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FOREWORD


BY MAUREEN DOWD


BEFORE MIKE PENCE CALLED HIS WIFE “MOTHER,” Ronald Reagan called his wife “Mommy.” Before Donald Trump wooed the “forgotten” Americans in the middle, Bill Clinton wooed the “forgotten” Americans in the middle. Before the bank panic of 2008, there was the bank panic of 1933. Before our tragically misbegotten war in Iraq, there was our tragically misbegotten war in Vietnam. Before large crowds thrilled to the sight of a young and handsome Barack Obama on the campaign trail, they thrilled to the sight of a young and handsome J.F.K. on the campaign trail. Before the soul-crushing assassination of Martin Luther King Jr., there was the soul-crushing assassination of Abraham Lincoln. Before Donald Trump twisted the truth and created dangerous illusions, there were many other powerful men who twisted the truth and created dangerous illusions.


History rhymes, as the saying goes. And often in perverse ways.


This collection of remarkable work from The New York Times’s archives tells the story of America—how we formed an identity and how we lost it. Our correspondents traveled the world, living through history and recording and interpreting it for our readers.


This book begins with a scalding scene: a riven country and President Lincoln taking his last breaths.


“The pistol ball entered the back of the president’s head and penetrated nearly through the head,” Edwin M. Stanton, President Lincoln’s secretary of war, wrote in a special dispatch to the paper headlined “Awful Event; Lincoln Shot by an Assassin.” As the Cabinet hovered around the president’s deathbed, Stanton wrote, “The wound is mortal. The president has been insensible ever since it was inflicted and is now dying.”


The sometimes-morose Lincoln had been “cheerful and hopeful” about “a speedy peace” at a cabinet meeting with Gen. Grant earlier that evening, Stanton revealed, “and spoke very kindly of Gen. Lee and others of the Confederacy.”


The book ends with another scalding scene: a riven country, as Donald Trump rails about fake news and fires F.B.I. Chief James Comey, sparking a special investigation into Russia’s attempt to besmirch our democracy.


The devolution from Lincoln to Trump is jarring enough, but the Statue of Liberty surely laments the sad fact that a century and a half after the Civil War, we are once more bitterly at odds over existential questions about who we are and who we want to be.


Flash back to election night, November 9, 1932, a time when our leaders had respect for a free press. “The people could not have arrived at this result if they had not been informed properly of my views by an independent press,” Franklin Delano Roosevelt said in his victory statement, “and I value particularly the high service of The New York Times in its reporting of my speeches and its enlightened comment.”


Our election-night story explained that the country was voting a “national grouch” against three years of Depression, rejecting the argument by President Herbert Hoover’s side that “things could have been worse.”


When F.D.R. died at Warm Springs, The Times described the sadness that swept the nation’s capital, as crowds filled up Lafayette Square adjacent to the White House. “The men’s hats were off,” Arthur Krock wrote, “and the tears that were shed were not to be seen only on the cheeks of women.”


Krock wrote this about Eleanor Roosevelt: “A lesser human being would have been prostrated by the sudden and calamitous tidings, but Mrs. Roosevelt entered at once upon her responsibilities. . . . When Mr. Truman arrived and asked what he could do for her, Mrs. Roosevelt rejoined calmly, ‘Tell us what we can do. Is there any way we can help you?’”


In a story from 1946 with particular relevance for America in 2018, Winston Churchill appeared with President Truman at Westminster College and warned that Moscow would seek the indefinite expansion of its power and policies. The United States was at the “pinnacle of world power,” Churchill said, and must not fritter away its “clear and shining” opportunity, or it would “bring upon us all the long reproaches of the after-time.” He named war and tyranny as the twin evils threatening the world and said nothing could stop an “age of plenty” except “human folly or subhuman crime.”


Scrolling through the liquid history of journalism, you feel a shiver sometimes, knowing what is to come.


On November 7, 1960, Harrison E. Salisbury vividly described Senator John F. Kennedy’s final boisterous marathon campaign trip up and down the East Coast.


In Teaneck, N.J., “the crowd stampeded when the candidate appeared, overturning press tables and breaking down barriers. Shrieks of women filled the air.” When he got to the Naugatuck River Valley, “lights blazed in windows of homes along the way, and families rushed out and stood on their front steps as he passed. Not a few men were in pajamas, and there were women in nightdresses.”


And then Salisbury writes this sentence, which tugs at the heart to read it now: “Motor-ists parked along Route 110 blinked their lights and honked their horns at the motorcade. Mr. Kennedy rode in an open car, bareheaded as usual, despite the cold night air.”


The next story is dated November 23, 1963. James Reston wrote: “America wept tonight, not alone for its dead young president, but for itself. The grief was general, for somehow the worst in the nation had prevailed over the best. The indictment extended beyond the assassin, for something in the nation itself, some strain of madness and violence, had destroyed the highest symbol of law and order.” Reston added that “the irony of the president’s death is that his short administration was devoted almost entirely to various attempts to curb this very streak of violence in the American character” and “to restrain[ing] those who wanted to be more violent in the Cold War overseas and those who wanted to be more violent in the racial war at home.”


Reston concluded that “the unexpected death of President Kennedy has forced Washington to meditate a little more on the wild element of chance in our national life.”


Sometimes the headlines alone make you shake your head. Consider the one on Robert B. Semple Jr.’s story about Richard Nixon’s win in 1968: “Goal Is Harmony—President-Elect Vows His Administration Will Be ‘Open.’” It is frustrating how often we are hostages to the vagaries of politicians’ gremlins.


There are descriptions of our racist history that are hard to read, like Roy Reed’s 1965 story headlined “Alabama Police Use Gas and Clubs to Rout Negroes.”


“Alabama state troopers and volunteer officers of the Dallas County sheriff’s office tore through a column of Negro demonstrators with tear gas, nightsticks and whips here today to enforce Gov. George C. Wallace’s order against a protest march from Selma to Montgomery.” Other painful stories include 1973’s “Firing Stepped Up at Wounded Knee” and a 1992 account of the riots in Los Angeles after four white police officers were acquitted of charges in the beating of a black motorist.


And there are times you will want to throw this book at the wall in fury. When, in 1970, the National Guard fires into a crowd of students at Kent State, killing four, and claims it was necessary because of a phantom sniper. Or when, in 1964, Congress approves a resolution requested by President Johnson to “strengthen his hand in dealing with Communist aggression in Southeast Asia.”


In 1967, five years before the Vietnam War officially ended, Lyndon B. Johnson sent 50,000 more men to fight in the doomed jungle. R. W. “Johnny” Apple Jr., embedded with our troops, wrote a searing story that exposed it as a lost cause: “1.2 million allied troops have been able to secure only a fraction of a country less than one and a half times the size of New York State.”


“It is galling work,” Apple wrote, describing a firefight that could have killed him, along with several soldiers. “Because the enemy can fade into redoubts or across borders where the Americans cannot follow him, the same unit must be smashed again and again.”


In inimitable Apple style, Johnny summed up the stalemate in Vietnam (and foreshadowed Afghanistan and Iraq) with some lines by Lewis Carroll:




If seven maids with seven mops


Swept it for half a year,


“Do you suppose,” the Walrus said,


“That they could get it clear?”


“I doubt it,” said the Carpenter,


And shed a bitter tear.





A story dated January 14, 2001, by Stephen Engelberg, is equally prescient about another horror for America: Osama bin Laden.


“His strategy is aptly captured by one of his many code names: The Contractor,” Engelberg wrote. “The group he founded 13 years ago, Al Qaeda, Arabic for ‘The Base,’ is led by masterful opportunists who tailor their roles to the moment, sometimes teaching the fine points of explosives, sometimes sending in their own operatives, sometimes simply supplying inspiration.”


While it’s clear to see that The Times loosened up its style over the years—and hired more women—there is wonderful writing and reporting throughout its history.


In a 1980 story headlined “From Film Star to Candidate,” Howell Raines profiled Ronald Reagan, noting that his family was so poor when he was growing up that Reagan’s older brother, Neil, was “sometimes dispatched to the butcher shop to ask for the free liver given out as cat food,” even though there was no cat.


“Mr. Reagan’s background as a movie actor has been both a blessing and a curse,” Raines wrote. “Political critics who characterize him as banal and shallow, a mouther of right-wing platitudes, delight in recalling that he costarred with a chimpanzee in Bedtime for Bonzo. Even now, 24 years after his last film role, he stews about being typed as the nice guy who didn’t get the girl. ‘I always got the girl,’ he sometimes assures supporters.”


This book chronicles the rise of the good, the bad and the ugly: suffragettes, the civil rights movement, Joe McCarthy, the Moral Majority, the Tea Party, the movement to let women in combat, gays in the military, the Parkland kids, #MeToo. And it chronicles some falls, because, as we know, Washington breeds arrogance, insecurity, self-pity and self-destructive tendencies.


In a story dated August 10, 1974, James T. Wooten describes Richard Nixon’s farewell, “his face wet with tears” and his speech to his staff: “Always remember, others may hate you, but those who hate you don’t win unless you hate them—and then you destroy yourself.”


Which is exactly what happened to Nixon, who was eaten alive by his demons.


“Mr. Nixon’s day began in the mist and rain of a humid Washington morning, when Manolo Sanchez, his longtime valet, laid out the clothes he would wear during the final hours of his tenure as president,” Wooten wrote, adding: “While he spoke, Mr. Nixon’s eyes brimmed with tears that glistened in the glare of the television lights, and although he occasionally smiled, his remarks were tinted with the sadness his friends say now plagues him.


“There was also a moment of irony, while, in discussing vocational integrity, he said that among other craftsmen, the country needs ‘good plumbers.’”


Political reporting doesn’t get much better than that.



















INTRODUCTION


BY ANDREW ROSENTHAL


POLITICS—THE JOURNALISM OF POLITICS, and the politics of journalism—have been in the lifeblood of The New York Times since its very inception. The newspaper, originally called The New-York Daily Times, was first published on Sept. 18, 1851, and for the early years of its existence it was a distinctly Republican organ. Its cofounder Henry Raymond was a deeply political man—one of the founding members of the Republican Party, and in fact a lieutenant governor of New York and a member of Congress while he was publishing The Times.


Under Raymond (who installed a Gatling gun in his office window to fend off protesters against the racist and classist draft laws of the Civil War era), The Times unabashedly supported the Northern cause during the war, as well as Abraham Lincoln’s two elections. Thus, the first article in this collection is about the 1860 election, which Raymond called an “Astounding Triumph of Republicanism.” Raymond’s casual combination of political activity and electoral politics would be unthinkable at today’s Times, as it would be in any other independent news organization.


Sold for $75,000 in 1896, when it had a circulation of some 9,000 and was losing money daily, the paper was acquired by the Tennessee publisher Adolph S. Ochs, who transformed it into a politically independent publication (albeit conservative in its approach to what was, as Ochs famously put it, “fit to print”).


While the harsher critics of modern-day journalism might disagree, The Times tried to stay dispassionate about partisan politics in its news columns, although its editorial page and its Op-Ed columnists have always been clearly opinionated and often partisan. That is not to say that the newspaper’s inclinations and preferences have always been hidden. In 1967, The Times ran an article by its rising star, R. W. Apple Jr.—known to one and all as “Johnny”—that had a clear agenda about the makings of a stalemate in Vietnam.


As you will read in these pages, The Times’s position on the civil rights moment was clear—it believed that equal rights for African Americans was a constitutional guarantee and did not really attempt to give the “other side” of that story any credibility. (Although, as you will see, the white men who ran The Times in the 1960s sometimes reflected a casual racism in their language, and they were most definitely not similarly supportive of women’s rights.)


Today, The Times does not cover climate change as a scientifically disputed problem. While the paper largely ignored or disparaged concerns over the AIDS crisis and gay rights in its early coverage of those issues, The Times’s modern coverage of the struggle over the rights of gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender Americans leaves no doubt about where the organization stands. The same is true generally for gun control.


Still, overall, the independent Times of today bears as little resemblance to the Republican-supporting Times of Raymond’s day as the Republican Party of modern times bears to the Republican Party of Lincoln’s age—which is to say almost none besides the name. (By the way, The Daily New-York Times dropped the “Daily” in 1857, and the hyphen was dropped from the city name in 1896.)


Because politics is everything and everything is politics, trying to assemble a few dozen articles from the 167 years of political coverage by The New York Times is like trying to pick the best five pieces of music of all time, or the best five artworks. It is, perhaps, a fool’s errand. The selection of the articles in this book is an attempt to give readers a sense of the scope and breadth of the newspaper’s political reportage and opinion writing, and not a truly comprehensive list of the best or most important political articles. Also, some articles have been condensed for space.


Some of the articles, especially the older ones, are almost comically deadpan in the Joe Friday “just the facts, ma’am” sense. Newspapers in the late 1800s and early 1900s were more like almanacs than today’s publications are, and The Times more so than many. Hence, the epithet “paper of record,” which today’s Times editors reject.


If you read The Times’s coverage of the Battle of Gettysburg, which was simply too voluminous to include in the limited space of a book like this one, you will find a series of dispatches—from journalists, of course, but also from officers and men who fought on the bloody Pennsylvania field. They are simply strung together from one side of a page to the other, snaking down and up and down, without any transitions, context, analysis or the graphics and typographical tricks of modern times that are intended to make a newspaper page more pleasing to the eye and easier to read.


Today, of course, The Times publishes only a fraction of its coverage in printed form, but this anthology includes only articles from modern times that ran both in print and online, a perhaps Quixotic attempt to maintain some continuity. You won’t find podcasts, interactive graphics, videos or any other multimedia that grace The Times coverage today because, well, this is a book.


The articles I have chosen include those that are directly about electoral politics—the election of presidents and members of Congress—and their behavior, good and bad, while in office. The collection also includes articles that profoundly affected politicians and their actions—the civil rights movement, war, the economy, battles over social issues like civil rights, race and racism—because they are part of American politics.


I’ve tried to include many of the seminal events in American political history, such as the atomic bombing of Japan in World War II, the assassinations of Lincoln, Kennedy and King, the rise of the hard right in modern times that led to the ascendancy of religious politics, the Tea Party and ultimately Donald Trump.


