THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 27, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR THE WHITE HOUSE STAFF
FROM: | FRED F. FIELDING\ . \«4—\
~ COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: * Carter Campa;gn Debate Materials

Your attention is directed to recent news accounts reporting
allegations that the 1980 Reagan campaign organization may
have received certain briefing materials from the Carter
campaign. The President has asked that anyone with informa-
tion or documents related to the allegations provide such
information to the Attorney General's Office immediately.

If you have any questions with respect to this matter, you
should contact this Office.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 27, 1983

FOR: RICHARD A. HAUSER

FROM: JOHN G. ROBERTSPER
SHERRIE M. COOKSEY§MY

SUBJECT: Debate Briefing Book

You asked that we examine statutes that may be applicable to
the reported receipt by various members of the Reagan Campaign
of a briefing book compiled to prepare former President Carter
for the debate with then-candidate Reagan. The applicability
of federal statutes governing theft of records and receipt of
stolen records hinges on whether the records in question were
the property of the United States. The leading provision, 18
U.S5.C. § 641, provides:

"Whoever embezzles, steals, purloins, or knowingly
converts to his use or the use of another, or without
authority, sells, conveys or disposes of any record,
voucher, money, or thing of value of the United States
or of any department or agency thereof, or any property
made or being made under contract for the United States
or any department or agency thereof; or Whoever re-
ceives, conceals, or retains the same with intent to
convert it to his use or gain, knowing it to have been
embezzled, stolen, purloined or converted -- Shall be
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than
ten years, or both; but if the value of such property
does not exceed the sum of $100, he shall be fined not
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year,
or both. The word "value" means face, par, or market
value, or cost price, either wholesale or retail, which-
ever is greater."

It is an element of the offense that the record in question be
the property of the United States. United States v. Collins,
464 F. 24 1163, 1165 (9 Cir. 1972); United States v. Farrell,
418 F. Supp. 308 (M.D. Pa. 1976). It is now well-established,
however, that the prosecution need not prove that the
individual who took the document, or those who received it,
knew it to be a record of the United States. See e.g., United
States v. Jermendy, 544 F.2d 640, 641 (2 Cir. 1976) (citing
cases). The Tenth Circuit adhered to the opposite view for a
decade, Findley v. United States, 362 F.2d 921, 922-23 (1966),
before reversing itself, United States v. Speir, 564 F.2d 934
(1977) (en banc). All that need be shown is that the record
was in fact a government record.




e

The prosecution must prove that the document in question was
stolen or knowingly converted to private use, and that those
charged with receipt of the document knew it to have been so
stolen or converted. It is apparently not necessary, however,
to know who stole the document, or even to allege that the
identity of that individual is unknown. Kirby v. United
States, 174 U.S. 47, 62-65 (1899). It is accordingly no
defense for one charged with receipt of stolen government
documents to contend that he did not know who obtained thenm,
so long as he can be shown to have known they were stolen.
Since the statute is triggered by conversion of documents to
private use as well as theft, it would seem to be immaterial
whether the individual who originally obtained the documents
had a legitimate right of access to them.

The critical question is whether the briefing book may be
considered the property of the United States. If it was
compiled solely for purposes of the debate it would not be a
government record but the private property of the former
President's campaign apparatus. In this regard it is note-
worthy that the Presidential Records Act, although not effec-
tive at the time of the campaign, Pub. L. 95-591, § 3, con-
siders political documents unrelated to the President's
official duties and materials relating to the President's -
election as "personal records" which are not subject to the
ownership of the United States. 44 U.S.C. § 2201, 2202.

It should be noted that if the Carter debate materials are
considered government property, questions with respect to the
use of appropriated funds for preparation of these materials
which were to be used for "political" rather than "official"
purposes could be raised. (As you know, the Comptroller
General has consistently taken the position that appropriated
funds may be used only for the purposes for which they were
appropriated, and that official funds may not be used for
purely partisan political purposes. See 31 U.S.C. § 628, 52
Comp. Gen. 504 (1972); 50 Comp. Gen. 534 (1971).) Addition-
ally, Hatch Act violations may have occurred as a result of
Domestic Policy staff officials preparing this political
document. (Domestic Policy staff officials, unless paid out
of the White House Office budget, would have been subject to
the prohibitions of the Hatch Act against Federal employees
participating in political activities. See 5 U.S.C. §7324.)

If the individual who obtained the briefing book copied an
existing book and provided the copy to the Reagan Campaign, an
argument can be advanced that no property was taken. This
argument could be made even if the original book were to be
considered government property. In United States v. Hubbard,
474 F. Supp. 64 (D.D.C. 1979), the court ruled that a violation
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of 18 U.S.C. § 641 may be established where the defendant
copied government documents by means of government resources.
The court expressly declined to rule that a violation could be
based simply on the theory that the defendant stole information.
In the court's view, copying the documents was not enough, but
copying by means of government resources was. As the court
noted, "If section 641 reaches the theft of government informa-
tion, as the government contends, serious first amendment
questions would be raised, and there is ample legal authority
to avoid those constitutional questions by interpreting the
statute to not include information as a thing of value." The
court cited Pearson v. Dodd, 410 F.2d 701 (D.C. Cir.), cert
denied, 395 U.S. 947 (1969), which ruled that no tortious
conversion occurred when documents were temporarily removed
for copying purposes. That case involved a suit by Senator
Dodd against reporters Drew Pearson and Jack Anderson. It may
be useful to remind questioning reporters of the broader
significance of a theory that would treat as theft the obtain-
ing of government information, and treat as receipt of stolen
goods the receipt of such information. For example, the front
page of today's Post, with an article on the briefing book,
also contains an article on the Baby Doe regqulations based on
the Post's receipt of a copy of the draft regulations. As the
Hubbard court remarked, "if there were a crime for converting
unspecified government information, it would not be limited to
photocopying. If a person came across completely unclassified
information during his employment within the federal government,
and discussed it outside the scope of his employment, an
argument could be made that he had converted government
information in violation of section 641." The court rejected
such a theory on First Amendment grounds.

The Second Circuit, however, has held that information is
covered by 18 U.S.C. § 641, see United States v. Girard, 601
F.2d 69, 71 (2 Cir. 1979) cert. denied, 444 U.S. 871 (1980)
("the Government has a property interest in certain of its
private records which it may protect by statute as a thing of
value. It has done this by the enactment of section 641").
The Ninth Circuit has applied § 641 to a transcript of grand
jury proceedings, United States v. Friedman, 445 _F.24 1076,
1087, cert. denied, 404 U.S. 958 (1971). On the other hand,
Judge Winter opined that he would not apply § 641 to classi-
fied information, United States v. Truong Dink Hung, 629 F.2d4
906 (4 Cir. 1980), and noted that its application to any type
of information must be carefully considered on a case-by-case
basis. The applicability of § 641 to this case must, accord-
ingly, be considered very uncertain, even if the briefing book
were considered government property.
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A separate provision, 18 U.S.C. § 654, may apply to the
individual who actually took the briefing book. Section 654
provides:

"Whoever, being an officer or employee of the United
States or of any department or agency thereof,

embezzles or wrongfully converts to his own use the
money or property of another which comes into his
possession or under his control in the execution of

such office or employment, or under color or claim of
authority as such officer or employee, shall be fined
not more than the value of the money and property thus
embezzled or converted, or imprisoned not more than ten
years, or both; but if the sum embezzled is $100 or less,
he shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not
more than one year, or both."

This could apply if the individual in question were a federal
employee and the briefing book came into his possession by
virtue of his employment.

While the federal statutes depend upon the involvement of
government documents, there are of course local D.C. provisions
of general applicability which are not so limited. D.C. Code
§ 22-2205 establishes criminal penalties for receipt of stolen
goods with intent to defraud. The elements of an offense
under 22-2205 are receipt of the property, the fact that the
property was stolen at time of receipt, knowledge that the
property was stolen, and fraudulent intent in receiving the
property. Tucker v. United States, 421 A.2d 32 (App. D.C.
1980). Of interest with respect to the individual who took
the book, D.C. Code § 22-2201 prohibits grand larceny (value
$100 or over) and § 22-2202 prohibits petit larceny. The .
discussion above covering whether "property" is taken when
information is copied would apply to these local provision as
well as the federal statutes.

Another possible violation of Federal law that could be raised
with respect to the legality of the Reagan campaign obtaining

a Carter briefing book would be a violation of the prohibitions
against fraudulent misrepresentation of campaign authority
found in the Federal Election Campaign Act, 2 U.S.C. § 441h.
That provision states that:

"No person who is a candidate for Federal office
or an employee or agent of such candidate shall--

(1) fraudulently misrepresent himself ... as speak-

ing or writing or otherwise acting for or on behalf

of any other candidate ... on a matter which is damaging
to such other candidate ...; or
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(2) willfully and knowingly participate in or con-

spire to participate in any plan, scheme, or design
to violate paragraph (1) above.

Violation of this provision is a civil offense and would be
investigated by the FEC; although the FEC may refer possible

violations of the Federal election laws to the Attorney
General. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g.
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[II. PHOTOCOPYING GOVERNMENT

DOCUMENTS THROUGH THE USE
OF GOVERNMENT EQUIPMENT
AND SUPPLIES IS PROHIBITED BY
THE FEDERAL LARCENY STAT-
UTE.

Ten of the substantive counts of the in-
ictment in this case charge violations of 18
JS.C. § 641. Each count alleging viola-
ions of section 641 track the language of
he statute alleging that the defendants
did wilfully and knowingly steal, purloin
nd convert to their own use records and
hings of value of the United States and of
- department and agency thereof . .,”
nd give the date and time of the alleged
heft as well as the property involved—
documents and photocoples thereof.” Al-
hough the indictment alleges theft of docu-
nents as well as photocopies, the govern-
nent has indicated that no originals were
tolen. Instead, the government contends
hat the defendants removed originals of
overnment documents and made photo-
opies of them through the use of govern-
1ent equipment and government supplies,
nd then returned the original to the agen-
y. United States’ Opposition to Defend-
nts’ Motion to Dismiss Counts Nine
hrough Thirteen, Sixteen Through Eigh-
ten, Twenty-one Through Twenty-two, or
1 the Alternative, to Strike Surplusage
rom Said Counts at 1 (February 23, 1979).

