Moreover, unless a date is speci f i-
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cally shown on a document, the respondents are not aware of when

they received the document or when the document was annotated.

3. All documents and materials concerning written and

oral communications between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee

on the subjects of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '86

Committee of portions of the expenditures made by NRSC to MOR and

DM1 for the surveys cited in Item #1 above, and of the resulting

reporting responsibilities of the Snelling '86 Committee regard-

.ng the receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

All such "documents and materials" are provided in the

attachments hereto at Tab C.

4. Copies of all advertisements involved in all focus

group advertising tests conducted in Vermont for NRSC by MOR on

May 27, 1986.

RESPONSE:

The focus-qroup advertising was, on information and

belief, provided solely in videotape form, and respondents ar~

not, and never have been in possession of a copy of the tape that

was used by MOR on behalf of the NRSC. We are aware that the

NRSC has obtained a copy of the tape and provided it to counsel

in connection with its own response in this MUR. It will,

therefore, be provided for the Commission's examination.

5. All documents and materials concerning the

advertising tests cited in Item #4 above, including, but not
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limited to, plans for such tests, the carrying out of such tests,

and analysis of the data obtained, both general and specific.

RESPONSE:

Respondents had received one document responsive to

this request and originated another. Both are provided at Tab I)

of the attachments hereto.

6. All documents and materials concerning communica-

tions between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee on the subjects

of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '86 Committee oE a

portion of the expenditures made by NRSC to MOR for the advertis-

ing tests cited in Item #4 above, and of the resulting reporting

responsibilities of the Snelling '86 Committee regarding the

receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

The requested documents and materials are attached

hereto at Tab E.

~

1. Please identify all persons present at the meetin3

or meetings in July or August, 1985, attended by Richard Snellin>j

and representatives of NRSC and MOR.

RESPONSE:

A comprehensive review of the records both of the

Snelling '86 campaign and of Governor Snelling himself reveals

that there was no meeting that took place in July or August o~
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1985 at which Governor Richard A. Snelling and representatives of

both NRSC and MOR attended.

2. Please provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

There was no such meeting. See response to Interroga-

tory No. 1, ~

3. Please identify all persons present at the meeting

or meetinqs in April, 1986, attended by representatives of the

Snelling '86 Committee, NRSC, and MOR.

RESPONSE:

There was one such meeting, and the attendees were

Governor Richard A. Snelling; James E. Murphy, Jr., a NRSC Deputy

Political Director; Alex Gage, a representative of MOR; Charles

Black, of Black, Manafort, Stone & Atwater, a consultant to the

campaign; and Jan van Lohuizen, the NRSC's Director of Survey

Research.

4. Please provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

April 14, 1986

5. Please identify all persons involved in every

telephone conference call in 1985 and 1986 in which Richard

Snelling and/or representatives of the Snelling '86 Committee,

plus representatives of MOR and NRSC, took part.

6. Please provide the exact dates of these telephone

conference calls.
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RESPONSE:

5-6. The respondents do not have completc~ records of

telephone conference calls for the referenced period. 1-lowever,

upon consultation with various parties to such conversations, the

respondents list the following telephone conference calls which

took place in 1986 in which they believe that either Governor

Richard Snelling or a representative of Snelling 86 and both

representatives of MOR and NRSC took part. They know of no such

conference call involving each of these categories of parties

which took place in 1985.

Date ~~cia~2 ts

July 2, 1986 Governor Snelling, James FL Murphy,
Jr., Alex Gage, Greg Stevens, ~
media consultant employed by
Snelling '86, and Jan van Lohuizen.

August 29, 1986 Messers. Snelling, Murphy, Gage,
van Lohuizen and Charles Black and
Rey Post, the Campaign Manager of
Snelling '86.

September 25, 1986 Aessrs. Snelling, Murphy, van
Lohuizen, Black, Post and Robert
Teeter, an official of MOR.

October 2, 1986 Same participants as previous call.

In addition, the records of Snelling '86 show that s

call was scheduled for July 17, 1986, among Messrs. Snelling,

Black, Post, Murphy and van Lohuizen. An inquiry among the

prospective parties to that call suggests that it did not take

place.
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ARGU MENT

The Commission Should Find That Snelling '86
and its Treasurer Have Not Violated the Act.

In their initial response memorandum, the respondents

set forth their basic legal position, which is unchanged with

this filing. Pending the Commission's review of the documents

submitted by these and the other respondents in this MUR,

Snelling '86 and its treasurer reserve the right to submit an

additional brief on the Tierits. Several matters, however, are

worthy of present discussion.

In determining that the respondents failed adequately

to account for and report the cost of

advertising tests paid for by the National

Committee, the Commission (as evidenced

document request, has centered upon five it

1. A survey conducted by MOR in

the NRSC has called its "benchmark" survey;

2. A survey conducted by D~1I in

initiation of the NRSC;

3. A survey conducted by MOR

again at the initiation of the NRSC;

certain surveys and

Republican Senatorial

by its subpoena and

ems:

mid-June 1985, which

IDe ceinbe r

in early

1985 at the

April l9~36,

4. A survey conducted by MOR in late June 1986, also

at the behest of the NRSC; and

5. A "focus group" advertising test conducted by the

MOR and the NRSC in May 1986.

In assigning value to information resulting from these

polls when data derived from them eventually were provided to the
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Snelling campaign, and consequently in reporting contributions

and expenditures to the Commission, (or- in deciding that a

contribution had not been received and therefore that no report-

ing was required), the respondents relied completely upon the

advice and instructions of the NRSC. The respondents believed,

and still believe, that the NRSC's advice was accurate and, as we

shall discuss, that the decisions made on the basis of it were

correct.

A. The June 1985 "Benchmark Survey"

The June 1985 "benchmark survey," was undertaken

entirely at the insistence of the NRSC. Governor Snelling had

nothing to do with the formulation of the inquiries or in the

approach taken in conducting the poll, which was carried on as

part of the NRSC's recruitment function.

There was no Snelling campaign when the benchmark

survey was conducted because Governor Snellinq not only had not

formed it, but because he had not even decided that he wanted t~

be a candidate for the Senate. Nor was the survey a "testing-

the-waters" activity of Governor Snelling; he wasn't testing

anything. Compare 11 C.F.R. S lOO.7(b)(l).

The NRSC has a legitimate role as a national party

committee in identifying and recruiting candidates. The nature

of the benchmark poll and the way that it was used are indicative

of that recruitment role. As the Commission should be able to

determine from a review of the documents provided at Tab B, the

benchmark poll was derivative of the NRSC's function, but was
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largely irrelevant to the subsequent Snelling campaign, which did

not accept the poll but instead formulated a lengthy campaign

plan (see attachments) that was not essentially based upon data,

other than certain other information which by the time of the

plan's formulation was available from newspaper polls and other

public sources.

B. Surveys During the Campaign

Of the three mid-campaign surveys with which the

Commission is concerned, appropriate allocations were made

against the direct or coordinated expenditures that the NRSC is

entitled to make on behalf of the campaign committee as to two of

them (the DM1 poll of December 1985, and the MOR poll of April

1986). These were based upon the 60-day depreciation level set

forth in the Commission's regulations. The third survey (the MOR

poll which respondents understand was conducted in June 1986) was

not presented to the campaign and so, we are informed, no

allocation was made or bill presented by the NRSC.

As the documents attached at Tab B illustrate, the

campaign was well aware that polling data would not be given to

it, if at all, for 60 days. This rule was honored. At the same

time, however, it was entirely proper (and did not create an

allocable event) for various persons, including representatives

of the NRSC, to discuss different campaign issues with the

candidate and his staff, even if those issues peripherally

involved polling trends.
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As the attachments also show, there were m~~ny informa-

tional sources available to the campaign includinq public

newspaper polls which were quite consistent in detail and result

to the MOR and DM1 polls with which we are here concerned.

Through these sources, the campaign was able to put together a

fairly detailed, though often erroneous, statistical profile of

its position, without obtaining pollinq data that would have

resulted in a contribution in kind by the NRSC.

The Commission's regulations are not particularly

detailed in describing what constitutes receipt of polls, and

perhaps this would be an appropriate topic for a future rulemak-

ing provision. For the present, the respondents submit that

their conduct was not inconsistent with the few governing

precedents and that the discounted allocations that were made

were accurate and proper.

C. The "Focus Group' Test

As the documents included at Tab D show, at least some

of the information derived from the "focus group" advertisinq

test conducted in May 1986 was shared with the Snellinq campaign

soon after the information was received. And, as the documents

included at Tab E demonstrate, the campaign paid the sum of

$3,600 to the NRSC on the day that the bill was received.

Respondents, who paid what the NRSC informed them was due,

without prior consultation on the amount, believe that the

payment was appropriate, reasonable and entirely consonant with

Commission regulations.
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It is the respondents' understanding that the focus

group studies had a dual purpose. Plainly, they were intenoed to

be of benefit to the Snelling campaign which used some of the

data in selecting television advertising spots. However, we

understand that the survey, which was initiated by the NRSC and

was conducted through MOR, but with the participation of an NRSC

expert in advertising, had a far more extensive purpose. That

purpose had nothing to do with the Snelling campaign or with

Vermont. Instead, the NRSC has been studying the effect of

television advertising, particularly so-called 'negative"

political advertising. That study is broad and ongoing, and the

information derived in the focus group testing is central to its

conduct.

As to the $3,600 actually paid by respondents for the

survey, we respectfully submit that this amount is a significant:

one and that it fairly reflects the cost of the information

provided and its fair-market value in terms of the use made of it

in the Vermont campaign.

Con ci us ion

For all of the foregoing reasons, ~s well as those that

respondents have reserved the right to present at a later time,

the respondents respectfully submit that the Commission should

determine that they have not violated the Act and have fairly and

accurately reported the disbursements made for the information

received as the result of polling conducted by the NRSC.
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Respectfully submitted,

EPSTEIN BECKER BORSODY & GREEN, P.C.

By: S kGeon *~'~
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 861-0900

Attorneys for the Respondents

January 20, 1987
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MUR 2212

RESPONSE OF NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL
COMMITTEE TO COMMISSION REASON

TO BELIEVE DETERMINATION AND TO SUBPOENA AND ORDER

By letter dated December 9, 1986, the Federal Election

Commission ("the Commission" or "FEC") notified the respondents,

the National Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") and its

Treasurer, Rodney A. Smith, that the Commission had found reason

to believe that the respondents had violated the Federal Election

Campaign Act ("The Act") regarding the reporting and valuation ot~

certain surveys and advertising tests paid for by the NRSC and

relevant, at least in part, to the recently-concluded Senatorial

campaign in Vermont. The Commission invited a response to this

finding and also subpoenaed various documents and ordered the

respondents to answer a list of cluestions.

In the two sections of this Response that immediately

follow, the respondents provide their answers to the documentary

request and interroqatories. They then set forth their legal

position that the Commission should find that the respondents

have not violated the Act.
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Res onse to Sub oena to Produce Documents

Introduction

The respondents are providinq herewith all material

documents in its possession that their employees were able to

obtain after a complete and good faith search of the NRSC's

files. The respondents wish the Commission to note that they

assert a proprietary interest in all of the documents provided

and formally request that their confidentiality be maintained by

the Commission and, to the extent permitted by law, returned at

the conclusion of this investigation. In the event that the

Commission were to receive a request pursuant to the Freedom of

Information Act or, otherwise, for the release of any document

provided herewith, the respondents request 10 days' advance

notice of any release contemplated hy the Commission so that they

might assert their rights under law. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.21.

Responses

1. All questions included in the followinq opinion

surveys conducted wholly or in part for NRSC by either Market

Opinion Research, Inc. ("MOR"), or Decision Marketing Infort~a-

tion, Inc., ("DM1") in the state of Vermont in 1985 and 1986.

a. Survey conducted by MOR on June 14-17, 1986.

b. Survey conducted by DM1 in December, 1985,

pursuant to commission by the Republican National

Committee and shared in by NRSC.

c. Survey conducted by MOR on April 5-9, 1986.
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d. Survey conducted by MOR on June 26-29, 1986.

RESPONSE:

a. The respondents believe that there is a typoyra-

phical error in the request and that the Commission, in fact, is

seeking a copy of the MOR "benchmark" survey done in June of

1985. The questions sought are part of the survey itself, a copy

of which is provided as an attachment hereto at Tab A. Although

only the questions are requested in this section of the subpoena,

the remainder of the document comes within the broad compass of

subpoena request No. 2, inasmuch as they "concern" the referen

communications. The survey is, therefore, provided.

b. For the reasons stated as to Section a, a copy

the DM1 survey of December 1985 is provided at Tab B.

c. For the reasons stated as to Section a, a copy

the MOR survey of April 1986 is provided at Tab C.

d. For the reasons stated as to Section a, a copy

the MOR survey of June 1986 is provided at Tab D.

2. All documents and materials concerning written

ced

of

of

of

or

oral communications between NRSC and Richdrd Snelling, and

between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee in 1985 and 1986 on

the subject of surveys conducted in Vermont in 1985 and 1986

wholly or in part for NRSC by MOR and DM1, including, but not

limited to, all documents and materials concerning surveys being

planned, surveys carried out, and analysis ot data collected in

such surveys.
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RESPONSE:

Additional documents responsive to subpoena request No.
2 are included in the attachments hereto at Tab E. Respondents

note that the request, calling for documents and materials

relating in any way to the four surveys described in subpoena

request No. 1. The fact that the documents provided may "Con-

cern" the planning or results of a survey should not be taken by

the Commission to mean that everything in or on a document is

derived from or relates to one of the surveys that is the subject

of this MUR. Indeed, some of these documents are, or relate to,

public1y-avail~b~~ surveys and non-survey based information.

Moreover, unless a date is specifically shown on a document, the

respondents are not aware of when they received, prepared or

transmitted the document or any portion thereof.

Additionally, the NRSC notes that it does not view

materials prepared by, or at the direction of its staff counsel

relating to the NRSC's answer to the complaint in this MU~ as

coming within the bounds of this request, inasmuch as such

documents are inherently privileqed and the Commission is already

in possession of the answer itself.

3. All documents and materials concerning expendi-

tures made to MOR and DM1 by NRSC for surveys conducted in

Vermont in 1985 and 1986 wholly or in part for NRSC, including,

but not limited to, account statements, invoices, billing forms,

checks, and other neqotiable paper, and receipts.
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RESPONSE:

All such "documents and materials" are provided in the

attachments hereto at Tab F.

4. All documents and materials concerning the process

of determining the allocable portion of the expenditures cited in

Item #3 above to be reported by NRSC as in-kind contributions to

the Snelling '86 Committee.

RESPONSE:

The NRSC relied upon the Commission's regulations in

determining the allocable portions of the expenditures referenced

in request No. 3. The respondents know of no other document or

material which concerns the allocation determinations except for

the August 5, 1986 memo appended at Tab G, which was prepared in

anticipation of the NRSC's response to the filing of the com-

plaint in this MIJR, but which is unprivileged, and a memorandum

dated August 11, 1986, from Maryanne Preztunik, an NRSC employee,

to James K.. Wholey, esquire, the NRSC' s in-house attorney

concerning the allocations that are the subject of this MUR. The

document was prepared at Mr. Wholey' s instruction to assist him

in responding to the complaint, and the NRSC asserts its attor-

ney-client and attorney work-product privileges as to it.

5. All documents and materials concerning written and

oral communications between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee

on the subjects of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '36

Committee of portions of the expenditures cited in Item #3 above
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and of the resulting reporting responsibilities of the Snelling

'86 Committee regarding the receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

Copies of all such documents that were retained by the

NRSC are appended at Tab H.

6. Copies of all advertisements involved in all focus

group advertising tests conducted in Vermont for NRSC by MOR on

May 27, 1986.

RESPONSE:

The requested advertisements are in videotape form, and

a copy of the tape (in the VHS mode) containing all of these

advertisements is appended hereto as a separate attachment.

7. All documents and materials concerning the

advertising tests cited in Item #6 above, including, but not

limited to, plans for such tests, the carrying out of such tests,

and analysis of the data obtained, both general and specific.

RESPONSE:

Those documents and materials that relate to the

referenced advertising tests are appended hereto at Tab V

Respondents note, however, that, in terms of its ongoing use off

these materials, they cannot be viewed in isolation in the

context of Vermont and the 1986 campaign. For example, beginnin~

in December 1986, the staff of the NRSC has begun a comprehensive

study of the nature and effect of so-called 'neqative advertis-

ing." The Vermont materials are an integral part of that study,

along with a variety of materials from many additional sources.
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8. All documents and materials concerning expendi-

tures made to MOR for the focus group advertising tests cited in

Item #6 above, including, but not limited to, account statements,

invoices, billing forms, checks and other negotiable paper, and

receipts.

RESPONSE:

Those materials in the possession of the NRSC are

attached at Tab J.

9. All documents and materials concerning the process

of determining the portion of the expenditures cited in Item #8

above to be allocable to the Snelling '86 Committee.

RESPONSE:

See response to subpoena request No. 4, ~

10. All documents and materials concerning communica-

tions between NRSC and the Snelling '86 Committee on the subjects

of the allocation by NRSC to the Snelling '86 Committee ot a

portion of the expenditures cited at Item #8 above, and of the

resulting reporting responsibilities of the Snellincj '86 Commit-

tee regarding the receipt of in-kind contributions.

RESPONSE:

Those materials called for which are in the possession

of the NRSC are attached at Tab K.
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Responses to Interrogatories

1. Please identify the representative(s) of the NRSC

responsible for authorizing and coordinating the conducting of

opinion surveys in Vermont in 1985 and 1986.

RESPONSE:

Jan van Lohuizen, the NRSC's Director of Survey

Research.

2. Please identify the representative(s) of the NRSC

responsible for determining when and in what form results of

opinion surveys conducted in Vermont on behalf of NRSC would be

shared with Richard Snelling and/or the Snelling '86 Committee.

RESPONSE:

James E. Murphy, Jr., who is an NRSC Deputy Political

Director, and Mr. van Lohuizen.

3. Please identify all persons present at the meeting

or meetings in July or August, 1985, attended by Richard Snelling

and representatives of NRSC and MOR.

RESPONSE:

Respondents are unaware oL any meeting that took place

in July or August of 1985 at which Governor Richard A. Snelling

and representatives of both NRSC and MOR attended.

4. Please provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

There was no such meeting. See response to Interroga-

tory No. 3, supra.
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5. Please identify all persons present at the meeting

or meetings in April, 1986, attended by representatives of the

Snelling '86 Committee, NRSC and MOR.

RESPONSE:

There was one such meeting and the attendees were

Governor Snelling, Mr. Murphy, Mr. van Lohuizen, Alex Gage, a

representative of MOR and Charles Black of Black, Manafort, Stone

& Atwater, a consultant to the campaign.

6. Please provide the exact date of this meeting.

RESPONSE:

April 14, 1986.

7. Please identify all persons involved in every

telephone conference call in 1985 and 1986 in which Richard

Snelling and/or representatives of the Snelling '86 Committee,

plus representatives of MOR and NRSC, took part.

8. Please provide the exact dates of these telephone

conference calls.

RESPONSE:

7-8. The respondents do not have complete records of

telephone conference calls for the referenced period. However,

upon consultation with various parties to such conversations, the

respondents list the following telephone conference calls which

took place in 1986 in which they believe that either Governor

Richard Snelling or a representative of Snelling '86 and both

representatives of MOR and NRSC took part. They know of no such
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conference call involving each of these categories of parties

which took place in 1985.

Date Participants

July 2, 1986 Governor Snelling, James E. Murphy,
Jr., Alex Gage, Greg Stevens, a
media consultant employed by
Snellinq '86, and Jan van Lohuizen.

August 29, 1986 Messers. Snelling, Murphy, Gage,
van Lohuizen and Charles Black and
Rey Post, the Campaign Manager of
Snelling '86.

September 25, 1986 Messrs. Snelling, Murphy, van
Lohuizen, Black, Post and Robert
Teeter, an official of MOR.

October 2, 1986 Same participants as previous call.

In addition, the respondents are aware that the records

of Snellinq '86 show that a call was scheduled for July 17, 1986,

among Messrs. Snelling, Black, Post, Murphy and van Lohuizen. An

inquiry among the prospective NRSC parties to that call suggests

that it did not take place.

A RG U MEN T

The Commission Should Find That the NRSC
and its Treasurer Have Not Violated the Act.

The NRSC's response letter of September 15, 1986 set3

forth a lengthy and detailed explanation of the allocations and

billings made concerning the receipt by the Snelling '86 campaign

committee of the certain of the results of various polls con-

ducted under the auspices of the NRSC during the 1986 senatorial

campaign. There is no need to repeat those arguments here,

although the respondents expressly reserve the right to offer
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additional legal analysis to the Commission at a later time. For

present purposes, respondents merely wish to call the Commis-

sion's attention to certain matters that are amplified by the

accompanying subpoena responses.