I’ve chosen some examples of The Times’s greatest strengths—its writers and its fearlessness about exposing the doings and wrongdoing of politicians. These include Maureen Dowd’s iconic portrayal of President George H. W. Bush as he ran for reelection in 1992 and Howell Raines’s portrait of Ronald Reagan in 1980 (perfect examples of the news profiles that were for decades a hallmark of Times political coverage); Johnny Apple’s dispatch from a firefight in Vietnam (an example of the way the paper led American news organizations in its on-the-spot coverage of the world); the first article on the Pentagon Papers, by Neil Sheehan; the paper’s exposé of President George W. Bush’s illegal wiretapping of American citizens after the 9/11 attacks, by James Risen and Eric Lichtblau.


Many of these writers had an enormous impact on me as a journalist. I joined The Times in March 1987 as part of its political team in Washington. I covered the 1988 and 1992 presidential elections as a reporter, and almost every one since then as an editor, first in the newsroom and then, after September 2003, in the editorial department. I learned about sharp political reporting from Johnny Apple, about fearless coverage of the White House and other powerful institutions from Howell Raines, about the sheer joy of writing from the inimitable Maureen Dowd, and how to write editorials from Gail Collins. The Times is part of my DNA, I should note. My father, A. M. Rosenthal, was a Times reporter, foreign correspondent, editor, executive editor and columnist for almost all of his adult life.


There have been periods in its history when The Times was a magnet for great journalistic movements, and you will find in these pages bylines you may recognize. The Southern writers of the ’60s and ’70s, like Howell Raines; the legendary Roy Reed, who phoned in the story of the attack on the marchers in Selma, Ala.; Russell Baker, and Tom Wicker were the flames that lit The Times’s coverage of domestic politics in their day.


It has also attracted pioneers of more modern forms of journalism, like Maureen Dowd, who perfected the living portrait of politicians with her soaring and sometimes biting prose; Johnny Apple, who practically discovered the Iowa caucuses; and Michael Barbaro, who turned from writing to podcasting in recent years with enormous success.


But there are also articles in these pages from lesser-known writers, and some news articles without any byline at all, which was the convention in newspapers for many years.


My hope is that readers will find these selections informative, interesting, sometimes surprising and perhaps even inspiring. And I hope they will serve not just as a monument to great journalism of the past, but also as an appetizer for the main course, which is the vital, ongoing, ever-changing and expanding work of The Times and others in the sadly dwindling cadre of great American news organizations.



















CHAPTER 1


PRESIDENTS
AND THEIR ELECTIONS




“I realize keenly the responsibility I shall assume, and I mean to serve with my utmost capacity the interest of the nation. The people could not have arrived at this result if they had not been informed properly of my views by an independent press.”


—President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, November 9, 1932





The 46 presidents of THE UNITED STATES are about as nondiverse a group as you could assemble. Forty-five men (Grover Cleveland was technically the 22nd and 24th president since he was elected to nonconsecutive terms), 44 of them white and 1 African American. All but 3 of them professed Protestant Christianity—Abraham Lincoln and Thomas Jefferson defied denominational labels and John F. Kennedy was the only Roman Catholic, even though it is the largest religious denomination in the country. All of them were of Western European ancestry; even Barack Obama was born to a woman of mostly English descent. Four of them were assassinated, all by firearms. Despite the power of incumbency, only 13 of them served two full terms in office (Franklin Roosevelt died in his fourth term). Some served with little distinction, such as Howard Taft and Grover Cleveland. Others lent their names to the most significant periods of our history, namely Lincoln, Roosevelt, Reagan, Clinton, Obama and perhaps Donald Trump.
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The crowd on the National Mall in Washington, D.C., as Barack Obama is sworn in as the 44th president of the United States, January 20, 2009.





ASTOUNDING TRIUMPH OF REPUBLICANISM


NOVEMBER 7, 1860


The canvas for the presidency of the United States terminated last evening, in all the States of the Union, under the revised regulation of Congress, passed in 1845, and the result, by the vote of New York, is placed beyond question at once. It elects Abraham Lincoln of Illinois, president, and Hannibal Hamlin of Maine, vice president of the United States, for four years, from the 4th March next, directly by the people: these Republican candidates having a clear majority of the 309 electorial votes of the 33 states, over all three of the opposing tickets.


Being 19 over the required majority, without wasting the returns from the 2 Pacific states of Oregon and California. The election, so far as the city and state of New York are concerned, will probably stand, hereafter as one of the most remarkable in the political contests of the country; marked, as it is, by far the heaviest popular vote ever cast in the city, and by the sweeping, and almost uniform, Republican majorities in the country.




It elects Abraham Lincoln of Illinois, president, and Hannibal Hamlin of Maine, vice president of the United States.





The state of Pennsylvania, which virtually decided her preference in October, has again thrown an overwhelming majority for the Republican candidates. And New Jersey, after a sharp contest has, as usual in nearly all the presidential elections, taken her place on the same side. The New England majorities run up by tens of thousands.


The Congressional elections which took place yesterday in this state have probably confirmed the probability of an anti-Republican preponderance in the next House of Representatives, by displacing several of the present Republican members.


AWFUL EVENT; PRESIDENT LINCOLN SHOT BY AN ASSASSIN


By EDWIN M. STANTON, APRIL 15, 1865


This evening at about 9:30 p.m., at Ford’s Theatre, the president, while sitting in his private box with Mrs. Lincoln, Mrs. Harris and Major Rathburn, was shot by an assassin, who suddenly entered the box and approached behind the president.


The assassin then leaped upon the stage, brandishing a large dagger or knife, and made his escape in the rear of the theatre.


The pistol ball entered the back of the president’s head and penetrated nearly through the head. The wound is mortal. The president has been insensible ever since it was inflicted and is now dying.


About the same hour an assassin, whether the same or not, entered Mr. Seward’s apartments, and under the pretense of having a prescription, was shown to the secretary’s sick chamber. The assassin immediately rushed to the bed and inflicted two or three stabs on the throat and two on the face. It is hoped the wounds may not be mortal. My apprehension is that they will prove fatal.


The nurse alarmed Mr. Frederick Seward, who was in an adjoining room, and hastened to the door of his father’s room, when he met the assassin, who inflicted upon him one or more dangerous wounds. The recovery of Frederick Seward is doubtful.


It is not probable that the president will live throughout the night.


Gen. Grant and wife were advertised to be at the theatre this evening, but he started to Burlington at six o’clock this evening.


At a cabinet meeting at which Gen. Grant was present, the subject of the state of the country and the prospect of a speedy peace was discussed. The president was very cheerful and hopeful, and spoke very kindly of Gen. Lee and others of the Confederacy, and of the establishment of government in Virginia.


All the members of the cabinet except Mr. Seward, are now in attendance upon the president.


I have seen Mr. Seward, but he and Frederick were both unconscious.
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View up Broadway from 13th Street in New York City during the funeral procession for President Abraham Lincoln, April 25, 1865.





SWEEP IS NATIONAL; DEMOCRATS WIN SENATE


By ARTHUR KROCK, NOVEMBER 9, 1932


Roosevelt Statement


President-elect Roosevelt gave the following statement to The New York Times early this morning:


“While I am grateful with all my heart for this expression of the confidence of my fellow Americans, I realize keenly the responsibility I shall assume, and I mean to serve with my utmost capacity the interest of the nation.


“The people could not have arrived at this result if they had not been informed properly of my views by an independent press, and I value particularly the high service of The New York Times in its reporting of my speeches and in its enlightened comment.”


A political cataclysm, unprecedented in the nation’s history and produced by three years of depression, thrust President Herbert Hoover and the Republican power from control of the government yesterday, elected Governor Franklin Delano Roosevelt president of the United States, provided the Democrats with a large majority in Congress and gave them administration of the affairs of many states of the Union.


Fifteen minutes after midnight, Eastern Standard Time, the Associated Press flashed from Palo Alto this line: “Hoover concedes defeat.”


It was then 15 minutes after 9 in California, and the president had been in his residence on the Leland Stanford campus only a few hours, arriving with expressed confidence of victory.


A few minutes after the flash from Palo Alto the text of Mr. Hoover’s message of congratulation to his successful opponent was received by The New York Times, though it was delayed in direct transmission to the president-elect. After offering his felicitations to Governor Roosevelt on his “opportunity to be of service to the country,” and extending wishes for success, the president “dedicated” himself to “every possible helpful effort . . . in the common purpose of us all.”




“The people could not have arrived at this result if they had not been informed properly of my views by an independent press.”





This language strengthened the belief of those who expect that the relations between the victor and the vanquished, in view of the exigent condition of the country, will be more than perfunctory, and that they may soon confer in an effort to arrive at a mutual program of stabilization during the period between now and March 4, when Mr. Roosevelt will take office.


The president-elect left his headquarters shortly before 2 a.m. without having received Mr. Hoover’s message.


As returns from the Mountain States and the Pacific Coast supplemented the early reports from the Middle West and the Eastern Seaboard, the president was shown to have surely carried only 5 states with a total of 51 electoral votes. It is probable that Mr. Roosevelt has capture 42 states and 472 electoral votes. With 2 states in doubt he has taken 40 states and 448 votes. Only 266 are required for the election of a president. It also appeared certain that the Congress elected by the people yesterday will be wet enough not only to modify the Volstead Act, as pledged in the Democratic platform, but to submit flat repeal of national prohibition.
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President Franklin D. Roosevelt gives his first inaugural address, March 3, 1933.





Republican Strongholds Fall


The states carried by the president, after weeks of strenuous appeal for reelection on his record, seemed early this morning to have been Delaware, Maine, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania and Vermont. It is possible that complete returns may deprive him of one or more of these, but Connecticut seems to have returned to the Republican standard.


In 1928 Mr. Hoover defeated Alfred E. Smith by a popular plurality of more than 6,300,000 and with a tally of 444 electoral votes to 87. Not only will this equation be more than reversed, according to all indications, but in the final accounting it may be shown that Mr. Smith, who aided powerfully in Governor Roosevelt’s cause with especial effects in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New York and New Jersey was a much less badly defeated candidate than his successful rival of four years ago.


Late returns indicate that such Republican fortresses as Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Kansas, New Jersey, Oregon, Utah, Wisconsin and Wyoming—and even the president’s birth state of Iowa and resident commonwealth of California—will join New York and the eleven Southern states which led the van of Governor Roosevelt’s overwhelming victory.


Votes National Grouch


The country was voting a “national grouch” against three years of business stagnation, against farm foreclosures, bank failures, unemployment, and the Republican argument that “things could have been worse.” The president’s single-handed fight to sustain his record, his warnings against Democratic changes in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff and efforts to impress the country with fear of a change of administration were as futile in the final analysis as straw votes and the reports of newspaper observers indicated that it would be.


Mr. Hoover joins in history Benjamin Harrison and William Howard Taft as the only Republican presidents who sought and were denied reelection. In the sum, his defeat was greater even than Mr. Taft’s in 1912, for while his electoral and popular vote will be greater, he had a united party organization behind him and Mr. Taft was opposed by Theodore Roosevelt and the Bull Moose Party.


Defeat Privately Conceded


Before nine o’clock, following the discouraging news from New York, Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts and Indiana, Republican leaders privately conceded their defeat, although they withheld official acknowledgments. President-elect Roosevelt came early to his headquarters at the Biltmore Hotel, in New York City, where, surrounded by a happy and confident group, he heard the returns and smiled when his campaign and pre-nomination manager, National Chairman James A. Farley, reiterated his often-asserted but now disproved claim that Mr. Hoover would not carry one state.


The president was at his home in Palo Alto for the news. He had reached there this afternoon, weary after thousands of miles and active days and nights of campaigning, but expressing confidence that the people would give him a vote of confidence.


Business as represented by Wall Street has already discounted the result of the election and has expressed its confidence in the future by a general rise in stocks on Monday of this week. When the rise came, the betting was as high as seven to one on Governor Roosevelt and few important members of the financial community doubted that the odds were accurate.


END COMES SUDDENLY AT WARM SPRINGS


By ARTHUR KROCK, APRIL 13, 1945


Franklin Delano Roosevelt, war president of the United States and the only chief executive in history who was chosen for more than two terms, died suddenly and unexpectedly at 4:35 p.m. today at Warm Springs, Ga., and the White House announced his death at 5:48 o’clock. He was 63.


The president, stricken by a cerebral hemorrhage, passed from unconsciousness to death on the 83rd day of his fourth term and in an hour of high triumph. The armies and fleets under his direction as commander in chief were at the gates of Berlin and the shores of Japan’s home islands as Mr. Roosevelt died, and the cause he represented and led was nearing the conclusive phase of success.


Less than two hours after the official announcement, Harry S. Truman of Missouri, the vice president, took the oath as the 32nd president. The oath was administered by the chief justice of the United States, Harlan F. Stone, in a one-minute ceremony at the White House. Mr. Truman immediately let it be known that Mr. Roosevelt’s cabinet is remaining in office at his request, and that he had authorized Secretary of State Edward R. Stettinius Jr. to proceed with plans for the United Nations conference on international organization at San Francisco, scheduled to begin April 25. A report was circulated that he leans somewhat to the idea of a coalition cabinet, but this is unsubstantiated.


Funeral Tomorrow Afternoon


It was disclosed by the White House that funeral services for Mr. Roosevelt will take place at 4 p.m. (E.W.T.) Saturday in the East Room of the Executive Mansion. The Rev. Angus Dun, Episcopal bishop of Washington; the Rev. Howard S. Wilkinson of St. Thomas’s Church in Washington, and the Rev. John G. McGee of St. John’s in Washington will conduct services.


The body will be interred at Hyde Park, N.Y., Sunday, with the Rev. George W. Anthony of St. James Church officiating. The time has not yet been fixed.


Jonathan Daniels, White House secretary, said Mr. Roosevelt’s body would not lie in state. He added that, in view of the limited size of the East Room, which holds only about 200 persons, the list of those attending the funeral services would be limited to high government officials, representatives of the membership of both houses of Congress, heads of foreign missions, and friends of the family.


President Truman, in his first official pronouncement, pledged prosecution of the war to a successful conclusion. His statement, issued for him at the White House by press secretary Jonathan Daniels, said:


“The world may be sure that we will prosecute the war on both fronts, East and West, with all the vigor we possess to a successful conclusion.”