The defendants contend that the charges
nder section 641 must be dismissed be-
luse theft requires an intent to perma-
antly deprive the owner of his right to
ssession, and the indictment fails to al-
ge that something was permanently tak-
. The government in response has at-
‘mpted to predicate a violation of section
1l on two theories. The first is that the
fendants stole the information in the doc-
nents, and the second is that the copies,
legedly made from government docu-
®nts, by means of government resources,
€ records of the government, and thus the
Ples were stolen. The Court finds that
& lat!;er rationale will support a violation
Section 641, and will not reach the issue
'sed by the former rationale. Therefore,
IS Unnecessary to reach the claims of the
fendants in this regard.

[29,30] In United States v. DiGilio, 538
F.2d 972 (3d Cir.) cert. denied, 429 U.S.
1038, 97 S.Ct. 733, 50 L.Ed.2d 749 (1976), the
court ruled that availing oneself of govern-
ment resources in copying government doc-
uments makes the duplicate copies govern-
ment property and “things of value” within
the requirements of section 641. Id. at
977-78. Therefore, the indictment’s claim
that the defendants violated section 641 by
copying government documents through the
use of government equipment withstands
the defendants’ motion to dismiss because
government-owned copies were taken with
the intent to permanently deprive the own-
er of possession.

The Court will not reach the question of
the validity of the government’s alternative
rationale. &If section 641 reaches the theft
of government information, as the govern-
ment contends, serious first amendment
questions would be raised, and there is am-
ple legal authority to avoid those constitu-
tional questions by interpreting the statute
to not include information as a thing of
value. &»

In Pearson v. Dodd, 133 U.S.App.D.C.
279, 410 F.2d 701, cert. denied, 395 U.S. 947,
89 S.Ct. 2021, 23 L.Ed.2d 465 (1969), the
court of appeals for this circuit ruled that
the temporary removal of documents for
copying purposes does not result in a tor-
tious conversion. Id. at 708. If the actions
do not constitute the tort of conversion, the
same actions should not constitute the fed-
eral crime of conversion in the absence of
some clearer indication of Congressional in-
tent to change the law. See Morissette v.
United States, 342 U.S. 246, 262, 72 S.Ct.
240, 96 L.Ed. 288 (1952). In addition, in a
case completely devoid of first amendment
implications, the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Ninth Circuit ruled that section 641
must be construed to include only tangible
property. Chappell v. United States, 270
F.2d 274, 277--78 (9th Cir. 1959). In Chap-
pell, the court set aside the conviction under
section 641 of an officer in the military who
had ordered a subordinate to paint three
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dwellings owned by the defendant. The
court found that the conversion of a
government  employee’s labor was not pro-
hibited by section 641, because the statute
incorporated common law definitions of of-
fenses, and conversion requires the theft of
tangible property. Id. at 277-78,

Moreover, treating information as a thing
of value under section 641 would raise the
strong possibility of harm to important first
amendment values. See Nimmer, National
Security Secrets v. Free Speech: The Issues
Left Undecided in the Ellsherg Case, 26
Stan.L.Rev. 311, 322-24 (1973). First, there
is clear precedent that the copying of any
"document does not constitute conversion.
See Local Trademarks, Inc. v. Price, 170
F.2d 715, 718-19 (5th Cir. 1948); Pickford
Corp. v. DeLuxe Laboratories, Inc., 169
F.Supp. 118, 120 (S.D.Cal.1958). Second,
whereas there are penalties for copyright
violations, the Congress has explicitly pro-
vided that there is no copyright on govern-
ment documents. 17 U.S.C. § 105. More-
over,&if there were a crime for converting
unspecified government information, it
would not be limited to photocopying. If a
person came across certain completely un-

classified information during his employ- "

ment within the federal government, and
discussed it outside the scope of his employ-
ment, an argument could be made that he
had converted government information in
violation of section 641.40f course, such an
interpretation would be impermissible. See
New York Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254,
269, 84 S.Ct. 710, 11 L.Ed.2d 636 (1964).
The free exchange of ideas, especially ideas
in possession of the government, is at the
very heart of our first amendment guaran-
tees. See Whitney v. California, 274 U.S.
357, 3717, 47 S.Ct. 641, 71 L.Ed. 1095 (1927)
(Brandeis, J., concurring). Accordingly, the
government will not be permitted to rely on
any alleged conversion of government in-
formation for a violation of section 641 in
this case. However, the government may
proceed on the theory that copies made
from government resources are owned by
the government. Accordingly, the defend-
ants’ motion to dismiss all charges of sec-
tion 641 violations is denied.

474 FEDERAL SUPPLEMENT

IX. THE GOVERNMENT MUST PAR-
TICULARIZE SOME OF THE
CHARGES IN THE INDICTMENT.

The defendants have made thirty-three
specific requests, with numerous subparts,
for particularization of the indictment.
Three purposes are usually ascribed to a bill
of particulars: (1) to enable a defendant to
prepare his defense; (2) to avoid prejudicial
surprise at trial; and (3) to protect a de-
fendant against double jeopardy. 1 C.
Wright, Federal Practice & Procedure sec.
125 & 129. The issue of particularization is
addressed to the sound discretion of the
district court. Wong Tai v. United States,
273 U.S. 77, 82, 47 S.Ct. 300, 71 L.Ed. 545
(1927).

The defendants have broken down the
government’s objections to their thirty-
three requests into thirteen categories.

[31,32] In response to the defendants’
requests numbers 1, 3, 4d, and 30b, the
government objects on the ground that the
defendants seek definitions, citing United
States v. Smallwood, 443 F.2d 535, 54041
(8th Cir.), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 853, 92 S.Ct.
95, 30 L.Ed.2d 93 (1971). However, simply
because the defendants seek definitions is
not a ground for objection unless the de-
fendants seek a definition of a term that is;
sufficiently clear to enable the defendants
to prepare their defense. Id. at 540. In
this case the defendants seek explication of
the terms “covertly,” “agent of Scientolo-
gy,” “various illegal and unlawful means,”
“in conjunction with.” The Court finds
that each of these terms or phrases is un-
necessarily vague and could benefit from

some elaboration on the government’s part.

[33,34] The government has opposed
the defendants’ requests numbers 4a, 4f, 4g,
10a, 19d, and 19e¢, on the ground that the
proof of a conspiracy does not require speci-
fication of the places where the alleged
conspirgcy was entered into. The Court
finds that this information is not necessary
for the defendants to adequately prepare
their defense. Moreover, it is evidence
which is not avai]able} in a bill of particu-
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Like the District Judge, we are impressed
by Congress’ repeated use of the phrase
“thing of value” in section 641 and its
predecessors. These words are found in so
many criminal statutes throughout the
United States that they have in a sense
become words of art. The word “thing”
notwithstanding, the phrase is generally
construed to cover intangibles as well as
tangibles. For example, amusement is held
to be a thing of value under gambling stat-
utes. Giomi v. Chase, 47 N.M. 22, 25-26,
182 P.2d 715, T16-17 (1942); Hightower v.
State, 156 S.W.2d 327, 328 (Tex.Civ.App.
1942); State v. Baitler, 131 Me. 285, 287,
161 A. 671, 672 (1932). Sexual intercourse,
or the promise of sexual intercourse, is a
thing of value under a bribery statute. Me-
Donald v. State, 57 Ala.App. 529, 829 So.2d
583, 587-88 (1975), cert. denied, 429 U.S.
834, 97 S.Ct. 99, 50 L.Ed.2d 99 (1976); Scott
v. State, 107 Ohio St. 475, 485-87, 141 N.E.
19, 22-23 (1923). So also are a promise to
reinstate an employee, People ex rel. Dic-
kinson v. Van De Carr, 87 App.Div. 386,
389-90, 84 N.Y.S. 461, 463-64 (Ist Dep't
1963), and an agreement not to run in a
primary election, People v. Hochberg, 62
AD.2d 239, 246-47, 404 N.Y.S.2d 161, 167
(8d Dep't 1978). The testimony of a wit-
ness is a thing of value under 18 U.S.C.
§ 876, which prohibits threats made through
the mails with the intent to extort money
or any other “thing of value.” United
States v. Zouras, 497 F.2d 1115, 1121 (7th
Cir. 1974).

Although the content of a writing is an
intangible, it is nonetheless a thing of val-
ue. The existence of a property in the
contents of unpublished writings was judi-
cially recognized long before the advent of
copyright laws. Mazer v. Stein, 347 U.S.
201, 214-15, 74 S.Ct. 460, 98 L.Ed. 630
(1954); Wheaton v. Peters, 8 Pet. 591, 657,
33 U.S. 591, 657, 8 L.Ed. 1055 (1834); Press
Pub. Co. v. Monroe, 73 F. 196, 199 (24 Cir.),
appeal dismissed, 164 U.S. 105, 17 S.Ct. 40,
ﬁl L.Ed. 367 (1896). This property was

not distinguishable from any other person-
al property” and was “protected by the
Same process, and [had] the benefit of all
the remedies accorded to other property so

far as applicable.” Palmer v. De Witt, 47
N.Y. 532, 538 (1872). Although we are not
concerned here with the laws of copyright,
we are satisfied, nonetheless, that the
Government has a property interest in cer-
tain of its private records which it may
protect by statute as a thing of value. It
has done this by the enactment of section
641. See United States v. Friedman, 445
F.2d 1076, 1087 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 404
U.S. 958, 92 S.Ct. 326, 30 L.Ed.2d 275 (1971)
(transcript of grand jury proceedings).
Section 641 is not simply a statutory codifi-
cation of the common law of larceny.- See
Morissette v. United States, 342 U.S. 246,
269 n.28, 72 S.Ct. 240, 96 L.Ed. 288 (1952).
Indeed, theft is not a requisite element of
the proscribed statutory offense, which is
based upon unauthorized sale or conversion.
United States v. Sher, 418 F.2d 914, 915
(9th Cir. 1969). If, as the Court said in
Morissette, supra, conversion is the “misuse
or abuse of property” or its use “in an
unauthorized manner”, the defendants
herein could properly be found to have con-
verted DEA’s computerized records.