Given the fact that the undersigned counsel is repre-

senting all of the parties who are respondents in this MUR, it ]s

obvious that the NRSC and the Snellinq campaign are cognizant of

each others positions here and that there is no conflict of

interest between them. In view of the foregoing, the Commission

should be aware that the NRSC subscribes to the statement of the

Snelling campaign that, in terms of the surveys and studies that

are at issue in this case, all of the allocation and billing

decisions were made by the NRSC, and the Snelling '86 committee

merely relied upon them, paying bills as they were submitted. We

submit, however, that all of the allocations and billings were

correctly made by the NRSC, and that the Commission should find

that none of the parties has violated the Act.

A review of the Commission's subpoena and interroqa-

tories demonstrates that there are five matters with which it .s

concerned: 1) a June 1985 survey conducted by MOR for the NRSC;

2) a December 1985 survey conducted by DM1 for the NRSC; 3) an

April 1986 survey conducted by MOR for the NRSC; 4) a June 1986

survey conducted by MOR for the NRSC; and 5) an advertising test

conducted jointly by the NRSC and MOR in May 1986. As we shall

show, no allocations or billings were made by NRSC to the

Snelling campaign as to the June 1985 survey, which was conducted
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for internal NRSC purposes, and as to the June 1986 survey, which

was not shared with the Snelling campaign.

As to the December 1985 and April 1986 surveys,

appropriate allocations were made in view of the fact that the

results of the polls were not transmitted until after 60 days had

elapsed from the acquisition of the information. And, as to the

May 1986 test, which has become known as the "focus group" study,

the Snelling campaign was billed (and paid) a substantial sum,

accurately reflective of the fair market value of what it

received.

A. ~nel22rv~

National party committees, such as the NRSC, have

well-recognized responsibilities in promoting the interests,

policies and persons identified with their parties. See FEC v.

Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, 454 U.S. 27 (1981); 11

C.F.R. ll0.l(b)(2)(ii). Among the most important of these

responsibilities is the identification of issues and the recruit-

ment of effective candidates. The June 1985 "benchmark survey"

was undertaken by the NRSC solely in conjunction with and in

support of its national duties and goals.

When the benchmark poll was conceived and conducted,

Governor Richard Snelling was not a candidate (announced or

unannounced) for the United States Senate. Indeed, there was no

candidate who had emerged as a likely contender to the Democratic

incumbent in Vermont. The benchmark poll was developed by the

NRSC to ascertain issues upon which the incumbent might prove
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vulnerable and to identify a candidate who might be able to

exploit that vulnerability while carrying the Republican banner.

We believe that the poll itself, which is an attachment

hereto, amply demonstrates that party purpose. So does the

internal NRSC memorandum of June 25, 1986, which is included

within the attachments at Tab E. The poll was not a testinq-the-

waters effort by Governor Snelling; it was a recruitment tool by

which the NRSC ultimately sought to persuade Governor Snelling to

run.

Respondents believe that the documents submitted by the

Snelling campaign also show that the benchmark poll was not the

foundation for the ultimate campaign plan, which was formulated

from other sources, most of them publicly available, and few of

them data-centered.

For these reasons, the respondents submit that the

entire expense ot this poll properly was the NRSC's, whose

internal purposes the poll served, and that no contribution in

kind resulted to the Snelling campaiqn.

B. The Campaiqn Polls

The documents submitted by the various respondents

amply demonstrate that although there was frequent discussion

between the national party committee and the campaign, there was

very little discussion involving representatives of pollsters

(and none at all involving DM1). Additionally, the range of

discussions that were held covered a broad variety of issues,

among which polling was only one.
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Included in the immense array of issues were discus-

sions concerning the nature of advertising, advocacy research,

focus upon women and interest groups, fundraising, media and

scripts, relations with political action committees, state party

matters, advocacy research on issues, campaign and staff organi-

zation, FEC report compliance, scheduling and appearances by

public figures. Within these discussions, as the submitted

documents make clear, the parties took particular care in not

disclosing actual polling data until after 60 days had expired so

that, pursuant to Commission rules, their value could be depre-

ciated substantially.

Plainly, there was some discussion of certain broad-

based matters raised by various NRSC-conducted surveys, but those

communications had to do with ranges and broad-based develop-

ments, not specific data themselves. Moreover, those discussions

took place within the context of the public availability of a

number of newspaper polls (copies of which have been supplied to

the Commission in the attachments) which are surprisingly

consistent with the commercial polls that are the subject of this

MUR.

Through these discussions, coupled with the substantial

political experience of the participants in the State of Vermont,

it was entirely possible for the campaign to construct statisti-

cal ranges of information without having access to the results of

the polls themselves, and therefore without occasioning a

contribution or campaign committee expenditure until the poll
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data actually were released. It should be noted, however, that

while the Campaign's officials often were correct in their

documented estimations, they also were in error on a great many

occasions. They also made a number of suggestions as to future

polling and campaign needs that never were adopted by the NRSC.

However, the survey results themselves certainty had ultimate

operative value to the campaign which desired the actual data.

Thus, on the two occasions where the data ultimately were given

to the Snelling campaign by the NRSC (both atter 60 days had

elapsed), the regulation scrupulously and literally was followed

and the depreciated cost of the polls were billed against

coordinated campaign expenditures.

1. The December 1985 DMI~~L: pursuant to 11 C.F.R.

106.4(g), the proper percentage of the initial cost of the poll

was allocated to the Snelling campaign upon the release of the

polling data after 60 days.

2. The April 1986 MOR poll: a similar percent~qe

allocation was made upon release of the data from this poll after

60 days.

3. The June 1986 MORjoll: the data from this poll

were never given to the Snelling campaign or otherwise disclosed

to it. No allocation therefore was made.

C. The "Focus Group" Advertising Study

In May of 1986, MOR, at the NRSC's behest, and with the

active participation of an NRSC analyst, conducted an advertising

test with a Vermont "focus qroup" of selected individuals. The
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purpose of this study was twofold: to assist the Snelling

campaign in the selection of television advertisinq spots to be

broadcast; and, of broader, long term importance, to serve as the

basis for a detailed, ongoing study by the NRSC of the nature and

effectiveness of what has become known as "negative" campaign

advertising. This study is presently underway, and the NRSC

believes that it will be both definitive and of vast nationwide

importance in determining its advice to future campaigns.

Data from the focus group survey were made available to

the Snelling campaign almost immediately upon their receipt by

the NRSC. This fact is reflected in the allocation and billing

by the NRSC to the campaign of ~3,6OQ, an amount which fairly

reflects the market value of what the Snelling committee received

and the relative value of that distribution compared to its even

qreater utility to the NRSC study. This delineation is entirely

consistent with Commission regulations which do not impose any

valuation method other than reasonableness.

Concl us ion

For the foregoing reasons, as well as those th~t

respondents may present in the future to the Commission, the

respondents respectfully submit that the Commission should

determine that they have not violated the Act in connection with

the surveys that are the subject of the Matter Under Review.
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Respectfully submitted,

EPSTEIN BECKER BORSODY & GREEN, P.C.

By:__________
M. Gersoa97

1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 861-0900

Attorneys for the Respondents

January 20, 1987
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ~iiy

ce
In the Matter of )

C-,
Snelling '86 Committee ) MUR 2212

Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer ) '.0

National Republican Senatorial )
Committee ) -~

Richard S. Nelson, as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

On December 2, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that the National Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") and

Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer,!! had violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 434(b) (4) by failing to report costs of certain surveys and

advertising tests as in-kind contributions to the Snelling '86

Committee and by undervaluing other, similar in-kind

contributions reported as made to the Snelling '86 Committee.

The Commission also found reason to believe that the Snelling '86

Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, had violated

2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (3), and (4) and (6) by failing to report, and

by undervaluing, the same in-kind contributions from the NRSC.

Subpoenas to produce documents and orders for answers to

questions were approved and sent to the respondents. Responses

were received, together with requests for conciliation prior to

findings of probable cause to believe which were declined by the

Commission on February 18, 1987.

Thorough examination and analysis of the documents and

answers to questions provided by the respondent committees has

1/ On February 19, 1987, the NRSC amended its Statement of
Organization to show Richard G. Nelson as treasurer.
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revealed the need for follow-up questions on such issues as

former Governor Richard Snelling's commitment to a campaign at

the time of the first NRSC-funded poll, the involvement of the

Snelling '86 Committee in the formulation of later polling

questions, and the extent of the NRSC's publication of the

results of the June, 1986, poll. Such areas of inquiry can be

most thoroughly and expeditiously explored by means of oral

depositions. This Office proposes to depose former Governor

Snelling and James E. Murphy, Jr., the latter being a former NRSC

Deputy Political Director and the representative of the NRSC most

closely involved with Governor Snelling and the Snelling

campaign.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Approve and send attached letters and subpoenas for

depositions to be served upon Richard Snelling and James E.

Murphy, Jr.

__ ~ __ __

Date ~..- Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Attachments
Subpoenas for Depositions (2)
Letters (2)
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FEDERAL ELECTIO\ COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMNONS/JOSHUA MCFADDEN' /V

OCTOBER'14, 1987

OBJECTION TO MUP 2212 - General Counsel's Report
signed October 8, 1987

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Tuesday, October 13, 1987 at 11:00 A.M.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Josefiak

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

x

x

x

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for October 20, 1987.

Please notify us who will represent your Division

before the Commission on this matter.

0@
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
.VASH~%( T

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. E~4MONS /JoSLiuA MCF'ADD~# 1
OCTOBER 14, 1987

OBJECTIONS TO MUR 2212 - General Counsel's Report
Signed October 8, 1987

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Tuesday, October 13, 1987 at 11:00 A.M.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Josefiak

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed on Lhe Executive Session

agenda for October 20, 1987.

Please notify us who will represent your Division

before the Commission on this matter.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CO1~fl~4ISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Snelling '86 Committee ) MUR 2212
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer )

National Republican Senatorial )
Committee )
Richard A. Nelson, as treasurer )

CERT IFICAT ION

Ii, Mary W. Dove, recording secretary for the Federal Election

Commission executive session on October 20, 1987, do hereby certify

that the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following

actions on 1413R 221?:

Authorize the taking of a deposition
of the National Republican Senatorial
Committee in accordance with the dis-
cussion held in the meeting.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McGarry, and Thomas

voted affirmatively for the decli'ion. Commissioner McDonald did

not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date Mary W. Dove
Administrative Assistant
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiSSION

30 Octo1~r 1987

Stuart M. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein, Becker, Borsody, and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

RE: MLJR 2212
National Republican Senatorial
Committee
Richard G. Nelson, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Gerson:

On December 9, 1986, your clients were notified that the
Federal Election Commission had found reason to believe the

C' National Republican Senatorial Committee and Rodney A. Smith, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4), a provision of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

Pursuant to its investigation of this matter, the Commission
o has issued the attached subpoena requiring James E. Murphy, Jr.

to appear and give sworn testimony on November 12, 1987, which
will assist the Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of
supervising compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of

C' 1971, as amended.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00 plus mileage at the rate of 20.5
cents per mile. Your client will be given a check for the
witness fee and mileage at the time of the deposition.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney handling this matter, at (202) 376-
5690.

Sincerely,

/
Lawrence M. oble
General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2212

)

SUBPOENA

TO: James E. Murphy, Jr.
c/o Stuart M. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein, Becker, Borsody, and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437d(a) (3), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby subpoenas you to appear for deposition with

regard to MUR 2212. Notice is hereby given that the deposition

0 is to be taken on November 12, 1987, in Room 657 at 999 E Street,

r
N.W., Washington, D.C., beginning at 10:00 a.m.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., this 2, day of

October, 1987.

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

M~joeW.Ernrnons
to the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSiON
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Jmuary 5, 1988

Stuart M. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein, Becker, Borsody
and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

Re: MUR 2212
National Republican
Senatorial Committee

Dear Mr. Gerson:

We are writing to request additional information concerning
one aspect of the above-cited matter, namely the allocation to
the Snellirig '84 Committee by the National Republican Senatorial
Committee ("NRSC") of $3,600 out of the $13,800 paid by the NRSC
for "focus group" advertising surveys conducted in Vermont on
May 27, 1986. Given the direct relationship of the advertising
being tested to the Snelling campaign, a detailed explanation is
requested regarding the allocation of only 26% to the Snelling
commi ttee.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne R.
Weissenborn at (202) 376-5690.
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A T ' . 444 North Capitol Street
IXCE4EDERAL Washington, D.C. 20001

(202) 347-37(K)
REPORTERS, INC. 88 JA2 29 ~ jj: 55 (800) 336-6646

STFN(YIYPIK REPORTERS

Federal Election Conunission
ATTN: Ms. Anne A. Weissenborn,
999 E Street, Northwest
Washington, D.c. 20463

26 January 1988

Attorney

Re: Deposition of JAMES E. MURPHY, JR.,
Washington DC, 18 I)ecember 1987.
MUR 2212.

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

Enclosed is die Original copy of the above-entitled deposition, which has
been read and signed by the Deponent. The following corrections are noted
in this transcript:

,, I,

Page 27, line 4: Change "and" to any
34 14 Change "where" to "aware
52 21 Change "on" to "no~~.

Sincerely,

Edwin C. Crowley
Deposition Supervisor
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiSSION

------------------------------------------------------ x

In the Matter of:

MUR 2212

------------------------------------------------------ x

DEPOSITION OF JAMES H. MURPHY, JR.

8 Washington, D. C.
*1

Friday, December 18, 1987

Deposition oF JAMES H. MURPHY, JR., called for exami-
f\t I(J

nation pursuant to notice, at the Federal Election Commission,

999 E Street, N.W., Conference Room, at 10:00 o.m. before

LOUIS P. WAIBEL, a Notary Public within and for the District

of Columbia, when were present on behalf of the respective

~ parties:

ANNE A. WEISSENBORN, ESQ.
Attorney
THOMAS J. WHITEHEAD, ESQ.
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463
On behalf of the Federal Election

Commission.

STUART M. GERSON, ESQ.
Epstein, Becker, Borsody

& Green, P.C.
1140 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
On behalf of the Witness.

-- continued --
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BENJAMIN L. GINSBERG, ESQ.
Legal Counsel
National Republican Senatorial

Committee
440 First Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D. C. 20001
On behalf of the Witness.
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PROCEEDING S

(10:00 A.M.)

Whereupon,

JAMES E. MURPHY, JR.

was called as a witness and, having first been duly sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:

EXAMINATION

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Would you state your name and address?

A James E. Murphy, Jr. My home address is Unit

230, 10819 Hamptonville Terrace, Rockville, Maryland 20852.

Q What is your present position?

A I am the director of field operations for the

Dole For President Committee.

Q Have you ever been deposed before?

A No.

Q I am going to ask a series of questions, and if

you have any questions yourself or you don't understand what

I am asking and so forth, please say so.

A Sure.

Q And I will try to rephrase it.

You are represented by counsel here?
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O rJpv T guess sort of.

Sort of?

It guess I am here as a former agent of the NRSC.

MR. GF~RSON: I

Mr. Murphy was identified

Ms. Weissenborn and I had,

represent the NRSC and is

time they occurred or who

comprehensive way the NRSC

lines of, say, a 30(B)(6)

and that's what led to Mr.

4

5

6

7

C)
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will note for the record that

pursuant to discussion

who is a person who could

familiar with the facts at the

could come and represent in a

's interests, perhaps along the

witness in the normal civil case,

Murphy's being here.

I am here as counsel for the NRSC and hence

y representing him.

MS. WEISSENBORN: Would you identify yourself.

MR. GE~RSON: I am Stuart Gerson, and Benjamin

to my right, as counsel for the NRSC.

BY MS. WEISSENBO~N:

Where were you employed, Mr. Murphy, during 1985

?\t the National Republican Senatorial Committee.

What were your responsibilities during that

~ ~ *~

indirectl

Ginsberg

Q

and 1986?

Q

oeriod?
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6

A I was a deputy political director, and my

responsibilities were divided up by States and my States

were Indiana, Ohio, Maryland, New York, Connecticut,

Vermont, and New Hampshire.

Q And with regard to those States, what were you

expected to do? What were your responsibilities within

those areas?

A Varied greatly from State to State. Principally,

I would describe my role, say, principal point of contact

between the Senate committee of the candidates for campaigns

running in those States.

Q In terms of Vermont, you mentioned that as one of

your States. What were your particular efforts or

responsibilities in that State?

A. Mo different than the others. Again, just

basically to take whatever interest the committee had an

represent those interests in that State with those

candidates' campaigns as time went on.

Q Taking, say, 1985, beginning, say, January and

going up to maybe September, what was your role in terms of

the candidacy in Vermont?

IR. GERSON: His personally?

I Li 1)1 NA! Ri uot< ui~s.
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MS. WEISSENBORN: Yes.

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, did you ~ay in '85?

MS. WEISSENBORN: In '85. RIght.

THE WITNESS: My role in Vermont was principally,

I'd say, two-fold. First, as it was, I didn't know Vermont.

I had never done anything there; so, just to try to get a

handle on the State, principally as any political person

would. And secondly, we were trying to recruit the

candidates to run against Leahy.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q What did you do in terms of this recruitment?

MR. GERSON: Again, you are asking about him

personally as opposed to the Senatorial committee generally?

MS. WEISSENBORN: Right.

THE WITNESS: What. did I personally do?

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Yes.

Well, with respect. to the first major thing that

I did, basic3lly I tried to immerse myself in all material

relating to Vermont political history, the Almanac, Leahy's

record, things like that. And with respect to recruiting,

my best recollection is that sometime in March -- it. may
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H have been April -- but sometime around there I made a field

trip up to Vermont, spent three or four biys traveling

through the State to assess the situation and speak to the

H people active in the Republican Party. That's basically

what I did.

Q Speaking to them about what in terms of a

candidate?

.1 A Who would be good, who was interested, what could

we do to help, an assessment of the race, an assessment of

Leahy, what his strengths were, what his weaknesses were.

Q Did you meet with former Governor Snelling during

that period?

A Yes, I did.

Q And can you tell us generally what the tenor of

your conversation was in terms of did you approach him as to

other possible candidates?

A Yes. It was an introductory meeting. I had

never met the Governor, and I basically had called his

office to state that I was going to be in the State and I

wanted to stop by and oay a courtesy call. That was the

purpose of that visit.

C) 1-low would you characterize his reaction to his
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visit? Maybe I should start again.

Did you pose the question of whether he would

consider running at that point?

A Yes. In an indirect way I said that we thought

he would be a very strong candidate and T would hope he

would consider running. And he indicated to me at that time

that he had no plans for running. He was very cordial, and

we didn't really get into the whole issue a whole lot. At

that time it was more an introductory meeting, and T had set

it up as that.

Q What was the next time you met with him that you

recall?

A I don't have a specific recollection of the

second meeting. I know I met with him again. I would have

to say I don't know if it was in Washington or in Vermont..

I don't know. But as the recruiting process went on, I

don't know if it was Vermont or D.C., to be honest. I don't

have as clear a memory of the second meeting as the first.

Q Who else at the NRSC was involved in this

recruitment process in Vermont?

A I'm not -- do you mean --

Q Who besides yourself would have been in direct

'~j A ( '\~'I
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contact with potential candidates? Who attended meetings?

A Griscom would be the executive director. 1 would

say he would be the other principal person In touch.

Q And his first name?

A Tom. Tom Griscom. He would he the other

principal person. He was the executive director of the

committee and the person to whom I answered on this.

Q Could you elaborate on what you meant by the

recruitment process? What did the NRSC do to encourage a

candidate in Vermont?

A Specifically, I would say, just try to make the

case that there was a need for a strong candidate. As you

well know, control of the Senate was a big issue at the

time, and we viewed Vermont as a State where we had an

opportunity to pick up a seat, if you will.

So, principally, I would say that the thrust of

our recruiting was to convince -- it turned out to be

Snelling because he was, in our professional judgment, so

head and shoulders in terms of name, ID, and his being

Governor, that this was a race that he should make and that

he could do very well in. That was the thrust of what we

were trying to do in Vermont.

kHl\\ Jc ( C~
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Q So, what kind of activities did you engage in to

encourage him to say yes?

A We tried to first, frankly, just -- again, it

gets into Snelling -- but the first thing was the need to

educate him as to the other Senate races and how the balance

was up in the air, sort of like ideological partisan

Republican cause type argument. We definitely spent a lot

of time on that because as many of the candidates are, he

didn't have sort of a national perspective on things.

And secondly, we tried to give him an assessment

of what it would take, what the race would be like, what

resources could be available to him, and just tried to give

him an answer to the obvious questions that candidates have

about what this might be like if I get into it, and the

resources that would be available.