News of Death Stuns Capital


The impact of the news of the president’s death on the capital was tremendous. Although rumor and a marked change in Mr. Roosevelt’s appearance and manner had brought anxiety to many regarding his health, and there had been increasing speculation as to the effects his death would have on the national and world situation, the fact stunned the government and the citizens of the capital.


It was not long, however, before the wheels of government began once more to turn. Mr. Stettinius, the first of the late president’s ministers to arrive at the White House, summoned the cabinet to meet at once. Mr. Truman, his face gray and drawn, responded to the first summons given to any outside Mr. Roosevelt’s family and official intimates by rushing from the Capitol.


Mrs. Roosevelt had immediately given voice to the spirit that animated the entire government, once the first shock of the news had passed. She cabled to her four sons, all on active service:


“He did his job to the end as he would want you to do. Bless you all and all our love. Mother.”


Those who have served with the late president in peace and in war accepted that as their obligation. The comment of members of Congress unanimously reflected this spirit. Those who supported or opposed Mr. Roosevelt during his long and controversial years as president did not deviate in this. And all hailed him as the greatest leader of his time.




“He did his job to the end as he would want you to do.”





No president of the United States has died in circumstances so triumphant and yet so grave. The War of the States had been won by the Union when Abraham Lincoln was assassinated, and though the shadow of postwar problems hung heavy and dark, the nation’s troubles were internal. World War II, which the United States entered in Mr. Roosevelt’s third term, still was being waged at the time of his death, and in the Far East the enemy’s resistance was still formidable. The United States and its chief allies, as victory nears, were struggling to resolve differences of international policy on political and economic issues that have arisen and will arise. And the late president’s great objective—a league of nations that will be formed and be able to keep the peace—was meeting obstacles on its way to attainment.


Mr. Roosevelt died also in a position unique insofar as the history of American statesmen reveals. He was regarded by millions as indispensable to winning the war and making a just and lasting peace. On the basis of this opinion, they elected him to a fourth term in 1944. He was regarded by those same millions as the one American qualified to deal successfully and effectively with the leaders of other nations—particularly Prime Minister Winston Churchill and Marshal Joseph Stalin—and this was another reason for his reelection.


Yet the constitutional transition to the presidency of Mr. Truman was accomplished without a visible sign of anxiety or fear on the part of any of those responsible for waging war and negotiating peace under the chief executive. Though the democratic process has never had a greater shock, the human and official machines withstood it, once the first wave of grief had passed for a leader who was crushed by the burdens of war.


President Truman entered upon the duties imposed by destiny with a modest and calm, and yet a resolute, manner. Those who were with him through the late afternoon and evening were deeply impressed with his approach to the task.


“He is conscious of limitations greater than he has,” said one. “But for the time being that is not a bad thing for the country.”


How unexpected was President Roosevelt’s death despite the obvious physical decline of the last few months is attested by the circumstances that no member of his family was with him at Warm Springs, no high-ranking associate or longtime intimate, and that his personal physician, Rear Admiral Ross McIntyre, was in Washington, totally unprepared for the news.


Personal Physician Surprised


The admiral, in answer to questions from the press today, said “this came out of a clear sky,” that no operations had been performed recently on Mr. Roosevelt and that there had never been the slightest indication of cerebral hemorrhage. His optimistic reports of the late president’s health, he declared, had been completely justified by the known tests.


This ease of mind is borne out by the fact that Mrs. Roosevelt was attending a meeting of the Thrift Club near Dupont Circle when Stephen Early, the president’s secretary, telephoned her to come to the White House as soon as possible. Mrs. John Boettiger, the only daughter of the family, was visiting her slightly ailing son at the naval hospital at Bethesda, Md., some miles away.


While these simple offices were being performed by those nearest and dearest, the president lay in the faint room from which he never roused. A lesser human being would have been prostrated by the sudden and calamitous tidings, but Mrs. Roosevelt entered at once upon her responsibilities, sent off her message to her sons and told Mr. Early and Admiral McIntyre, “I am more sorry for the people of the country and the world than I am for us.” When Mr. Truman arrived and asked what he could do for her, Mrs. Roosevelt rejoined calmly, “Tell us what we can do. Is there any way we can help you?”


Flag at Capitol Lowered


As soon as the news became a certainty the White House flag was lowered to half-staff—the first time marking the death of an occupant since Warren G. Harding died at the Palace Hotel in San Francisco, Aug. 2, 1923, following a heart attack that succeeded pneumonia. The flag over the Capitol was lowered at 6:30 p.m. Between these two manifestations of the blow that had befallen the nation and the world, the news had spread throughout the city and respectful crowds gathered on the Lafayette Square pavement across from the executive mansion. They made no demonstration. But the men’s hats were off, and the tears that were shed were not to be seen only on the cheeks of women. Some presidents have been held in lukewarm esteem here, and some have been disliked by the local population, but Mr. Roosevelt held a high place in the rare affections of the capital.


The spoken tributes paid by members of Congress, a body with which the late president had many encounters, also testified to the extraordinary impression Mr. Roosevelt made on his times and the unparalleled position in the world he had attained. The comment of Senator Robert A. Taft of Ohio, a constant adversary on policy, was typical. “The greatest figure of our time,” he called him, who had been removed “at the very climax of his career,” who died “a hero of the war, for he literally worked himself to death in the service of the American people.” And Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg of Michigan, another Republican and frequent critic, said that the late president has “left an imperishable imprint on the history of America and of the world.”


THE 22ND AMENDMENT


FEBRUARY 28, 1951


A sudden rush of activity on the part of the state Legislatures has added a new amendment to the Constitution of the United States. This is the 22nd Amendment, which declares that after Mr. Truman (who is specifically exempted) no president shall be elected for more than two terms, or elected more than once if he has served in excess of two years of his predecessor’s term. The amendment was approved by Congress and referred to the states in the spring of 1947. The first 18 of the necessary 36 ratifications by the states were obtained that year. Only 6 additional states added their ratifications in the three succeeding years. But 12 states have voted favorably within the last few weeks, and with their approval the amendment now becomes a part of the basic law of the United States.




No president shall be elected for more than two terms.





The strongest argument made against the amendment at the time of its adoption by Congress was that it might tie the hands of the electorate in some grave future national emergency and prevent the voters from exercising a free choice in their own best interest. Undoubtedly this argument had considerable force. The nation might find itself in a state of war, or approaching a state of war, when the second term of a president in office expired, and the case for continuing that president in office could be very strong indeed. Such a situation did arise, in fact, in 1940, and again (after a third term) in 1944.


The persuasive answer to this argument is that, with the new amendment in force, any president who happens to be in office when such an emergency arises will henceforth find it necessary, and will surely find it possible, to do what Mr. Roosevelt failed to do in 1940 and 1944—namely, develop within his own administration, or elsewhere within his party, an alternative leadership to his own, fully capable of presenting his policies adequately to the electorate. In such circumstances, the voters, if they so desired, would be able to achieve a continuity of policy in the White House.


For the rest: the strong arguments which established the century-and-a-half-old tradition against a third term still prevail, and have gained increasing force from the fact of the enormously larger powers of the presidency and the obvious hazards of too-long-continued centralization of these powers in the hands of any individual, however worthy. We welcome the adoption of the amendment.


FORECASTS UPSET—PRESIDENT TAKES LEAD OVER DEWEY


By ARTHUR KROCK, NOVEMBER 3, 1948


At 6 a.m. today, after a night in which his political fortunes waxed and waned with every passing hour, President Harry S. Truman took an impressive lead over his Republican opponent, Gov. Thomas E. Dewey of New York, in both the popular and electoral vote of the nation which went to the polls yesterday in the 48 states of the Union to choose a president, a vice president, the 81st Congress and 32 governors.


Ahead in the popular vote at all times during the counting, the president gained the electoral lead when Illinois was conceded to him at 5 a.m. and his chance of gaining Ohio steadily improved. At 6 a.m. the division of electoral votes between him and Governor Dewey that appeared to be established was as follows:


Truman, 227; Dewey, 176; doubtful, 88.


The remaining 40 of the total of 531 electoral votes apparently had been won by the presidential candidate of the Democratic States’ Rights Party, Gov. J. Strom Thurmond of South Carolina.


Truman Needs 39 More


Only 39 electoral votes were needed by the president to attain the majority of 266 that would give him a full term in the White House in his own right. And 53 were in sight—in the doubtful states of Iowa, Montana, Nevada, Washington, Iowa and California. However, in the last named, with a block of 25, Governor Dewey was holding the lead.


If California ends with a Dewey victory, Ohio, with 25 electors, can overcome that loss, and Ohio went definitely into the doubtful column in the early hours of today. Therefore the possibility that the election would end without a decision, and the choice of a president would devolve on the House of Representatives in the 81st Congress, remained within the area of strong possibility, with the Senate empowered to choose the next vice president. But Governor Dewey’s chances to win the election were fading fast at dawn today.


The possibility of an election by the House is the consequence of the capture of 40 electors in the South by the States’ Rights Democratic Party, whose nominees were Govs. J. Strom Thurmond of South Carolina and Fielding Wright of Mississippi. And, if this is the eventual outcome, the president will have been defeated by the revolt of Southern Democrats against his “civil rights” program of federal laws to enforce anti-segregation and a “fair employment practices” act in the states.


The returns at 6 a.m. however, further upset the earlier indication that the Progressive Party candidacy of Henry A. Wallace had not proved as costly to the president, or more so, than the Southern Democratic insurrection. For if Mr. Dewey’s pluralities in New York and in Ohio are as narrow as was indicated early today, Mr. Truman can attribute his failure to carry them both to the Wallace vote that was subtracted from the normal Democratic following.


The Congressional returns were more definite. Democratic candidates for the Senate appear certain to win the four crucial contests that will give the two wings of the party a numerical Senate majority over the Republican in the 81st Congress. And the new House was moving toward a Democratic majority also.


But with late returns from Republican counties in New York adjacent to the metropolis, Governor Dewey was assured of the 47 electoral votes of the Empire State and those of New Jersey, Indiana and Maryland, in which the president had been leading. These developments halted Mr. Truman short of the goal of 266 electoral votes which any candidate must have to be elected president.


In these states and many others the president confounded the forecasters by the size of his popular vote, attained over a party split in two directions and the public attempts of party leaders to deny him the nomination on the ground that he was the weakest candidate that could be chosen.
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President Harry S. Truman laughs as he holds an early edition of The Chicago Tribune on November 3, 1948. The newspaper famously jumped to an erroneous conclusion as early election returns came in.





But even if they fail to regain majorities in Congress, the Democrats are sure to be a powerful minority in Congress on those occasions when their sections can come together to make a party front. And they may end up with a majority of both houses, which would provide difficulties for either a Republican or a Democratic president despite the deep division in the Democratic ranks.


The states which seemed at 6 a.m. certain or likely to be carried by Mr. Dewey were: Connecticut, Kansas, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Vermont—a total of 186.


The states in a similar category for Mr. Truman were: Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia and Wisconsin—a total of 221.


The States’ Rights Democrats carried Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina and two of Tennessee’s 12 electors—a total of 40.


In doubt were California, Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Montana, Nevada, Ohio, Washington, Delaware and Wyoming, with a total of 78 electors.


But in the early hours of today it was apparent that, whatever the decision would prove to be, the president had confounded all the forecasters and demonstrated that there was real foundation to his conviction that he had a “good fighting chance” to win despite the effort of Democratic Party bosses in the East, Midwest, Pacific Coast and the South to deny him the nomination on the ground that he would be overwhelmingly defeated.




Not for 12 years has the outcome of a presidential election been so confidently forecast by so manytrained observers.





Also, organized labor, it was clear, had demonstrated tremendous power at the polls and would wield it effectively in the next Congress and administration no matter what party controls the one, or the other, or both.


Not for 12 years has the outcome of a presidential election been so confidently forecast by so many trained observers and sample polltakers arriving at the same conclusion. And even in 1936 the general expectation that Franklin D. Roosevelt would be overwhelmingly reelected over Alf M. Landon was somewhat restrained by a Literary Digest poll, which, up to the end of the campaign, indicated Mr. Landon would be chosen.


Except for President Truman himself, and some devoted persons around him who were infected by his certainty that he could overcome the reported trend, almost no politicians in either party at any point in the campaign believed he could do so. The voters went to the polls yesterday in an atmosphere resembling that in 1912.


In 1912, the Republican split that produced the independent candidacy of Theodore Roosevelt made Woodrow Wilson’s first election a mathematical certainty, and yesterday the Democratic national ticket was weakened by two independent parties that splintered off from it—the States’ Rights Party of the South, under Govs. J. Strom Thurmond of South Carolina and Fielding Wright of Mississippi, and the Progressives, whose standard-bearers were Henry A. Wallace, elected as vice president on the Democratic ticket in 1940, and Glen Taylor, an incumbent Democratic senator from Idaho.


Historically, since the end of the Reconstruction period in the South the percentages by which the two major parties have divided the popular vote have been so close that very seldom did the result merit the description of a “landslide.” Except in 1904, 1920, 1936 and 1928 (in this latter year the defection of the Democratic South from that party’s presidential candidate also assured a large margin of Republican victory), the division has been such that if an average of a dozen voters per precinct changed their intentions because of some campaign developments, the winner would have been the loser.


There have been in the same period, of course, many “landslides” in terms of electoral votes, the reason being that, no matter how small the margin of popular votes by which any state is won, its entire bloc of electoral votes is delivered by that margin.


Yesterday, therefore, while the forecasters were generally agreed on an electoral landslide for Governor Dewey, few expected it to be reflected in the division of the popular vote, calculated to reach a point between 51 million and 52 million. If the victor, however, attains a popular majority of 3 million and a plurality of 4 million to 5 million, the term can be accurately applied to the entire result.


At stake were the offices of president and vice president; of 32 senators in 31 states (Maine filled its vacancy in September by electing Mrs. Margaret Smith, Republican, to succeed Wallace H. White Jr., Republican); of 432 representatives in Congress out of a total of 435, and of 32 governors. In 8 states various types of referenda on how to deal with the liquor traffic, including a proposal for outright prohibition repeal in Kansas, were at issue; new labor laws were before the people in 3 more; GI benefits were to be settled by 8 more, and Massachusetts voters were passing on legalizing birth control in certain circumstances.