[2-4] The District Judge also rejected
appellants’ constitutional challenge to sec-
tion 641 based upon alleged vagueness and
overbreadth, and again we agree with his
ruling. Appellants, at the time of the crime
a current and a former employee of the
DEA, must have known that the sale of
DEA confidential law enforcement records
was prohibited. The DEA’s own rules and
regulations forbidding such disclosure may
be considered as both a delimitation and a
clarification of the conduct proscribed by
the statute. See United States Civil Ser-
vice Commission v. National Association of
Letter Carriers, 413 U.S. 548, 576-79, 93
S.Ct. 2880, 37 L.Ed.2d 796 (1973); Adamian
v. Jacobsen, 523 F.2d 929, 932-35 (9th Cir.
1975). Where, as here, we are not dealing
with defendants’ exercise of a first amend-
ment freedom, we should not search for
statutory vagueness that did not exist for
the defendants themselves. United States
v. Mazurie, 419 U.S. 544, 550, 95 S.Ct. 710,
42 L.Ed.2d 706 (1975); Williams v. United
States, 341 U.S. 97, 104, 71 S.Ct. 576, 95
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release June 27, 1983

STATEMENT BY THE PRINCIPAL DEPUTY PRESS SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT

At approximately 3:45 pm today, former Carter campaign pollster
Patrick Caddell responded to a White House request and provided a
copy of "the briefing book used by President Carter in his prepar-
ations for the October 28, 1980 debate" as well as "the supplementary
foreign policy questions and answers". Mr. Caddell's transmittal
letter notes that "all concerned agree that the enclosed materials
are the only issue briefing materials prepared for and sent to
President Carter for that debate".

Mr. Casey has not yet had an opportunity to review the material.
Messrs. Stockman, Gergen, and Baker have looked at it, but have not
vet reviewed this lengthy material systematically. In their view,
their initial examination suggests that, while some of the policy
issue briefing material has similarities to what they recall having
.seen during the campaign, it appears to be a more finished, more
sensitive briefing book than they recall. Further, the Carter
briefing book includes strategic and tactical information that they
specifically do not recall having seen: more focused debating points,
recommended "key lines" and "first hand accounts," "questions to ask"
in rebuttal, recommended "challenges," etc.

Independently, the White House Counsel's Office has also received
papers which have been retrieved from certain Reagan campaign officials’
files. This material has been forwarded to the Department of Justice.
To facilitate comparison of the material forwarded to Justice with

that provided by Mr. Caddell, all such material will be released to

the press shortly. '
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" THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release | _ June 28, 1983

NEWS CONFERENCE
- 'BY
THE PRESIDENT

The East Room -

8:01 P.M. EDT

THE PRESIDENT: Good evening. I have a statement.
Nearly a year ago tonight I told the American people that we
were making headway against the crisis we inherited -- double-digit
inflation, record interest rates, and soaring taxes were all coming
down. Well, tonight we can be pleased that our economy is strong
and getting stronger. We still have a long way to go but good
news on personal income, real earnings, factory orders, industrial
production, housing starts, auto and retail sales are solid signs
of hope. And I have one other important piece of good news.

I'm pleased to announce tonight that we are revising
upward our projection of this year's economic growth from 4.7
to 5.5 percent. America's economy is beginning to sparkle.
Sustaining strong growth and keeping inflation and interest rates
down require bipartisan cooperation from the Congress. We must
understand that undisciplined spending and tax increases threaten the
recovery. By tryindg to increase taxes permanently with their
tax cap, the liberals in the Congress have renounced John F. Kennedy s
criteria for growth and opportunity -- meaningful tax rate reductions
for every working American. Their tax cap must not and will not
become law because fairness is not slapping tax increases on
2.4 million small businesses, 350,000 family farms and millions
of middle-income married couples who file joint returns. Fairness
is not appealing to envy, pitting group against group. And fairness
is not penalizing the initiative, hard work, vsav1ngs, risk-taking
and investment that we need to create more jobs.

True fairness means honoring our.word. It means
encouraging and rewarding every citizen who strives to excel
and help make America great again. So, in three days the American
people will begin receiving the full and final 10 percent of their
tax cut. This will be followed by indexing in 1985. A typical
family's tax bill will be about $700 less than if our tax cut
had not been passed.

Our challenge is to protect and strengthen this hard won
recovery and that means preventing inflation and interest rates
from flaring up again. For the good of the country, I appeal
to the Congress to work with us, to refrain from raising taxes.
Concentrate on restraining spending and we'll keep America moving
forward with hope and greater opportunity for all our people.

And now I imagine you have a few things on your mind
that you'd like to talk about.

Jim?

Q Regarding the Carter debate material that
was obtained by your 1980 campaign organization, do you think
it was right or wrong to keep this material,

MORE



to use it to YOur advantage, and also do you think it's okay to keep some-
one on your staff who did, indeed, handle this material?

THE PRESIDENT: Well, now, Jim, to try and answer your several
questions there. First of all, I never knew until you people made it
public in the press a few days ago that there ever had been such material
" in possession of any people in our campaign organization. I never saw
. anything of the kind.

And as I reecall the debate, I don't recall any particular
use that could have been made of anything of that kind because having found
the papers they must have been referring to, that some of our people do
recall seeing, there wasn't anything of campaign strategy in those.
They were the type of thing that would be, I think, in any campaign: .
positions that they would take on my vositions; their achievements and
what they thought their administration had achieved. We probably had
literature of the same kind on our side. But everything that was used
in that debate had been used over and over again out on the campaign
trail.

And I'd like to call to your attention also that the two
contestants do not set the tone of the debate or the agenda. The four
journalists that ask the questions are the ones that determine what you
are going to talk about. 'And unless they had some material in advance,
we answered the questions that they asked.

, Now the other thing is that in an effort to get at this, you
ask about right or wrong. We have turned over everything that we have been
able to find that we had to the Justice Department, and here, as you all
I think have seen, or are going to see if you haven't, almost two full
pages, 1is everything that we could find, with the time at which it was
turned over to the Justice Department, with my request that they monitor
this very carefully.

And if they find that there was any incidence of wrongdoing
on the part of anyone in our organization or anyone in the Carter organi-
zation, then take whatever action is appropriate, but to get to the bottom
of this. Because no one ever -- it seems strange to me that since I was
the debater, no one on our side ever mentioned to me anything of this kind,
or that they had anything, or told me any of the things that supposedly
were in there.

As a matter of fact, some of the things that were said there
were all my own. (Laughter)

Q Was it right to have this material back then at that
time, or should your people have followed the example that -- known about
it in another case, where this material came into someone's possession and
it was returned unopened, "We don't want it, send it back." Should that
have been the way this was handled? Or was it proper to look at this
material, even, having received it? :

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I don't know that it came in any kind
of a cover or anything to denote what it was.
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As I've said, we've asked the Justice Department to find out if there
was anything improper going on or anything that was illegal in any
way or any wrongdoing and take whatever action is necessary. But
since it never got to the debater, what purpose did it serve?

Q Mr. President, Jim Wright said at the White
House today that there are some in Congress who don't. believe that
this administration wants peace in Central America. And your aides
acknowledge that the polls supporting your Central American policy
have gone down and the people seem to be moving away from that. And
I have a follow-up. But how do you account for this?

) THE PRESIDENT: Helen, I think there's a great lack
of information on the part of the people. I do know that after I
addressed the Joint Session of Congress and the people on television,
on that subject, there was a decided shift in favor of our position.
But then -- I guess that proves the power of advertising. There has
been a constant drumbeat ever since. I made one speech; but then the
drumbeat ever since to the people is somehow denigrating our position
there and indicating that there's something wrong in that position.

And maybe we've ~- haven't done what we should have done in keeping
the people informed of what is going on because there -~ very definite-
ly, there are thousands of Soviets and Cubans -- Well, Soviets in

Cuba.” There is a great number of them also in Nicaragua. There are
thousands of Cubans, including one of their top generals, most exper-
ienced generals, in Nicaragua. Several Congressmen have just come
‘back from there and have told me that in speaking to people on the
sides that we're against ~-- high-ranking people -- that they have
told them that this is a revolution, not just for one country, this
is a revolution that is aimed at all of Central America. And I think
some of you should seek out those Congressmen and hear some of the thlngs
that they had to say because what they heard from these people --

one individual even suggesting that in a limited period of time

they would be at the Arizona-Mexican border.

I think the Unlted States has a stake in what is .
going on there and I think we've got to do a better job of letting
.the people know what is at stake.

Q Mr. President, what is it that prevents your
administration from talking to Castro to the Sandinistas, to the
representatives of the rebels in El Salvador? I mean, to at least
explore negotiations and, I mean, would it really harm the Salvadoran
government if you made that approach?

THE PRESIDENT: That is a little bit not our business
~either. The Salvadorans have appointed a peace commission that is
trying to make contact -- Well, maybe has made contact -- but trying
to persuade the revolutionaries, the Marxists in their country
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to come in and discuss with them how they can accept amnesty and

join in the electoral democratic process that will be taking place

- soon. And so far they've had nothing but turn-downs. On the

other side in Nicaragua, it is simply reversed. It is the democratic
"revolutionaries who were ousted once the revolution was successful
while the Marxists took over and created their totalitarian form

of government. And all they want, all they're fighting for is to
return to the principles of the revolution that overthrew Somoza --
free elections, human rights, free press, all those things.

It isn't a case of us not wanting to talk. We've --
early on in my administration we made contact with Mr. Castro.
Nothing came of it, and we haven't had much success since.

Godfrey? Then I'll come back to --

0 Mr. President, I'd like to try that right and wrong
question once again just to see how you evaluate this. Do you see
these questions about the Carter briefing book as important, really
important and possessing ethical implications, or do you see this
merely as a highly political effort by the Democrats, one that you
find you must address simply because it has political implications? -
And I have a follow-up. '

THE PRESIDENT: Godfrey, how could you think that there
was anything political in this? (Laughter.) I happen to agree with
House Speaker Tip O'Neill -- (laughter) -- who said today that he
didn't think the debate would have turned out any differently one
way ‘or the other and that he thought the thing ought to go away and
he didn't think there ought to be a congressional investigation of

it. . I found he was speaking with words of profound wisdom.
(Laughter.) '
| Andrea?
Q -- a follow-up. Have you called Mr. Casey in and

asked him what he may know about all this, if anything?

THE PRESIDENT: We've all talked about this. And we
evidently had a stack of papers, that has gone over to the Justice
Department that are available for anyone, that were passed -- and
anyone here who has been around a campaign knows the reams of paper,
the reams of proposals and plans that come into you and that were
passed over. And I can understand his very well not having paid-
any attention. He wasn't going to wade through a stack of papers.
They didn't come in a binder or a cover or anything. And, as I say,
evidently, the book that is now being peddled to many of you is not
what was in our possession. No one that we've talked to that has
said that they saw these papers at one time or other -- none of
them say they ever saw that book, that is the strategy book.

Andrea?