Q How would you characterize his reactions, say,

through the spring and summer of 1985?

A lie was very much inclined to not run, is our

feeling at the time. The best that I was able to do was at

least continue the dialogue, though I wasn't sure that he

would run. At least, he wasn't wildly interested in it. I

mean, he was definitely being a reluctant suitor, and so I

/ 4 \j Ii Dl k Xl l'.ll~~Rll l~ZS, I\
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9 Upv 1 I would say that was sort of his inclination, although he was

2 willing to go through the process of exploring it.

3 Q Did the NRSC commission a telephone voter survey

4 to be carried out in Vermont by Market Opinior~ Research in

5 June of 1985?

6 A Yes. I think it was June. Yes.

7 Q What was the purpose of that survey, do you

8 remember, from the NRSC's viewpoint?
T

9 A Well, to get a baseline look at the State to see

10 where Leahy stood relative to the other Democratic

11 incumbents, relative to our incumbent, stuff like that,

r~. 12 basically, get a lay of the land.

13 And secondly, obviously at the time Snelling was

14 our principal person, but whether he or whoever we knew that

15 was likely, in order to get a strong candidate in the race,

1.6 we would need a survey to try and help recruit a candidate.

17 Q To your knowledge, was Governor Snelling informed

18 that you were going to undertake that survey -- you meaning

19 NRSC -- prior to its taking place?

20 A I believe he was, yes.

21 Q Do you remember whether he made any suggestions

22 as to questions to be asked, or did he make any suggestions?
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A Not directly, no. I'd say in my conversations

with him, having been a Governor, he was i seasoned pro.

mean, I knew that. No, I would say he did not make any

specific stuff.

Q He didnt raise areas of concern that he would

like to have covered?

A Not with respect to the questionnaire, no.

Q To your knowledge, did he do so to Market Opinion

Research?

A No. To my knowledge, he did not.

Q Did anyone representing -- let me rephrase that.

Did you always deal directly with Governor

Snelling himself, or were there other persons who served as

his representatives during this process?

A At that time, I dealt directly with him. lie had

no staff. I mean, a secretary. But on the recruitment

process, I dealt straight with Snelling.

Q So, is it correct there was no one else

representing him who would have made suggestions as to the

survey?

A Not to my knowledge.

MS. VJEISSENI3ORN: I would like to ask the
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reporter to mark the first document as Exhibit 1.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 1 identified.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q This document purports to be an affidavit of

Robert M. Teeter, of Market Opinion Research, which was

submitted in response to the complaint in this matter.

Have you seen this document before?

(Pause.)

A This morning. Mo, I have not seen it before this

morning.

Q I would like to ask you to read paragraph 6,

particularly the first sentence.

(Pause.)

A Yes.

Q And as you will see, in

says that, "MOR, at the request of

meetings with the NRSC, one in the

Governor Snelling was present."

Were you present at such

the first

the NRSC,

surruner of

sentence he

attended two

1985, at which

a meeting, do you

recall?

A Yes, I was.

i Li 1)1 R:\I Ri P()R I IRS. l\(
\(K~ ~
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9 Upv 1 Q Would you tell us about that meeting in terms of
ii

2 the survey and Information that may have been discussed as a

3 result of it?
Ii

4 A Well, my recollection, as T stated earlier, we

5 did this poll, and at this meeting we made a pitch to

6 Snelling based on the poll. I mean, it was a discussion of

7 the survey results.

8 Q What do you mean by results when you use that

9 word?

10 A In this meeting, I mean, the whole content of the

11 poll. In other words, we went through the whole poll,

12 discussing every aspect of it. As surveys are, it was an

13 interchange based on the data of what did this result mean
'~1.

14 and is that normal. ft was a discussion of a survey. It

15 was a survey report.

16 Q So, you had the actual percentage figures that

17 came out of the data: the answers to the various questions

18 and the oercentaqe of persons who had answered in certain

19 ways and so forth?

20 A Yes.

21 Q And he was given that information?

22 Yes. At that meeting, yes.

2 Nfl flf~\k (
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9 1 0 What was Governor Snelling's

16

reaction at that

point to the numbers and to

A I would describe

There had been public polls

essentially showed the same

not surprised by it.

Q Did he seem more

the candidacy as a result?

A I would say no.

the meaning of the survey?

his reaction as not surprised.

published not long ago that

thing, and I would say he was

inclined to seriously consider

I don't think that poll did

anything one way or the other to influence

think it confirmed what he already thought

when it was over he remained, to my dismay

suitor.

him to run.

and so I think

a reluctant

MS. WEISSENBORN: I would like to go to the next

exhibit and ask that it be marked as Number 2.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 2 identified.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q This exhibit consists of a two-page memorandum

from Charlie Black to Governor Richard Snelling and Jim

Murphy, dated August 15, 1985, and titled "In regard to

Draft of Vermont Campaign Plan," followed by 52 pages of

:\ I Ii Dl RAI RI P()R 11 Rs. I\(
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~1Jpv 1 what is entitled "How Governor Richard Snelling can be

2 elected to the United States Senate from Vermont in 1986."

3 I believe I have seen references to this second

4 document as the Vermont campaign plan. Does this sound

5 accurate? Can we call it that?

6 Not really, no. I mean, it's sort of a misnomer,

7 but it is referred to that, yes. I don't know what other

8 documents you have seen referred to.

9 Q 1-lave you seen this before?

10 A Oh, yes.

11 Q Can you identify this?

12 A Yes.

13 Q Who initiated the idea of having Black, Manafort,

14 Stone & Atwater prepare this plan?

15 A Well, the Senatorial committee. I can't remember

,v.
16 who specifically. It had come out of discussions by the

17 staff of the Senatorial committee. I can't remember whose

lB idea it was originally. It was the Senate committee.

19 Q To your knowledge, did Governor Snelling initiate

20 the idea with NRSC?

21 No. Let me tell you how this came about. It did

22 not come from Snelling. After the survey renort, as I

I - [F IM R ~\I Ri P( )R i~. [ ~
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mentioned earlier, he was still not convinced, and he was

interested -- I mean, his line of reasoning was at that,

"Okay, that's good, but how would this play out?" And this

document was sort of the next step in our recruiting

process, based on my assessment of what his mind frame was,

where we were trying, using the poll as a starting point,

play out, if you will, for him, as I mentioned earlier, you

know, he was interested in what would a campaign be like,

and this was the next step to help him work through what a

campaign would be like.

So, again, maybe it was Tommie's idea. I don't

know whose. But Charlie is a very well respected political

consultant in Republican circles.

MR. GERSON: Charlie is Charlie Black?

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. Charlie Black.

MR. WF-IITEHEAD: And Tommie is Griscom?

THE WITNESS: Yes, it is.

And so we decided to retain Black to come up with

a document that we could get Snelling to sort of go through

those what-ifs, and that's how this came about.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Did Governor Snelling know it. was going to be
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prepared?

A Yes. We came up with the idea, and It told him we

were going to do this.

Q Did he have any suggestions as to what he would

like to see covered in it?

A No, not specifically. As I said earlier, I just

knew in general that he was looking for a what-if.

0 As far as you know, did he communicate -- was the

only communication about this, before it was formulated,

with you or did he have direct communication with Black,

Manafort, Thone & Atwater?

A I don't know. I can't remember. I don't

remember that he would have. He didn't have much input

beforehand, no. But I can't say for sure they didn't talk,

but I don't have any recollection of that. I don't know.

0 Who paid Black, Manafort, Stone & Atwater for

preparing this play?

A The Senate committee.

0 Do you remember how much it was more or less?

A No, I don't. Sorry, I don't.

0 When did Governor Snelling make up his mind?

When did he tell the NRSC that he had decided to become a

1)1 K \J 1'~FP()R 11 k%, I\
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candidate?

A It was in October. Don't hold me to that.

believe the date was on or about -- I think he went to

-- has anyone got calendar? I could tell you by the

calendar. I think he said to Vermont he was running on

19th, so my best guess would be around the 15th or 16th

October.

Q So, mid-October?

A Mid-October is when he said that he would ru

I

the

the

of

n.

MS. WEISSENBORN: Now we move on to the period

after he has declared. And I would like to have the next

exhibit marked, please.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 3 identified.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Exhibit 3 purports to be a memorandum from

Governor Snelling to yourself, Jim Murphy, dated November 4,

1985. Do you recall seeing this memorandum before?

(Pause.)

A There's been a lot. I mean, I've seen it from

Stuart. I don't have a specific recollection of this, but,

yes, I'm sure. This was to me.

I -FIlM k:\I RFPORI I W'~, lV.
- Nt' iflhl\\ di. 0 (t'~Chk'C ;m ~i(i4(i



2740 02 02

9 Upv

4

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Q I would like to draw your attention to the first

sentence, and I will read it. It says, "I am afraid that a

more comprehensive pa11 than we have been thinking about has

become necessary as a result of external events."

Is it correct that I can assume from this that

there were prior discussions about the need for another poll

that he is referring to; is that right?

A That sentence would lead you to believe that yes,

there would be. I cannot remember a specific discussion at

that time about a particular poll.

Q The paragraph beginning with "In any event," I

will just ask you to go ahead and read that.

MR. GERSON: There are two paragraphs that begin

with "In any event."

MS. WEISSENBORN: The first one. The larger one.

THE WITNESS: Snelling used that phrase a lot.

(Pause.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q I have some questions about that. One is, what

is the Becker poll he refers to?

A I believe the Becker poil would have been a poll

conducted -- I don't remember who it was conducted for, but

[1 I)lRAI LZI P0k tI kS, I\
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that was released up in -- I can't remember when it was. It

was the Rutland Herald poll at some point, and I think it's

Becker Associates. He does polls, I believe, in the New

England region. Don't hold me to that. But it would be

some kind of public poll. I don't have a specific memory of

it, but I do recognize the name Becker, and that's what my

best recollection is.

Q In the next line it talks about he says, "We

might have to get ORC to do it." Do you know what ORC is?

A I dont know. I was wondering about that myself.

Q And then he goes on to say, "Since the data for

the June poll is more under our control." Could he have

possibly been referring to MOR?

A I do not know. I don't know what he would mean

by --

knows what

name.

MR. GERSON: We

ORC is, nor has

can stipulate that none of us

NJRSC ever hired anybody by that

THE WITNESS: I don't know if that's a typo or

what it is.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q In the next sentence -- well, go ahead and read

I ELDL R.\I R*P~R1 IRS. lv
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9 Upv I that.

2 (Pause.)

3 I A Yes.

4 Q Where he says, "By just trailering on someone

5 else's poll." What does he mean by that, do you know? What

6 ~, does the term "trailering" mean generally?

7 A I have never heard trailering. I can only guess

8 what he is referring to. is piggybacking. What I would call

9' piggybacking.

10 Q And did the NRSC conduct a poll in December -- or

ii commission a poll, I should say -- to be carried out in

12 Vermont?

13 A In December, my recollection -- I don't have this

14 stuff in front of me -- that's when the RNC did a poll, and

15 I think we bought some of the questions.

C4~
16 Q In other words, piggyback? Is that the term?

17 A Correct. The RNC had their own schedule of

18 polling, and I think whenever -- I think it was pretty

19 common whenever they went in, we did joint stuff with them.

20 (2 Do you remember who was hired to do that

21 particular poll by the RNC?

22 A In December, the DM1.

1 ( '~ 'u ~
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taken?

A

have a

Q Would you spell it?

A What does it refer to?

Q Right.

MR. GERSON: We can stipulate it was Decision

ement, Inc.

THE WITNESS: Yes, who did most, but not all, of

urvey work for the RNC at the time.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Do you remember approximately when that poll was

Just December, from looking at this. I don't

specific recollection.

MS. WEISSENBORN: All right, let's move on to the

next exhibit.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 4 identified.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q This exhibit is titled "Memorandum to Polling

FiLe." It is dated January 6, 1986, and it's not signed,

although at the bottom it has an "RAS/mmm," and it was

produced in response to a subpoena.

MR. GERSON: We can stipulate I produced it.

02
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MS. WE~ISSENBORN: Okay.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q The first sentence discusses or mentions a

December 12 or 13 -- I assume 1985 -- meeting in Charlie

Black's office. Do you remember being present at such a

meeting?

A Yes, I do.

Q Who else was there, do you remember?

A Obviously, Snelling, Charlie, me. There were a

lot of people in and out. This was a big, day-long thing.

I think we were the three people there for all of it, and

other people came in and out.

Q Okay. In the second part of that first sentence,

the writer says, "I got some insight into some polling data

gathered by the RNC." What is he referring to at that

meet ing?

A The DM1 poll.

Q What exactly was Governor Snelling given in te

of the poll at that meeting?

A At this meeting he was given a briefing by Jan

van Lohuizen.

Q Wh

rms

0 is he?

SU(~ ~V
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A lie was our survey guy. I guess his title was

director of survey research for the Senatorial committee.

Q So, he gave Governor Snelling what in terms of

the poll?

A lie gave him a briefing on the results.

Q To be more specific, what do you mean by

briefing? What would he have given him?

A At this time, Snelling and, you know, we knew

that Snelling could not be given the poll data, any of the

numbers, but that he was allowed to be given a briefing on

the general findings of the survey. And so Jan conducted

that briefing and basically told him, to the extent he was

allowed to, the findings of the poll.

Q You said "allowed to." Did the NRSC have a

policy as to what could be given and what could not in terms

of poll results?

A Yes.

Q Would you elaborate upon that policy?

I can elaborate on my understanding of it because

it was Jan who worked that out with the lawyers and stuff.

But my understanding of it was that, whether it was 60 days

or whatever, that no numbers from the poll, no books, none

B 'B \\ :~~1~* ( ~ c i~'w ~
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of the data, none of the cross-tabs, none of the numbers,

the poll numbers, were allowed to be given to the candidate

or any of his or her agents.

f~tv I
But short of numbers -a~4- analysis or find inqs or

trends or observations, whatever, anything else could be

imparted to the candidate or his or her agent. That was my

understanding of it.

Q Would you define a finding as including

percentages?

A No. No numbers. No actual data. No numbers

from tex poll could be divulged to the candidate.

Q Was this a written policy?

A I have no recollection of seeing anything

written. I don't know if there was or not. Again, it was

pretty much Jan and the lawyers. I just sort of had a

working knowledge of it. And that was my understanding of

the law or policy, whatever, what we should do.

~ S. WEISSENBORN: All right, I would like to have

this marked as the next exhibit, please.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 5 identified.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

/\( I Ii 1)1 k.\ I R~[ P0k 11 kS. I \~
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Q This exhibit is entitled at the beginning "A

Telephone Survey of Registered Voters In the State of

Vermont, Prepared for the Republican Senatorial Committee,

December 1985," furnished by Decisionmaking Information.

Are you familiar with this document?

(Pause.)

A I am familiar with the poll. I haven't seen

this.

Q Beginning on the eighth page in after this --

MR. GERSON: Since we have some of these blank

pages, let's just go off the record for a second and make

sure we're looking at the same page.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. GERSON: Okay, we're looking at the same

page.

BY IS. WEISSENBORN:

Q This is apparently what we're looking at, the

first page of the interview schedule, which includes not

only the questions but in this version has percentages.

For example, beginning with all of the questions,

there are percentages given. Am I correct in assuming those

are the results that had been added, that had been

I J[ t)1R\I I~.LPOk1 I k'-~, l\
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incorporated into the schedule?

A Yes, I would assume so.

MR. GERSON: Is what you're asking did somebody

take the questionnaire and then tabulate the results on

them?

MS. WEISSENBORN: Right.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q And that's what this is; is that correct?

A It would appear to me that way. Again, I haven't

seen this. I don't think I have. No, I haven't. It would

appear to me that these are the results, yes.

Q Now, at the meeting you had at rir. Black's office

in December, would Governor Snelling has seen this document?

A No.

Q Did the NRSC commission a poll to be carried out

in Vermont in April of 1986?

A We did, yes.

Q Who was hired to undertake that poll?

A MOR, I believe. Yes.

Q Who was instrumental in determining what

questions should be posed in that April survey?

A Principally, Jan. As it was in all surveys we
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BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Exhibit 6 purports to be a letter, which is not

signed, from Governor Richard A. Snelling to Charles Black,

dated March 21, 1986, with a copy to Jim Murphy, at the

bottom. Do you remember seeing this?

(Pause.)

A Again, I have no specific recollection, but I

don't doubt it came to me.

c~ t.'~ '~ ~)

02

did, I'd say principally Jan van Lohuizen.

Q Did you have input into the qu#~stions?

A Yes.

Q What about Governor Snelling?

A Indirectly, I would say my conversations with him

-- by that point I was talking to him qufte a bit, and he

obviously knew that we were going to be taking polls and

stuff, and from time to time he would say, "What about this?

What about that?" But it was basically Jan and myself who

in the end would decide what was the questionnaire.

MS. WEISSENBORN: Okay, I would like to introduce

the next exhibit, please.

-v

N

.7
(Deposition Exhibi

No. 6 identified.
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ion about

the

I can't

Q

the need

A

campaign

remember

Q

this merne

A I just glanced through it. You want me to read

it?

Q Would you, please?

(Pause.)

A I have read it.

Q Am I correct if I characterize the content of

Governor Snelling's desire for a poll question regarding the

importance of maintaining a Republican majority?

A That is correct.

Q Did you remember having discussions with

Mr. Black about this request after this came up?

A No, I do not.

Q Do you recall a meeting with Governor Snelling at

which Governor Snelling was present on April 1 of 1986?

A No.

i4Y1 II DIR \1 I(i I~)R II RS. I\
I 0 J~ C \ .~ "Awl Th e~(4(

Prior to March 21 had there been discuss

for a poll to be taken?

There were ongoing discussing throughout

about polling, so I would assume yes. But

a specific discussion or poll.

Did you have a chance to read the conten Ls of
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32

MR. GERSON: When you say AprIl 1, that's opposed

to the meeting on April 14?

MS. WEISSENBORN: Right.

MR. GERSON: Which we will agree took place.

You're not asking about the April 14th meeting. You're

asking about a meeting on April 1.

MS. WEISSENI3ORN: Right. Or a discussion. It

could have been a telephone discussion.

THE WITNESS: I had so many meetings and so many

discussions, I honestly can't speak to it. I have no

specific recollection of a meeting on April 1, no, I do not.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Do you recall whether Governor Snelling received

a draft of poll questions before they were finalized?

A I don't.

!IS. WEISSENBORN: I would like to introduce the

next exhibit.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 7 identified.)

Q

Pr eo a red

BY MS. WEISSENBORt'J:

This exhibit is entitled "Vermont Statewide Data

for the National Republican Senatorial Committee"

r Jr ( ~c ~' ((~ V
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* Upv 1 by Market Opinion Research, and it's dated April 1986.

2 Can you identify it?

3 A Again, I have no specific memory, but I'm 'sure

4 this was it.

5 Q ir would like to draw your attention to two

6 questions. The first is number 8 on page 5, and the second

7 is number 85 on page 26. If you can just glance at those.

8 A Yes.

9 Q Am I correct in summarizing these by saying they

10 both deal with the majority question? I will back up.

11 MR. GERSON: I will stipulate you are asking

12 about the generic issue of the importance of retaining a

13 Republican majority in the Senate.
~i.

14 MS. WEISSENBORN: Right. Exactly.

15 MR. GERSON: We will stipulate both of those

16 questions, say that.

17 MS. WEISSENBORN: All right.

18 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

19 0 Do you remember discussions about this particular

20 issue when questions were being formulated?

21 MR. GERSON: With Snelling or generally with the

5 22 NRSC?
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the quest

role.

MS. WEISSENBORN: Yes.

THE WITNESS: But as far as getting involved in

ions and stuff like that, that was not Charlie's

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Could you elaborate on what his roles were at

this point in the campaign?

0

-v

4
V.. MR. GERSON: Mr. Black had several roles.

THE WITNESS: Marginal. How would I describe

A viA CL L
Charlie's role? He would have been.whe-~e-wc were taking a

p01 1.?

instrument.

34

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Ii Q Generally with the NRSC or with MOR.

A MOR I didn't really talk to. It would have been

rare that I talked to them, because Jan was the person I

spoke with. But I'm sure I talked to Jan about this

questionnaire.

Q What was the role of Mr. Black in setting up this

particular polling enterprise?

MR. GERSON: Which poll are you talking about?

MS. WEIESSENBORN: The preparation of the survey
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A He was a general consultant to Snelling and, as

such, he had the overall responsibility for the campaign

effort.

Q Paid by the Snelling committee?

A Yes. There was a contract, yes, to the best of

my knowledge.

Q From your point of view, can we assume that

Governor Snelling commented upon and added to the questions

that were going to be posed in this poll, in the April '86

poll?