The campaign was put down by reporters and other observers as one of the dullest in history, and various reasons for this were assigned by analysts. Among them were:


Apathy was the direct consequence of a foregone conclusion.


It was the result of Mr. Dewey’s tactics in declining to be drawn out by the president’s personal and political attacks and conducting a “holding action” to maintain his lead. Mr. Truman’s lack of personal color in contrast with that of the late President Roosevelt and his lack of fire in delivering fiery speeches were responsible. The American people are becoming more and more cynical about the fate predicted for them by one set of politicians if the other takes office, and about the promises each makes to them contingent on the victory of that side.


But for whatever reason the campaign was listless from the end of the extra session of Congress which President Truman called last summer. The defiant and angry speech of acceptance to the convention that nominated him, in which Mr. Truman announced his plan for the call, created popular excitement, and the extra session became an arena of sharp party combat. But after that adjourned the campaign soon resembled a debating society where opposing academic positions were asserted and defended before a yawning audience.


Mr. Wallace’s experience with barrages of eggs and tomatoes in the South, and the brief turmoil which followed the revelation that Mr. Truman wanted to send the chief justice of the United States to Moscow as his personal peace intermediary with Marshal Stalin, were about the only incidents of the campaign that created any stir at all.


The president assailed the Republicans as a party, and their majority in the 80th Congress in terms of unusual harshness, and he spoke scornfully of his opponent’s unwillingness to debate with him on specific charges. But only once did Mr. Truman indulge in personalities of a disagreeable character; and that was when he said that there was always a personable “front man” for groups in evil conspiracy against the people and, by using Hitler and the fuehrer’s original backers for his comparison, deliberately left the inference that this history was repeating itself with Mr. Dewey.


But the president, despite efforts to persuade him to do so, declined to discuss his opponent’s draft status during World War II and those of some of his principal assistants in Albany. And he refused to attack the governor on the report that in 1944 he planned to make it known that the navy had broken the Japanese code before Pearl Harbor without ascertaining whether or not that fact was still unknown to the Japanese. (In two letters, Gen. George C. Marshall informed Mr. Dewey that it was and successfully appealed to him not to make the revelation.)


Though Mr. Dewey generally maintained his strategy of saying little that was controversial and concentrating on generalities with popular appeal, he breached this strategy toward the end of the campaign in the East. Apparently fearing that Mr. Truman had made some headway in that region, the governor at Boston repeated most of his Los Angeles speech of 1944 in endorsing the Social Security thesis of the New Deal. This—and a kind of matching game with the president on Palestine—was the only concession he made to an appearance of political necessity.


Mr. Truman, however, shifted his major strategy fundamentally toward the end of the campaign by reiterating his 10-point federal program to enforce civil rights which, after he offered it to Congress Feb. 2, 1948, cost him the support of the States’ Rights Democrats. At the Philadelphia convention his spokesmen unsuccessfully attempted to soft-pedal this issue, avoiding all mention of the program in the platform and of Mr. Truman’s relation to it. Until he spoke in Harlem last week the president made only vague and casual references to the subject, vaguer and even more casual during his trips through Texas and North Carolina.


But last week he and his managers apparently concluded they could not keep the South unbroken by this means and might lose essential support in the East and Midwest. Accordingly, the president specifically repeated his message to Congress in an area where Mr. Wallace made much of the issue.


Aside from the two obvious goals of active forces in yesterday’s election—the Republicans to gain the presidency and hold control of Congress, the National Democrats to hold the presidency and regain a majority in Congress—there were three others.


Organized labor was out to demonstrate that its opposition can be fatal to national and local candidates. Mr. Wallace was intent on showing such strength for his American-Russian policy and his domestic program that the Democratic Party in defeat will move toward his views and accord him an important voice in its future. And the States’ Rights Democrats were determined to defeat the major items in the civil rights program as well as to reestablish the influence of the Southern Democracy in the national party.


SENATOR CHEERED—KENNEDY STEPS UP CAMPAIGN IN EAST


By HARRISON E. SALISBURY, NOVEMBER 7, 1960


Senator John F. Kennedy drew unusually large crowds in predawn hours today. Large turnouts continued during the day and most of the night as he brought his drive for the presidency near an end.


Some political observers said they had never seen anything quite like the Democratic candidate’s schedule for the final hours before an election.


Mr. Kennedy was concentrating his last bid for votes in New England, Long Island and New Jersey.


Just before taking off tonight from Newark Airport for Lewiston, Me., and Providence, R.I., where he had appearances scheduled for later tonight, Mr. Kennedy told a roaring crowd in Jersey City’s Journal Square:


20,000 Out at 3 a.m.


“We shall not slumber. We shall not sleep. We shall keep on working for the next 36 hours until election time.”


From his record of almost around-the-clock campaigning yesterday and today it seemed that Mr. Kennedy proposed to take his words literally.


Wherever he went, whether it was 3:30 a.m. in Waterbury, Conn., or 3:30 p.m. in heavily Republican Suffolk County on Long Island, he drew large crowds.


The Waterbury turnout in the main square at 3 a.m. was estimated by newsmen at 20,000 and by the police at 26,000.


On New Haven’s green today at about noon, Mr. Kennedy had a crowd that the police estimated at 45,000 to 50,000. The green was filled last month when Vice President Nixon appeared there. The police said then that the crowd was about 20,000.


At the railroad station plaza in Bridgeport, Conn., Mr. Kennedy drew a crowd estimated by the police at 55,000 to 60,000. The figure was probably high, but the crowd jammed almost two square blocks.


In Suffolk County, Mr. Kennedy was seen by 50,000 to 60,000. His appearance at the Long Island Arena at Commack attracted 8,000 to 9,000 inside and 5,000 to 10,000 others outside. It was the biggest political crowd ever assembled in the county, police officials said.
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Senator John F. Kennedy acknowledges cheers as he greets well-wishers outside the Concourse Plaza Hotel in the Bronx, New York, November 5, 1960.





A crowd estimated by the police at 50,000 swamped Mr. Kennedy’s motorcade when it finally arrived just before 8 p.m. at Broad Street in Newark, nearly two hours late. The police said it had started to assemble about 11 a.m.


More than 5,000 persons were inside the Mosque Theatre in Newark to hear Mr. Kennedy. The throng outside was so dense that reporters were trapped inside their motorcade buses for nearly 10 minutes.


“This is a very close election,” Mr. Kennedy told the Newark crowd. “It will be decided by 1 to 2 percent of the votes in most of the close states.”


Sixty-five thousand persons were at Journal Square in Jersey City to see the candidate. The police said there had been 80,000, but Mr. Kennedy was then two hours and 10 minutes late.


Before going to Jersey City, the senator addressed 10,000 persons at the Teaneck armory, a hall with a normal capacity of 8,000. Five thousand other persons were outside.


The crowd stampeded when the candidate appeared, overturning press tables and breaking down barriers. Shrieks of women filled the air, but the police reported no serious injuries.


New Day at 10:30 p.m.


Mr. Kennedy has been campaigning virtually without stopping for a week. However, his weekend drive was even greater.


After motorcading for hours in the New York area through downpours in an open car on Saturday, Mr. Kennedy appeared at a rally in the New York Coliseum. Leaving the Coliseum at about 10:30 p.m. he began what was in effect and entirely new day of campaigning.


He addressed two outdoor crowds in New York, then flew to the Stratford, Conn., airport outside Bridgeport. He arrived shortly before 1 a.m. and found 2,500 persons, a brass band and a girls’ drill corps awaiting him.


He told the crowd that on Tuesday Mr. Nixon would be listening to the radio in California and that it would be “nice for Connecticut to send him the first news of how the election is going.” Connecticut’s returns are among the first in the nation.


Men in Pajamas


The senator then started on one of the most unusual political motorcades in history, traveling up the Naugatuck River Valley. At each of the small communities he found crowds ranging into the thousands.


Lights blazed in windows of homes along the way, and families rushed out and stood on their front steps as he passed. Not a few men were in pajamas, and there were women in nightdresses.


Motorists parked along Route 110 blinked their lights and honked their horns at the motorcade. Mr. Kennedy rode in an open car, bareheaded as usual, despite the cold night air.


At Stratford, there was a crowd of 1,500. At Shelton at 1:30 a.m., there was another, 1,500 persons. “I don’t know what you’re doing up at this hour, but on Tuesday we’re going to need you,” Mr. Kennedy said.


At Derby at 1:40 a.m. there were 2,000 people, many of them with red flares. Mr. Kennedy said: “I’m not accompanied by the president, the vice president, or Governor Rockefeller. I have been traveling alone through New York. No other candidate for president can make that claim.”


Mr. Kennedy said he was sorry to be late but added, “I wasn’t out playing golf—I was out carrying the message.”


Mr. Kennedy’s motorcade was two or more hours late all along the route.


There were 4,000 to 5,000 persons waiting for him at Ansonia at 1:45 a.m. He noted a sign in the crowd saying, “Click with Dick.”


“The door at the White House is going to click on Dick on Tuesday night,” he quipped. The crowd cheered.


There were 300 people at Beacon Falls and 1,500 in Naugatuck’s main street.


Mr. Kennedy’s motorcade approached the outskirts of Waterbury about 2:35 a.m. There were people standing two and three deep at many places.


Mr. Kennedy’s cars were halted by the throng on Waterbury’s green.




The crowds at New Haven were four to six deep along the city route.





Scores of state troopers forced a passage for Mr. Kennedy, Gov. Abra-ham A. Ribicoff of Connecticut and John Bailey, Democratic state chairman in Connecticut and one of Mr. Kennedy’s close political associates.


The senator made his way to the second-floor balcony of the Roger Smith Hotel. “I’m going to make this election worth winning by doing something for our country,” he said.


He told the crowd he had promised the mayor that he would have them all in bed by 3 a.m. “No,” the crowd roared. The hour was then five minutes of 3 a.m. and it was after 4 o’clock before he was able to retire.


By 10 a.m., fresh, smiling and chipper, he emerged through a crowd of several thousand well-wishers who had reassembled in the square. He went from the hotel to the Roman Catholic Church of the Immaculate Conception next door and attended mass. The church was jammed. Mr. Kennedy’s cavalcade pushed off in bright autumn sunshine at 11:40. By this time the crowd in the square had grown to 10,000.


There were crowds at every populated point as the motorcade went south on Route 69.


Confetti trailed from Mr. Kennedy’s shoulders as he spoke to 1,000 persons at Prospect. He stood in his open car against a backdrop of scarlet sumac and here and there a maple that had not lost its autumn color.


The crowds at New Haven were four to six deep along the city route. The cavalcade then moved through the Yale University campus, where some of the dormitories had Nixon signs and banners.


Adlai E. Stevenson, the Democratic nominee four years ago, encountered a hostile crowd at Yale. However, nothing like that marked Mr. Kennedy’s appearance.


There were 45,000 to 50,000 persons massed on the New Haven green.


Soviet Grains Seen


By 1970, Mr. Kennedy said, the Soviet Union will be ahead of the United States in science, military power and economic strength—unless new policies are pursued. “How many countries will follow a leader who is not able to maintain the lead?” he asked.


As Mr. Kennedy’s motorcade entered Bridgeport, one of the banners in the crowd read, “The election of Kennedy will be the greatest thing for the world since Christ was born.”


Mr. Kennedy flew to MacArthur Airport on Long Island, where 3,000 persons awaited him. He drove the 12 miles to the Commack arena with traffic backed up for 3 miles.


Eight thousand or 9,000 persons packed the arena. At one point a table on which number of mothers and fathers were holding up children collapsed. No one was injured.


“On Tuesday,” Mr. Kennedy said, “I believe the people will not take the tired old road but will turn into the wind and vote Democratic.”


Mr. Kennedy rode back to the airport. He was forced to leave his scheduled route through Smithtown and make a short detour because the narrow streets were so jammed.


He flew then to Teterboro, N.J., where he was met by a crowd of 3,000.


Mr. Kennedy will campaign Monday in New England, with rallies scheduled for Providence, R.I.; Springfield, Mass.; Hartford, Conn.; Burlington, Vt., and Manchester, N. H. Tomorrow night will be climaxed with a parade and rally in Boston.


Mr. Kennedy will vote in Boston Tuesday and then fly to Hyannis, Mass., to await the election returns.


WHY AMERICA WEEPS—KENNEDY VICTIM OF VIOLENT STREAK HE SOUGHT TO CURB IN THE NATION


By JAMES RESTON, NOVEMBER 23, 1963


America wept tonight, not alone for its dead young president, but for itself. The grief was general, for somehow the worst in the nation had prevailed over the best. The indictment extended beyond the assassin, for something in the nation itself, some strain of madness and violence, had destroyed the highest symbol of law and order.


Speaker John McCormack, now 71 and, by the peculiarities of our politics, next in line of succession after the vice president, expressed this sense of national dismay and self-criticism: “My God! My God! What are we coming to?”


The irony of the president’s death is that his short administration was devoted almost entirely to various attempts to curb this very streak of violence in the American character.


When the historians get around to assessing his three years in office, it is very likely that they will be impressed with just this: his efforts to restrain those who wanted to be more violent in the Cold War overseas and those who wanted to be more violent in the racial war at home.




He was in Texas today trying to pacify the violent politics of that state.





He was in Texas today trying to pacify the violent politics of that state. He was in Florida last week trying to pacify the businessmen and appealing to them to believe that he was not “antibusiness.” And from the beginning to the end of his administration, he was trying to damp down the violence of the extremists on the Right.


It was his fate, however, to reach the White House in a period of violent change, when all nations and institutions found themselves uprooted from the past. His central theme was the necessity of adjusting to change and this brought him into conflict with, those who opposed change.


Thus, while his personal instinct was to avoid violent conflict, to compromise and mediate and pacify, his programs for taxation, for racial equality, for medical care, for Cuba, all raised sharp divisions with the country. And even where his policies of adjustment had their greatest success—in relations with the Soviet Union—he was bitterly condemned.