Q Mr. President, but what was in the possession of
former campaign officials who now work in this administration was
over 500 pages of various materials, including some that were clearly
strategic, some that gave very specific information. One memo came
from some Carter staff members who were brainstorming about the
debate. And I get back to the gquestion of what you think about the
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ethics. Your press spokesman has said that this is nothing new in
politics. Would you condone this? Do you condone this in the campaign
that you ran? And would you condone it in a future campaign that you
might run?

THE PRESIDENT: No. And it's never been characteristic
of any campaigns that I've been in. And, again, I repeat: I had
never heard anything about this until you all started talking about it.
And so, obviously it was never passed to me for any use in a campaign.

But the thing is, that I want the Justice Department to
determine. I know many have carelessly used a term that did someone
"steal" something from the White House. I'd suggest that anyone that
would try that is pretty foolish. But, I think it should be determined.
Was there a disgruntled worker in the Carter campaign who did something
of that kind? But find out. Who did what, and if it was improper or
illegal, then take action.

Q -- just to follow up =---
THE PRESIDENT: Evérybody's following up.A (Laughter.)
' 0 Even if it was not illegal, how do you feel about

the ethics of it? And how do you feel about the fact that of all the
participants, your CIA Director is the only one who has absolutely no
récollection, yet, he was the man in charge. He was the campaign
manager.

THE PRESIDENT: Which is why he'd be the fellow that would
pass it on as quickly as he got it. I do that with some papers
sometimes too now -- (laughter) -- I don't look, but I know that they

could be handled by someone else.

0 And the ethical question?

THE PRESIDENT: What? |

Q The ethical qﬁestion, Sir? .

THE ?RESIDENT: The ethical question? I think that

campaigning has always, in the eyes of the people, had a kind of a
double standard. And I have deplored it. And there are the people

who've said -- people that are otherwise totally honest -- have said,
when they hear about something, they've said: "Oh, well, you know,
politics.” Well, I don't happen to believe politics should have a

double standard. ©No. I think it should be above reproach. And, there
shouldn't be unethical things done in campaigns, even such things
as accusing the other candidate of being a racist, and things like that.

Q Well, sir, if there shouldn't be a double standard,
your Chief of Staff, Mr. Baker, says he had this material, and knew
it was obtained from the Carter camp. He doesn't know how. Mr.
Stockman, who helped prepare you for the debate, said he used the
material and found it useful. Do you intend to reprimand them, or in
some other way correct them?

THE PRESIDENT: No. The stuff they had, again, was not
what is in this final book. It was not campaign strategy. And most of
everything that I've heard that they've found in those papers are the
positions that were already public in the campaign. They were the kind
of things that I had. Where staff would tell me, "Here are the --

here is what -- here's a list of the things you accomplished as
Governor. Here are the things that you should be talking about." And
it was this type of thing, and I think what Dave Stockman meant --
although he can speak for himself -- is that Dave meant that since he

was going to play President Carter, in practicing in front of a panel
of questioners, that it saved him having to go out and dig up what were
all of the accomplishments of the Carter administration.

Q Well, Sir, if I may -~ does it matter
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if it was stolen, whether it was sensitive or not?

THE PRESIDENT: 1Is it stolen if someone hands it to
you, some dlsgruntled individual hands to another counterpart
in a campalgn organization? We don't know how it was obtained.

Q Is it --
THE PRESIDENT: That's too bad, then, because --

B Q = The question you just asked, what is your
answer to that?

3

THE PRESIDENT: What?

Q Sir, you just asked a question. What is your
answer to that?

THE PRESIDENT: What is my answer to this?
o) Yes, sir.

THE PRESIDENT: Well my answer is that it, probably,
wasn't too much different from the press rushing into print with
the Pentagon Papers, which were stolen. And they were classified.
And it was against the law. Now, I want the Justice Department
to flnd out if anybody did anything that broke the law.

Q -— your openlng statement, obviously, reflected
concern about Congress' going in the wrong dlrectlon on spendlng,
on taxes. And, although you didn't say so, I imagine you're, also,
concetrned about the level of Defense appropriations. My question,
sir, is: do you see this coming, as the year progresses, to a
confrontation; or do you, rather, see yourself sitting down with
the leaders of Congress and coming to some kind of compromlse
on these key issues?’

THE PRESIDENT: Now, wait a minute. I'm -- and maybe
I lost track a little. I was trying to switch gears here from

the subject we've just been on. (Laughter.) At the beginning
there§ you were talking about =~- . :

Q I'm asking about the issues in the\budget --

THE PRESIDENT: In the budget, ves.

Q -- you made in yodr opening statement.

THE PRESIDENT: Yes.

Q You raised two of them. The --

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, the taxing and the spending cuts.

. Q -- Democrats' propensity to raise taxes and the
high spending. And I added, gratuitously perhaps, the Defense
issue which you expresses yourself on previously. Taking these
three issues, do you see a confrontation down the road with.
‘Congress? Or do you see some kind of accommodation or compromise?

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the only confrontation would be
if they succeed in passing appropriation bills that bust the budget,
that are going to add to the deficit. And I would have the necessity
of vetoing them. But I think we still have a coalition in the Congress
that feels, as we do, that domestic spending should be reduced, and
not increased as it was in the budget resolution. And I think that

this is vital. This is the course that we've been on. You had a third leg

there of defense. I think that some of you have been not quite
accurate in your describing when you say that I wanted ten and they
wanted five, and I wouldn't compromise. We originally asked for

11.5 and, then, found out ourselves =-- with the reduction of inflation
and all and the refiguring -- that we could reduce that to ten. But,
then, we volunteered to meet them halfway and come down to 7.5,

MORE



S

And they're the ones that refused. So they have put in flatly,
without any compromise, what they wanted when we had offered
7.5. And you, all of you are not -- or many of you, I should

say, insist on saying that the difference that we wanted ten.
We had come down to 7.5. '

Q Well, as an astute politician, would you guess
this will be settled? Or will it come to a clash?

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I don't expect a clash
- except, undoubtedly, if I
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have to veto, they'll try to override the vetoes, if you're going
to call that a clash. I'm reasonably optimistic that I am judicious

with vetoing these padded appropriation bills that there w1ll be
support for my vetoes.

Yes?

Q Mr. President, you have said that you are not
going to send any combat troops into Central America. But at
the same time, you have said. that El1 Salvador and the rest of
the region are a vital national security and a -- are of_crucial
importance to our country. 1Isn't there, therefore, an 1ncons1stency
in those two statements. If you think it is of that much of
an importance to our country, why do you say you w1ll never send
combat troops in? .

THE PRESIDENT: Presidents never say never. I have
said that we have no plans to send combat troops nor are they
needed or wanted. President Magana here said, no, that he would
not ask for them. He doesn't want them.. And I don't think the
other countries do. I think they want to create their own
democracies and continue on the path they're on. But they do,
frankly, need our help in two areas. They need us to help them
with training to provide arms and munitions so that they can defend
themselves while they're instituting these democratic programs.
And they need our economic help. And, so far our help has been
three to one -- three-fourths of our help has been in the area
of economic relief and only one-fourth military. And those in
the Congress who want to whittle this down to where it is
a pittance =-- they don't say, "No, we won't give you anything --
give you a few dollars here and a few dollars there." In my
opinion, what they're doing is choosing between instant death
and letting those countries bleed to death. And then they want
to be able to blame. somebody else because they passed a nickel
instead of a dollar. And all that those countries want from us
is this economic help and the help that we're giving them. You know,
it's a funny thing. There's 1,500 Cubans training in Nicaragua
and there's 55 Americans in El1 Salvador and all everyone seems
to think is a sin is our 55.

, Q Mr. President, you say, though, that you'll
never say never. You're not giving a pledge to the American people
then that you will not send combat troops in? Is that right?

THE PRESIDENT: You were asking a kind of a hypothetical
-question so I gave a hypothetical answer and it's-an old saying
that "President's should never say never." They blew up the Maine.
But, no, I see no need for it. They've never been asked for.
Nor do we have any plans or intention of sending troops to those
countries. :

Gary?

Q Mr. President, .even on the eve of this last
phase of your tax cut that you mentioned earlier, the polls
continue to show that between 60 and 70 percent of the people
'still consider you to be a rich man's President with no idea
of what the people who aren't wealthy are going through out
there and really are unfair to the poor. How does that make
you feel? And what, if anything, can you do to change that
perception? Are you doing any -- you mentioned fairness in
your
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opening statement about -- 1 mean your pollsters say it's your biggest
problem. What do you do to change that?

THE PRESIDENT: Well, Gary, I know this has been hung on me,
and you asked how I felt; it's very frustrating. I was raised in poverty,
and I remember very well what poverty is. And I remember what it was like
in the Great Depression. That's one of the advantages of being my age.

Now there are many of you here who have only read about it. And suggesting
this unfairness thing, first of all, what is more unfair to the low-income
people than the double-digit inflation that we had for two years in a

row, before we got here?

A person that was only getting $5000 a year in one year
he was only getting -- he only had $4000 worth of purchasing power; -
$10,000, he had $8000 in purchasing power. The people were getting -- I
remember in California, we raised the Federal Aid to Children, the Aid to
Children program, we raised it three times, and the grants. And yet at
the end the grants had less purchasing power than they had before we had
to start making the raises. That's one thing we've done.

The other thing, with all of the talk about budget cuts
and so forth, if anyone will ever study what it is we've done in many
of the social programs, yes, we have taken some 800,000 people off
food stamps, because their incomes were about 150 percent or more of
the poverty level. But we have four million more people getting food
stamps because we redirected more effort and $3 million dollars more in
spending on food stamps down to people that were below that level, at
the poverty level or below.

The same is true in many of the things -- the School Lunch

Programs, the Aid to College Students, and so forth. We redirected it
from people that we believed should have been able to -- had incomes

that would have enabled them to not only help a child that they were
sending to college, but they were in a market where they could afford

to borrow. We redirected that down, and increased what we were doing
for the people that were in poverty. Now, I only know from my own back-
ground, and someday let me give you my recipe for oatmeal meat. I
thought it was a luxury when I was a kid. I found out my mother was
saving money on meat. ' ‘

I just -~ my feeling, and it's very deep within me is this:
no, the rich don't need my help, and I'm not doing things to help the
rich. I'm doing things that I think are fair to all of the people. But
what.I want to see above all is that this country remains a country where
someone can always get rich. That's the thing that we have, and that
must be preserved. Now I don't know-how much more I can do on this
subject. I thought I had another line there for a minute that I was
going to use, but maybe it's just as well that I don't use it. Yes?