MR. GERSON: I will note an objection to it. You

can answer it to the extent you know the answer.

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. Can it be assumed that

the --

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Is it correct to say that Governor Snelling had

input into the questions?

MR. GERSON: You mean all the questions or just

the two you asked about?

MS. WEISSENBORN: Into questions.

MR. GERSON: Hold it a second. I just want to

make sure we know what the question is.

"( N ~ (~ (~4f
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MS. WEISSENBORN: Into some questions going

beyond those two. Generally in the polL

MR. GERSON: Well, I object, but if you know the

answer, you can answer it.

THE WITNESS: I'm not aware that Snelling talked

to Jan or MOR or anybody. I have no knowledge that he had

-- if that's what you mean by input into the questionnaire

-- to my knowledge, no, he had none.

MS. WEISSENBORN: All right, that's what I am

asking.

THE WITNESS: Direct to Jan or MOR, to the best

of my knowledge. He would not have had that kind of input,

no.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Was there actually a poll taken in April?

A To the best of my knowledge. Now we're getting

into the heat of the campaign.

Q According to information supplied to the

Commission by the Snelling committee, there was a meeting on

April 14 attended by yourself and Governor Snelling. April

14, 1986. In other words, after the poll.

Do you remember such a meeting?

S(H ( (,h~
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A No, I honestly don't. I'm sure it took place,

but I can't remember this one.

Q All right. Is it correct, then, in May of 1986

the NRSC commissioned MOR to conduct tests of proposed

Snelling advertising in Vermont using what are called focus

groups?

A Yes, I think it was around then, yes.

Q What are focus groups?

Q Well, I'm not a pollster, but as I understand it,

it's groups of voters, small in size -- I don't know, 20-30

people -- who view advertising and are asked their reaction

to it.

Q Were you involved in the idea of undertaking such

a test in Vermont?

A ~iarginally. Again, sort of as part of my account

rep function in the committee, I was involved in it.

Q What lid you understand to be the purpose of

those tests?

A The committee had that -- I don't know if we're

back to the '82 cycle -- but they did testing from cycle to

cycle to determine what types of advertising worked and

didn't work.
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We sort of had an institutional interest in

testing ads. Just the political advertisinq. There's a lot

of money spent on that. And again, I don't know when it

originated, but I know in the '84 cycle it did. So, that

was one. Two, for us to see what types of approaches in

Vermont would work in terms of advertising. So, I would say

it was a two-fold purpose.

Q So, the first purpose you viewed as beyond just

Vermont?

A

Q

A

Q

NRSC 'S

The committee did, yes.

I'm sorry, I mean the NRSC.

Yes.

Whose idea was it to undertake these tests: the

or Governor Snelling's?

Oh, definitely ours.

MS. WEIESSENBORN: All right, let's introduce the

next exhibit.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 8 identified.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Exhibit 8 is apparently a memorandum from Paul

Curcio to Tom Griscom and Scott Cottington regardirvj
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Q

Advertising Test Analysis."
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Can you identify this document?
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Q To your knowledge, was a copy of this memorandum

sent to the Snelling campaign?

A I'm not aware that it was given to him. I have

no direct personal knowledge that it was given.

Q Whether or not they received this particular

memorandum, was the Snelling campaign informed of the

results of the advertising test?

A Yes. My recollection of whet I do remember -- I

Nil kilV\ (

it?

A I think this is the first time I have ever seen

it. But, yes, this wold appear to me to be that.

Q Who was Paul Curcio? What role did he play?

A Again, I don't know his exact title. He was an

ad testing guy. I don't know, director of advertising. I

really don't remember his title, but he was the person -- he

had been at this committee I know in the '84 cycle as well,

and I think he is still there, but he was an ad guy.

Q And Scott Cottington, who was he?

A Political director.

liave you seen
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can't remember exactly when, but sometime after this was

conducted, I remember a conference call where Curcia went

through the results. I do have a recollection of that.

Q Do you know who was the person being called or

persons involved in it?

A Again, the best I can remember, I know [ was on

it. I know Curcio was on it, and I know Snelling was on it.

That's all I could testify for sure that was on ~t. I would

guess that Ray Post might have been on it, the manager. Jan

might have been on it, but that's all I can tell you was on

it. I really can't remember who else was on it.

Q !~4anager of --

A The Snelling campaign.

Q Ray Post?

A

Q

tell them

A

of it.

test on

Q

A

Yes.

In terms of the conference call, what di.d Curojo

generally?

Again, I would say I don't have a distinct memory

would say generally he imparted the results of the

he ad, the focus group study.

Which ads would be good and which not?

I'm sure we talked about that, yes.

Li 1)1 R\I RI:1~R1 I kS. I\.
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* UpV 1 MR. GERSON: We can stipulate on this and save

2 you a little time. The position we take on this survey is

3 certainly different from the other data. And you know

4 because you got it from two places that Snelling at some

5 point or other got a copy of this document. There is no

6 need to hedge about any of this.

7 THE WITNESS: And to my recollection, we just

8 went through it, and like most Snelling meetings, it just
i)

9 went on and on and on.

~ I

10 MS. WEISSENBORN: All right, let's go on to the
11 next exhibit.

12 (Deposition Exhibit

13 No. 9 identified.)

14 MS. WEISSENBORN: Exhibit 9 is apparently a bill

15 sent to the National Republican Senatorial Committee from

16 Market Ooinion Research for the Vermont ad test in the

17 amount of $13,800.

18 Then if we could immediately the next one.

19 (Deposition Exhibit

20 No. 10 identified.)

21 ~ S. WEISSENI3ORN: Exhibit 10 is a letter from

22 Maryanne B. Preztunik of the National Republican Senatorial

NI: V ( ~i "I
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Committee, dated September 26, 1986, which states that the

following should be considered as an Invoice for the ad test

and requesting the amount of $3600.

BY ~ S. WEISSENBORN:

Q To your knowledge, what was the basis of

allocating this $3600 to the Snelling committee or asking

for payment of only that amount?

A I don't know.

Q You were not involved in the --

A I knew that since he was given data, that a chunk

of the cost would have to be -- you know, he would have to

pay. But how that number was arrived at I do not know. I

was not involved in it.

Q Who at the NRSC would have been involved?

A Maryanne and Jim Wholey.

Q Jim Wholey is?

A Is our legal counsel. They would have worked

that out.

Q Is this form of advertising testing done in other

States that you know of?

answer the

MR. GERSON: I would object to that. But you can

question if you know the answer.

\l! ~llA (
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States

Q

the NRS

June of

THE WITNESS: I'm sure -- I don't know what other

-- I'm sure it was done.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

All right, let's move on to the next poll. Did

C in Vermont commission a poll to be carried out in

1986?

A

Q

A

Q

2, a Draft

document?

Yes, we did.

What firm was involved in that?

MOR.

MS. WEISSENBORN: Would you mark this, please.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 11 identified.)

BY IS. WEISSENBORN:

Exhibit 11 is entitled "Vermont Statewide Number

Questionnaire," Are you familiar with this

A Generally. Again, I am aware of it.

Q And would it be correct to say that this document

contains questions that were proposed to be included to be

asked for the end of June?

It would appear to be that way, yes. Whether

this was actually the questionnaire in the field I don't
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2 Q To your knowledge, did Governor Snelling submit

3 any suggestions, advice, or language to be included in the

4 questionnaire?

5 A He and I would have conversations about things he

6 was interested in knowing about, whether issues or Leahy or

7 this or that and that, and in that sense indirectly, if I

8 agreed with him or Jan and I agreed with the assessment. He
0

9 would have inputs in that way. But I am not aware of any

10 that are particularly Snelling's or not Snel.lings.

11 Q In the NRSC response to interrogatories posed by

12 the Commission, it was stated that there was a conference

13 call on July 2, 1986, which Governor Snelling, Alex Gage,

14 Greg Stevens, Jan van Lohuizen, and yourself participated.

15 Do you recall such a call?

16 A Again, there were many, so I can't remember July

17 2nd as opposed to any other. If the records will show that,

18 I'm sure it took place.

19 Q Who is Alex Gage?

20 A He works for !'Iarket Opinion Research.

21 Q And Greg Stevens?

22 A Greg was an associate of Charlie Black's.

I<i DIK\! Ri Pukil I~'-~, I\
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.J tlpv Q Do you remember during any conference call or any

other communication that any information gleaned from this,

the June call, was passed on to Governor Snelling?

MR. GERSON: What do you mean by information

included?

WE 155 ENBORN

GERSON: By

Results.

results, do you mean data?

Numbers?

MS. WEISSENBORN:

information, trends.

THE WITNESS: Agai

this survey would he have bee

he was given a briefing.

MS. WEISSENBORN:

I mean, percentages,

to repeat, at

given numbers,

no time was

data. Sure,

Okay, let's have the next one

marked.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 12 identified.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Exhibit 12 is entitled "PACGram from

Republican Senatorial Committee," dated July 14,

A Yes.

Q And subtitled "Vermont Update." Are

the National

1986.

you familiar

ris.

MR.

N

q ~

'4
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with this?

A I remember this, yes. I remember when this

happened.

Q I draw your attention to the bottom paragraph,

starting "In early June." Would you look at that?

A Yes.

Q It states, "A Market Research opinion poll

released on July 3 now shows Snelling only 17 points back."

What is meant by "released," to your knowledge?

A I don't know specifically about released on July

3. I do know that what we did with this in general was let

out the head-to-head to the PAC community because we at the

time -- the perception was that the race was not going so

hot, and so we wanted to get this number out to show there

was progress.

I have no specific knowledge about what "released

on July 3" would refer to. I can assume. My recollection

was it was a PAC meeting. It may have been a PAC lunch or

something like that. I don't know specifically what that

was, though.

Q Do you know what was released, how much?

A To the PAC?

( '\r*
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Q The entire poll result?

A No. It would only allow a head-to-head.

Q When you say head-to-head, what do you mean?

A Leahy versus Snelling.

Q And is a good example of that at the bottom of

the page what you mean?

A Yes, exactly.

Q In addition to the head-to-head results, was

other information gleaned from this particular poll ever

made public; do you remember?

A ft's possible, but I don't know. I mean, at this

time both Jan and I would have been conducting sort of

informal briefings for the press and/or PAC people. It's

possible, but I have no specific recollection, and frankly

it orobably would have been done without me -- I mean, Jan

might have. I do not know.

~j9* VJEISSENBORN: Let's mark the next exhibit,

p lease.

(Deposition Exhibit

No. 13 identified.)

BY ~4S. WEISSENBORN:

Q Exhibit 13 is entitled "Vermont Statewide Number
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2 Study, Prepared for the National Republican Senatorial

Committee," from Market Opinion Research, (Ilted June 1986.

Can you identify this? Have you seen this

document?

A Imust

Q Idraw

the fourth sheet.

to-head question?

A Yes.

Q "Which

have.

your attention to question 10. It's on

Is that what you would consider a head-

way do you lean today?" And then giving

them a choice.

A Yes. It's a choice between two candidates.

Q Am I correct if I state that the survey contained

a number of other questions besides the head-to-head

quest ion?

A Yes.

Q To your knowledge, was Governor Snelling or his

committee ever provided with information contained from this

poll going to the other questions besides the head-to-head?

MR. GERSON: You mean ever, or within 60 days of

this?

MS. WEISSENBORN: All right, let's say within 60
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*Upv 1 days.

2 MR. GERSON: I don't care which question you put.

3 Just make sure he understands.

4 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

5 Q Let's start with the 60 days.

6 A Would you repeat the question for me?

7 Q Was Governor Snelling or his committee ever

8 provided with the results of these other questions, besides

9 the head-to-head one we have noted, within 60 days of the

10 poll, being taken?

ii A Define ~' results."

12 Q Given percentages.

13 A No. Again, he was not given actual numbers or

14 data from this survey before 60 days.

15 Q Was he given such information after the 60 days?

16 A I dont know. On some of these, I think, after

17 60 days the committee got it and reported it as a

18 contribution. I don't know. I would have to look at the

19 notes to know if this was one that they got after 60 days.

20 Q We talked about this a little bit before. But

21 could you reiterate or expand on how you distinguish between

22 the term "results" and the term "data"? Your understanding
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of --

MR. GERSON: He didn't distinguish between the

two. I mean, you're asking --

MS. WEISSENBORN: All right. I'm sorry.

BY MS. WEYESSENBORN:

Q Are you saying that results -- tell me what you

mean by the two.

A Data, narrowly, to me what I mean is numbers.

Numbers from the survey to me is data.

Q And results are?

A When I said that, I meant like trends or --

trends, observations.

Q Would that include approximate percentages?

Ballpark figures?

A It is not numbers. It would include observations

about trends, yes.

Q What kind of observations? Can you give me just

a hypothetical example?

A I'm not going to try to recreate a briefing.

MR. GERSON: He told you what his understanding

of the policy was, and you are now asking for his own

opinion.

*'\ i Ii DI kA[ Ri PORt I KS, I\
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~Upv 1 MS. WEISSENBORN: Yes.

I I
2 MR. GINSBERG: You're asking for a legal

I conclusion.

4 MS. WEISSENBORN: No. His own opinion.

5 MR. GERSON: I will object. To the extent he has

6 one, I don't know if it's of any consequence at all, but I

7 will have him provide it.

8 THE WITNESS: I don't know what the question is.

9 MR. GERSON: She is trying to ask you to

10 distinguish between that which the committee policy wouldn't

11 allow to be released; in other words, the data results, the

p 12 sort of thing you described and the general trends that you

13 felt you were allowed to describe within the 60-day period,

14 because they didn't constitute results.

15 THE WITNESS: That's how I differentiate. I

16 can't do better than that for you. There were numbers, and

17 there weren't numbers.

18 IS. WEISSENBORN: All right, let's start by

19 numbering the next exhibit.

20 (Deposition Exhibit

21 No. 14 identified.)

22 t3Y MS. VJEISSENBGRN:
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Q Exhibit 14 is a memorandum from Alex Gage to the

Snelling campaign group regarding a draft questionnaire for

August poll, dated August 13, 1986.

And I will preface my question by saying that we

understand that this particular poll was not mentioned in

the legal and factual analysis that went to the NRSC when

reason to believe was found by the Commission in this matter

nor was it mentioned in the request for documents and so

forth.

But this particular memorandum came in as a

result of the request for documents from --

MR. GERSON: You asked for every document.

MS. WEISSENBORN: Right. F~xactly.

MR. GERSON: And we gave it to you.

MS. WFMSSENBORN: In case there was a fifth poll,

apQarently, and so I would just like to pose a few questions

about what is apparently a fifth one.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q Is it correct that there was a fifth survey in

Vermont carried out by MOR in August of 1986?

A I have ~.n specific recollection, but there must

have been.

1 Ii Dl RAI Ri WRII R~, I\(
I (
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Q To your knowledge, did NRSC commission this poll?

A Yes, I would assume so.

Q To your knowledge, did NRSC pay for the poll?

A To my knowledge, yes.

Q To your knowledge, was any amount allocated to

the Snelling committee either as an In-kind contribution or

something they were asked to pay?

A I can't remember, without looking at the

documents, which ones were allocated and which ones weren't,

no.

MS. WEISSENBOR~: Can we take a two-minute break.

(Recess.)

IS. WEISSENBORN: Let's go back on the record.

That concludes all the questions that I have for

today. We really don't believe that we would be asking you

to return. However, just in case, we would like to keep the

deposition open.

Do you want to waive signature, or would you like

to see the transcript?

MR. GERSON: My advice is that you should review

it. You have the right to review the transcript and sign it

before it's submitted.

'1 Li 1)1 k.\ I Ri H )R 11 RS. I \(
j~ (
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WEISSENBORN: Make minor changes.

GERSON: Corrections.

WITNESS: Sure.

GERSON: That's a right that you should

1
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deposition

MS. WEISSENBORN:

(Whereupon, at 11

was concluded.)

th1SJ~4 dayot~,~7 y

Notary Pub tic
My Cornn '~S~OO Lxpros

Yes, I would

Fine.

20 a.m.,

like to assert that

the taking of the

James E. Murphy, Jr.

~n'\ iJ~ ( 0 CI

04

MS.

MR.

THE

MR.

assert.

right.

THE WITNESS:
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CERTIFICATE OF NOTARY PUBLIC & REPORTER

I, LOUIS P. WAIBEL , the officer before whom

the foregoinq deposition was taken, do hereby certify

that the witness whose testimony appears in the

foregoing deposition was duly sworn by me; that

the testimony of said witness was taken in shorthand

and thereafter reduced to typewriting by me or under

my direction; that said deposition is a true record

of the testimony given by said witness; that I am

neither counsel for, related to, nor employed by

any of the parties to the action in which this

deposition was taken; and, further, that I am not

a relative or employee of any attorney or counsel

employed by the parties hereto, nor financially

or otherwise interested in the outcome of this action.

f

* ( (1 W,
~Motary Public in and for the

District of Columbia

My Commission Expires
9/30/92
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*from the National Republican Senatorial Committee
Senator John hems John Thomas Sheehan

Chairman PAC Director

TO: PAC REPRESENTATIVES
?M: JOBN SHEEHAN

July 14,

VERMONT TJPDAT3

ShELLING TURNS UP TED NEAT

-- - POlL SHOWS TUE THAW 810135

Former Governor Dick Snelling has devoted the firSt 90 days of
~ his Senate campaign to re-building the organization that elected

him Governor of the Green Mountain state a record 4 times.

During the same period Snelling presented position papers on
the major issues of the 1986 campaign.

In June, after re-establishing himself, Snelling took off the
N gloves and began to challenge some common misconceptions about

Leahy'S record.
C,

Snelling's media addresses these areas:

* Leahy voted for $977 billion of additional deficits
* Leahy is not a champion of Vermont agriculture having
missed 23 of 23 full committee hearings. fl. also missed
17 of 19 sub-committee hearings in the 98th Congress.

* Leahy is not the independent Vermonter he claims to be; in
fact, he is one of the most partisan members of the Senate.

Did Snelling's plan of action work? We look to the numbers.

In early June, a Rutland Herald poll reported that Snelling
trailed by 25 ~ (blOR) poll
relesse4en.Jag~ 3~4 now lb *5n11ITragonyTFpoints back, a
move of S points in under 30 days.

Rutland
Herald

SUILLING
Leahy0

32%
57'

NOa

37'
54'

- more -

)(alirnial Zpublican ~enateriuI ~emsittae ",~8 V. S.4~6W * Wa., D.C. 20U2 * (3O3~)4742A2 1



do I.

While 17 points is still a gap, the MOR survey shove that the
ads dealing with Leahy's record are very effective.

~9~i~XOr@t that Leahy started his 1980 re-election campaign
vithiTO~Vht lead over Republican Stewart LedbetteC, and that
lead melted away steadily during the summer and fall. Leahy
barely escaped defeat, with a margin of only 1.2 percent.

The Snelling campaign La on track, and we remain convinced
that Dick Snelling's campaign offers one of our best opportunities
to capture a Democratic seat.

Snelling for Senate
P.O. Dox 1986

Shelburne, Vermont 05482
(802) 985-9471

- ~ - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~---------------- -~ -

Por additional information on Vermont or any Senate race please
call: (202) 224-2351 or (800) 358.5675.
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Vermont Statewide Study ~2

Q1. Do you feel things in this country are generally going in the right direction or do you
reel things have pretty seriously gotten otT on the wrong track?

2 Right direction
I Wrong track

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused,'NA

p~. (~~-~~

Q2. Do you approve or disapprove or the way Ronald Reagan is handling his job as Pres:denr~
(WAIT FOR RESPONSE AND ASK:) Would that be strongly (approve/disapprove) or just
somewhat (approve/disapprove)?

4 Strongly approve
3 Somewhat approve
2 Somewhat disapprove
I Strongly disapprove

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused,'NA

P~ V~-~

As you know, there will be elections this rail...

Q3. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senate was being held today, would you be voting for
(ROTATE: the Republican candidate or the Democratic candidate)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today -- toward (ROTATE: the Republican candidate Cr
the Democratic candidate)?

2 Republican
I Democrat

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused NA

4D~. ~ c~'



Thinking ahead to the 1986 elections...

Q9. If the 1986 election for Governor were being held today and (ROTATE: Peter Smith w~
the Republican candidate and Madeleine Kunin was the Democratic candidate), would
you be voting for (ROTATE: Smith or Kunin)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Smith, the Republican, or
Kunin, the Democrat)?

2 Pet~'Smith
I Madeleine Kunin

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

PP. '?:~- I ~

QlO. If the 1986 election for U.S. Senator was being held today and (ROTATE: Richard
Snelling was the Republican candidate and Patrick Leahy (LAY-HE) was the Democratic
candidate), would you be voting for (ROTATE: Snelling or Leahy)?