The president somehow always seemed to be suspended between two worlds—between his ideal conception of what a president should be, what the office called for, and a kind of despairing realization of the practical limits upon his power.


He came into office convinced of the truth of Theodore Roosevelt’s view of the president’s duties—“the president is bound to be as big a man as he can.”


And his inaugural—“now the trumpet summons us again”—stirred an echo of Wilson in 1913 when the latter said: “We have made up our minds to square every process of our national life with the standards we so proudly set up at the beginning and have always carried at our hearts.”


This is what the president set out to do. And from his reading, from his intellectual approach to the office, it seemed, if not easy, at least possible.


But the young man who came to office with an assurance vicariously imparted from reading Richard Neustadt’s Presidential Power soon discovered the two truths which all dwellers on that lonely eminence have quickly learned.


The first was that the powers of the president are not only limited but hard to bring to bear. The second was that the decisions—as he himself so often said—“are not easy.”


What He Set Out to Do


Since he was never one to hide his feelings, he often betrayed the mood brought on by contemplating the magnitude of the job and its disappointments. He grew fond of quoting Lord [John] Morley’s dictum—“Politics is one long second-best, where the choice often lies between two blunders.”


Did he have a premonition of tragedy—that he who had set out to temper the contrary violences of our national life would be their victim?


Last June, when the civil rights riots were at their height and passions were flaring, he spoke to a group of representatives of national organizations. He tolled off the problems that beset him on every side and then, to the astonishment of everyone there, suddenly concluded his talk by pulling from his pocket a scrap of paper and reading the famous speech of Blanche of Spain in Shakespeare’s King John:




The sun’s o’ercast with blood: Fair day, adieu!


Which is the side that I must go withal?


I am with both; each army hath a hand,


And in their rage, I having hold of both,


They whirl asunder and dismember me.





There is, however, consolation in the fact that while he was not given time to finish anything or even to realize his own potentialities, he has not left the nation in a state of crisis or danger, either in its domestic or foreign affairs.


World More Tolerable


A reasonable balance of power has been established on all continents. The state of truce in Korea, the Taiwan Strait, Vietnam and Berlin is, if anything, more tolerable than when he came to office.


Europe and Latin America were increasingly dubious of his leadership at the end, but their capacity to indulge in in dependent courses of action outside the alliance was largely due to the fact that he had managed to reach a somewhat better adjustment of relations with the Soviet Union.


Thus, President Johnson is not confronted immediately by having to take any urgent new decisions. The passage of power from one man to another is more difficult in other countries, and Britain, Germany, Italy, India and several other allies are so preoccupied by that task at the moment that drastic new policy initiatives overseas are scarcely possible in the foreseeable future.


At home, his tasks lie in the Congress, where he is widely regarded as the most skillful man of his generation. This city is in a state of shock tonight and everywhere, including Capitol Hill, men are of a mind to compose their differences and do what they can to help the new president.


Accordingly, the assumption that there will be no major agreements on taxes or civil rights this year will probably have to be revived. It is, of course, too early to tell. But it is typical and perhaps significant that the new president’s first act was to greet the Congressional leaders of both parties when he arrived in Washington and to meet with them at once in the White House.


Today’s events were so tragic and so brutal that even this city, which lives on the brutal diet of politics, could not bear to think much about the political consequences of the assassination.


Yet it is clear that the entire outlook has changed for both parties, and the unexpected death of President Kennedy has forced Washington to meditate a little more on the wild element of chance in our national life.


This was quietly in the back of many minds tonight, mainly because President Johnson has sustained a severe heart attack, and the constitutional line of succession places directly back of him, first Speaker McCormack, and then the president pro tempore of the Senate, 86-year-old Senator Carl Hayden of Arizona.


Again a note of self-criticism and conscience has touched the capital. Despite the severe illnesses of President Eisenhower just a few years ago, nothing was done by the Congress to deal with the problem of presidential disability.


For an all too brief hour today, it was not clear again what would have happened if the young president, instead of being mortally wounded, had lingered for a long time between life and death, strong enough to survive but too weak to govern.


These, however, were fleeting thoughts, important but irritating for the moment. The center of the mind was on the dead president, on his wife, who has now lost both a son and a husband within a few months, and on his family which, despite all its triumphs, has sustained so many personal tragedies since the last war.


He was, even to his political enemies, a wonderfully attractive human being, and it is significant that, unlike many presidents in the past, the people who liked and respected him best, were those who knew him the best.


He was a rationalist and an intellectual, who proved in the 1960 campaign and in last year’s crisis over Cuba that he was at his best when the going was tough. No doubt he would have been reelected, as most one-term presidents are, and the subtle dualism of his character would have had a longer chance to realize his dream.


But he is gone now at 46, younger than when most presidents have started on the great adventure. In his book, Profiles in Courage, all his heroes faced the hard choice either of giving in to public opinion or of defying it and becoming martyrs.


He had hoped to avoid this bitter dilemma, but he ended as a martyr anyway, and the nation is sad tonight, both about him and about itself.


There is one final tragedy about today: Kennedy had a sense of history, but he also had an administrative technique that made the gathering of history extremely difficult. He hated organized meetings of the cabinet or the National Security Council, and therefore he chose to decide policy after private meetings, usually with a single person.


The result of this is that the true history of his administration really cannot be written now that he is gone.


He had a joke about this. When he was asked what he was going to do when he retired, he always replied that he had a problem. It was, he said, that he would have to race two other members of his staff, McGeorge Bundy and Arthur Schlesinger Jr., to the press.


Unfortunately, however, he was the only man in the White House who really knew what went on there during his administration, and now he is gone.


TURNOUT IS HEAVY—JOHNSON VICTOR BY WIDE MARGIN


By TOM WICKER, NOVEMBER 4, 1964


Lyndon Baines Johnson of Texas compiled one of the greatest landslide victories in American history yesterday to win a four-year term of his own as the 36th president of the United States.


Senator Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota, Mr. Johnson’s running mate on the Democratic ticket, was carried into office as vice president.


Mr. Johnson’s triumph, giving him the “loud and clear” national mandate he had said he wanted, brought 44 states and the District of Columbia, with 486 electoral votes, into the Democratic column.


Senator Barry Goldwater, the Republican candidate, who sought to offer the people “a choice, not an echo” with a strongly conservative campaign, won only 5 states in the Deep South and gained a narrow victory in his home state of Arizona. Carrying it gave him a total of 52 electoral votes.


Senator Plans Statement


A heavy voter turnout favored the more numerous Democrats.


In Austin, Tex., Mr. Johnson appeared in the Municipal Auditorium to say that his victory was “a tribute to men and women of all parties.”


“It is a mandate for unity for a government that serves no special interest,” he said.


The election meant, he said, that “our nation should forget our petty differences and stand united before all the world.”


Mr. Goldwater did not concede. A spokesman announced that the senator would make no statement until 10 a.m. today in Phoenix.


Johnson Carries Texas


But the totals were not the only marks of the massive Democratic victory. Traditionally Republican states were bowled over like tenpins—Vermont, Indiana, Kansas, Nebraska, Wyoming, among others.


In New York, both houses of the legislature were headed for Democratic control for the first time in years. Heralded Republicans like Charles H. Percy, the gubernatorial candidate in Illinois, went down to defeat.


Former attorney general Robert F. Kennedy, riding Mr. Johnson’s long coattails, overwhelmed Senator Kenneth B. Keating in New York.


But ticket splitting was widespread. And in the South, Georgia went Republican; never in its history had it done so. Into the Goldwater column, too, went Mississippi. Alabama, Louisiana and South Carolina—all part of the once solidly Democratic South.


But Mr. Johnson carried the rest of the South, including Virginia, Tennessee and Florida—states that went Republican in 1960. He carried his home state of Texas by a large margin and won a majority of the popular vote in the Old Confederacy.


Nationwide, the president’s popular vote margin apparently would reach 60 percent or more. His popular vote plurality had risen early this morning to more than 13 million.


The president was clearly carrying into office with him a heavily Democratic Congress, with a substantially bigger majority in the House.


The vote poured in, through the high-speed counting system of the Network Election Service, at such a rate that the leading television broadcasters were calling it a Johnson victory about 9 p.m.


But the only time the Republican candidate ever was in front was early yesterday morning when Dixville Notch, N.H., traditionally the earliest-reporting precinct in the nation, gave him eight votes to none for Mr. Johnson.




Nationwide, the president’s popular vote margin apparently would reach 60 percent or more.





After that, in the president’s own slogan, it was “L.B.J. all the way.”


Election analysts thought that would be the case when the first significant returns came in from rural Kansas, where partial counts of incomplete boxes are allowed. They showed Mr. Johnson running strongly in this traditionally Republican territory.


Their early judgments were strengthened when the president swept early-reporting Kentucky, an important border state that had not gone Democratic in a presidential election since 1948, and rolled to victory in Indiana, a Republican stronghold since 1936.


Ohio, a state counted upon as a vital part of the Goldwater victory strategy, fell to the president next, with Mr. Johnson compiling a massive lead in populous Cuyahoga County (Cleveland). One Negro precinct there went for the president by 99.9 percent of its vote.


In sharp contrast, Mr. Johnson at one point in the evening was carrying only 8.9 percent of the vote in Jackson, Miss., where his civil rights stand was unpopular. Mr. Goldwater compiled an overwhelming victory in that state, winning more than 80 percent of its vote.


But as victory after victory rolled in for the president—all New England, the big Middle Atlantic states of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, Southern states like Texas, Tennessee and North Carolina, the Western states of Oklahoma, Colorado and Kansas—Mr. Johnson’s mounting total became a triumphant march across the nation.


There was nothing spotty or regional about it, and long before midnight it was apparent that the president would have the “loud and clear” national mandate.


It was one of the most significant victories in presidential history. The Goldwater campaign had posed a sharp challenge to almost the entire trend of national policy, domestic and foreign, since the Great Depression and World War II.


What He Proposed


He had proposed a sharp curtailment of federal government activities, particularly in the welfare field and in matters affecting the economy. He had called for a foreign policy of “brinkmanship,” in which the nation’s military might would be used as a threat against the Communist-bloc nations.


And he had raised doubts whether he would continue to lend federal influence and authority to the drive for Negro equality in the United States.


Mr. Johnson, in head-on conflict with Mr. Goldwater on almost every campaign issue, thus received decisive endorsement from the nation for the general line of policy pursued by the nation for more than a quarter-century, through administrations of both parties.


For himself, he won the distinction of being the first candidate from a Southern state to be elected to the White House in more than a hundred years.


And he won a massive vote of approval for the manner in which he had conducted its business since taking over the presidency when John F. Kennedy was assassinated last Nov. 22.


Morality In Government


Mr. Goldwater charged that there was “moral decay” in the nation and lawlessness in the streets; whether his reference was to hoodlums and juvenile delinquency or to Negro demonstrations was never made clear.


When Mr. Johnson’s top assistant, Walter W. Jenkins, was arrested on a morals charge last month, and it was subsequently disclosed that he had been arrested on a similar charge in 1959, the Republicans added his case to the others. Mr. Goldwater, however, charged only that the Jenkins case had jeopardized national security.


Mr. Goldwater’s thesis was that “moral decay” in the Johnson administration “trickled down” to the people and was affecting the fiber of the nation itself. Mr. Johnson seldom replied to these charges although he did defend Mr. Jenkins as an able public servant whose personal misconduct had not endangered the national security.


These were the main themes of the campaign—but there were others. Mr. Johnson spoke frequently of his “Great Society” concept, a plan that envisioned massive new federal programs in education, medical care, conservation of natural resources and urban renewal in the cities.


Mr. Goldwater criticized the Democratic tax cut of 1964 as politically inspired “gimmickry” and offered his own five-year program of tax reduction. He also called Mr. Johnson’s “war on poverty” a “cruel hoax” designed only to win the votes of the less fortunate.


Mr. Johnson, however, attributed the nation’s rising prosperity to the 1964 tax cut and promised even greater efforts to eliminate poverty, illiteracy and discrimination.


Most Democratic strategists believe, however, that the most telling argument on their side was the widespread belief that Mr. Goldwater would be careless in the use of nuclear weapons, belligerent in his foreign policy and thus would endanger the peace. This accounted, they believe, for the high percentage of women in both parties who indicated to polltakers that they feared to back Mr. Goldwater.


NOTE: Johnson used his political capital, including decades in Congress, to enact his Great Society programs and push through major legislation on civil rights and voting rights. But he was ultimately ensnared by the Vietnam War, partly because of his insecurity in matters of foreign affairs, and was compelled to withdraw from the 1968 presidential campaign.


GOAL IS HARMONY—PRESIDENT-ELECT VOWS HIS ADMINISTRATION WILL BE “OPEN”


By ROBERT B. SEMPLE JR., NOVEMBER 7, 1968


President-elect Richard M. Nixon turned yesterday from the business of winning elections to the business of assembling an administration.


Weary but thankful, he appeared before an elated band of supporters gathered in the ballroom of the Waldorf Astoria at 11:35 a.m. He expressed his gratitude for their efforts and his admiration for the “gallant and courageous fight” of his opponent. He also extended the hand of friendship to the disappointed partisans of Mr. Humphrey’s cause—particularly the young. Near the end of his eight-minute talk, Mr. Nixon took note of the division in the nation and pledged, in these words, to bend every effort to restore racial peace and social harmony:


“I saw many signs in this campaign. Some of them were not friendly and some were very friendly. But the one that touched me the most was one that I saw in Deshler, Ohio, at the end of a long day of whistle-stopping, a little town, I suppose five times the population was there in the dusk, almost impossible to see—but a teenager held up a sign, ‘Bring Us Together.’


“And that will be the great objective of this administration at the outset, to bring the American people together. This will be an open administration, open to new ideas, open to men and women of both parties, open to the critics as well as those who support us.


“We want to bridge the generation gap. We want to bridge the gap between the races. We want to bring America together. And I am confident that this task is one that we can undertake and one in which we will be successful.”


Several hours later the campaign entourage began to disassemble, its members heading home for a brief but long-overdue rest. The candidate himself flew southward for a three-day vacation in Key Biscayne, a peninsula just south of Miami where he rested occasionally during the campaign.