Q Back to the case of the Carter briéfing papers. You
said: that you wanted the Justice Department to monitor this case.
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Does "monitor" mean they're going to do their own investigation of it?
And, also, since these serious questions are being raised about people
who now hold senior positions in your administration, do you think it
would be appropriate to appoint a special prosecutor, rather than

- having your own Justice Department look into the matter?

THE PRESIDENT: That would be up to the Attorney General,
with regard to appointing a special investigator. But all of my people
who had any knowledge at all of this have been told that they are avail-
able to the Justice Department. And I've told the Justice Department,
they're all available for any of the questioning they want to do.

0 Does this mean that the Justice Department is
conducting an 1nvest1gat10n° :

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, I've called it "monitoring;" but
that's what it amounts to. . I've said to find out if there was any
wrongdoing and take action. ' :

0 Mr. President --

THE PRESIDENT: Wait a minute. I'm going to look this
way. (Laughter.)

0 A group of your supporters, black Republicans,
charge that your civil rights policies suffer from a lack of substance,
not communications, as you indicated here in the last press conference.
They're urging action to appoint blacks to your administration and they
want the Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights,, William Bradford
Reynolds, fired. What are you going to do to address the concerns of
own supporters? :

THE PRESIDENT: I think if there are supporters of mine
that ‘are saying those things, then I don't think they are aware of
what we are doing on that particular subject and what we have done.

Right now, for example, the Justice Department, school
discrimination, is investigating one more case than at the same time
in the Carter administration he was investigating. But, at the same
time, we also have investigations going in eight 'school districts in
the country where we have suspicions of discrimination.

We are also continuing cases that had been brought
before we were here and that are still in litigation that the Justice
Department is carrying on with.

I don't know where they can get anything that indicates
that we're not -- I know that that's the perception. That's a little
bit like this other question here about a rich man's President. Some-
one starts creating that perception and keeps on saying it loud enough,
pretty soon they get some people believing it.

But there is no merit in that at all. And the attack,
for example, on my appointees to the Civil Rights Commission. Well,
Dr. Abrams represented Martin Luther King when he was arrested in
Atlanta in the restaurant sit-in there. _Bunzel, who was eight years
the President of San Jose State in California, has a record of 35
years in the Civil Rights field and in 1974 was cited by the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors for his work in civil rights.

Q If I may follow up, would you call this a
perception problem when a group of black Republicans met with your
people at the White House on May 31lst to discuss these things?

THE PRESIDENT: They discussed them with a number of
our appointees that are already
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there. Listen, I'm -- I would like to -- I would like to have and
will make available to you all that we are doing and all that we

have done and maybe it'll stralghten out some of the false perceptlons.
But, no, there's some person -- welcome back, Ann. Glad to see you
-back.

Q Thank you, sir.

On Poland, do you think that at this point Lech Walesa
ought to step back from the leadership role he has taken? And do
you have any reason to believe that if he does step back from the
lime light in the Solidarity leadership position that martial law
in Poland would improve to the point where you could come through
with a kind of relief for the Polish economy you mentioned last
week?

THE PRESIDENT: Ann, I wouldn't be able to answer
that because I know that the conversations between General Jaruzelski
and His Holiness were private and no one knows, and I know that also
with the conversations with Lech Walesa. I don't know what that
situation is. I only know what the. Pope himself has stated, and that
is that he has urged the government of Poland to allow a free union
that is not subject to government control. And if they did that,
I think ‘that we would review what we were doing and turn back from
some of those things.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, all those follow-ups. A half hour
has gone already? I'm sorry. All right.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END ‘ . 8:33 P.M. EDT
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the public. They were provided to the White House Counsel's
Office by the parties, and on the dates, indicated herein.
The Counsel's Office, in turn, provided all these materials
promptly to the Department of Justice, with the concurrence
of those who provided them.

(1) Letter of Transmittal from Patrick Caddell to Richard
Hauser, dated June 27, 1983, enclosing:

{1) (a) "a copy of the briefing book used by President -
Carter in his preparations for the October 28, 1980
debate"; and

(1) (b) "supplementary foreign policy questions and
answers"

NOTE: Mr. Caddell's letter notes that "all concerned
agree that the enclosed materials are the only issue
briefing materials prepared for and sent to President
Carter for that debate." The materials were received by
the Counsel's Office on June 27, 1983 and transmitted to
Justice on the same date.

(2) "Presidential Debates: Foreign Policy and National
Security Issues" (September 29, 1980)

NOTE: This document was provided to the Counsel on
June 25, 1983 by Francis S.M. Hodsoll, and transmitted
to Justice on the same date. The document -- minus the
first two pages ~-- was also provided to the Counsel on
June 27, 1983 by David R. Gergen, and transmitted to
Justice on the same date.

(3) Miscellaneous Forelgn Affairs and Defense Issue
Materials :

NOTE: This collection was provided to the Counsel on
June 25, 1983 by Francis S.M. Hodsoll, and transmitted
to Justice on the same date.

(4) Handwritten note from Myles Martel to Frank Hodsoll
(undated) with attachments by Sam Popkin.

NOTE: These materials were provided to the Counsel's
Office by Francis S.M. Hodsoll on June 25, 1983, and
transmitted to Justice on the same date. Mr. Martel

~ reported to the Counsel on June 28, 1983 that the Popkin
attachment was given to him after the debate, and that
he forwarded it to Mr. Hodsoll at a subsequent point.

(5) Handwritten note from Wayne Valis to Dave Gergen (deted
October 21, 1980) attaching a one-page typewrltten note
(dated October 20, 1980).

NOTE: This note and attachment were provided to the
Counsel's Office by David Gergen on June 27, 1983, and
transmitted to Justice on the same date. .



(6) Reagan Campaign debate briefing book commencing with
"Table of Contents," prepared by the Debate Briefing Group

under the supervision of Messrs. Gergen and Hodsoll, dated

and delivered to candidate Reagan on October 24, 1980.

NOTE: Separate copies of this document were retrieved
from their respective files by Messrs. Gergen and
Hodsoll and delivered to the Counsel's Office on June
27, 1983, and transmitted to Justice on June 28, 1983.

(7) Individual statements concerning the above materials by
Messrs. Stockman, Casey, Baker, Gergen, and Hodsoll.

i

ﬁOTEé The following selected summary points can be 1
drawn from these statements: ‘

e  None of the parties recalls having seen the Carter
documents as such ((l) (a) and (1) (b)) prior to June
27, 1983.

® None of the parties recalls having seen at any time

prior to June 27, 1983 the type of material in Part

I, Sections 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 of document

(1) (a) . Nor do they recall having seen any of the
- Sections of Part II of document (1) (a).

° Some (Messrs. Stockman, Baker, and Gergen) believe
" that documents (2) and (3) contain some or most of
the material described in their letters to Chairman
Albosta.

® Some of the issue material in documents (2) and (3)
appears to have been edited, consolidated, and
refined in the preparation of document (1) (b).

° Document (4) was seen only by Messrs. Hodsoll and
Gergen prior to June 25, 1983. They do not have a
clear recollection as to when they first saw it.
Mr. Martel reports that he did not receive or
provide it until after the Carter-Reagan debate.

e Only Mr. Gergen recalls having seen document (5)
prior to June 27, 1983. Mr. Baker notes it was
possible he was given a copy of the attachment, but
does not recall having seen it.

® Obviously, all saw and used document (6).
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
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' . , ' i
TO: FRED FIELDING : |
FROM: DAVID A. STOCKMAL
SUBJECT: CARTER CAMPAIGN MATERIALS
I have reviewed the documents designated $#1 - #6. The following
are nmy recollections and observations.

Document #1-A. "Debate Briefing Materials”

To the best of my recollection, I have not previously seen this
document. The only section of this document that appears to be
similar to the material I received and described in my letter to
Chairman Albosta is Part I (3) entitled "Carter Questions and
Answers" on "Economy", "Energy and Environment" "Overview",
"Government" and "Human Needs"., While this section appears to be
in a different format, more tightly written and organized, and
more addressed to specific debating points than I recall, I would
conclude that the substantive content of Section 3 of Document
1-A is similar to material made available to me prior to the
debate rehearsals,

The remainder of the document consists of numerous succinct lists
of "Key Lines" "Accomplishments", "Promises", "Challenges",
"Rebuttals", "Platform Comparisons", "Quotes", and related
matters. To the best of my recollection, this type of material
was not included in the large volume of xeroxed pages made
available to me by the Reagan campaign.

Thus, while my recollection of specific sections and headings is
necessarily limited after two and one-half years, it is my strong
impression that the material in Part I (1) - (2), and (4) - (9),
as well as all of the material in Part II, was not among that
which I received on October 23, 1980.

Document #1-B: "Presidential Debate Briefing Papers: Foreign
Policy and National Security Material"

This document consists of policy issue materials relating to a

variety of foreign policy and defense topics. To the best of my
recollection, I have not previously seen this document. However,
the individual policy sections are quite similar to the materials
I recall having received from the Reagan campaign, described in

my letter to Chairman Albosta. This document appears to contain
fewer topics, less redundancy and better editing and organization

than I recall, but its content is otherwise consistent with my
recollections.



ADocument #2: "Presidential Debates: Foreign Policy and National
Security lssues"

This document is consistent - both as to content and format -
with my best recollection of the material delivered to me on

October 23, 1980. I specifically recall two features of this
document:

1) the absence of page numbers in the table of contents,
which made it difficult to find specific topics;

2) the extreme redundancy and overlap among the issue
briefs, as contained, for example, in the half-dozen
specific papers on different aspects of U.S. - NATO
relations. '

While it is difficult to be absolutely certain about document
identity after two and one-half years, it is my strong impression
that this document was among the material delivered to me by the
Reagan campaign.

Document #3: Miscellaneous Fact Sheets and Quotations

I do not have a distinct recollection of the vast bulk of
material contained in this document == particularly the extensive
gquotations from vice presidential candidate Bush or the
reproduced documents such as the House Armed Services Committee
hearing transcript and the Reagan-Bush Committee news release.

However, I note that the document resembles the kind of loosely
organized issue compendium material that was contained in the
large package of xeroxed pages delivered to me by the Reagan
campaign. I would conclude that part or all of this document
could have been included in the material delivered to me by the
Reagan campaign.

Document $4: Handwritten Note from Myles Martel and Attachment

I have no recollection of seeing thls document at any time prior
to June 25, 1983.