Qa. Which way do you lean as of today, toward -- (ROTATE: Snelling, the Republican, or
Leahy, the Democrat)?

2 Richard Snelling (GO TO Qil)
1 Patrick Leahy (GO TO Qil)

F8 Don't know (GO TO Q12)

~f tF~Refused/NA (GO TO Q12)

Q1 I. Have you made up your mind or do you think you might change you:' mind between n~-

and election day?
I Made up mind
2 Might change between now & election day

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA
L4~6



QIS. H3ve you read, seen or heard anything about Richard Snelling during the past several
weeks?

2 Yes (GO TO Q16)
I No (GO TO QiS)

PS Don't know (GO TO QiS)
F9 Refused/NA (GO TO QIS)

- Pp' 3(-33
(IF YES, ASK:) What have you read, seen or heard about him? (PROBE FOR

16. SPECiFICS)

17. (IF YES, ASK:) Has what you read, seen or heard made you more or less likely to '~ot~
for him?

3 More likely
2 No difference (VOLUNTEERED)
I Less likely

P8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

/Z~~# ~



For each one of zhe following statements, please tell me which ones you reel are trueand
which ones you feel are not true. (IF TRUE, ASK:) Is that important or not irnportano

(RANDOMIZE Q22 TO Q27)

Q22. Since 1975, Patrick Leahy has voted for spending increases that have added nearly a
trillion dollars to the federal deficit.

True, important
True, not important
Not true

F8 Don't know
F9 RefusediNA

PP ~-4~'

Q23. The Congressional Record shows that Patrick Leahy is one of the U.S. Senate's biggest
spenders.

3 True, important
2 True, nor important
I Not true

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

ppg6-qg~, ~-S-s-)

Q24. The National Taxpayer's Union has rated Patrick Leahy as one of the Senate's biggest
spenders.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

Q25. Patrick Leahy has a poor attendance record at meetings of the full Senate Agricultur2
Committee.

3 True, important
True, not important

I Not true

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

tP t~-~'

Q26. When Dick Snelling left office, he left a S35 million deficit.

3 True, important
2 True, not important
I Not true

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused/NA

~



Now, a few questions for statistical

QD1. (PARTYJD) Generally speaking, do
Lan.d~.~ai or what?

Republican
Democrat
Independent
No preference
Other

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

~p ~

purposes...

you think of yourself as a &~.i~Iiiia. a Q.~mQQLI~, ai

(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qa)
(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)

(GO TO Qb)
(GO TO Qb)

Qa. (INTENSE) Would you call yourself a ~ (Rep./Dem.) or a not very strona (Rep., Derm

I Strong
2 Not very strong

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused
Pp ~.I-~3

Qb. (LEAN) Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or the Democratic Party?

I Republican
2 Democratic
3 Neither

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

PP ~,'-63

QD2. (VOTETYPE) In the last general election in which you voted, which answer best
describes how you voted for state and local offices such as governor and senator?
(READ CHOICES 1 THROUGH 7/ALTERNATE TOP TO BOTTOM/BOTTOM TO
TOP)

01 Straight Democratic
02 Mostly Democratic
03 A few more Democrats than Republicans
04 About equally for both parties
05 A few more Republicans
06 Mostly Republican
07 Straight Republican

08 Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________
09 Never voted

98 Don't know
99 Refused/NA

~?



QD9. (EDOFR) What is the last grade of school you completed?

I Grade school or less (Grade 1-8)
2 Some high school (Grade 9-Il)
3 Graduated high school
4 Vocational school/Technical school
5 Some college-2 years or less
6 Some college-more than 2 years
7 Graduated college
8 Post-graduate work

F9 Refused

pp ~
QD2I. (RELIGION) Is your religious background Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewish or

something else? (IF "SOMETHING ELSE" OR UNCLEAR IF CHRISTIAN, ASK.) Is
that a Christian church?

I Protestant (e.g. Baptist, Methodist, etc.)
2 Roman Catholic
3 Jewish
4 Other Christian
5 Other non-Christian/Unspecified
6 Agnostic/Atheist
7 None

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused
P1' ~-A'/

QD25. (INCOME) Which of the following income groups includes your TOTAL FAMILY
INCOME in 1985 before taxes? (Just stop me when I read the correct category)

0 Under $10,000
I SIO,000-S15,000 (14,999)
2 S15,000-S20,000 (19,999)
3 $20,000-$25,Ooo (24,999)
4 $25,000-S30,000 (29,999)
5 S30,000-$40,000 (39,999)
6 S40,000-550,000 (49,999)
7 S50,000 and over

F8 Don't know
F9 Refused

~D g~-~'Lj



Additional Data Tables

Special Table: Combined Demographics

Special Demographic Variables: Status Groups/Historic
Tracer Groups

Area: Voter-type

Date of Interview

Within Political Region

Page No.

pp ~SiO

pp q - q 3

r~ ioo-~oS
~. tObic~

\)e~PQbfL - Le4\~ ~ ~

Se~cic~t ~J&r.a.~k: C io4'4G4*~.
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MEMORANDUM

S
TO: Snelijag Campaign GroupFRONt Alex Gage
RE: Draft questionnaire for August PollDATE: 8/13/86 

I

Enclosed is a copy of the list Vermont poll. It is our feehog that the next pollshould be a subset of this one, plus any new comparative Questions that should beadded. Pay particular attention to Questions 22 to 27. Should any of these becut? Are there more that should be added?
Our timing on this is an August 23rd rield start, preliminary numbers on the 27th,data breaks on the 28th, and a conference call on the 29th.
I will get in touch with you next week to get your comments, revisions, etc.

end.

CCc~t* d
~

~
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HAND DELIVER

Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
~'ederal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2212
National Republican Senatorial Committee
Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer,
Respondents

Dear Is. Weissenborn:

the staff'
we agreed
the views
matter con

Enclosed is a Declaration of
s remaining questions in this
that this format would be a
of the now-disbursed people
temporaneous ly.

Counsel which responds to
MUR. As you will recall,
Lcceptable in synthesizing
wrio riad considered trie

With apologies for my delay, ii am

Since rely,

Stuart M. Gersori

SIG:gj
En closure

cc: 3enjamnin Ginsburg, Esquire
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

x
IN THE MATTER OF X

x
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL X

COMMITTEE X
x

and X
x

FREDERICK W. BASSINGER, AS TREASURER X
x

MUR 2212

DECLARATION OF COUNSEL

STUART M. GERSON, as attorney for the respondents, states

as follows:

1. Following various investigative activities by the staff

of the Federal Election Commission ("FEC"), the respondents were

requested to provide additional information concerning the

allocation by the National Republican Senatorial Committee

("NRSC") to the Snelling '86 Committee of $3,600 of the $13,800

paid by the NRSC for "focus-group" advertising surveys conducted

in Vermont in May of 1986.

2. In making this request, the General Counsel suggested

that "[gijiven the direct relationship of the advertising being

tested to the Snelling campaign, a detailed explanation is

requested regarding the allocation of only 26% to the Snelling

Committee."

3. Staff counsel also asked informally for the NRSC to

provide information concerning any allocation made as to an

August 1986 poll, a matter never previously mentioned in this

MUR.



4. Because the composition of complete and accurate answers

required the interviews of several persons, 503(' of whom are no

longer employed by the NRSC, the FEC staff attorney agreed that

it would be appropriate for the undersigned counsel to conduct

such interviews and to utilize this format to describe the NRSC's

allocation rationales. This declaration is based upon such

interviews and the statements contained herein are true and

correct to the best of the declarant's knowledge and belief.

5. So-called "negative" advertising has been an expanding

phenomenon for some time and, in its role as a national party

committee, the NRSC thought it useful and proper for it to gain

an understanding of such advertising and its techniques and

effects. Accordingly, since the 1984 election cycle, the NRSC

has been gathering and synthesizing information about political

advertising generated in both parties~ campaigns throughout the

country.

6. In particular, the NRSC has conducted a systematic

ongoing study of "negative" television advertising. It has

gathered literally hundreds of recordings and scripts of such

advertising and has undertaken various forms of analysis of those

materials. Furthermore, the NI~SC has established a computerized

data base concerning its study results and has described certain

norms and conditions for such advertising relating to such

factors as the utility of various intensities of attack, the

impact of various types of claim validation and the effectiveness

of response to attacks.



7. This data base is essentially used for internal NRSC

decision-making, although it also furnishes the substantive basis

for various NRSC party presentations such as iti biennial post-

election conferences. However, the data themselves are never

shared with candidates or anyone outside of the NRSC. In

advising candidates or in making broader presentations, the NRSC

only discloses its syntheses and analyses. That stricture was

imposed in the case of the Vermont focus-group study at issue

here.

8. The data and assembled research on negative advertising

have ongoing utility, and the NRSC is continuing its research on

the subject.

9. The focus-group survey at issue in this MIJR had an

intended dual usage: it provided an extremely valuable

laboratory for the NRSC's ongoing study; and it also was a

vehicle for assistance to the 1986 Republican senatorial campaign

in Vermont.

10. The survey, which was conducted on or about May 27,

1986, involved the showing to a sample population group of

certain tapes of both parties' senatorial-race advertising in

Vermont, and then obtaining, organizing and synthesizing the

group members' responses to a series of prepared questions

designed to elicit their reactions to the ads.

11. As the FEC is aware from respondents' earlier

submissions, the NRSC immediately shared certain specific results

of the focus-group survey with the Republican candidate. It did



not, however? disclose information related to its ongoing study

of negative advertising.

12. Nevertheless, the exchange of focus-group information

was materially different from the matters relating to the polling

information also at issue in this MUR as to which the data and

results were not immediately shared with the candidate (or were

not shared at all). Accordingly, the NRSC understood that it

would have to make a prompt and reasonable allocation to the

candidate's campaign of a percentage of the cost of the focus-

group survey.

13. In determining the amount to allocate from this shared

activity, the NRSC viewed the focus-group information as it would

have any thing of value that had to be reasonably apportioned,

but there were several reasonable bases upon which the NRSG could

have premised its allocation to the Snelling '86 Committee.

14. For example, the information disclosed by the NRSC was

essentially a subjective analysis of the discussion among the

focus-group members. That analytical material amounted to a very

small percentage of the information accumulated; the

overwhelming majority of the material (as much as 95 percent)

went into the NRSC's data base and was not disclosed to the

candidate.

15. The NRSC also believed that it could have justified a

very-small allocated amount on the basis of the long-term,

multiple uses that would be made of the data in advising various

campaigns and in continuing its general study. Nexertheless,



believing that a 20 percent allocation was entirely reasonable,

the NRSC decided to err, if at all, on the side of caution and so

added a rounded amount equivalent to about five percent increase.

16. As has been documented, the NRSC billed the campaign as

soon as it received the requested administrative information from

the vendor, and the NRSC's activities and the payment by the

campaign were fully and promptly reported.

17. Regarding the August 1986 poll, the NRSC paid for it in

its entirety and never allocated any of its cost because it never

shared or discussed any of the polling results. The NRSC elected

this course because it found that the August polling results were

virtually identical to those received from the previous Vermont

poll the cost of which had been allocated on a time-discounted

basis to Snelling '86. Seeing no benefit to disclosing any of

the results, the NRSC simply absorbed the cost.

Conclusion

The foregoing is true and correct to the best. of the

undersigned's knowledge and belief.

Respectfully submitted,

N. GERSON

Epstein Becker & Green, P.C.
March 21, 1988 Suite 900

1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 861-0900

Attorney for Respondents
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DECLARATION OF COUNSEL

STUART M. GERSON, as attorney for the respondents, states

as follows:

1. Following various investigative activities by the staff

of the Federal Election Commission ("FEC"), the respondents were

requested to provide additional information concerning the

allocation by the National Republican Senatorial Committee

("NRSC") to the Snelling '86 Committee of $3,600 of the $13,800

paid by the NRSC for "focus-group" advertising surveys conducted

in Vermont in May of 1986.

2. In making this request, the General Counsel suggested

that "[g]iven the direct relationship of the advertising being

tested to the Snelling campaign, a detailed explanation is

requested regarding the allocation of only 26% to the Snelling

Committee."

3. Staff counsel also asked informally for the NRSC to

provide information concerning any allocation made as to an

August 1986 poll , a matter never previously mentioned in this

MUR.



4. Because the composition of complete and accurate answers

required the interviews of several persons, some of whom are no

longer employed by the NRSC, the FEC staff attorney agreed that.

it would be appropriate for the undersigned counsel to conduct

such interviews and to utilize this format to describe the NRSC's

allocation rationales. This declaration is based upon such

interviews and the statements contained herein are true and

correct to the best of the declarant's knowledge and belief.

5. So-called "negative" advertising has been an expanding

phenomenon for some time and, in its role as a national party

committee, the NRSC thought it useful and proper for it to gain

an understanding of such advertising and its techniques and

effects. Accordingly, since the 1984 election cycle, the NRSC

has been gathering and 2yntheSiZing information about political

advertising generated in both parties~ campaigns throughout the

country.

6. In particular, the NRSC has conducted a systematic

ongoing study of "negative' television advertising. It has

gathered literally hundreds of recordings and scripts of such

advertising and has undertaken various forms of analysis of those

materials. Furthermore, the NRSC has established a computerized

data base concerning its study results and has described certain

norms and conditions for such advertising relating to such

factors as the utility of various intensities of attack, the

impact of various types of claim validation and the effectiveness

of response t.o attacks.
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7. This data base is essentially used for internal NRSC

decision-making, although it also furnishes the substantive basis

for various NRSC party presentations such as its biennial post-

election conferences. However, the data themselves are never

shared with candidates or anyone outside of the NRSC. In

advising candidates or in making broader presentations, the NRSC

only discloses its syntheses and analyses. That stricture was

imposed in the case of the Vermont focus-group study at issue

here.

8. The data and assembled research on negative advertising

have ongoing utility, and the NRSC is continuing its research on

the subject.

9. The focus-group survey at issue in this MUR had an

intended dual usage: it provided an extremely valuable

laboratory for the NRSG's ongoing study; and it also was a

vehicle for assistance to the 1986 Republican senatorial campaign

in Vermont.

10. The survey, which was conducted on or about May 27,

1986, involved the showing to a sample population group of

certain tapes of both parties' senatorial-race advertising in

Vermont, and then obtaining, organizing and synthesizing the

group members' responses to a series of prepared questions

designed to elicit their reactions to the ads.

11. As the FEC is aware from respondents' earlier

submissions, the NRSC immediately shared certain specific results

of the focus-group survey with the Republican candidate. It did



not, however, disclose information related to its ongoing study

of negative advertising.

12. Nevertheless, the exchange of focus-group information

was materially different from the matters relating to the polling

information also at issue in this MUR as to which the data and

results were not immediately shared with the candidate (or were

not shared at all). Accordingly, the NRSC understood that it

would have to make a prompt and reasonable allocation to the

candidate's campaign of a percentage of the cost of the focus-

group survey.

13. In determining the amount to allocate from this shared

activity, the NRSC viewed the focus-group information as it would

have any thing of value that had to be reasonably apportioned,

but there were several reasonable bases upon which the NRSC could

have premised its allocation to the Snelling '86 Committee.

14. For example, the information disclosed by the NRSC was

essentially a subjective analysis of the discussion among the

focus-group members. That analytical material amounted to a very

small percentage of the information accumulated; the

overwhelming majority of the material (as much as 95 percent)

went into the NRSC's data base and was not disclosed to the

candidate.

15. The ~RSC also believed that it could have justified a

very-small allocated amount on the basis of the long-term,

multiple uses that would be made of the data in advising various

campaigns and in continuing its general study. Ne~ertheIess,



believing that a 20 percent. allocation wns entirely reasonable,

the NRSC decided to err, if at all, on the side of caution and so

added a rounded amount equivalent to about five percent increase.

16. As has been documented, the NRSC billed the campaign as

soon as it received the requested administrative information from

the vendor, and the NRSC's activities and the payment by the

campaign were fully and promptly reported.

17. Regarding the August 1986 poll, the NRSC paid for it in

its entirety and never' allocated any of its cost because it never

shared or discussed any of the polling results. The NRSC elected

this course because it found that the August polling results were

virtually identical to those received from the previous Vermont

poll the cost of which had been allocated on a time-discounted

basis to Snelling '86. Seeing no benefit to disclosing any of

the results, the NRSC simply absorbed the cost.

Cone lus ion

The foregoing is true and correct to the best. of the

undersigned's know1edge and belief.

Respectfully submitted,

S UART M. GERSON

Epstein Becher & Green, P.C.

March 21, 1988 Suite 90U
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 861-0900

Attorney for Respondents
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COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On December 2, 1986, the Federal Election Commission, in

response to a complaint filed by the Leahy for Senate Committee

and to recommendations of the Office of the General Counsel,

found reason to believe that the National Republican Senatorial

Committee ("the NRSC"), and Rodney A. Smith, as treasurer, had

violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (4) by failing to report the costs of

certain surveys and advertising tests undertaken in 1985 and 1986

as in-kind contributions to the Snelling '86 Committee, and by

undervaluing other, similar, in-kind contributions reported as

made to the Snelling '86 Committee. The Commission also found

reason to believe that the Snelling '86 Committee and Duncan F.

Brown, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (3), (4) and (6)

by failing to report the costs of surveys paid for by the NRSC as

in-kind contributions and by undervaluing in-kind contributions

reported as received from the NRSC. On September 15, 1987, the

NRSC filed an amended Statement of Organization designating

Frederick W. Bassinger as treasurer.

This Office did not make a recommendation at the time of the

above determinations regarding the possible violation by the NRSC

of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(h) which establishes a ~l7,5OO limitation per

election cycle on contributions by the Republican and Democratic
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Senatorial Campaign Committees to candidates for election to the

United States Senate. Nor was there a recommendation concerning a

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) on the part of Snelling '86 for

accepting such excessive contributions.

Included with the notifications of the Commission' s findings

of reason to believe sent to the NRSC and to Snelling '86 were

subpoenas to produce documents and orders to answer questions.

Extensive responses were received from both respondents.

(Attachments 1 and 2). These responses included requests for pre-

probable cause conciliation; however, on February 18, 1987, the

Commission declined to enter into such conciliation at that time.

On October 20, 1987, the Commission authorized the taking of

the deposition of a former employee of the NRSCI James E.

Murphy, Jr. This deposition was taken on December 18, 1987. On

the basis of the information obtained during its investigation this

Office submits the following report and recommendations.

II. ANALYSIS

1. June, 1985 Survey

a. Facts

On June 10-18, 1985, Market Opinion Research ("MOR")

of Detroit, Michigan, carried out in Vermont a telephone survey of

potential voters which had been commissioned by the NRSC. The

survey (See Attachment 3) was composed of 10 statistical questions

and of 86 substantive questions, 70 of which dealt with prospective

candidates and issues related to the 1986 election for the Office

of United States Senator in that state, and almost 40 of which

asked specifically about reactions to former Governor Richard A.
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Snelling. The NRSC made a payment to MOR of $20,000 for this

survey on July 5, 1985, and reported the expenditure as an

operating expense, not as an expenditure on behalf of a candidate.

After the survey was taken, a meeting was held in

late June or July attended by, inter alia, James Murphy, then

deputy political director of the NRSC, a representative of MOR, and

Richard Snelling. According to information supplied by Mr. Murphy

at his deposition, Mr. Snelling was presented at that time with the

results of the June survey, results which included every aspect of

the poll including the actual percentages of persons who responded

in certain ways to the survey questions.

Later, on August 15, 1985, specific results of the

June survey were cited in a 52-page document entitled "How Governor

Richard Snelling Can be Elected to the United States Senate from

Vermont in 1986" which had been prepared by Charles Black of Black,

Manafort, Stone and Atwater for submission to Governor Snelling and

James Murphy. (Attachment 4, page 3). According to a stamped date

on the cover memorandum from Charles Black, the Snelling committee

received the proposed plan on August 20, 1985.

Richard Snelling filed a Statement of Candidacy with

the Commission on November 4, 1985. The first report of financial

activity filed by the Snelling '86 Committee covered the period

from October 15, 1985, through December 31, 1985.

The respondents in this matter assert that the June,

1985, survey was part of the NRSC's effort to recruit a candidate

for the U.S. Senate in Vermont, with former Governor Snelling being

neither a candidate nor involved in testing-the-waters at the time

of the survey. (See Attachment 1, pages 12-13 and Attachment 2,
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page 10.) According to the NRSC's response to the Commission's

finding of reason to believe, "(almong the most important of (a

national party's] responsibilities is the identification of issues

and the recruitment of effective candidates. The June 1985

'benchmark survey' was undertaken by the NRSC solely in conjunction

with and in support of its national duties and goals." (Attachment

1, page 12).