Although he has been urged by his campaign manager, John Mitchell, to “soak up the sun and clear from his mind the campaign cobwebs,” he is not likely to take the advice. Like most politicians, Mr. Nixon is rarely capable of keeping his mind off public matters for any length of time, and besides, the problems that confront him now require sustained attention.
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Front page of The New York Times on November 7, 1968, announcing Richard Nixon’s win by a thin margin and his pledge for an “open” administration.





Foremost is Vietnam. Mr. Nixon has offered to work with President Johnson and Secretary of State Rusk to help present a united front to Hanoi and, in his words, “to help get the negotiations in Paris off dead center.”


The offer has yet to be accepted. But even if it is not, Mr. Nixon must begin now to prepare carefully his own diplomatic posture toward North Vietnam, and to think seriously about the new men whom he has said he will send to the Paris negotiations after January.


Preparing for Transition


No less pressing is the sprawling and often troublesome problem of preparing for a change of government in Washington. He has only 10 weeks in which to find the men, devise the machinery and prepare the ideas that will insure not only a successful transition but also a competent administration.


“Between Nov. 5 and Jan. 1,” he recently told a news conference, “that is the time to get going and get it done. . . . The decisions made between Nov. 5 and the time of the inauguration will probably be the most important decisions that the new president will make insofar as determining the success of his administration over four years. Because if he makes poor decisions with regard to the selection of his cabinet, with regard to his budget and with regard [to the issues] . . . it’s going to be very hard to correct them.”


While both Mr. Nixon and his staff had refused to talk about the shape of a new administration in any but the most general terms, many prominent names have already surfaced in public speculation about cabinet posts.


Often-Mentioned Names


Among the most frequently mentioned are those of McGeorge Bundy, Ford Foundation president; Douglas Dillon, and Governor Rockefeller.


Each has been mentioned as a possible secretary of state; Mr. Rockefeller as secretary of defense as well.


Yet Nixon aides refused to say whether any of them has been considered, let alone approached. They will acknowledge only that Mr. Nixon regards Mr. Bundy well, that his relations with Mr. Rockefeller have greatly improved and that the likelihood of Mr. Dillon’s reemergence in the Nixon administration is rather small.


“Nixon has never quite gotten over the fact that Dillon gave a lot of money to the Kennedy campaign in 1960,” one aide asserted today.


Former Gov. William W. Scranton of Pennsylvania, who made a fact-finding tour of European capitals for Mr. Nixon during the campaign and who advised him on foreign policy, has also been mentioned as a possible secretary of state. But he has publicly insisted that he would not take the job, preferring to accept only “special missions” for the new president.


All that anyone can be certain of now are the criteria: Nixon aides, and the candidate himself, have made it plain that the next secretary of state must share the president’s own convictions and must be prepared to work under a president who clearly intends to boss his own foreign policy.


NOTE: Nixon swept to easy wins in 1968 and 1972 and enacted major expansions of social programs. Yet like a figure in a Greek tragedy, his paranoia and fundamental dishonesty led to the Watergate break-in, his cover-up of the events, and ultimately his resignation in disgrace (see pages 324–333).


FROM FILM STAR TO CANDIDATE


By HOWELL RAINES, JULY 17, 1980


Like most good Ronald Reagan crowds, they brought their autograph pads and their Instamatics. Some had come in pickup trucks with “America: Repent or Perish” signs and others in Mercedes. There were stout women in their Sunday church dresses and slender ones who clearly had done their shopping in the stylish shops down in Atlanta. Almost all of them were white, and all of them were pleased on that drizzly April night in Greensboro, N.C., to applaud wildly when Senator Jesse Helms said that the Reagan candidacy had cosmic significance.


Man in the News


“That is why I am standing with him in this crucial election,” the senator said in introducing Mr. Reagan, “because it may very well be that the Lord is giving all of us just one more chance to save this country.”


Fervor of Supporters


For the 16 years of his political career, the former governor of California has evoked such responses, and it was the fervor of these conservative supporters that swept him past his Republican primary opponents and to the presidential nomination tonight. Mr. Reagan, demonstrating an innate grasp of the source of his appeal, has never hesitated to refer to his quest for the presidency in evangelical terms. “It isn’t a campaign,” he likes to say. “Let’s make it a crusade.”


The first battle of Mr. Reagan’s crusade for the presidency ended here tonight amid the applause of the Joe Louis Arena. His nomination marked an impressive political comeback. He lost the Republican nomination four years ago in what was assumed to be his last hurrah, for he was then 65 years old. But this year, at 69, he defeated both the “age question” and an array of younger, vigorous Republican primary opponents in his campaign to become the oldest man ever nominated for the nation’s highest office by a major political party.


Now he faces the second and decisive battle of his crusade—the contest of born-again candidates. President Carter, the Democratic incumbent, and John B. Anderson, the independent candidate, both refer to themselves as born-again Christians. Mr. Reagan, too, says that he is devoutly religious, but he was born-again in another sense. Once a “hemophiliac liberal” Democrat, he switched political philosophies in midlife to become born-again Republican.
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Ronald Reagan accepts the cheers of delegates after delivering his address at the Republican National Convention in Detroit, July 17, 1980.





The two main themes in Mr. Reagan’s life, in fact, have to do with conversion from liberalism to conservatism and from the profession of acting to that of politics.


Significance of Acting Career


Mr. Reagan’s background as a movie actor has been both a blessing and a curse. Political critics who characterize him as banal and shallow, a mouther of right-wing platitudes, delight in recalling that he costarred with a chimpanzee in Bedtime for Bonzo. Even now, 24 years after his last film role, he stews about being typed as the nice guy who didn’t get the girl. “I always got the girl,” he sometimes assures supporters.


Mr. Reagan got something else from the movie business—the oratorical skill that carried his campaign when its staff was in disarray and its treasury almost drained. At times, Mr. Reagan’s fondness for simple answers and statistics memorized from the Reader’s Digest led him into rhetorical excess. But no one has ever questioned that his ability to stir Middle American audiences like the one in Greensboro is his campaign’s indispensable asset. “The most effective thing we can do,” says Lyn Nofziger, a top aide, “is put him on television whenever we can.”


Ronald Wilson Reagan is a product of Middle America, spiritually, intellectually and geographically. He was born Feb. 6, 1911, in Tampico, Ill., the second son of Nelle Wilson Reagan and John Edward Reagan, a first-generation Irish American who loved the shoe business, the Democratic Party and whisky. One of the searing memories of Ronald Reagan’s youth was coming home at the age of 11 to find his father passed out on the front porch.


A Cultural Conservative


But it was, on balance, a happy boyhood now remembered with deep nostalgia. Mr. Reagan’s biographers have noted that he reversed the small-town Middle West that Sinclair Lewis satirized. Long before he became a political conservative, Mr. Reagan was a cultural conservative—loyal to family, trusting of businessmen and critical of those who did not hold the same values.


The Reagans were poor enough so that the older son, Neil, was sometimes dispatched to the butcher shop to ask for the free liver given out as cat food. There was no cat. The Reagans ate the liver themselves. In the Depression, John Reagan lost his job and found work with the Works Progress Administration, one of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s make-work agencies. In those days, Ronald Reagan recalled recently, “I was an enthusiastic New Deal Democrat.”


But World War II, most of which Mr. Reagan spent in relaxed soldiering as a captain at “Fort Roach,” an Army Air Corps studio in Hollywood, brought disenchantment with the laziness of civil service workers. About this time, Mr. Reagan underwent a political epiphany described in his autobiography, Where’s the Rest of Me?


“I was truly so naive I thought the nearest Communists were fighting in Stalingrad,” he wrote. “Finally, I was a near-hopeless hemophiliac liberal. I bled for ‘causes.’ I had voted Democratic, following my father, in every election. I had followed F.D.R. blindly. The story of my disillusionment with big government is linked fundamentally with the ideals that suddenly sprouted and put forth in the war year.”


Turning Point in Life


The turning point came on a postwar holiday at Lake Arrowhead, a California resort. “One of the first impulses was to rent a speedboat 24 hours a day. The rental proprietor thought I was crazy. ‘It’s all right,’ I assured him. ‘I just want to know that the boat is there at the dock any time I want to take a drive on the water. I can’t walk on it anymore.’ In the end, the rental cost was more than the total cost of the boat. It was worth it.” For on his boat rides, Mr. Reagan related, he resolved to use “my thoughts, my speaking abilities, my reputation as an actor” to change the world.


From that time, Mr. Reagan moved steadily to the right. Angry that the government took so much of the $3,500 weekly salary he was making in 1946, he seethed about “this evil day of progressive taxation.” As president of the Screen Actors Guild, he fought against what he believed was a Communist plot to take over the movie industry and, fearful that leftists would try to kill him, he began carrying a pistol that he found difficult to give up. “The very night you take it off,” Mr. Reagan recalled, “may be the night you need it on.”


Mr. Reagan was not the joyless fellow this might indicate. After his divorce in 1948 from Jane Wyman, the actress, Mr. Reagan ran up nightclub bills of $750 a month.


The year 1952 brought two events of great importance in Mr. Reagan’s political development. He married Nancy Davis, a conservative young actress whose father, Dr. Loyal Davis, was known for his skills as a surgeon and his unbending political attitudes.


Also, Mr. Reagan was getting too old to play leading-man roles, a fact cruelly driven home when he was cast as Shirley Temple’s lover and a screening room audience groaned, “Oh, no.” By 1954, he had become the $150,000-a-year television spokesman for the General Electric Company.


In his eight years with the company, Mr. Reagan’s political philosophy solidified into its final shape. He was an exponent of traditional social values and militantly pro-business and antigovernment. One favorite target was the Tennessee Valley authority, or “government power octopus,” as Mr. Reagan called it until he discovered that the government-owned corporation was a $50 million customer of General Electric.




By 1962, Mr. Reagan was a nationally recognized and increasingly controversial spokesman for conservative causes.





By 1962, Mr. Reagan was a nationally recognized and increasingly controversial spokesman for conservative causes. When General Electric nervously tried to cut back on his speaking engagements, he left the company and joined the Republican Party. Two years later, supporting Senator Barry Goldwater, he made a speech that some commentators have called the most brilliant national political debut since William Jennings Bryan’s Cross of Gold speech in 1896.


In California, it set off a wave of enthusiasm that swept Mr. Reagan toward a candidacy in the 1966 gubernatorial race.


Aided by Wealthy Friends


At first he was reluctant, but a small circle of wealthy Southern Californians led by Holmes Tuttle, a multimillionaire automobile dealer from Los Angeles, organized a draft movement that in short order raised the seed money for a campaign.


In the gubernatorial race, Mr. Reagan defeated Edmund G. Brown, the politically seasoned incumbent and father of the present California governor, by almost a million votes. The Tuttle group became part of the new governor’s “kitchen cabinet” and key advisers in Mr. Reagan’s plan to “cut and squeeze and trim” state spending. But Mr. Reagan found that Mr. Brown had left too little money in the treasury to run the nation’s largest state.


So the man who had campaigned as a hardline tax-cutter, in the first major act of his governorship, put through a $1 billion tax increase that was at that time the largest state-government tax increase in American history. Later, however, over the next eight years, he sponsored property tax rebates totaling $4.7 billion.


Doubled University Budget


While blustering at student militants, he doubled the state university budget over eight years. The state budget had grown by $6 billion when he left office at the end of 1974.


Two years after Mr. Reagan took office as governor, Mr. Nofziger and the “political hawks” on the staff were pushing Mr. Reagan for the 1968 presidential nomination, arguing that both Richard M. Nixon and Nelson A. Rockefeller were too liberal and that Mr. Reagan could be the champion of a conservative revolt.


Mr. Nixon, of course, crushed the Reagan effort.


“I think the governor suffered from that experience,” said Mike Deaver, one of the few close advisers who is also close to the Reagans socially. “He also grew from it, because after that he was much more cautious about pols coming up to him and saying it’s easy to run for president.”


Caution, in the form of a belated and sporadic challenge of President Ford, cost Mr. Reagan the nomination in 1976. So this year, when John P. Sears, his campaign director, devised a cautious front-runner strategy that kept Mr. Reagan under wraps, Mr. Sears was dismissed, and Mr. Reagan took to the stump, unlimbered the heavy artillery of his conservative rhetoric and banged through to victory.


Values His Privacy


As much as he loves to fire up the crowds with red-meat oratory, Mr. Reagan is a deeply private man. Aides call him “kind to a fault” and perhaps too undemanding of his staff. But some who have worked with him for years know virtually nothing of his personal life.


They do know that his private life centers on his 58-year-old wife, whom Mr. Reagan calls “Mommy.” In Sacramento, he eschewed the bars and other political haunts for dinner at home, where he liked to don his pajamas and work through his briefcase while watching television with Mrs. Reagan.


Staff members recall that Mr. Reagan often quit work at five or six in the evening, and as he left the Capitol, he frequently urged late-working aides to go home to their wives and families, too.


Mr. Reagan has a flash-fire temper that sometimes leads him to dash his reading glasses against his desk before the anger departs, often as quickly as it arrived. He also has, Mr. Deaver said, a secret humanitarian streak that leads to such private acts as hand-delivering two dozen roses to the wife of a serviceman who had written to Mr. Reagan about the pain of being in Vietnam on his wedding anniversary.


While family bonding is a favorite theme, the ties that bind Mr. and Mrs. Reagan seem wound much more loosely around his four children. Maureen, his 39-year-old daughter by Miss Wyman, and Michael, 35, the adoptive son of that marriage, recalled being raised mostly in boarding schools. The children of the second marriage are Patricia, 27, and Ronald, 22. Patricia Reagan, a songwriter whose professional name is Patricia Davis, is once again living at her parents’ Pacific Palisades home after having lived with a rock musician in a period that severely strained her relationship with her parents. Ronald dropped out of Yale to apprentice himself to the Joffrey Ballet “farm team” in New York. The Reagan campaign staff has responded awkwardly to his new career, apparently fearful of the image that his choice of profession sometimes raises.


Becomes a Millionaire


With his high salaries from the movies and General Electric, Mr. Reagan invested in the California real estate that made him a wealthy man. He became a millionaire by selling a Malibu Canyon ranch for $1.9 million in 1966, far more than the $65,000 that he paid for the property in 1951.