Document #5: Note from Wayne Valis to David Gergen

I have no recollection of seeing this document at any time prior
to June 27, 1983.

Document $6: Debate Briefing Book

My best recollection is that substantial parts of this document
were among the materials delivered to me from the Reagan campaign
on October 23, 1980.



The Director of Central Intelligcnce

Washinglon. D.C. 20505

28 June 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Honorable Fred Fielding
Counsel to the President

SUBJECT: The Carter Briefing Book

1. I have examined the handwritten note from Myles Martel to
Frank Hodsoll and the handwritten note from Wayne Vales to David Gergen
and the one-page typewritten note attached. I have no recollection of
ever seeing any of this before.

2. I have also examined the pile of papers provided to the White
House Counsel's office by Francis Hodsoll and David Gergen. I do not
recognize them as anything I have seen before. A great many papers
came to my desk during September and October of 1980. Any pile of papers
two inches high would almost certainly have been set aside to be passed
passed along to others in the campaign. However, if papers headed "Presidential
Debates, Foreign Policy and National Security Issues" came in, I believe they
would have caught my eye or would have been brought to my attention and I would
not have forgotten, nor would I have forgotten if anyone came in and handed
them to me. Until recéent disclosures, I did not know that the campaign had any
material from the Carter camp that was not publicly available.

3. As I have already wr1tten to Congressman Albosta, the campa1gn
management never contemplated, directed or authorized seek1 g any
information from the Carter camp.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

| June 28, 1983
; |

MEMORANDUM TO: FRED FIELDING )
FROM: JAMES A. BAKER, 111/922%529'

Today the White House is releasing documents from the Carter
and Reagan campaigns relating to preparations for the debate
between the two of them. My comments on these documents are
as follows: '

(1) (a) . I never saw this book before June 27, 19%83. Aas
‘to the information therein, I specifically do not recall
having seen the strategic and tactical information. Some
of the policy issue briefing material could have been
drawn from the issue material that was in the book I
briefly saw, as mentioned in my letter to Congressman
Albosta. : : : ‘

(1) (b) I never saw this document before June 27, 1983.
As to the information in it, it appears that some of it
wags derived from items (2) and (3).

(2) These approximately 275 pages of material could have
been in the book which I saw briefly and which I referred
to in my letter to Congressman Albosta. I think this
material is consistent with my description of what I
remember seeing, as set forth in my letter to Congressman

~ Albosta, and, indeed, I think the cover sheets support
that, (e.g. "Useful for general campaign purposes”;
"Responses drawn from speeches, press conferences and
other policy statements by the President and senior
administration officials”).

(3) These approximately 250 pages of material likewise
could have been what I remember seeing briefly. I think
they too are consistent with my description of what I
saw, as set forth in my letter to Congressman Albosta.

(4) I never saw this note or any of the attachments
before June 25, 1983.



{5) The cover note is not addressed to me, and I don't
1983. . By the same

recall having seen it before June 27,
token, I have no specific recollection of having received

a copy of the one page attachment. I did not solicit a
copy, but it is of course possible that one was given to

me.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 28, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: FRED F. FIEIDING
Counsel to the President

FROM: DAVID R. GERGEN%’

SURJECT': Materials Relating to the 1980 Campaign

In response to your request, I would like to provide you with my
best recollections of the materials that the White House is publicly
releasing today relating to the 1980 Reagan-Carter debate.

As I have acknowledged on previous occasions, I do not have a
precise memory of everything that occurred during the weeks
preceding the debate. In the case of events and documents of keen
significance at the time, I can generally remember them well (e.g.,
the briefing book prepared for Governor Reagan). In the case of
events and documents that made less of an impression, I am afraid it
is difficult for me to reconstruct with certainty. _

(1) letter of transmittal from Patrick Caddell to Richard Hauser

(a) I have no memory whatever of the ,briefingg, book submitted to
President Carter and provided to the White House yesterday. I can
say without heSitation that I did not use that briefing book to
prepare debate materials for President Reagan. I am not aware of
anycne else on the debate preparation team having such a document.

I cannot attest to whether or not we had an early draft of

the question and answer materials relating to domestic policy
(similar to the early draft of Q&A which we had relating to foreign
policy). I cannot remember it, but if it were there, I must assume
that I saw it. I am of the view that if it were present, it was not
a significant part of the preparations of the briefing beok for
Governor Reagan. I have no reason to believe that the strategic or
tactical materials, the lines of rebuttal, etc., that are in the
Carter briefing boock were in the hands of the Reagan campaign.



Fred F. Fielding (cont'd)

(b) As to the vsupplementary foreign policy questions, please see
item 2 below. :

(2) "Presidential Debates: Foreign Policy and National Security
Issues"

This material was found by Frank Bodsoll in his files on Saturday,
June 25, 1983; I found the same materials (absent the first two
pages) in my files on Monday, June 27, 1983. Frank Hodsoll and'I
worked together on the debate preparations and the two of us shared
an office in the campaign headquarters (I was working there on a
part-time basis until Octcber 15, 1980 and on a full-time basis
thereafter). I do not remember how I cbtained the material, and in
fact, did not even remember I had it until undertaking a thorough
search of my files. It is probable that one of us cbtained it
first, and gave the other a xerox. Upon seeing the material again,
I do have a recollection of loocking through it. I do not remember
studying it closely. I can only assume I did not review it '
carefully because it didn't seem especially helpful. While it does
bear a title of "briefing book", the accampanying cover document :
that was in Mr. Hodsoll's files makes it clear that it was also for
general campaign use and that it was drawn fram public statements of
the Carter administration. It hardly seemed the kind of
tightly-drawn, highly sensitive material that would be submitted to-
the President in the crunch before a major debate. Upon inspection;
it is apparent to me that this material (dated varicusly from .
September 10 through September 29, 1980) did serve as an early draft
of the more condensed and refined materials, dated Octcber 20, 1980,
that were prepared for President Carter (item 1(b) above).

(3) Miscellaneous Foreign Affairs and Defense Issue Materials

Frank Hodsoll found this material in his files on June 25; I did not
find it in my files. I do not remember it, and thus I cannot say
whether I reviewed it during the campaign.

(4) Handwr:n.tten note fram Ma;ctel‘to Hodsoll

Martel's note says that he sent copies to "Dave G.", an cbvious
reference to me. I did not find a copy of the materials in my
files, but upon seeing them again, I do remember the "ballocn
popping” memo — mostly because of its catchy phrase. I have to
assure I also read the second Popkin memo. I do not remember when I
first saw these items. To the best of my recollection, these items
had no standing in ocur campaign effort.

-2 -



Fred F. Fielding (cont'd)

(5) Vvalis Mew to Gergen, 10-21-80

This was an unsolicited memo that I found in my files on June 27,
1983. while I had forgotten it until then, I do remember reading it
during the campaign. I do not know who produced it or how Mr. Valis
cbtained it. To the best of my kncwledge, I took no action on the
basis of it.

By its own account, it contains information from a mid-level Carter
debate staff member (whether White House or campaign is unclear) and
it appears to be a second or third-hand account. The part referring
to the debate makes points that were cbvious during the campaign
(e.g., it was conventional wisdom that President Carter would attack
Governor Reagan for so-called flip—-flops); the rest of the document
refers to campaign advertising.

(6) Reagan Briefing Book

As you can imagine, a great many hours went into the preparation of
this book. It derives fram many different papers, ideas, drafts,
news clippings, etc., and many different people contributed to it.
An cbjective evaluation of this book will show, I believe, that it
does not bear a significant relationship to the materials from the
Carter camp. To be sure, scme of the same issues and the same
points appear in both — but that's because those were the major
issues of the campaign and it was cbvious they might arise in the
debate. Clearly, we were interested in anticipating Carter attack
points, but we were far more interested in honing Reagan attack
points (not something found in Carter camp materials) and even more
important, setting forth Ronald Reagan's positive vision and program
for the country —— and that was scmethlng the candidate himself had
developed over many years.

I am attaching to this memorandum a copy of a letter I am sending
today to Congressman Albosta.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 28, 1983

: | : * i
Dear Congressman Albosta: : »f ; ([

Since responding to your letter last week, I have found that I
made a mistake, and I want to correct the record with you and
to convey to you my personal apology.

In my letter to you of June 22, I said in part:

"It is possible that I did see some pages of 'Carter
material' for a brief period, but I do not recall it.

"I do recall hearlng that some material from the Carter
campalgn was present in the Reagan campalgn...

"As you can well understand, the passage of nearly three
years' time leaves me a little hazy about all the many details
of the debate preparations.™

Mr. Chairman, that letter was written to you in good faith,
based upon my best recollections plus those of a few other
close colleagues with whom I consulted. Unfortunately, I wrote
that letter to you before completing a thorough search of all
of my files. I just didn't think I had anything there of
relevance. That was a mistake I very much regret. 1In
completing that search with the help of a member of my staff, I
found yesterday two items that should properly and promptly be
brought to your attention:

-=- A set of materials clearly prepared by the Carter camp
relating to foreign policy and national security issues. These
materials have various dates ranging from September 10 through
September 29, 1980, several weeks before the debate was formal-
ly scheduled. 1t appears they were an early draft of materials
that were later summarized, refined and included in many parts
of the final briefing materials on this subject, dated

October 20, 1980. (A copy of materials being released by the
White~House today shows that the pages in my files are a subset
of those that another member of the campaign team found in his
files over the weekend.) v -

-- Second, I found an unsolicited note sent to me on October
21, 1980 by a Mr. Wayne Valis with a one-page attachment.
Valls describes the attachment as "notes ... based on a Carter
debate staff brainstorming session -- middle level types --
nothing spectacular, but interesting -- from a source intimate-
ly connected to a Carter debate staff member...™ After seeing
this material again, I can remember that. I read it at the time



received. I cannot remember my reaction, but it strikes me now
as a second or third-hand account of what was already well
known (e.g., Carter planned to attack Reagan on so-called

. flip-flops) and some random notes on Carter advertising plans.

(Both of these materials, as well as others, are being forward-
ed  to yo? today by the Counsel to the President.) | :
: S i

There were no other items in my files that appear to have come
from the Carter camp. I definitely read the second item noted
above, though I did nothing with the information provided.
Having my memory refreshed, I can now advise you that I still
do not recall studying or spending any time with the materials
in the first item above, but clearly I must have looked through
these materials sometime prior to the debate in October.