During his deposition Mr. Murphy described his

activities in Vermont beginning in early 1985 with regard to the

recruitment of a Republican candidate to oppose Senator Patrick
I

Leahy in 1986; those early activities included a meeting with

former Governor Snelling. According to Mr. Murphy, Governor

Snelling at that time "indicated . . . that he had no plans for

o running.'

N

When asked what the NRSC did to encourage a
candidate in Vermont, Mr. Murphy replied,

Specifically, I would say, just try to
make the case that there was a need for
a strong candidate. As you know,
control of the Senate was a big issue at
the time and we viewed Vermont as a
state where we had an opportunity to
pick up a seat, if you will.

So, principally, I would say that the
thrust of our recruiting was to convince
- it turned out to be Snelling because
he was, in our professional judgement,
so head and shoulders in terms of name,
ID, and his being Governor, that this
was a race that he should make and that
he would do very well in.

Mr. Murphy went on to state that the NRSC's approach to

Mr. Snelling was first "to educate him as to the other Senate

races and how the balance was up in the air," and, second, "to
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give him an assessment of what it would take, what the race would

be like, what resources could be available to him

Regarding Mr. Snelling's reactions through the spring and summer of

1985, Mr. Murphy stated that "(hie was very much inclined not to

run . . . . The best I was able to do was to at least continue the

dialogue, though I wasn't sure that he would run."

Mr. Murphy's descriptions of Mr. Snelling's

reluctance to become a candidate, and of the necessity for NRSC

persuasion, are supported by a memorand'im dated June 25, 1985, from

Jan van Lohuizen, the NRSC's Director of Survey Research, to

Senator John Heinz, then NRSC chairman, which discussed the results

of the June, 1985, MOR survey. This memorandum, apparently

prepared in anticipation of the meeting with Governor Snelling held

0 early that summer, was written in terms of what approaches should

be taken with Governor Snellinq, what facts he would want, i.e.,

persuasive arguments designed to encourage his candidacy.

(Attachment 5)

By at least August, however, it appears that

Governor Snelling was himself actively pursuing the feasibility of

candidacy; i.e., was "testing-the waters." The cover memorandum

from Charles Black accompanying the campaign plan submitted to

Governor Snelling that month indicates that a meeting with Governor

Snelling was planned for a date in the near future for purposes of

discussing the draft plan. (Attachment 4) . It also strongly

suggests prior communication between Governor Snelling and Charles

Black regarding its content; for example, the second page contains

the sentence, "You asked me to comment on what would make this race

different from any other Senate races we have seen."
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The draft plan itself (Attachment 4) reflects at the

least a testing-the-waters purpose. Based upon the data derived

from the June survey, the plan analyzes the political attitudes of

Vermont voters, discusses the profiles of both Senator Leahy and

Governor Snelling, and sets out themes and strategy for a Snelling

campaign. Although conditional language is employed at several

points, the assumption of an eventual candidacy pervades the

document. For example, on page 17 there appears the statement,

"The purpose of this plan is to identify what will work

politically, within the context of the way he [Governor Snelling]

wants to approach the race. (Emphasis added).

b. The Law

2 U.S.C. § 431(8) (A) (i) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1)

define contribution to include "any gift, . . . or anything of

value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any

election for Federal office. 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a) (.1) (iii)

defines "anything of value" to include all in-kind contributions.

2 U.S.C. ~j 434(b) (3), (4) and (6) require the reporting of all

contributions made to other political committees, of all

contributions received together with their dates and amounts, and

of all expenditures to meet operating expenses, including the name

of each person that has received a disbursement in excess of $200.

II C.F.R. § 104.13(a) (1) and (2) require that in-kind contributions

be reported as contributions and as expenditures.

11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b) (1) exempts from the definition

of contribution "Iflunds received solely for the purpose of

determining whether an individual should become a candidate," with

examples including the conducting of a poll. However, only funds
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permissible under the Federal Election Campaign Act may be used for

this purpose and, if the individual does become a candidate, such

funds must be reported as contributions. "Funds received" include

in-kind contributions. See Advisory Opinion 1985-40 and Advisory

Opinion 1981-32.

11 C.F.R. S 106.4(b) provides that the combination

of the purchase of an opinion poll by an unauthorized political

committee and "the subseguent acceptance of the poll results by a

candidate . is a contribution in-kind by the purchaser to the

candidate . . and an expenditure by the candidate . . . ." This

regulation refers to 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b) (1) regarding testing-

the-waters polling, with the result that such polls paid for by

unauthorized committees are to be deemed contributions if the

0 individual benefited eventually becomes a candidate.

r. Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 106.4(b), a determination of

whether an eventual candidate has "accepted" poll results depends

upon whether one of three criteria has been met. These are (1) the

candidate requested the poll results before receiving them, (2) the

candidate used the poll results; or (3) the candidate did not

notify the contributor that he or she was refusing the results.

11 C.F.R. § 106.4(e) provides four alternative

methods for determining the amount of any contribution in-kind

attributable to a candidate-recipient or political committee-

recipient of poll results. One of these acceptable methods

provides for the division of the overall cost of a poll equally

among candidates or committees receiving the results. (See 11

C.F.R. § 106.4(e)(2)). A second method looks to the proportion of

the overall cost of the poll which is equal to the proportion of
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the number of question results received by a candidate to the total

number of questions .receixedby all candidates and committees. (See

11 C.F.R. S 106.4(e)(3)). The third method looks to the cost

allocation formula of the polling firm while the fourth simply

permits use of any other reasonable method. (See C.F.R.

S 106.4(e) (1) and (4).

11 C.F.R. 5 106.4(f) and (g) provide for adjustments

to the allocable amounts determined pursuant to Section 106.4(e)

depending upon the timing of receipt of the poll results. If the

results passed on to a particular candidate or committee are

received within 15 days of their receipt by the initial recipient,
C

the later recipient must report 100% of its share of the allocable

costs. If the results are received between 16 and 60 days after

receipt by the purchaser, the candidate's or committee's share is

50% of the share of the costs attributable to that recipient. If

the candidate or committee receives the results between 61 and 180

days after the initial recipient, the former's share is 5% of the

allocated amount. If the results are received after 180 days, no

amount must be allocated to the later recipient.

c. Factual and Legal Analysis

As noted above, it has been the position of the

NRSC and of the Snelling '86 Committee that at the time the June,

1985, survey was taken and the results discussed, Governor

Snelling was neither a candidate nor was he testing-the-waters

for a campaign. Rather, it is argued that he was, in the words

of James Murphy, "a reluctant suitor." NRSC was assertedly

working to recruit him to run for the United States Senate. It

is argued that the survey was a means of convincing him to become
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a candidate, and that therefore the NRSC's payment for the poll

could not be considered a "testing-the-waters" expenditure.

Implicit in counsel's argument is the assumption

that, unless an individual has made a commitment to test-the-

waters, no activities by an unauthorized committee should be

construed to be testing-the-waters on his or her behalf, even if

those activities in fact fulfill the same testing function as they

would if conducted by the individual. En other words, it is

apparently being argued that there is an ongoing status called

"testing-the-waters" which must be achieved as a prerequisite to

the necessity for reporting as in-kind contributions testing

activities by an unauthorized committee. Counsel also argues that

it is an important function of party committees to recruit

candidates, with the apparent assumption that anything done with

the intention of convincing an individual to run could not, by

definition, be deemed "testing-the-waters."

It has been the position of the Commission that the

proper focus for determining what is "testing--the-waters" is upon

the activities themselves, rather than upon the status claimed by
-I.

the potential candidate at a particular moment. For example, in

Advisory Opinion 1986-6, the Commission addressed proposed

activities of the Fund for America's Future, a political action

committee with which Vice President George Bush was, at the time of

the request, closely associated. Vice President Bush had not

become a candidate for the Office of President, nor had he

established a "testing-the-waters" committee or authorized the Fund

to undertake testing-the-waters activities for him. The basic

issue raised in the advisory opinion request was whether



10-

expenditures by the Fund in support of 1986 Federal candidates,

and, in particular, Mr. Bush's involvement in those expenditures,

would be treated as expenditures made for purposes of influencing

his own election and thus made on behalf of a future Bush

candidacy.

The proposed Fund activities outlined in the request

were all described as not involving references to the possibility

of a Bush candidacy. The advisory opinion clearl.y stated that so

long as this absence of references to candidacy was maintained the

expenditure would not be attributable to any potential candidacy,

unless it was made after candidacy had been established. Thus,

whether Mr. Bush considered himself to be testing-the-waters was

not to govern the designation of the Fund's expenditures as

attributable or not; rather, it was to be the nature and context of

the Fund's activities themselves which would determine their

potential attributability to a future candidacy.

-J.

Further, it is the opinion of this Office that
recruitment and testing-the-waters are not mutually exclusive

activities; rather, an undertaking such as polling may well serve

both purposes either simultaneously or consecutively. Otherwise

the possibilities for testing in the name of recruitment would be

limitless. Evidence that testing-the-waters has in fact occurred

would include, inter alia, whether an activity served as a

substitute for something which the prospective candidate would

probably otherwise undertake in order to decide whether to enter a

race, and the use made by the potential candidate of the activity

once he or she ceased to be only a passive recipient of

recruitment efforts.
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As is recognized by the Commission's regulations,

polling is one of the most common activities undertaken to determine

whether a particular individual should become a candidate. Such

polling may be furnished by an unauthorized entity.

In the present matter, the poll taken by MOR in

June, 1985, was intended to show the relative strengths of

potential candidates for the U.S. Senate, in particular former

Governor Snelling, as well as to entice him to become a candidate.

Respondents acknowledge that Governor Snelling received the results

of this poll, including actual percentage figures, such receipt

having taken place apparently in late June or early July of that

year.

The June survey results were also used later as the basis for

o a detailed draft campaign plan forwarded in August, 1985, to both
the NRSC and Governor Snelling by Charles 1/

Blackr Further, as

will be discussed below, the survey results were used by Governor

* Snelling as "benchmarks" to which references were made in later
r. -.

1/ In counsel's response to the Commission's reason to believe
determination and subpoena and order, he states, "Respondents
believe that the documents submitted by the Snelling Campaign
also show that the benchmark poll was not the foundation for the
ultimate campaign plan, which was formulated from other sources,
most of them publicly available, and few of them data-centered."
It is the understanding of this Office that the "ultimate
campaign plan" to which referral is made was not the August 1985
draft plan cited above, but, rather, a later plan the draft of
which was sent to Governor Snelling and to the NRSC on
January 27, 1986. Nevertheless, whether or not the August draft
plan became the final plan, there is no doubt that it was of
utility in Governor Snelling's decision to enter the race.

According to counsel, the August draft campaign plan was
paid for by the NRSC. Black was not, however, paid a specific
amount; rather, the cost of the plan was considered to be
included in a general consulting retainer paid by the NRSC.
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Snelling documents concerning later polls. Thus the June, 1985 poll

clearly served testing-the-waters functions for Governor Snelling, as

well as a recruitment purpose, by providing him with extensive

information upon which to base his decision to run or not to run.

Later it served as a yardstick against which to measure his progress.

Clearly, Governor Snelling used the results of the survey himself.

It is the position of this Office that the

June 10-18, 1985 poll conducted by MOR for the NRSC became a testing-

the-waters expenditure by NRSC on behalf of Governor Snelling as of

the meeting in late June or early July, 1985, at which Governor

Snelling was given the results of the poll. Applying the allocation

method described at 11 C.F.R. S 106.4(e) (2), the NRSC and the Snelling

'86 Committee, as the recipients of the survey results, should have

divided the $20,000 costs equally. Snelling '86 received the results

no later than the 16-60 day period permitting a 50% adjustment of its

$10,000 share. Therefore the NRSC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) and

Snelling '86 violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3), (4) and (6) by failing to

report an NRSC expenditure of at least $5,000 (50% of 1/2 of $20,000)

as an in-kind contribution made and received. 2/

2. December, 1985 Survey

a. Facts

According to a memorandum produced by the Snelling

Committee, on November 4, 1985, Governor Snelling wrote to James

2/ Because the NRSC allocated no amount of its $20,000 expenditure
for this survey to the Snelling '86 Committee, it did not choose
from among the permissible allocation methods at 11 C.F.R.
§ 106.4(e) in this instance. However, as will been seen below,
with regard to two later surveys the NRSC did elect to apply the
allocation method at 11 C.F.R. § 106.4(e) (2) and thus that same
method has been applied to the June, 1985, survey.
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Murphy stating his belief uthat a more comprehensive poll than we

have been thinking about has become necessary . . ." He also

posed the question of "w~ether we can learn what we need to learn

about direction by just trailing on someone else's poll."

(Attachment 6).

Later, on December 3-5, 1985, Decision Making

Information ("DM1") conducted a telephone survey in Vermont which

had been initially commissioned by the Republican National

Committee ("RNC") but for which the NRSC paid a $4,750 share in

February, 1986. The NRSC in turn allocated 5% of 1/2 of its

payment, or $118.75, to Snelling '86 in February on the basis that

the Snelling campaign received the results of the survey more than

sixty days after those results were received by the NRSC. Snelling

o '86 paid its allocated share on March 12, 1986.

The overall survey was composed of 50 questions:

the results furnished the NRSC covered 26 questions, six

statistical and 20 substantive. Of the 20 substantive questions,

all were apparently deemed allocable to Snelling '86.

(Attachment 7)

Included in the documents produced by the Snelling

'86 Committee were three pages of hand-written notes which appear

to contain the results of certain portions of the December

survey. (Attachment 8). These notes were apparently taken by

Governor Snelling himself as witness the statement, "as people

age - support for me declines." (Emphasis added.)

The first page of the notes contains a comparison

of the June and December head-to-head results of a Snelling/Leahy

race by geographic area of Vermont and by party. Figures in the



notes representing poll results are very similar to, or, in certain

instances, identical with, the actual poll results.

For example, a comparison between the figures by

party for the December results contained in the notes and the

actual figures produces the following:

Notes Actual
Republicans

Snelling 66% 68%
Leahy 33% 30%

Independents
Snelling 35% 32%
Leahy 61+% 63%

Democrats
Snelling 13% 12%
Leahy 84% 83%

Page two of the handwritten notes covers the results of a number

of the issue questions in the survey. According to the notes,

half of those interviewed strongly supported nuclear disarmament

while 1/3 supported it "somewhat"; the actual survey result

percentages were 48% for those who strongly supported the concept

and 20% for those who were opposed. The notes indicate that 90%

found verifiability and equality to be necessary requirements of

a nuclear arms agreement; the actual figures were 88% and 90%.

The following is a comparison between the

handwritten notes and the actual results regarding answers to

questions about factors "people may take into consideration" in

making their voting decisions:

Importance of
serving in Senate

Born in Vermont

Extremely Important
Very Important

Extremely Important
Very Important

Notes

10%
25%

10%
20%

Actual

9%
25%

11%
20%

-14-



Chairman of
Agriculture Committee

Experience in reduc-
ing deficit

Willing to limit
spending in campaign

Strongly committed
to work for disarmament

More
for

-15-

Extremely Important
Very Important

Extremely Important
Very Important

Extremely Important
Very Important

Extremely Important
Very Important

likely to vote
candidate

a.) Born in Vermont
Chose to live in
Ve r mont

b.) Who would
voluntarily
limit campaign
spending

c.) Who feels it's okay to
spend total amount can
ethically raise

Under Dick Snelling the total
state debt declined by 31%

When Dick Snelling left office,
he left a 35 million dollar
deficit

Dick Snelling created the spend-
ing plan that will pay off
entire state debt

True
Not True

True
Not True

True
Not True

A comparison of all the actual results of the

survey with the figures in the notes reveals that 10 figures are

identical, 13 are within one point, 9 are within 2 points, six

within three points, and 3 are within 5-7 points. Two others are

accurate approximations, one is not very accurate and one is

unclear.

Notes

10%
30%

25%
50%

20%
40%

25%
40%

16%
16%

66%

10%

Actual

10%
30%

22%
51%

19%
39%

23%
40%

16%
15%

65%

10%

25%
43%

39%
28%

30%
42%

25%
40%

3 9/4 0%
25%

30%
40%
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According to a "Memorandum to Polling File" dated

January 6, 1986, bearing the initials "RAS/mmm" at the bottom,

and written in the first person, a meeting apparenitY attended by

Governor Snelling was held in the office of Charles Black on

December 12 or 13, 1985. (Attachment 9). At his deposition,

James Murphy testified that he had attended that meeting at which

Governor Snelling was given a "briefing on the general findings

of the survey" by Jan Van Lohuizen, the director of survey

research for the NRSC.

The January 6 memorandum states, ". . . I got some

insight into some polling data gathered by the RNC. Under the

law, no data can be provided to me for 60 days, but I did gather

some conclusions from some very vague statements." The

memorandum then goes on to compare the December results with the

June, 1985 poll's results, albeit with the caveat that "I am only

guessing." It also discusses particular findings.

The survey results cited in the memorandum in five

out of eight paragraphs come within one or two percentage points

of the actual results. The remaining statements are generally

accurate when compared with the survey results, with the possible

exception of one dealing with apparent declining support by age.

The January 6, 1986, memorandum appears to have

been based upon the handwritten notes discussed above, as witness

the third paragraph of the memorandum which cites declining

support with age and the need to "use older voices in our ads."

The latter concept also appears on page three of the notes.

Therefore, it can be concluded that the handwritten notes were

taken at the December 12-13 meeting in Charles Black's office.



-17-

b. The Law

As stated above, 11 C.F.R. S 106.4(b) provides

that the combination of the purchase of an opinion poLL by an

unauthorized political committee and the subsequent acceptance of

the poll results by a candidate . . . is a contribution in-kind

by the purchaser to the candidate . . 2' Also, as noted, a

determination of whether an eventual candidate has "accepted"

poll results depends upon whether one of three criteria has been

met; i.e., upon whether (1) the candidate requested the poll

results before receiving them, (2) the candidate used the poll

results; or (3) the candidate did not notify the contributor that

he or she was refusing the results. 11 C.F.R. § 106.4(g)

establishes allocation percentages depending upon the timing of

the receipt of poll results.

c. Factual and Legal Analysis

As is evident from the information outlined above,

Governor Snelling expressed his desire for a poll and was briefed

on the results of the December, 1985, DM1 poll on December 12 or

13. The NRSC allocated only 2.5% of its share of the polling

costs to the Snelling '86 Committee on the basis that Governor

Snelling had not received the "results" of the poll until more

than sixty days after receipt by the NRSC.

Counsel for Snelling '86, in his response to the

Commission's reason to believe determination, states that "the

campaign was well aware that polling data would not be given to

it, if at all, for 60 days. This rule was honored. At the same

time, however, it was entirely proper (and did not create an

allocable event) for various persons, including representatives



-18-

of the NRSC, to discuss different campaign issues with the

candidate and his staff, even if those issues peripherally

involved polling trends." Counsel also argues that "there were

many informational sources available to the campaign including

public newspaper polls which were quite consistent in detail and

result to the MOR and DM1 polls . . . Through these sources,

the campaign was able to put together a fairly detailed, though

often erroneous, statistical profile of its position, without

obtaining polling data that would have resulted in a contribution

in-kind by the NRSC." (Attachment 2, pages 11 and 12).

In responding for the NRSC, counsel states that

within discussions of issues, "the parties took particular care
-'F,

in not disclosing actual polling data until after 60 days had

-0 expired so that, pursuant to Commission rules, their value could

be depreciated substantially." Counsel went on to state, "Plainly,

Z. there was some discussion of certain broad-based matters raised by

various NRSC-conducted surveys, but those communications had to do

with ranges and broad-based developments, not specific data

themselves. Moreover these discussions took place within the

context of the public availability of a number of newspaper polls

which were surprisingly consistent with the commercial polls

that are the subject of the MUR." (Attachment 1, page 14). 3/

3/ Tn support of the argument that the Snelling '86 Committee had
access to other poil results upon which decisions were based, the
respondents produced survey questions and results for two polls
taken during the same general period as the December DM1 poll,
i.e., between October, 1985 and January/February, 1986. A poll
(continued)
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The basic issue raised by the information apparently

received by Governor Snelling at the meeting on December 12 or

13, 1985, is whether it constituted the "results" of the poll at

issue. It is the position of the respondents that in order for

them to have benefited from the polling cost depreciation formula

contained in the Commission's regulations, "data" or numbers

could not have been revealed to the candidate while trends could

have been. When asked to elaborate upon the NRSC's policy in

this regard, James Murphy testified during his deposition that it

was his understanding that "nO numbers from the poll, no books,

none of the data, none of the cross-tabs, none of the numbers,

the poll numbers, were allowed to be given to the candidate or

(Footnote 2 continued)
conducted for the Rutland Herald/Times Argus on October 26-27,
1985, contained only seven substantive questions directly related
to the 1986 Senatorial race, including a question measuring
approval of Senator Leahy, a head-to-head question requiring a
choice between Senator Leahy and Governor Snelling, two questions
measuring the strengths of support for each Senatorial candidate,
a question about the importance of Senator Leahy's twelve years
in the Senate, or~e concerning the deficit remaining at the close
of Governor Snelling's term and one concerning Governor
Snelling's beard. The Herald poll covered far fewer questions of
significance to a Senate race than did the DM1 poll. Therefore,
while the head-to-head results were close (Leahy 50.3%, Snelling
38.6% with the Herald poll and Leahy 58%, Snelling 38% with the
DM1 poll) , the earlier poll would not have served as a substitute
for the DM1 survey.