The ranch is Mr. Reagan’s favorite place. It is there that he relaxes with his horses and indulges his taste for, and broad knowledge of, good wines.


Unlike some politicians, Mr. Reagan is not one to trade political gossip with his staff or reporters. After an ethnic joke that he told in an unguarded moment wound up in print, Mr. Reagan became even more guarded and distant. Reporters, parodying the description of Mr. Reagan as “the oldest and wisest” candidate, dubbed him “the oldest and coldest.”


But if Mr. Reagan is distant, he is also genial in a practiced way, and the combination of his manner and his age has infected the campaign press corps with a curious and uncharacteristic courtesy. It is a rare press conference at which anyone really presses him to explain his sweeping generalities about economic and military policy.


Support from Wife


Those who do are likely to draw an icy look from Mrs. Reagan, the quiet, precisely groomed woman who is in her way an indefatigable campaigner. Her eyes seldom leave her husband during a speech, and she laughs at his standard jokes and claps at the same applause lines a half dozen times a day, each time as if for the first time.


The Reagans make much of saying that Mrs. Reagan will not sit in on cabinet meetings, in the fashion of Rosalynn Carter, the first lady. But Mrs. Reagan does not hesitate to assert herself if her husband seems threatened, as he seemed to be by a female reporter demanding to know why he did not support the proposed federal equal rights amendment. “May I speak to that?” Mrs. Reagan said, stepping firmly between her husband and the microphone.


Friends and foes alike say that Mr. Reagan’s ideas have not changed in two decades. But in the Reagan camp, there is a strong belief in the historical inevitability of a Reagan presidency.


This is based on the belief that the American electorate has moved sharply to the right, duplicating the shift that Mr. Reagan himself made many years ago.


In the matter of inevitability, Mr. Deaver likes to recall a remark that Senator Strom Thurmond, one of the few active politicians older than Mr. Reagan, made in 1968, when it became clear that Mr. Nixon would be the nominee. “You ought to be president, son,” Mr. Thurmond said, “but not this year.”


NOTE: Reagan’s election was the start of a major shift rightward in American politics. While he didn’t embrace the religious right’s narrow and often bigoted philosophy, he sowed the seeds that led to the rise of the movement, which ultimately hijacked his party. Though he is often still cited as the intellectual father of Republican conservatism, his party bears no real resemblance in the 21st century to the one he inherited in the late 20th.


BIOGRAPHY OF A CANDIDATE: GEORGE HERBERT WALKER BUSH


By MAUREEN DOWD, AUGUST 20, 1992


It was torture, in 1988, for George Bush to try to explain who he was. Plucking at his chest, as though he could pull his soul out of a buttoned-down shirt, he told campaign aides, “We got to get me out there; we got to get more of me out there.”


Throughout his presidency, he has known, as he once put it, that people were “trying to figure out what makes this crazy guy tick” and wondering whether “there was some there there—if not in me then in others” around him.


Perhaps there has never been a politician who has labored so long, and so reluctantly, to define and redefine, explain and explain yet again, who he is. Four years after pledging to reveal his “heartbeat” in a convention speech, he was frantically working until the last minute on a speech intended to show “what is in my heart.”


George Herbert Walker Bush is an existential Yankee—born in Milton, Mass., reared in Greenwich, Conn., and now living in the moment—who never seems to understand why he cannot just be. He draws strength from his title. He is president, and therefore he is doing something right, he will tell those who challenge him.


But the problem is this: George Bush has projected many different versions of George Bush over the years, trying to court and hold a disparate coalition. His image now is not so much like his bold bronze statue in the Astrodome, with gaze fixed and body standing firm against the wind. It is more like a hologram that changes depending on the angle from which you look at it. He can be charming. He can be whiny. He can be passive. He can be hyperactive. He can be conservative. He can be moderate. He can be firm. He can be, as an aide once said, a victim of his last conversation. He bashes Democrats in Congress. He eats barbecue at the White House with Democrats in Congress.


With his mother’s voice in one ear, reminding him not to gloat, he can be modest. With his own voice in the other ear, reminding him that he has completed many important missions, he can be proud and confident.


He can be principled, seeming unconcerned about the political cost, as he was when he stood up to Saddam Hussein and when he insisted that Israel freeze settlements in the West Bank as a condition for $10 billion in loan guarantees.


But more often, as with his shifting stands on abortion, taxes and civil rights, political costs seem to determine his principles.


In the most revealing comment ever made about Mr. Bush, the late C. Fred Chambers, a Texas oil executive and a close friend, explained why Mr. Bush, as a young politician in Houston, had changed to a more progressive position on civil rights. “George understands that you have to do politically prudent things to get in a position to do what you want,” he said.


Democrats, predictably, put it less kindly. “You can’t find an issue in the last 30 years that George Bush hasn’t been on both sides of, with the exception of cutting the capital gains tax,” said James Carville, a strategist for Gov. Bill Clinton.


Indeed, Mr. Bush’s strongest conviction has been born of his class. The boy nicknamed “Poppy” who rode out the Depression in a chauffeured sedan that ferried him to Greenwich Country Day School, the boy whose father was a pillar of the Wall Street establishment, grew up believing that what fuels America is capital and that its preservation is of paramount importance.


“He thinks Bill Clinton would be a disaster as president because he doesn’t understand capitalism, as we perceive it,” said Jonathan Bush, the president’s younger brother.


Political Chameleon Eager to Please


Ever since he began his political career in Houston in the early 1960s, when he appalled his moderate supporters by soothing the John Birch Society–types in the Goldwater movement, Mr. Bush has been making one Faustian bargain after another, veering between the right wing he needed and the moderate Republican wing that was his heritage. He was brought up in a world that valued public service, internationalist goals and noblesse oblige, the responsibility of the powerful to help the less powerful.


It is the worst fear of some friends that he may have sold off too many pieces of himself, in the mistaken belief he could someday get them back; that in his boyish eagerness to avoid conflict, to knit together opposing groups, to please everyone, he may have lost the ability to project a simple, coherent set of political ideas.


Mr. Bush’s friend, Thomas Ludlow Ashley, a Washington lobbyist who was a Democratic congressman from Ohio, said the president “finds it hard to get emotionally involved in passionate dislike of one side or another.”


NOTE: Bush’s inability to express himself and rally anything like a true political coalition behind him ultimately led to his defeat in 1992 when he tried for reelection—his candidacy a relic of the Cold War era and of the age of gentlemanly public service by the nation’s wealthy class.


THE 1992 ELECTIONS: PRESIDENT—THE OVERVIEW; CLINTON CAPTURES PRESIDENCY WITH HUGE ELECTORAL MARGIN; WINS A DEMOCRATIC CONGRESS


By ROBIN TONER, NOVEMBER 4, 1992


Gov. Bill Clinton of Arkansas was elected the 42nd president of the United States yesterday, breaking a 12-year Republican hold on the White House.


Mr. Clinton shattered the Republicans’ political base with a promise of change to an electorate clearly discontented with President Bush.


Ross Perot, the Texas billionaire who roiled this race throughout, finished third, drawing roughly equally from both major-party candidates, according to Voter Research & Surveys, the television polling consortium. His share of the popular vote had the potential to exceed any third-party candidate’s in more than half a century.
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Bill Clinton greets backers on Election Day in Little Rock, Ark., November 3, 1992.





Faithful Are Won Back


The president-elect, capping an astonishing political comeback for the Democrats over the last 18 months, ran strongly in all regions of the country and among many groups that were key to the Republicans’ dominance of the 1980s: Catholics, suburbanites, independents, moderates and the Democrats who crossed party lines in the 1980s to vote for Ronald Reagan and Mr. Bush.


The governor from Arkansas won such big, closely contested states as Michigan, Missouri, Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Illinois. As polls closed across the nation, networks announced projected winners based on voter surveys. It was Ohio that put him over the top shortly before 11 p.m., followed closely by California. Based on those projections, Mr. Bush prevailed in his adopted state of Texas and other pockets of Republican states around the country.




“In massive numbers, the American people have voted to make a new beginning.”





With 83 percent of the nation’s precincts reporting by 3 a.m. today, Mr. Clinton had 43 percent to 38 percent for Mr. Bush and 18 percent for Mr. Perot.


A state-by-state breakdown of those returns gave the president-elect more than 345 electoral votes, a commanding victory in the Electoral College, which requires 270 for election. His victory also provided coattails for Democrats running for Congress in the face of tough Republican challenges: Democrats, who control both chambers, appeared likely to gain in the Senate and suffer manageable losses in the House.


“With High Hopes”


In a victory speech to a joyous crowd in Little Rock, Mr. Clinton declared, “On this day, with high hopes and brave hearts, in massive numbers, the American people have voted to make a new beginning.”


He described the election as a “clarion call” to deal with a host of domestic problems too long ignored and to “bring our nation together.” He paid tribute to the voters he had met along the campaign trail, saying they had simply demanded that “we want our future back.” The president-elect, who looked euphoric and seemed to savor every cheer, added, “I intend to give it to you.”


He also hailed his longtime rival, Mr. Bush, for “his lifetime of public service” and the “grace with which he conceded this election.”


“Not very long ago I received a telephone call from President Bush,” the president-elect said. “It was a generous and forthcoming telephone call, of real congratulations and an offer to work with me in keeping our democracy running in an effective and important transition.”


The crowd hailed the victor repeatedly with cries of “We love you, Bill,” especially when he paid tribute to his home state, the object of Republican ridicule throughout the campaign.


Mr. Clinton credited much of his success to his wife, Hillary, who was also a target of Republican attacks. The Clintons and their daughter, Chelsea, were joined by Vice President–elect Al Gore and his family, creating once again the tableau of youth and generational change that they projected throughout the campaign. Mr. Gore and Mr. Clinton embraced in a jubilant bear hug.


Bush Gives Concession


Mr. Bush, looking weary but composed, made his concession speech shortly after 11 p.m. in Houston. “The people have spoken and we respect the majesty of the Democratic system,” he said. Mr. Bush congratulated Mr. Clinton, but did not mention Mr. Perot and promised that his own administration would “work closely with his team to insure the smooth transition of power.”


Vice President Dan Quayle made his concession speech in Indianapolis a few minutes later and like Mr. Bush congratulated Mr. Clinton and hushed the boos. “We must all pull together now. If he runs the country as well as he ran the campaign, we’ll be all right.”


Congressional leaders said they welcomed the new era beyond divided government. “We welcome the challenge and the responsibility,” said Senator George Mitchell of Maine, the majority leader.


There were other signs of change: California elected two women to the Senate, in Representative Barbara Boxer and the former San Francisco mayor Dianne Feinstein. Illinois also elected a woman, Carol Moseley Braun, to the Senate, as did Washington State, which chose Patty Murray.


Mr. Perot made his concession speech in remarkably good spirits and seemed intent on signaling that he was not leaving the political stage. “This is not the time to get discouraged,” he said. “This is the time to redouble our efforts, to make sure we live in alabaster cities undimmed by human tears.”


Mr. Clinton’s campaign represented the culmination of years of effort by centrist Democrats to redefine their party and reconnect with the middle class. It also represented an extraordinary turnaround for a party that for much of 1991 seemed destined to lose to a president soaring in the approval ratings in the aftermath of the war in the Persian Gulf.


Brown Sees “Watershed”


“It was a watershed election for America,” said Ronald H. Brown, the chairman of the Democratic National Committee. “The case for change was made, and it resonated so much that it broke down traditional political lines. It’s a new day.” In fact, the voter surveys showed that economic discontent and a hunger for change were two of the engines of the Democratic victory.


Republicans sadly watched Mr. Bush become the third one-term president in 20 years. “He was a good man, he was a good president,” said Representative Vin Weber of Minnesota, a cochairman for the Bush campaign. “But he thought that if he simply did the right thing, people would understand. Whereas I think Reagan understood the need to communicate your vision.”


Lynn Martin, the secretary of labor, said of the voters last night, “They understand about world affairs, but they were worried about their own.”


But there was also Republican anger; Mary Matalin, deputy manager of the Bush campaign, accused the news media of bias last night in their coverage of the 1992 election. Ahead, many Republicans feared, was a round of soul-searching, finger-pointing and a struggle to recast their party for an era beyond the Cold War, an era that seems relentlessly focused on domestic needs.


A Grueling Comeback


The voting capped a grueling campaign in which Mr. Clinton came back from seeming disaster in the New Hampshire primary, where questions were raised about how he avoided the draft in the Vietnam War, setting off a round of attacks from his political opponents on his trustworthiness. Mr. Clinton survived with a remarkably disciplined campaign that stayed focused on the economy and what he often called “the forgotten middle class.”


Mr. Bush, at the same time, fell from great heights as the economy continued to falter. He spent much of the year trying to convince the voters that the country was in better shape than they thought. Still, the voter surveys showed that 7 in 10 voters considered the economy either poor or “not so good,” and Mr. Clinton ran strongly among them.


Mr. Clinton also ran strongly among young voters, working women and a variety of other groups that showed the strains in the Republican coalition, which had been held together for years by economic growth and a fierce anti-Communism. And his Southern roots, like those of Jimmy Carter in 1976, made him a formidable challenger to the Republicans in the heart of their political base in the South. The big states of Florida and Texas stayed fiercely competitive until the end.


Mr. Clinton’s careful strategy to appeal to suburban residents, independent voters and moderates clearly paid off. Nearly half of the suburban voters backed Mr. Clinton, compared with about a third who were supporting Mr. Bush. Mr. Clinton also carried 4 in 10 of the independent voters, with Mr. Bush splitting the rest with Mr. Perot.


Here, and in several other demographic categories, Mr. Clinton broke into groups that for the past decade were clear parts of the Republican presidential majority—the swing voters drawn to the Republicans by the promise of fiscal responsibility and economic growth. In 1980 and 1988, for example, independents went heavily for Mr. Reagan and Mr. Bush.


The president-elect also won more than half of the voters who consider themselves moderates, suggesting that he had succeeded in his goal of recasting the Democratic Party in a more centrist image. Only 3 in 10 of the moderates backed Mr. Bush, who was widely thought to be hurt by the backlash to the “family values” appeal at the Republican National Convention. Again, that was a far poorer showing than Mr. Bush had in 1988.