If I might, I would once again like to emphasize that my memory
of these events has been dimmed by the passage of nearly three
years' time. In searching my files, I also found several -
hundreds of pages of material generated within the Reagan
campaign that I did not recall until I saw them again. I can
only say that, like others in this Administration, I am trying
to make a good faith effort to reconstruct events of that
period. After reviewing the briefing book submitted on our
side, it remains my view that while materials received from the
Carter camp were of interest, to my knowledge, they did not.
play any significant role in the preparation of materials for
Governor Reagan.

As noted in my letter of June 22, I am eager to be fully
cooperatlve with you in this matter,- and regret any inconven-
ience caused you by my failure to revlew all of my files before
tendering my prev1ous response.

Sincerely,

- A - David R. Gergen

Assistant to the President
for Communications

The Honorable Donald Albosta
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515



June 28, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: FRED FIELDING

FROM:  FRANK HODSOLL %/Wﬁ ‘

SUBJECT: CARTER-REAGAN DEBATE BRIEFING MATERTALS

{ |

I understand it is the White House's intention to release materials
involving Carter-Reagan Debate preparations. I have reviewed the following
documents on which my comments are set out below:

l‘

2.

Letter of Transmittal from Patrick Caddell to Richard Hauser,:
dated June 27, 1983, enclosing (1) (a) "a copy of the briefing
bock used by President Carter in his preparations for the
October 28, 1980 debate; and (l) (b) "supplementary foreign policy
questions and answers":

I had never seen this briefing book or "supplementary foreign policy
questions and answers" prior to their being provided to me on June 27,
1983, although scme of the international and defense position materials
are similar in content to those in Item 2 below. I cannot be certain
whether I have seen in different form any of the damestic issue
material, but I know I had never seen any of the strategic and tactical
materials contained therein.

"Presidential Debates: Foreign Policy and National Security Issues”
{September 29, 1980): ‘

These materials were provided to me unsolicited after we had begun in
earnest our preparations for the debate between then candidate Reagan
and President Carter. I do not remember the exact date on which they
were handed to me or who handed me the materials. I believe it was
samecne in the Reagan-Bush Campaign who provided me with these
materials. I would remember now if it had been scmeone from outside
our Campaign.

I read these materials and remember thinking at the time that they
were of only marginal interest. I also remember thinking at the time
that they were the kind of materials that appeared to have came from
the bureaucracy — e.g., agency (not final) briefing materials for a
Presidential press conference —-- not the kind of materials that would
have been overly useful for a debate, not at all like those we were
preparing for candidate Reagan.

At the time I received these materials, we had already completed
much of our work on candidate Reagan's briefing book. Further, the
vast majority of the material in this Item appeared to have been
drawn from the public record as noted in its cover document.

Review of the materials reflects that they may have influenced the
briefing book preparation in two or three instances, but did not
impact significantly on debate preparation.



¢r

In the period after the Cleveland debate, I closed down the Debate
Group office and evidently took these materials (among others, including
Items 3 and 4) to my hame where I stored them with other materials fram
previous jobs.

On June 25, 1983, the White House Counsel's office called to ask me
how debate materials had been archived at the Hoover Institution. I
volunteered to search my file. (I had meant to do this after my interview
with the Washington Post on June 17, but had not had the chance due to the
press of other business and my being out of town.) When I found Items 2,
3 and 4, I promptly turned them over to the White House Counsel's office for
transmittal to the Justice Department.

NOTE: There remains a question as to whether at one time I had similar
materials involving domestic issues. My presumption is that I must have had
such materials, although I no longer do and cannot be certain that I ever
did.

3. Miscellaneous Foreign Affairs and Defense Issue Materials:

These materials were also provided to me unsolicited in the same
time frame as Item 2, although in this case .I have no specific
recollection of having reviewed them. The issues involved are not
a complete set of international and defense issues, and some of

the papers appear to be oriented toward Vice Presidential activity.
I am quite sure they did not influence the way. in which we prepared
our briefing books.

4. Handwritten Note from Miles Martel to Frank Hodsoll (undated) w1th
attachments by Sam Popkin:

These materials were presumably transmitted to me by Mr. Martell,

I do not recall actually reading this material; but, if I did, it
could not have materially influenced my preparation of our briefing
book.

5. Handwritten Note from Wayne Vallis to Dave Gergen (dated October 21,
1980) attaching a one-page typewritten note (dated October 20, 1980):

I have never seen these materlals before they were provided to me
June 27, 1983.

6. Reagan Campaign briefing bock commencing with Table of Contents, . ..

prepared by the Debate Briefing Group under the supervision of -
Messrs. Gergen -and Hodsoll-dated and delivered to candidate Reagan-
on October 24, 1980:

This is a copy of the briefing boock we prepared for Candidate Reagan.
It will be noted that it has significantly different thrust and form
from the materials in Items 2 and 3. It represented the distillation
of thousands of pages of materials. R
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TO: Patrick Caddell
FR: Sam Popkin

RE: Balloon Popping

Whether it is in the debates, or in the last minute final
appeals to voters, there are a number of lines Ronald
Reagan is certain to use. Indeed, these lines are used so
often that anyone who spends a few days reading his trans-
cripts scon finds that the same basic lines are being used
today that were used in '76. The lines are excellent
demagoguery and if allowed to stand on their own are very
effective. But there are some extremely effective ways for
President Carter to deflate these lines, to calmly, and
quietly pop Ronnie's rhetorical balloons. And the balloon
popping can be done in ways that make it obvious to all
that Reagan is superficial and lightweight, and has old-
fashioned trite ideas which are risky in the real world.

These are not finished "worded-for-the-President"” replies

but ocutlines of the themes which deflate the Reagan standbys.
The President must have an answer to each of these ready in
case there is a debate. There should alsc be answers ready
‘because some of these answers, particularly about the hostages,
must be ready if Reagan, as is very likely given his press
record, demagogues on hostages at the end of October.

Indeed, might not the best way for the President to have basic
answers ready for .debates be for the President to cut some .
spots to have ready for the last minute contingencies?2



Balloon Popping
September 15, 1980
Page =-2-

Reagan refrain #1l:

-

"There was a time, when I was a younger man, when it was just
commonplace that an American caught in a war or revolution in
any other country could walk through that war and that
revolution with no finger being laid upon him if he just put
a little American flag on his lapel. When the people knew
that he was an American, they knew that he had the protection
of the United States. And, were that respected. I would like
to see that again." '

There are of course many variants to this refrain: "There
was a time when we were the respected leaders of the free
world. Now...". 2And there is a simple, effective way to
counter this. Talk about all the places where this President
is welcome and other, recent Presidents have not been welcome.

President Eisenhower was forced to cancel a trip to Japan,
today Carter is welcomed with open arms. Richard Nixon was
booed anéd stoned in Venezuela, today, open arms. For years

no American President could go to China; today, we have
normalization! In every part of the world there are countries
that have warm strong relations with the USA, where there were
hostile relations in past years. Henry Kissinger could not
even land his plane in Nigeria, Egypt was once Russia's base
in Middle East.



Balloon Popping
September 15, 1980
Page -3-

Reagan refrain #2:

"We have been timid and vaccillating -and that's why.....
Whatever happens, Reagan likes to say it 1is happening
because "We have been timid and vaccillating.™

Reply: Only the trigger happy confuse our steadiness and
flexibility for timidity and vaccillation.

In 1956 the Hungarian people demanded more freedom, and
Russia crushed them. 1In 1968 the Czech people demanded
more freedom and the Russians crushed them. In 1980 the
Polish people demanded more freedom and they won!!!!

Some critics laughed at our human rights campaign, they said
nothing mattered but weapons. They were wrong. Human rights
is one of our most important accomplishments. Anyone who
thinks that human rights is not important, anyone who thinks
that human rights does not scare Russia...let them tell that
to the people:-cf Poland.

Some critics said that the grain embargo wouldn't hurt the
Russians. Some critics said that the Olympic boycott wouldn't
hurt. They were all wrong.

‘Better to think twice than not at all.



Balloon Popping
September 15, 1980
Page -4-

by

Reagan refrain #3:

The President might believe concessions are necessary
because we're no longer #l1. My own view is that we.
become again #l (so that concessions will no longer be
necessary.) This line has been used on SALT I, SALT II,
Panama and numerous others.

Reply: We are still 41 and our allies are 3,4,5,6,7, etc.
Russia has lost China, that's a billion people,
Russia has no friends or influence left in the
Middle East, Russia can't count on any support £from
East Europe, Russia has energy problems, inflation
and food shortage. She is a flailing giant with no
respect anywhere. Even when communist countries
have a chance they break away from Russia, i.e. China,
Rumania.

Now Russia is still dangerous, all she knows »e  that she

is in trouble, losing allies and respect everywhere. So we
have to keep up our military strength but we alsc, in the
decade ahead, have to try and encourage the Russian rulers
to change their ways.

And the sports metaphor is useful here. When you're number
one, a lot of people take shots at you; but we're still number
one. The way to stay #l i1s by preparation and hard work,

you don't stay number one by counting on long bombs as your
whcle game plan.

I'm not panicking about being #1l, I'm just making sure that
we stay strong.



Balloon Popping
September 15, 1980
Page -5-

Reagan refrain #4:

"If we were #l1 no one would dare take our hostages." cr

"No man who lets a ragtag mob humiliate us deserves to be
re-elected." or

"Everything that is no¥wbeing dong.should have been done
sooner. "

"No man who can't get back our hostages deserves a second
term."

Reply: There is a terrorist problem in the world today and
- everywhere you go there is respect for the seli-
control we have shown.

There 1s nec honor in rash action. I know that some Americans
are frustrated and they are itching, for military action. I
know that some Americans would applaud any show of force I
make. But the important thing is that the hostages are alive.
Every day I ask myself if I have done everything that I could
for those heroic Americans. The easy way would be to show
force and get all the Monday morning guarterbacks off my back.
But my responsibility to those brave hostages comes first.

.

It is not true that all the things we are doing now could have
been done earlier. You must let passions cool, you don't commit
all your chips on the first hand, you don't use all your
formations in the first half.



Balloon Popping
September 15, 1980

Page =-6-

Reagan refrain #5:

We face economic disaster. We have lost our capacity to be a
great producing giant and, we have lost it through regulation
and punitive taxes. )

The answer 1s to get government off our backs and out of our
pockets.