The second poll cited by the NRSC was one undertaken by the
Becker Institute on December 12-14, 1985. This poll was even
more limited in scope than the Herald poll with regard to the
Senate race as it measured only the favor/disfavor in which
voters held Richard Snelling and Patrick Leahy, in addition to a
head-to-head question the results of which were analyzed
according to a number of factors such as sex, age, party,
geographic location, etc. The only issue apparently raised was
that of blame for the state's deficit. Thus, even though the DM1
and Becker Institute polls were taken at virtually the same time,
the latter did not provide nearly as much information as did the
former.
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any of his or her agents. But short of the numbers an analysis

or findings or trends or observations, whatever, anything else

could be imparted to the candidate or his or her agent." When

asked If a finding would include percentages, Mr. Murphy replied,

"No. No numbers. No actual data. No numbers from the poll

could be divulged to the candidate." Later Mr. Murphy stated,

"There were numbers, and there weren't numbers."

The investigation in this matter has produced no

evidence that Governor Snelling saw either the raw data from the

December survey or a written compilation of that data. He did,

however, receive a briefing on the survey which included figures

which were, with few exceptions1 identical to, or within one or

two percentage points of, the actual totals. This information

clearly went beyond generalized trends or, as characterized by

Governor Snelling, "vague statements." In addition, according to

the apparently related handwritten notes the briefing was

thorough in its coverage of the survey questions asked.

As discussed above, former Governor Snelling both

requested that a pail be taken and received information about the

outcome of the poll within a week to ten days after it was

completed. It is the opinion of this Office that the depth and

breadth of the information which Governor Snelling received

regarding the outcome of the December, 1985, poll constituted

receipt of the "results" of this survey within fifteen days of

their receipt by the NRSC. Therefore, pursuant to the

Commission's regulations, 50% of the NRSC's share of the cost of

this poll, or $2,375~ was allocable to the Snelling '86 Committee.
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By allocating only $118.75 to the Committee, the NRSC violated

2 u.S.C. S 434(b) (4) by failing to report $2,256.25 as an in-kind

contribution made to the Snelling '86 Committee in the form of

the latter's remaining share of the cost of the survey, and the

Snelling '86 Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3), (4) and (6)

by failing to report the same amount as an in-kind contribution

from the NRSC.

3. April 1986 Survey

a. Facts

From April 4-9, 1986, another telephone survey

paid for by NPSC was carried out in Vermont. The contractor was

MOR. NRSC paid $25,000 for this survey on May 6, 1986 and

allocated 2.5% of that amount, or $625, to Snelling '86 as an in-

o kind contribution on June 19, 1986. The survey covered 16

statistical questions and 90 substantive questions, with 75 of

the latter citing Governor Snelling or Senator Leahy or otherwise

referring to the Senate race. (Attachment 10).

Included in documents produced by the Snelling

Committee was an unsigned letter dated March 29, 1986, from

Governor Snelling to Charles Black in which Mr. Snelling expressed

his desire to test in a poll questions about the importance of a

Republican majority in the Senate. (Attachment 11). Later there

apparently took place a discussion about polling in which Governor

Snelling took part, as witness three pages of handwritten notes

with the headings, "Poll" and "Discussion of 4/1/86." (Attachment

12). Under "Poll" is written, "Need to find out if there is any

gain for me in strong defense, negotiate from strength, use caution

~n negotiating, accept burdens of freedom, give Pres. a chance to
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represent us in foreign policy." The final poil contained, at #7

and #8, questions on these two themes. (Attachment 10).

The first page of the handwritten notes dated 4/1/88

also includes references to "41% question 33" and "deficit question

#35." The actual poll contained at question 35 a query as to the

truth of the statement, "Under Dick Snelling, the total state debt

declined by 41%," while at question #36 respondents were asked

whether it was true and/or important that "[wihen Dick Snelling

left office, he left a $35 million deficit." Thus, while the

question numbers cited in the notes and the actual numbers were not

exactly the same, it seems clear that Governor Snelling saw a draft

3/of the polling instrument on or before April 17

The documents produced by Snelling '86 also

o included ten pages of handwritten notes dated April 14, 1986 and

headed "NRSC - Black, [illegible], Murphy, [illegible],

[illegible], Alex." (Attachment 13). The first line reads,

"oblique, vague references to poll - not available to us til

4/25."

Fur ther down the first page of the April 14 notes

is the statement, "RAS negatives increased to high 20's. June

73-18. DM1 72-20 now 3 out of 10." The reference to June cites

the figures for positive versus negative reactions to Governor

Snelling in the results of the MOR poll taken in June, 1985,

3/ The second page of the handwritten notes provides more
examples of prior consultation, as witness the words "no probe of
seniority vs majority" and the following discussion of the
consequences of a Leahy versus a Snelling victory on Senate
committee and subcommittee chairmanships. The actual question at
#85 included a choice of preferred outcomes regarding such
(continued)
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while the DM1 figures are the same as those in the final results

of the December DM1 poll discussed above. The actual result of

the April, 1986, MOR poll regarding favorable versus unfavorable

reactions to Governor Snelling was 60% to 30%, or three out of 10

unfavorable. The notes go on to state that the shift to

unfavorable "comes from Dems., ticket" and gives past percentage

figures of 87-5 for Republicans, 73-23 for ticket-splitters, and

59-29 presumably for Democrats in comparison to new figures of

80-15 for Republicans and "now nearly 50% unfav." for Democrats,

(The new figure for ticket-splitters is illegible). The actual

favorable versus unfavorable results from the June, 1985 poll as

compared to the actual April, 1986 results were:

June '85 April '86

Reps. 89%- 5% 79%-14%
Ticket-splitters 70%-22% 57%-32%
Dems. 59%-29% 42%-47%

The second page of the April 14 handwritten notes

cites strengths and weaknesses by income, education, "soft: and

hard demos", and occupation. ~'Those who have fav. impression of

me -but vote Leahy - middle and upper income, higher education,

'soft demos~ ." "Who dislikes me . . . low education, teacher,

hard demos, farmers." The actual survey results showed a 62%-31%

favorable versus unfavorable rating for Governor Snelling from

(footnote 3 continued)
chairmanships. The handwritten notes also cite question #73 as
using the figure 52 billion, which is included in the actual
question #77 with reference to a vote for an increase in
government spending. Finally, the notes cite question #74 with
apparently suggested language, "has not authored any sig. leg.
passed into law," language which appears verbatum in question #78
of the actual survey.
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high income respondents, and a head-to-head vote of 47%

Democratic and 43% Republican for that group. Under the heading

"Intell.," the actual favorable versus unfavorable ratings for

Snelling were 62%-27% while the head-to-head choice is 49%

Democratic to 37% Republican. Governor Snelling's actual

favorable versus unfavorable ratings were 42%-38% with "lower

end" (of income), 58%-42% with teachers, and 61%-32% with

farmers.

On page three of the handwritten notes are results

of several issue questions. For example, the first question in

the survey asked whether the respondent believed "things in this

county are generally going in the right direction." According to

the notes, the results were "half and half." The actual survey

.0 results were 52% for "right direction" and 36% for "wrong track,"

with 11% "don't know."

Page five of the handwritten notes begins with
T

question #24 on the best way to handle the federal deficit. The

results as given in the notes are:

1. "cut however nec." - 25%

2. "whatever tax increase nec. - 11%

3. "some of both" - mid-40's

4. "growth only" - 13%

The actual figures were 24%, 11%, 45% and 13%.

Questions 25 asked whether the respondent favored

or opposed a tax increase. The notes show 4 of 10 in favor,

opposition in mid-SO's. The actual figures were 40% and 55%.

Question 26 assumed the impossibility of sufficient spending cuts
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and asked if the respondent would be willing to raise taxes. The

notes give a figure of 60% for those willing for taxes to be

raised, those opposed 25%. The actual figures were 62% and 26%.

Question 27 asked about preferences for an increase in taxes or

for further spending cuts to protect programs for the poor. The

notes show half in favor of protecting the poor and 40% in favor

of further cuts. The actual figures were 52% and 40%.

Question 32 asked about approval or disapproval of

the way Governor Snelling handled his job as governor. According

to the written notes, 40% strongly approved, 33% somewhat

approved, 10% somewhat disapproved, and 10% strongly disapproved.

The actual figures were 39%, 33%, 10% and 10%. Regarding the

rating of the overall financial condition of the Vermont state

government at question *33, the notes show "Excellent" - 5%,

"Good" - 50%, "Fair" - 33%, and "Poor"- 5%. The actual figures

were 6%, 50%, 32% and 5%.

Page six of the notes reflects questions calling

for answers of "true and important," "true but unimportant," or

"untrue." A comparison of the notes' figures and the actual

figures is as follows:

Notes Actual

#35-Under Dick Snelling True, Important 33% 32%
the total state debt True, Not 4% 3%
declined by 41% Important

Not true 25% 26%

#36-When Dick Snelling True, Important 35% 35%
left office, he left a True, Not 9% 8%
$35 million deficit Important

Not true 25% 24%



#37-Dick Snelling
created a spending
plan that will pay off
the entire deficit of
the state of Vermont
by 1986

True, Important
True, Not
Important

Not True

On a series of questions in which the respondent

had to state whether a statement best described Richard Snelling

or Patrick Leahy, the handwritten figures and the actual figures

are as follows:

Snelli ng Leahy Both

Notes Actual Notes Actual Notes Actual

#56-Has a solid record
of accomplishments

#57-Believes in reduc-
ing state govt.

*58-Cares about avg.
citizen

#59-Wields clout and
influence

#60-Gets results on
difficult problems

#61-Can be trusted
to do right thing

#62-Shares same views
and opinions as most
Vermonters on tax and
spending issues

#63-Shares same views
and opinions of most
Vermonters on foreign
policy and national
defense issues

33%

50%

29%

30%

37%

31%

50%

24%

29%

37%

33 I./3% 32%

40%

25%

40%

26%

0e
Notes

30%
4%

37%

Actual

29%
3%

33%

36%

27%

50%

44%

37%

40%

25%

13%

16%

24%

40%

17%

13%

13%

18%

37%

25%

50%

46%

37%

40%

36%

50%

36%

48%

-26-
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Snelling Leahy Both

Notes Actual Notes Actual Notes Actual

#64-Willing to make 37% 36% 37% 37% 16% 17%

tough decisions

#65-Qualifications 25% 25% 45% 45% 25% 22%
and experience to
make a good Senator

#66-Exaggerates his 33% 34% 20% 20% 12% 12%
accomplishments

#67-Agrees with Reagan 42% 42% 16% 18% 3%
on foreign policy
issues

#68-Agrees with 45% 44% 16% 10% 1%
President
Reagan' s views
on taxes and
spending issues

Altogether, 73 of the numbers included in the

handwritten notes as survey results are identical to the actual

poll results, while another 74 are within one percentage point and

still another 25 are within two percentage points.

c. The Law

The law applicable to the April 1986 survey

expenditures is the same as that discussed above as to the

December 1985 survey.

d. Factual and Legal Analysis

The above figures taken from the handwritten notes

and the actual poll results provide strong evidence that Governor

Snelling was briefed in detail about the results of the April,

1986, poll as early as April 14, 1986. While he apparently was

not given the actual data nor copies of the actual results, he was

given pex:centages which in many cases matched or came within one
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percentage point of the true figures.

The arguments presented by counsel with regard to

the December, 1985, poll also apply to the April, 1986, poll. In

response this Office again notes that Governor Snelling was

actively involved in the formulation of questions to be included

in the April poll as witness the March 29 letter and the April 1

notes, and that he received results on April 14 that were

identical with, or very close to, the actual percentage results.

Thus, Snelling '86 should have been apportioned 50% of the NRSC's

expenditure of $25,000 or $12,500. 4/ Because the survey results

were received by Snelling '86 within 15 days of their receipt by
-v

the NRSC, there is no further reduction applicable.

By allocating only $625 to the Snelling '86

o Committee as an in-kind contribution, the NRSC underreported by

$11,875 its contribution to the Snelling Committee in violation of

2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(4). The Snelling '86 Committee violated

2 U.S.C. § 434(b)(3), (4) and (6) by underreporting the amount of

the in-kind contribution received.

4/ Documents produced by the Snelling committee included a
memorandum dated April 28, 1986, from Alex Gage of MOR to "The
Snelling Group". (Attachment 14). The memorandum contained an
analysis of Governor Snelling's standings at that point in the
campaign, and addressed specific voter perceptions and issues
where Governor Snelling had a particular advantage or
disadvantage. The perceptions and relative standings discussed
were taken directly from the April MOR poll (compare the
discussions on page 2 of the memorandum with the questions at
pages 18 and 19 of the survey at Attachment 10), although they
were presented as descriptive statements rather than mathematical
results. Given the evidence of actual percentages received by the
Snelling Committee in April, it is not necessary to determine
whether the statements contained in this memorandum constituted
"results" of a poll.
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4. Advertising Tests

On May 27, 1986, MOR conducted tests of nine

television commercials, seven produced by the Snelling campaign

and two by the Leahy campaign. The tests, conducted in

Burlington, Vt., involved approximately 80 voters not strongly

committed to a Senatorial candidate, and consisted of the filling

out of questionnaires after reviewing each advertisement, plus

participation in a "focus-group" discussion. The NRSC paid MOR

$13,800 on July 8, 1986, for conducting and analyzing these tests,

and then billed the Snelling '86 Committee for an allocated share

of $3,600 on September 26, 1986. The Snelling committee's payment

was also made on September 26 and was reported in its 1986 October

Quarterly Report.

Information provided to the Commission by both NRSC

and the Snelling committee included copies of a memorandum dated

May 30, 1986, from Paul Curcio of the NRSC to Tom Griscom and

Scott Cottington, also of the NRSC, analyzing the results of the

Ver~iont tests. The copy provided by the Snelling Committee

indicates that it was received via wire transmittal that same day.

(Attachment 15) . Attached to the Snelling copy were two pages of

handwritten notes dated May 30, 1986, which appear to include

before and after results of a poll taken of persons participating

in the advertising tests ("10% of Leahy people were converted")

and comments on specific ads. (Attachment 16)

According to a Declaration of Counsel received by

this Office on March 21, 1988, (Attachment 17) , the allocation of

$3,600 to the Snelling committee represented 20% of the cost of
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the survey plus a rounded amount equal to about five percent.

Counsel explains that the Vermont focus-group survey was part of

"a systematic ongoing study of 'negative' television advertising

begun during the 1984 election cycle, and that the NRSC has

established a computerized data base of results of such studies

"and has described certain norms and conditions for such

advertising relating to such factors as the utility of various

intensities of attack, the impact of various types of claim

validation and the effectiveness of response to attacks." The

NRSC then uses this information as a basis for its own decision-

making and for party presentations at post-election conferences.

The data is assertedly never shared with candidates; such

candidates receive syntheses and analyses only. Counsel also

asserts that the data and research on negative advertising is of

ongoing utility.

Counsel acknowledges that in the case of the

Snelling campaign NRSC shared specific results of the Vermont

focus group survey, but states that it did not disclose

information on the ongoing study of negative advertising. Counsel

argues that it would have been reasonable to have allocated as

little as 5% to Snelling '86 since "the overwhelming majority of

the material gathered went into the data base and was not

disclosed." Counsel also argues that the long-term multiple uses

of the data would also have justified a very small allocation to

the Snelling campaign.

b. The Law

11 C.F.R. § 106.1(a) states that as a general rule



-31-

expenditures made on behalf of more than one candidate are to be

allocated according "to the benefit reasonably expected to be

derived." 11 C.F.R. S 106.1(c) excepts from allocation overhead,

general administrative and other "day-to-day" costs of a committee

unless they are made on behalf of a clearly identified candidate

and can be directly attributed to that candidate.

c. Factual and Legal Analysis

All of the television advertising included in this

survey was directly related to the 1986 Vermont Senate campaign, a

fact not denied by the respondents. Rather, respondents argue

that the value of the survey went far beyond any benefit to the

Snelling campaign. Given counsel's explanation of the utility of

the Vermont focus-group survey to the NRSC, this Office believes

that it was not unreasonable for the NRSC to have allocated

approximately 75% of the cost of the survey to itself and

approximately 25% or $3,600 to Snelling '86, pursuant to 11 C.F.R.

§ 106.1. The latter committee reported an expenditure of $3,600

to NRSC for the survey within the reporting period in which it was

made. Therefore there appears to have been no violation of

2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (3) ,(4) or (6) as regards this particular

expenditure by the NRSC or by Snelling '$36.

5. June, 1986 Survey

a. Facts

Documents produced by Snelling '86 include a draft

of a questionnaire proposed to be used in Vermont on June 26,

1986. No source is given on the draft itself; however, other

documents produced by the respondents confirm that a state-wide



-32-

survey was undertaken by MOR in Vermont on June 26-27, 1986.

(Attachment 14). The NRSC paid for 100% of this survey.

The June, 1986, poll consisted of 29 substantive

questions, 25 of which were directly related to the race for the

Senate. The Snelling committee asserts that this survey "was not

presented to the campaign and so, we are informed, no allocation

was made or bill presented by the NRSC. (Attachment 1, page 11).

The NRSC in turn asserts that "the data from this poll was never

given to the Snelling campaign or otherwise disclosed to it. No

allocation therefore was made." (Attachment 1, page 11.)

Newspaper articles dated July 19, 1986 attached to

the complaint contained quotations attributed to Governor Snelling

which cite the June MOR poll and give specific points by which

that poll showed the contest between Senator Leahy and Governor

Snelling to have narrowed. In the NRSC response to the complaint,

it was noted that the head-to-head results of the June poll were

"released to the public" in a "PAC GRAM" newsletter dated July 14,

1986, and that this information appeared in news accounts in

Washington and Vermont on July 15 and 16 and thus before the date

of Governor Snelling's quoted reference to those findings.

The PAC GRAM provided only the head-to-head

results, not other results of the June survey. No evidence has

been found during the investigation in this matter that Governor

Snelling received other information derived from the June, 1986,

po11 as either data or in other, more general, forms.

b. The Law

11 C.F.R. § 106.4(c) provides that acceptance by a
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candidate of poll results which have already been made public is

not to be treated as an in-kind contribution to that candidate by

the purchaser of the poll.

c. Factual and Legal Analysis

In the present instance it appears that the

candidate received the head-to-head results of the June survey

after they had been made public via the PAC GRAM, thus taking

those particular figures out of the category of in-kind

contributions. As noted, no evidence has been found that other

results of the June, 1986 survey were shared with Governor

Snelling or his committee. Thus, it does not appear that the NRSC

was required to allocate to Snelling '86 all or a portion of the

cost of this survey, nor to report as a contribution the portion

of that cost which was not reimbursed or paid directly by Snelling

'86.

6. Conclusion

It is the position of the Office of the General Counsel that

the Snelling '86 Committee and the NRSC failed to report $5,000

paid by NPSC for the June, 1985, survey, $2,256.25 of the $4,740

paid by NRSC for the December, 1985, survey and $11,875 of the

$25,000 paid by NRSC for the April, 1986, survey as in-kind

contributions from the NRSC to the Snelling '86 Committee, for a

total of $19,131.25 in unreported contributions. The respondents

reported $15,625.00 in other contributions made by the NRSC to the

Snelling campaign. The addition of $19,131.25 to this latter

figure places the NRSC in excess of the $17,500 limitation

established at 2 U.S.C. § 441a(h) by $17,256.25.
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In 1986 the national party committee's coordinated

expenditure limitation for Vermont and the state party committee's

expenditure limitation, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(d), were

$43,620 each. The NRSC reported $87,202 in expenditures on behalf

of the Snelling campaign, indicating that the state party's

limitation had been assigned to the national party committee.

Thus, only $38.00 remained from the combined Section 441a(d)

limitations for application to the NRSC contributions at issue in

the present matter.