Mr. Clinton also succeeded in bringing home many of the Democrats who persistently crossed party lines in presidential elections in the 1980s: more than half of the Democrats who voted for Mr. Bush in 1988 voted for Mr. Clinton this time around.


Mr. Bush essentially ran even with Mr. Clinton among white voters, but the Democratic nominee, as is the case with most recent Democratic nominees, did far better with black voters.


Mr. Bush ran better than Mr. Clinton among white Protestants, but the Democrat carried about half of the Catholic votes and an even bigger majority among Jewish voters.


“Way Beyond Abortion”


Mr. Bush and Mr. Clinton fared about the same among men, but Mr. Clinton had an edge among women, particularly among working women. Only 3 in 10 of the working women voted for Mr. Bush, according to the poll.


“It goes way beyond abortion,” said Ann F. Lewis, a former Democratic strategist and commentator. “George Bush campaigned four years ago on the promise of a kinder, gentler nation, and women are keenly aware that he provided neither.”


There was also a distinct generational cast to this election. Mr. Clinton, who carefully courted MTV viewers, carried half of the 18- to 29-year-olds, after a decade in which Republicans worked hard to cement their political gains by building on the loyalty of the young. Baby boomers, those aged 30 to 44, broke more like all voters, despite Mr. Clinton’s status as a card-carrying boomer.


But Americans aged 60 and over showed a clear bias in favor of Mr. Clinton, according to the poll. He also ran well among other demographic groups, including half of the military veterans (despite the furor over his draft status during the Vietnam War), half of the first-time voters, and more than half of union members.


From the beginning of this campaign, in the chilly towns of New Hampshire, the economy was the issue that was front and center, and so it was when voters went to the polls yesterday. Jobs and the economy were cited by nearly 4 in 10 voters as the issue that mattered most in their decision. Health care and the deficit, the latter’s prominence probably a reflection of the Perot candidacy, were the second-most important issues, each cited by about a quarter of the voters.


The hostility of the political terrain for Mr. Bush this year was underscored by this fact: fewer than 1 in 10 voters cited foreign policy as the most important issue to them. Abortion was cited as the determining issue by about 1 in 10.


Not surprisingly, Mr. Bush carried the antiabortion vote, after a year when he and his party chose to reaffirm their strong opposition to legalized abortion, as codified in their platform. Mr. Clinton, equally unsurprisingly, carried the votes of those who support abortion’s being legal in most or all circumstances.


There were also clear regional patterns at work: Mr. Clinton ran strongest in the East and the West, and only slightly less strongly in the Midwest. Mr. Bush’s strength was greatest in the South, which was long considered his political “fire wall.” But even there, the all-Southern Democratic ticket kept it neck and neck. Mr. Perot’s strongest performance was in the West.


The voting ended what had become an epic campaign.


The Clinton forces, who became increasingly convinced that victory was in their grasp over the past week, flew home to Little Rock yesterday morning. There was some weeping, much rejoicing and great weariness on the Clinton plane. James Carville, the strategist who headed the campaign’s “war room” in Little Rock, said there was also some weeping Monday night as the group of strategists at the heart of this campaign met for the last time.


“I’m a little overwhelmed,” said Mr. Carville, the tightly wound Louisianian who became emblematic of a new, more aggressive Democratic Party. “When you get to the top of the mountain, your first inclination is not to jump for joy, but to look around.”


BUSH PREVAILS; BY SINGLE VOTE, JUSTICES END RECOUNT, BLOCKING GORE AFTER FIVE-WEEK STRUGGLE


By LINDA GREENHOUSE, DECEMBER 13, 2000


The Supreme Court effectively handed the presidential election to George W. Bush tonight, overturning the Florida Supreme Court and ruling by a vote of five to four that there could be no further counting of Florida’s disputed presidential votes.


The ruling came after a long and tense day of waiting at 10 p.m., just two hours before the Dec. 12 “safe harbor” for immunizing a state’s electors from challenge in Congress was to come to an end. The unsigned majority opinion said it was the immediacy of this deadline that made it impossible to come up with a way of counting the votes that could both meet “minimal constitutional standards” and be accomplished within the deadline.


The five members of the majority were Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist and Justices Sandra Day O’Connor, Antonin Scalia, Anthony M. Kennedy and Clarence Thomas.


Among the four dissenters, two justices, Stephen G. Breyer and David H. Souter, agreed with the majority that the varying standards in different Florida counties for counting the punch-card ballots presented problems of both due process and equal protection. But unlike the majority, these justices said the answer should be not to shut the recount down, but to extend it until the Dec. 18 date for the meeting of the Electoral College.




[image: ]


County Commissioner Carol Roberts (left) and County Judge Charles Burton hold up ballots during the recount of votes in the Palm Beach County Emergency Operations Center, November 25, 2000.





Justice Souter said that such a recount would be a “tall order” but that “there is no justification for denying the state the opportunity to try to count all the disputed ballots now.”


The six separate opinions, totaling 65 pages, were filled with evidence that the justices were acutely aware of the controversy the court had entered by accepting Governor Bush’s appeal of last Friday’s Florida Supreme Court ruling and by granting him a stay of the recount on Saturday afternoon, just hours after the vote counting had begun.


“None are more conscious of the vital limits on judicial authority than are the members of this court,” the majority opinion said, referring to “our unsought responsibility to resolve the federal and constitutional issues the judicial system has been forced to confront.”


The dissenters said nearly all the objections raised by Mr. Bush were insubstantial. The court should not have reviewed either this case or the one it decided last week, they said.


Justice John Paul Stevens said the court’s action “can only lend credence to the most cynical appraisal of the work of judges throughout the land.”


His dissenting opinion, also signed by Justices Breyer and Ruth Bader Ginsburg, added: “It is confidence in the men and women who administer the judicial system that is the true backbone of the rule of law. Time will one day heal the wound to that confidence that will be inflicted by today’s decision. One thing, however, is certain. Although we may never know with complete certainty the identity of the winner of this year’s presidential election, the identity of the loser is perfectly clear. It is the nation’s confidence in the judge as an impartial guardian of the rule of law.”


What the court’s day and a half of deliberations yielded tonight was a messy product that bore the earmarks of a failed attempt at a compromise solution that would have permitted the vote counting to continue. It appeared that Justices Souter and Breyer, by taking seriously the equal protection concerns that Justices Kennedy and O’Connor had raised at the argument, had tried to persuade them that those concerns could be addressed in a remedy that would permit the disputed votes to be counted.


Justices O’Connor and Kennedy were the only justices whose names did not appear separately on any opinion, indicating that one or both of them wrote the court’s unsigned majority opinion, labeled only per curiam, or “by the court.” Its focus was narrow, limited to the ballot counting process itself. The opinion objected not only to the varying standards used by different counties for determining voter intent, but to aspects of the Florida Supreme Court’s order determining which ballots should be counted.


“We are presented with a situation where a state court with the power to assure uniformity has ordered a statewide recount with minimal procedural safeguards,” the opinion said. “When a court orders a statewide remedy, there must be at least some assurance that the rudimentary requirements of equal treatment and fundamental fairness are satisfied.”


Three members of the majority—the chief justice, and Justices Scalia and Thomas—raised further, more basic objections to the recount and said the Florida Supreme Court had violated state law in ordering it.


The fact that Justices O’Connor and Kennedy evidently did not share these deeper concerns had offered a potential basis for a coalition between them and the dissenters. That effort apparently foundered on the two justices’ conviction that the midnight deadline of Dec. 12 had to be met.


The majority said that “substantial additional work” was needed to undertake a constitutional recount, including not only uniform statewide standards for determining a legal vote, but also “practical procedures to implement them” and “orderly judicial review of any disputed matters that might arise.” There was no way all this could be done, the majority said.


The dissenters said the concern with Dec. 12 was misplaced. Justices Souter and Breyer offered to send the case back to the Florida courts “with instructions to establish uniform standards for evaluating the several types of ballots that have prompted differing treatments,” as Justice Souter described his proposed remand order. He added: “unlike the majority, I see no warrant for this court to assume that Florida could not possibly comply with this requirement before the date set for the meeting of electors, Dec. 18.”


Justices Stevens and Ginsburg said they did not share the view that the lack of a uniform vote-counting standard presented an equal protection problem.


In addition to joining Justice Souter’s dissenting opinion, Justice Breyer wrote one of his own, signed by the three other dissenters, in which he recounted the history of the deadlocked presidential election of 1876 and of the partisan role that one Supreme Court justice, Joseph P. Bradley, played in awarding the presidency to Rutherford B. Hayes.


“This history may help to explain why I think it not only legally wrong, but also most unfortunate, for the court simply to have terminated the Florida recount,” Justice Breyer said. He said the time problem that Florida faced was “in significant part, a problem of the court’s own making.” The recount was moving ahead in an “orderly fashion,” Justice Breyer said, when “this court improvidently entered a stay.” He said: “As a result, we will never know whether the recount could have been completed.”




“As a result, we will never know whether the recount could have been completed.”





There was no need for the court to have involved itself in the election dispute this time, he said, adding: “Above all, in this highly politicized matter, the appearance of a split decision runs the risk of undermining the public’s confidence in the court itself. That confidence is a public treasure. It has been built slowly over many years, some of which were marked by a Civil War and the tragedy of segregation. It is a vitally necessary ingredient of any successful effort to protect basic liberty and, indeed, the rule of law itself.”


“We do risk a self-inflicted wound,” Justice Breyer said, “a wound that may harm not just the court, but the nation.”


Justice Ginsburg also wrote a dissenting opinion, joined by the other dissenters. Her focus was on the implications for federalism of the majority’s action. “I might join the chief justice were it my commission to interpret Florida law,” she said, adding: “The extraordinary setting of this case has obscured the ordinary principle that dictates its proper resolution: federal courts defer to state high courts’ interpretations of their state’s own law. This principle reflects the core of federalism, on which all agree.”


“Were the other members of this court as mindful as they generally are of our system of dual sovereignty,” Justice Ginsburg concluded, “they would affirm the judgment of the Florida Supreme Court.”


Unlike the other dissenters, who said they dissented “respectfully,” Justice Ginsburg said only: “I dissent.”


Nothing about this case, Bush v. Gore, No. 00-949, was ordinary: not its context, not its acceptance over the weekend, not the enormously accelerated schedule with argument on Monday and not the way the decision was released to the public tonight.


When the court issues an opinion, the justices ordinarily take the bench and the justice who has written for the majority gives a brief oral description of the case and the holding.


Today, after darkness fell and their work was done, the justices left the Supreme Court building individually from the underground garage, with no word to dozens of journalists from around the world who were waiting in the crowded pressroom for word as to when, or whether, a decision might come. By the time the pressroom staff passed out copies of the decision, the justices were gone.


OBAMA ELECTED PRESIDENT AS RACIAL BARRIER FALLS


By ADAM NAGOURNEY, NOVEMBER 4, 2008


Barack Hussein Obama was elected the 44th president of the United States on Tuesday, sweeping away the last racial barrier in American politics with ease as the country chose him as its first black chief executive.


The election of Mr. Obama amounted to a national catharsis—a repudiation of a historically unpopular Republican president and his economic and foreign policies, and an embrace of Mr. Obama’s call for a change in the direction and the tone of the country.


But it was just as much a strikingly symbolic moment in the evolution of the nation’s fraught racial history, a breakthrough that would have seemed unthinkable just two years ago.


Mr. Obama, 47, a first-term senator from Illinois, defeated Senator John McCain of Arizona, 72, a former prisoner of war who was making his second bid for the presidency.


To the very end, Mr. McCain’s campaign was eclipsed by an opponent who was nothing short of a phenomenon, drawing huge crowds epitomized by the tens of thousands of people who turned out to hear Mr. Obama’s victory speech in Grant Park in Chicago.


Mr. McCain also fought the headwinds of a relentlessly hostile political environment, weighted down with the baggage left to him by President Bush and an economic collapse that took place in the middle of the general election campaign.
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A jubilant President Barack Obama with his wife, Michelle, and daughters Sasha and Malia, on The New York Times front page of November 5, 2008.





“If there is anyone out there who still doubts that America is a place where all things are possible, who still wonders if the dream of our founders is alive in our time, who still questions the power of our democracy, tonight is your answer,” said Mr. Obama, standing before a huge wooden lectern with a row of American flags at his back, casting his eyes to a crowd that stretched far into the Chicago night. “It’s been a long time coming,” the president-elect added, “but tonight, because of what we did on this date in this election at this defining moment, change has come to America.”


Mr. McCain delivered his concession speech under clear skies on the lush lawn of the Arizona Biltmore, in Phoenix, where he and his wife had held their wedding reception. The crowd reacted with scattered boos as he offered his congratulations to Mr. Obama and saluted the historical significance of the moment.


“This is a historic election, and I recognize the significance it has for African Americans and for the special pride that must be theirs tonight,” Mr. McCain said, adding, “We both realize that we have come a long way from the injustices that once stained our nation’s reputation.”


Not only did Mr. Obama capture the presidency, but he led his party to sharp gains in Congress. This puts Democrats in control of the House, the Senate and the White House for the first time since 1995, when Bill Clinton was in office.


The day shimmered with history as voters began lining up before dawn, hours before polls opened, to take part in the culmination of a campaign that over the course of two years commanded an extraordinary amount of attention from the American public.


As the returns became known, and Mr. Obama passed milestone after milestone—Ohio, Florida, Virginia, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire, Iowa and New Mexico—people rolled spontaneously into the streets to celebrate what many described, with perhaps overstated if understandable exhilaration, a new era in a country where just 143 years ago, Mr. Obama, as a black man, could have been owned as a slave.


For Republicans, especially the conservatives who have dominated the party for nearly three decades, the night represented a bitter setback and left them contemplating where they now stand in American politics.


Mr. Obama and his expanded Democratic majority on Capitol Hill now face the task of governing the country through a difficult period: the likelihood of a deep and prolonged recession, and two wars. He took note of those circumstances in a speech that was notable for its sobriety and its absence of the triumphalism that he might understandably have displayed on a night when he won an Electoral College landslide.
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