Reply: Talk about computers, agriculture, OSHA, and Love
Canal. The most basic industry is agriculture. We're
the most productive agricultural nation in the world

"and everyone knows that it comes from farmers assisted
by government research and development distributed to
farmers by the world's best extension service. The
most glamorous industry in the world is computers and
again we dominate the world markets. And so much of
the basic development in these areas comes from govern-
ment assisted research or as direct spinoffs cf space
programs. And as for getting government off our backs,
Governor Reagan has been attacking Occupaticnal Safety
and Health legislation for years....
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3rter reagan debates

~ ERE AU L e i S I AR ST

.Once again 1t must be stressed that we want to w1n votes,not debates,
and that there is a great deal of difference between the two.Debating
skill,unlike integrity,intelligence,vision etc. is not seen as a skill
necessary for a. President. That means that persons can easily stay
with a poor debater., And it means that any focus on winners or losers
detracts from our chance to raise the salience of the themes and issues
wnich we want to dominate the last week of the Sekate.cam @a\sn.

The Reagan camp has taken a major risk by agreeing to meet us in a
debate. Debates can have major impacts on reassuring voters and they
can have major impacts on the salience of different. issues. Given the
major reservoirs of potential optimism in the populace about Pres.
Carter—specifically the number- of persons who believe he would be
better next "term—there- is'- a-gded ‘chance- for the. President to remind
people of his high points and put all the focus on the next four years.
There is also a substantial risk to the Reagan camp that they can win
the battle on "war and peace” and lose the war. That is, if the debate
results in higher salience on issues of war, peace,nuclear arms,etc.
Reagan can be a loser even if he narrows the President's lead in these
areas. In 1976,contrary  to conventional wisdom, the foreign policy
debate did not really hurt Ford despite the Poland gaffe. The debate
lowered his edge over carter on issues of crisis management and foreign
policy,but it increased the salience of the issues enough to increase
the edge that international issues were giving him. So Reagan can
decrease our gap on international issues and still 1lose votes by
gettlng more attentlon 1n the votlng booth onto these issues.

_We are not debatlng Ronald Reagan! We are letting the American people
compare our responses to 51m11ar questions. We are speaking for the
audience not for our opponent. | Furthermore,the part of the audience
which will be attentive and which will be most influenced by what is
said are college educated and women!!! Past debate research - shows
these two groups most influenced by the content of the debate.

We want to maximize incumbency advantage. K We want persons to walk into
the voting booth wondering about the next four vyears under a
seasoned,tried under fire carter,a man whe has kept us on course
through perilous times and who has the intelligence and energy for the
job———— versus the next four years under a man with dangerous
tendencies, dubious judgment and who doesn't understand the 80s.

HOW REAGAN CAN WIN THE DEBﬁEF

I.Turn issues of war and peace into issues of character. If he can get
away with the approcach that he is using in his daytime TV ads,"How

could a grandfather like me want war?" He can defuse the war and peace
issues. This should be rather difficult for him to do however,as the
only issue area where he has lost subatantial ground since Labor Day is
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* handling foreign-' policy.We: want to be. sure: that we make the dlfferencejg.j'
as ‘clear- as can: be- between nice people and nlce policies.. You have ‘to

work hard for .--peace;you have .to. think- twice-before you shoot;you must,

worry about prollferatlon(what if Iraq or ‘Iran " had the bomb?} Any'

.character attack hurts us doubly, it removes our Presidential edge andi-

it deflects attention from. issues of llfe and death.

I1.SPend the Debate Avoiding Pins and Slipping Punches

The road is littered with smart clever politicians who thought that
Decause Reagan isn't too intelligent,and because Ronald Reagan isn't
too substantive they could pin him down. Ronald Reagan may not be a
genius and -he certainly has no deep grasp of substance but he is very
hard to pin down and he is,to quote Marty Franks, superb at slipping
_punches, It~ impossible both to - look Presidential and to chase
'}Reagan. “NO one looks dignified-chasing.after-butterflies . and  no.. one -
looks in command wnen their punches are missing. (Remember how good the
young Mohammed All looked leaning back against the ropes while assorted
heavies exhausted themselves trying to make contact.) We do. not need
to catch Reagan,and we couldn't if we wanted to. Better that we point
out,over and over, that you can't avoid the tough decisions in the
White House,that the buck stops with the President,that it is the
President who has to decide among conflicting experts,that the
President can't turn things over to the experts.

III Focus on Four Years of Economlc Failure

If the debate talks about four years of inflation and unemployment the
election becomes a referendum on the Carter Presidency.We want a vote
between two futures not a vote of approval or disapproval on the last
four years. That means we want the focus on how we have come to grips
through developing an energy program,devising means to revitalize
Retroit and leading -the way in breaking OPEC. A healthy economy first
of all requires an energy policy and a balanced program. Does anyone
really believe that we would be better off today if we turned our
gnergy problems over to the 0il companies? In a world of working women
and two job families who is fighting for ecconomic justice,Carter or

Reagan? In a world of dangerous technologies who understands that it
takes government action to prevent Love Canal and regulate dangercus fec&ndq37

" How Carter Can Win

A Carter victory depends upon raising doubts about Ronald Reagan  and
increasing the feeling that Jimmy Carter is safe. To wit, since there
is a basic reservoir of optimism about Carter we need to work on the
group who feel that he has learned and grown in office and will he
better next term.

Increasing the risk in RR means focusing on his pronouncements and-
policies,prticularly pronouncements and policies he has made while a
candidate for office. RR loves to say that he will look it up or find

N



T hat s nice but lt doesn t “core to grips v

‘ fout or: assemble the experts if he- has already sounded off on’ a subjectf
it needs to be. brought up. (and of’ course that turns 1t 1nto .one . more
“ime when he' shot from ‘the hlp). “ . . '

To increase the sense of slmollcity behind Reagan we need to’ poznt cut
over and over that® PresidentsS 'can't duck the hard-ones,that the buck
stops in the Oval Office. We cannot call RR old and simple, but we can
emchasize the triteness and simplicity of his approach w1th lines likel

7ou make it sound easy but there is more to it.
Jou make it sound as easy as 1,2,3
you make it sound as easy as apple pie

You make'le'easy to belleve i the bappy endlng,but

.'-
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that sounds good but it is dangerous to surrender to illusions.
That sounds good but nostalgia won't solve ourproblems.

Everywhere we want to continuously make the point that Ronald Reagan
doesn't understand the future. That he doesn't understand weapons,
technology or science. (Can you imagine RR in front of a computer?)

To increase the sense of a strong Carter we must continually leave
personal and policy footprints,a record to which we can refer.

I strongly believe

I have always stood for

I have always had a firm commitment to
As I said again and again.

And again it is valuable to take the bonus along with the onus. Take a
policy like wheat embargo(and we will never carry a wheat farmer
anyway) and defend the policy to the hilt to show that you are tough n
enough to lead the fight. The convention line on RR doesn't Xnow if he
wants to feed them,play with them or <fight them was terrific. Or
energy policy. Where 1is RR going to get the 227 Billion he wants to
give back to oil companies?

And what could show better the rightness of the direction we are now
going then RR's failure to spell out any policies of his own any detail
at all. I think there is real possibility for gain in hitting at RR's
ducking the inflationary impact of Kemp- Roth,it is worth referring to
the claims made in previous debate and to Jane Bryant Quinn's retort
that ne either didn't know what his own people were up to or he was-
lying. "I challenge my opponent to explain why he didn't keep the
promise made in front .of 50 million americans. the government
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-]*un defense 1t is worth thtlng hard at. RR for not hav1ng -any - crltlcal
zpproach to new weapons., Jimmy has ‘a science background and’ is willing & -~
- ro make the hard: choices among 'Systems. All we need is one weapon RR -

i}puéhédlwhfchTwe&didnL;;buildmand5issa;rggdy.ppthQQd,L

Don't ever say we made a mistake. We tried policy mixes which were not
ideal but they were the best policies to try Efirst.

When RR goes on and on about red tape and bureaucracy and getting
govarnment off our backs,talk about - the cheap-programs which make a
complex economy possible. People have £faith in our banks due to
FDIC,they get their pensions due to pension reform laws, they get safe
airplanes due to FAA, medlc1nes that work due to FDA..

., Enclosed as. an appendmx 1s an earller memo "popping balloons” which
" contains typlcal feagan ‘refrains- with* lines. which - can. be used to.. .

deflate them and show him up as silly.

Sam Popkin
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Sroposed Carter Tactics for Dehate and Carpeion advertising

020/

lo)

—

Carter plans to expose Reagan flip~-flops.
E.g. Reagan's positions on tax breaks for private educaticn:
Before: in favor of tax credits for high school and college.
After: in favor of credits only for college.
E.g. Reagan's politions on bilingual education.
~Eigv Reagan's polition on CSHA
Where Reagan has not flip-flopped, Carter plans to portray him as havmg
blurred or dangerous positions.

. .+ Where:Reagan: has changed his- pos::.t.mh, Carter: plans to portray Reagan as

3})
4.)

5.)
6-)

7.)

9-)

10.)

indecisive, as a political crportunist, or as cpposed to an enlightened
set of policies (especially on: such questions as ERA and Minimm Wage)

Carterlshcpmgt.obeport:rayedasthemderdogmthedebate. But in
the week preceding the debate, he hopes to came across as having momentum.

Carter plans to brand Reagan-RKemp—Roth as an "Alice~in-Wonderland" medicine.

Carter is pleased with the recent statistics showing an economic upturm.
But he is very concerned about the high interest rates. He plans to
blame the Fed for these, but he fears: that the pecple wen't be able to
distinguish between the Fed and his own administration.

He plans to continue to harp on the warmonger issue.

He plans to raise the age issue again. He plans to point cut that when
Bush was a congressman, he proposed a bill that would require mandatory
retirement for congressmen at age 70. Carter hopes to point out the
incongruity of the situation. '

Carter may have ads which interview Reaganls old classmates in order to
highlight how old they are. :

Carter is trying to get a hold of film—clips of Reagan filming campaign ads.
(Hemayal.readyhavesuchf:.lm—cl:.ps) ‘I‘hesecl;psapparentlystnw

Reagan being corrected time and again for various mistakes by voices of
aides who are saying: "No, Governor, the fiqure is 75% and not 10%"....:
"o, Governor, the head of the USSR is Brezimev not Khrushchev” and similar
such correcticns.

Ca:termyuseafﬂm—chpofl?eaganask:ng Wzo:.sthat""whenrefe_rauce
in conversation is made to Giscard d'Estaing.

Carter's peo'plea.reafraidoftheeffectiveness of the Reagan ads which
use the bar graphs showing the inflation rates and the ads which show
the grocery carts.