In summary, the NRSC made excessive contributions to the

Snelling '86 Committee totaling $17,218.25 in violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441a(h) and the Snelling '86 Committee accepted such

excessive contributions from the NRSC in violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f). 5/

III. DISCUSSION OF CONCILIATION PROVISIONS AND CIVIL PENALTIES

At stated above, the respondents requested that the

Commission enter into pre-probable cause conciliation in response

to notification of the Commission's reason to believe

determinations in December, 1986. These requests were declined in

February, 1987. In response to an inquiry from this Office,

counsel for the respondents recently expressed his clients

continued interest in pre-probable cause conciliation, including

conciliation of any new Commission determinations.



IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that the National Republican
Senatorial Committee and Frederick W. Bassinger, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(h).

2. Find reason to believe that the Snelling '86 Committee and
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

3. Enter into conciliation prior to findings of probable cause
to believe with the National Republican Senatorial Committee
and Frederick M. Bassinger, as treasurer, and with the
Snelling '86 Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer.

4. Approve the attached letters and co,~~ation a reements.

/ Lawrence M. 6(oble
General Counsel

A ttachments
1. Response of NRSC
2. Response of Snelling '86
3. June, 1985 survey questions and results
4. Cover memorandum and draft campaign plan
5. June 25, 1985 memorandum from Jan van Lohuizen to

Senator John Heinz
6. November 4, 1985 memorandum from Richard Snelling to

James Murphy
7. December, 1985, survey questions and results
8. Handwritten notes (3 pages)
9. January 6, 1986, Memorandum to Polling File

10. April, 1986, survey questions
11. March 21, 1986, letter from Richard Snelling to-

Charles Black
12. Handwritten notes (3 pages) dated April 1, 1986



-36-

13. Handwritten notes (10 pages) dated April 14, 1986
14. Memoranduiii from Alex Gage to The Snelling Group
15. Memorandum from Paul Curcio to Tom Griscom and Scott

Cottington
16. Handwritten notes (2 pages) dated May 30, 1986
17. March 21, 1988 Declaration of Counsel
18. June, 1986 survey questions
19. Letters (2) and conciliation agreements (2)

Staff Person: Anne Weissenborn



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMNISSION

In the Matter of

Snelling '86 Committee )
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

)
National Republican Senatorial)

Committee )
Frederick W. Bassinger, as

treasurer )

MUR 2212

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of June 21,

1988, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 4-2 to Cake the following actions in MUR 2212:

1. Find reason to believe that the National
Republican Senatorial Committee and
Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(h).

2. Find reason to believe that the Snelling
'86 Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f).

3. Enter into conciliation prior to findings
of probable cause to believe with the
National Republican Senatorial Committee
and Frederick M. Bassinger, as treasurer,
c~nd with the Snelling '86 Committee and
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer.

(continued)



Federal Election Commtssion Page 2
Certification for MUR 2212
June 21, 1988

4. Approve the letters and conciliation agree-
ments attached to the General Counsel's
report dated June 7, 1988,

Commissioners Josef iak, McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas

voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioners Aikens

and Elliott dissented.

Attest:

h
Marjorie W. Enimons

Secretary of the Commission
Date
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FEDERAL 111 (1 IO\ (OM\HSSI()N
\\ \N111N N. July 6, 1988
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Stuart M. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein Becker and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

RE: MUR 2212
National Republican Senatorial Committee
Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Gerson:

On December 2, 1986, and June 21 , 1988, the FederalElection Commission found reason to believe that the NationalRepublican Senatorial Committee and Frederick W. Bassinger, astreasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) and 2 U.S.C. S 441a(h)At your request, on June 21, 1988, the Commission determined toenter into negotiations directed towards reaching a conciliationagreement in settlement of this matter prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe.

Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission hasapproved in settlement of this matter. If your clients agreewith the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign andreturn it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission. Inlight of the fact that conciliation negotiations, prior to afinding of probable cause to believe, are limited to a maximum of30 days, you should respond to this notification as soon as
possible.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in theagreement, or if you wish to arrange a meeting in connection witha mutually satisfactory conciliation agreement, please contactAnne A. Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at
(202) 376-8200.

Sinc$~'ely,

~ENt~eM. 0 b 1 e
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDE RAt [ LECT ION CONIMISSION July 6, 1988

Stuart M. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein Becker and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

RE: MUR 2212
Snelling '86 Committee
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Gerson:

On December 2, 1986, and June 21, 1988, the Federal ElectionCommission found reason to believe that the Snelling '86Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.S 434(b)(3) (4) and (6) and 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). At your request,on June 21, 1988, the Commission determined to enter intonegotiations directed towards reaching a conciliation agreementin settlement of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause
to believe.

'0
Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission hasapproved in settlement of this matter. If your clients agreewith the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign andreturn it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission. Inlight of the fact that conciliation negotiations, prior to afinding of probable cause to believe, are limited to a maximum of30 days, you should respond to this notification as soon as

Possible.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in theagreement, or if you wish to arrange a meeting in connection witha mutually satisfactory conciliation agreement, please contactAnne A. Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

I

General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMNISSION

In the Matter of ) SENSITIVE
)

National Republican Senatorial ) MUR 2212
Committee
Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer )

Snelling '86 Committee )
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

Attached is a conciliation agreement which has been signed

by counsel for the National Republican Senatorial Committee, and

Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer, and for the Snelling '86

Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer.

The attached agreement contains no changes from the
0

agreement approved by the Commission on June 27, 1989. A check

for $2,000 of the $5,000 civil penalty has been received; the

remainder should be forthcoming in the near future.

II. RECOMNENDATIONS

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with the
National Republican Senatorial Committee and Frederick W.
Bassinger, as treasurer, and with the Snelling '86 Committee
and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer

2. Close the file.
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3. Approve the attached letter.

Date

Attachments

1. Conciliation Agreement
2. Letter to counsel
3. Letter to complainant

Staff Assigned: Anne Weissenborn
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)Nat~ional Republican Senatorial Committee )

Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer )
Snelling '86 Committee )
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer )

MUR 2212

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Enunons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on Atigust 4,

1989, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-1 to take

the following actions in MUR 2212:

1. Accept the conciliation agreement with the
National Republican Senatorial Committee
and Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer,
and with the Snelling '86 Committee and
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Report dated August 1, 1989.

2. Close the file.

3. Approve the letter as recommended in
the General Counsel's Report dated
August 1, 1989.

Commissioners Aikens, Josefiak, McDonald, McGarry,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Commissioner Elliott dissented.

Attest:

i~2L~ /
Date ~L rjorie W. Emxnons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary:Wed., Aug. 2, 1989 11:23Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Wed., Aug. 2, 1989 4:00Deadline for vote: Fri., Aug. 4, 1989 4:00
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

MUP 2212
Snelling '86 Committee
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer )
National Republican Senatorial Committee)
Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

On June 2, 1988, the Commission authorized the commencement

of conciliation with the Respondents in the above-captioned

matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe. The

'I Office of General Counsel has concluded that an extension of the

conciliation period by an additional thirty days would facilitate

the conclusion of a satisfactory settlement with the Respondents.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

/ /

______________________________________________________ BY:
Date Lois G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

Statf Assigned: A. Weissenborn



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
\V'\'dlIN(. ION I) ( 204b I~I(I August 10, 1989

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Robert F. Bauer, Esquire
Perkins Coie
1110 Vermont Avenue, NW.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 2212

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is in reference to the complaint filed by your
client, William Gray, Campaign Director, Leahy for U.S. Senate
Committee, with the Federal Election Commission on July 29,1986, concerning the Snelling '86 Committee and the National
Republican Senatorial Committee.

After conducting an investigation in this matter, the
Commission found that there was probable cause to believe that
the above respondents and their treasurers violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b)(3),(4) and (6) and 441a(f) and (h), provisions of theFederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On August 41989, a conciliation agreement signed by the respondent was
accepted by the Commission, thereby concluding the matter.Accordingly, the Commission closed the file in this matter on
~\ugust ~, 1989. A copy of this agreement is enclosed for
your information.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn
the Assistant General Counsel assigned to this matter, at
(202) 376-8200.

Since ly,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
IU!E~*

WASHINGTON L)( 20463
WA U V

August 10, 1989

Stuart N. Gerson, Esquire
Epstein, Becker and Green, P.C.
1140 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-6601

RE: MUR 2212
National Republican
Senatorial Committee
Frederick W. Bassinger, as
treasurer
Snelling '86 Committee
Duncan F. Brown, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Gerson:

On August 4 , 1989, the Federal Election Commission accepted
the signed conciliation agreement and civil penalty submitted on
your clients' behalf in settlement of violations of 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b(3),(4) and 441a(f) and (h), provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. Accordingly, the file
has been closed in this matter. This matter will become a part
of the public record within 30 days. If you wish to submit any
factual or legal materials to appear on the public record, please
do so within ten days. Such materials should be sent to the
Office of the General Counsel.

Please be advised that information derived in connection
with any conciliation attempt will not become public without the
written consent of the respondent and the Commission. See
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B). The enclosed conciliation agreement,
however, will become a part of the public record.



Stuart N. Gerson
Page 2

Enclosed you will find a copy of the fully executed
conciliation agreement for your files. If you have any
questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn, the Assistant General
Counsel, assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



FEDER~ ELECTION COMM~ON

In the Matter of )
)
)National Republican Senatorial Committee ) MUR 2212Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer )

)Snelling '86 Committee )
Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer )

t~ '1CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized ~

complaint by the Leahy for Senate Committee. The Federal
C.' ~Election Commission ("the Commission") found reason to believe

that the National Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC"), and

Frederick W. Bassinger, as treasurer, and the Snelling '86

Committee and Duncan F. Brown, as treasurer, ("Respondents")

violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3), (4) and (6) and 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f)

and (h).0
NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondents, having

participated in informal methods of conciliation, prior to a

finding of probable cause to believe, do hereby agree as follows:
r

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents
and the subject matter of this proceeding, and this agreement has

the effect of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

S 437g (a) (4) (A) (i)

II. Respondents have had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondents enter voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

A. Respondents NRSC and Snelling '86 Committee are

political committees within the meaning of 2 U.S.C. S 431(4).
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B. Respondent Bassinger is the treasurer of the NRSC
and Respondent Brown is the treasurer of the SnellIng '86

Committee.

C. Richard A. Snelling filed a Statement of Candld~icy
on November 4, 1985, stating his intention to seek the Office of

United States Senator from the State of Vermont and designating

the Snelllng '86 Committee as his principal campaign committee.

D. 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (1) exempts from the
definition of contribution contained in 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i)

and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (iii) funds received by a political

candidate to determine if he should become an actual candidate.

However, such funds must come from sources permissible under the

Federal Election Campaign Act, and, if the individual becomes a

candidate, such funds received by him must be reported as

contributions.

E. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3), (4) and (6), and 11 C.F.R.

S 104.13(a) (1) and (2) require that in-kind contributions be

reported as contributions and expenditures; and 11 C.F.R.

S 106.4(b) provides that the contribution of the purchase of an

opinion poll and the subsequent acceptance of the poll results by
a candidate is a contribution in-kind by the purchaser and an

expenditure by the candidate. Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 106.4(b),

acceptance of poll results requires a candidate's request for the

results, a candidate's use of the results, or a candidate's

failure to notify the contributor that he is refusing the

results.
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F. 11 C.F.R. S 106.4(g) provides that if the results

of a poll are received by a candidate or political committee

within 15 days of their receipt by the initial recipient, the

candidate or political committee shall be allocated 100 percent

of its share of the allocable costs. If the results are received

by a candidate or political committee between 16 and 60 days

after receipt by the initial recipient, the former's share is 50

percent of the share of the costs attributable to that candidate

or political committee.

G. 2 U.s.c. s 441a(h) limits to $17,500 the amount

which the NRSC may contribute to a candidate for nomination for

election, or for election, to the United States Senate during an

election year.

H. 2 u.s.c. s 441a(f) prohibits a candidate or

political committee from knowingly accepting any contribution in

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a.

I. The NRSC contends that it was acting within the

normal recruitment function of a national political committee

when it contracted with Market Opinion Research for a telephone

survey of potential voters in Vermont on June 10-18, 1985. The

NRSC received the results of this survey on or about June 25,

1985. This survey was composed of a series of statistical and

substantive questions, the vast majority of which dealt with the

prospective candidates and issues relating to the 1986 election

to the office of United States Senator from Vermont.
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J. The June 1985 survey was composed of 96 questions,

10 of which were statistical and 86 of which were substantive.

70 of the latter dealt with prospective candidates and Issues

related to the 1986 election for the office of United States

Senator from Vermont, and approximately 40 of those questions

cited Snelling. Based on the record in this matter, at the tim

of the survey Richard Snelling was not a candidate for office,

and that he had not formed or declared any Interest in running

for office or in "testing the waters" for a senatorial race.

K. On or about July 15, 1985, the June survey was

conveyed to Snelling by the NRSC. Respondents contend that this

was part of an ongoing effort to convince Snelling to run for the

Senate in order to demonstrate to him that he was the best

Republican challenger for the seat in question and that he stood

a reasonable probability of success.

L. The NRSC paid the $20,000 cost of June 1985

survey directly to MOR, made no allocation of costs to the Snelling

'86 Committee, billed nothing to the Snelling '86 Committee, and

assertedly made no representation to Snelling or his Committee that

any allocation to it was required or appropriate. Later, before

and after Snelling became a candidate, he made some use of the

survey, in conjunction with other materials, in deciding to become

a candidate and in formulating his campaign strategy. At the time

he became a candidate, however, no allocation of costs was made by

the NRSC, or by Snelling, who had not been instructed to do so.

The Commission has found reason to believe that a portion of the
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cost of the June survey should have been allocated to the Snelling

'86 Committee. Because Snelling received results of the survey

within 60 days of their receipt by the NRSC, the appropriate

allocation to the Snelling '86 Committee Is at least $4,000.

M. The NRSC arranged for the inclusion of 20

substantive questions in a survey carried out by Decision Making

Information ("DM1") in Vermont on December 3-5, 1985, pursuant to

a contract DM1 had with the Republican National Committee. All of

the 20 questions concerned the 1986 election for the office of

United States Senator from Vermont. The NRSC paid DM1 $4,750 for

its share of the December 1985 survey, and received the results

thereof on or about December 13, 1985.

N. On or about December 13, 1985, Snelling attended a

meeting at which, Respondents assert, representatives of the NRSC

informed him of trends and other information derived from the

December 1985 survey, and how it compared with data that Snelling

previously had received relating to the 1986 Vermont senatorial

race. Respondents contend that the NRSC did not give him the

specific numerical polling data at that time. The Snelling '86

Committee contends that it received the numerical data from the

NRSC more than 60 days thereafter, and paid the amount of $118.75

allocated to it by the NRSC for that survey. The Commission has

found reason to believe that a portion of the cost of that survey

should have been allocated as of December 13, 1985. Because

Snelling received results of the survey within 15 days of their

receipt by the NRSC, the appropriate allocation to the Snelling '86

Committee is $2,375.
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0. The NRSC contracted with MOR for a telephone survey

carried out in Vermont on April 4-9, 1986. The survey was composed

of 106 questions, 16 statistical and 90 substantive; 75 of the latter

dealt with the 1986 election for the office of United States Senator

from Vermont. The NRSC paid $25,000 for the April 1986 survey, and

received the results thereof on or about April 14, 1986.

P. On or about April 14, 1986, Snelling attended a

meeting at which, Respondents assert, representatives of the NRSC

informed him of trends and other information derived from the April

1986 survey, and how it compared with data that Snelling previously

had received relating to the 1986 Vermont senatorial race. Again,

Respondents contend that the NRSC did not give him the specific

numerical polling data at that time. The Snelling '86 Committee

contends that it received the polling data more than 60 days

thereafter, and paid the amount of $625.00 allocated to it by the

NRSC for that survey. The Commission has found reason to believe

that a portion of the cost of that survey should have been

allocated as of April 14, 1986. Because Snelling received results

of the survey within 15 days of their receipt by the NRSC, the

appropriate allocation to the Snelling '86 Committee is at least

$10, 000.

Q. Srielling and the Snelling '86 Committee contend that,

at all times relevant to this matter, they acted upon the

instructions and advice of the NRSC concerning the appropriateness of

disclosure of information derived from polling, and timing thereof,

and the amounts required to be paid by the Snelling '86 Committee.
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They contend that there were no prior discussions or agreements as to

the allocations made and amounts billed or charged, and that each

amount billed or charged was timely paid by the SnellIng '86

Committee.

R. The NRSC reported $15,625 in direct contributions to

the Snelling '86 Committee.

V. The expenditure by the NRSC for the June, 1985, survey was

an expenditure on behalf of Richard A. Snelling reportable as a

contribution by the NRSC in the amount of at least $4,000.

VI. Richard A. Snelling received results of the December, 1985,

survey within 15 days of their receipt by the NRSC, thereby requiring
t I-

the allocation to the Snelling '86 Committee of $2,375.

VIII. Richard A. Snelling received results of the April, 1986

survey within 15 days of their receipt by the NRSC, thereby requiring

the allocation to the Snelling '86 Committee of at least $10,000.

VIII. By failing to report an in-kind contribution of at least
-p.

$4,000 by the NRSC to the Snelling '86 Committee for the June, 1985,

survey, by failing to report $2,256.25 of the cost of the December,

1985, survey as an in-kind contribution by the NRSC to the Snelling

'86 Committee, and by failing to report at least $9,375 of the cost

of the April, 1986, survey as an in-kind contribution by the NRSC to

the Snelling '86 Committee, the Respondents violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 434(b).

IX. The $15,631 in unreported in-kind contributions, together

with $15,625 in other contributions made by the NRSC to the

Snelling '86 Committee, resulted in approximately $13,756 in
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contributions by the NRSC to the Snelling '86 CommIttee in excess

of the NRSC's $17,500 statutory limitation, placing the

Respondents, respectively, in violation of 2 U.s.c. S 441a(h) and

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Respondents contend that these violations were

not knowing and willful and no such violation has been charged in

this MUR.

X. A civil penalty will be paid to the Federal Election

Commission in the amount of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000),

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (5) (A).

XI. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 u.S.c. S 437g(a) (1) concerning the matters at issue herein

or on its own motion, may review compliance with this agreement.

If the Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement

o thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action for

relief in the United States District Court for the District of

Columbia.

XII. This agreement shall become effective as of the date that

all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

XIII. Respondents shall have no more than thirty (30) days

from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and

implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so

notify the Commission.

XIV. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and

no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or
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oral, made by either party or by agents of either party, that is

not contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

awrence
General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENTS:

K7

.me-,.-

Date (' ;'

'''-i-i

1'

Pt
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC 20*3

ThIS IS THE END (F ~1JR#

DATE F!LIIED

~A~ER~AN I

CAl~ERANO. 4



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20464

THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTATION IS ADDED TO

THE PUBLIC RECORD IN CLOSED MUR

.................... I .................... ..........................
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SENATOR PHIL GRAMM

CHAIRMAN

JE8 HENSARLING

EXECUTIVE OIRECTOR

/

March 16, 1992

Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

Re: MUR 2212

Enclosed is a check in the amount of $3000 payable to the Commission to cover
the balance of the amount described in the conciliation agreement for the above-
referenced matter.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Lnsmel

RONALD REAGAN REPUBLICAN CENTER

425 SECOND STREET, N.E. 9 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002 a (202) 675-6000

PAID FOR AND AUTHORIZED BY THE NATIONAL REPUBLICAN SENATORIAL COMMITTEE.

0-4J

%M

*C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

TWO WAY MENORANDUN

FROM:

Virginia Whitted
OGC, Docket

Philomena Brooks*2
Accounting Technikcian

SUBJECt: Account Determination for Funds Received

W recet y received a check from
, check number

, and in the amount o 0.6
Attached is a copy of the check and any correspondence that
was forwarded. Please indicate below the account into which
it should be deposited, and the HUR number and name.
mmBmDmmm mmt Bmmmmm mBmmBmtBmiBmmmBUBBBBBBRBBmBBBBBBmttmRBHBBB

TO:

FROM:

r%) 1. _

j

** -.
C") ?

Philomena Brooks
Accounting Technician

Virginia Whitted
OGC, Docket

In reference to the above check in the amount of$3,000.00 , the MUR number is 2.212 and in the name of
NATTONAT. 9EPTTT-TrAN RRNATQRTAT. CMTz •The account into

which it should be deposited is indicated below:

Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3875.16

XXXX Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other:
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March 24,1992
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NATIONAL REPUBLICAN
SENATORIAL COMMITTEE

425 SECOND STREET. NE.
WASHINGTON. DC 20002

0901O1 -FECANNE

CONTFOL NQ
055138 $MOMo****:139000.00

******3,000 DOLLARS AND 00 CENTS

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E STREET NW
ATTN: ANNE WEISSENBORN
WASHINGTON DC 20463
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SIGNET BANK
VIENNA. VA
68-406/580

PAY
TO lrNE

*OMDER OF

55138 ~.t1
DmTE
03/13/92


