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PROLOGUE



HOUSTON

AUGUST 19, 1992

They were beautiful children—a honey-haired boy about four and his older sister with similar golden locks. They were dressed in white shirts, cutoff jeans, and dirty white sneakers. Wide-eyed and sweet-faced, they reminded me of my own two. They stared vacantly from the curb across the street. I smiled. They pretended not to see me.

The Texas sun seemed too hot for so early in the morning. Their skin was pale and fragile. They had no hats, nothing to protect their arms, their legs. They’d be sunburned soon.

I wondered where their parents were. Didn’t anyone over there care?

The adults standing around them paid no heed. They were busy saving the unborn; they had no time for children standing on curbs.

I hurt inside. I didn’t like being there any more than those children. Something was terribly wrong—children being forced to watch their elders preach hate, police with holstered guns treating demonstrators like criminals, ordinary people shouting crude epithets and threats.

It was no place for children. It was no place for anyone.

*  *  *

We’d already been standing there an hour. When I’d arrived at seven A.M. from the convention hotel with other pro-choice Republicans, the lines were already forming. We stood three deep in front of the doors of the Planned Parenthood clinic locking arms with pro-choice Houstonians. Before us were blue sawhorses, while fully armed Houston police patrolled past us up and down the block.

Across the street were more sawhorses. Leaning against them were the children, the brother and sister and others, and behind them were the adults. Unlike their children, the adults were not beautiful. Their faces were contorted, and for the last hour they’d been calling on us to “stop killing God’s children! Repent your sinful ways!” Accompanied by two women beating a bass drum, we had drowned them out with our own chant: “Not the church, not the state, women must decide their fate.”

At first it had been a game, the exercise of free speech. We were chanting, they were chanting—though with an edge. Then it turned ugly; the threats came, the yelling started, and some of the Operation Rescue men broke past the police officers to get to the doors of the clinic.

They failed, but it was no longer just another demonstration of opposing views. This was deadly serious. A fight could break out, a knife could flash, a gun could go off—and then, as always happens when grown-ups forget children, the children would be hurt. The same pattern, old as history, would play out once again.

Suddenly the shouting stopped, and thirty-four-year-old Randall Terry, leader of Operation Rescue, moved to the center. His microphone popped with static. An array of ministers in their shapeless brown and gray summer suits, all white men except for one lone black among them, began to sing “Amazing Grace.” I saw some of the twisted faces of the women relax, and they joined in. I felt an urge to join in too.

For a few moments both sides were caught up in the beauty of the hymn; we could all have been standing together at a Fourth of July celebration. We weren’t. We were soldiers in a deadly war. My colleagues and I were in Houston to prove our strength not only to Terry and his followers but to the delegates of the Republican National Convention and to George Bush. And worst of all, I thought, I’m one of those delegates and I’m in the middle. I’m here pledged to nominate the man who’s encouraging these people even as I stand here against them.

I can’t remember Randall Terry’s exact words, but I remember that he spoke quietly at first as he exhorted us to love others as Jesus had said, to turn the other cheek. I, who had gone to Baptist Sunday school almost every week from childhood until college, recognized the Scriptures he quoted. Then his tone changed. The biblical words of love turned sour. He became an avenger. The microphone crackled. The hate spewed forth: “Baby-killers! Murderers! Scum of the earth! Destroyers of precious life!” He shook his finger at us.

I found myself trembling. I could feel the arms of my newfound friends on either side stiffen as the diatribe grew shriller. Our side called back: “Not the church, not the state, women will decide their fate.” We too were shouting now. The sun grew hotter. More police arrived. My stomach turned over. I felt sick.

Where were the two children? I strained to find them. No one was on the curb. They had been taken home. At least someone over there had sense.

Then I saw them, each perched on a man’s shoulders. The girl was easier to spot. Her hair glinted in the sun as before, but her pretty face was twisted like the grown-ups’.

Her little brother sat on the shoulders of a smaller man and stared blankly at his sister. He watched her as she raised her delicate finger and pointed it directly at me, screaming, “Stop killing the babies! Stop killing the babies! Murderer, murderer!” The little boy picked up the rhythm and in a high singsong voice joined his sister: “Murderer, murderer! Baby-killer, baby-killer!” It was as if their hatred were a match for Terry’s.

My nausea gave way to anger. The call to hate, the paranoia, the conspiracy theories, the manipulation of decent people’s emotions, the robbing of those children’s innocence, the gratuitous violence, were all being justified in the name of religious faith. This was not the religion of my childhood. This was not generous, loving, compassionate.

I’d deluded myself. The tacit approval of the President of the United States was being used to shatter the nation’s tranquillity, to tear away at its Constitution, to shackle women, and to stifle dissent—all in the cause of winning elections. George Bush and the other leaders of the Republican party were to blame for giving respectability and power to this movement of hate, this sickness of the soul. And I too was to blame. They’d encouraged this firestorm and I’d gone along. I’d let cleverness overwhelm good sense. I’d not been willing to let go, to leave the party of my roots, my ambition, my life’s work, my dreams. I’d been wrong, very wrong.

The noise diminished. The other side was packing up. For today, the confrontation was over. My friends and I left the picket line to go to the hotel to plan our next move. I glanced back. Terry and his troops roared one last time, “You traitors, you traitors to life!” as the children singsonged, “Baby-killer, baby-killer!” I didn’t yell back. The bigger problem lay elsewhere.
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THE CONFLICT OF PRINCIPLE AND EXPEDIENCY



I cannot remember a time when the Republican party was not part of my life. I grew up in a family where political talk dominated daily meals and weekend picnics in the red rock desert surrounding my hometown of Moab, Utah. My mother and father constantly reminded us that public service is an honorable calling, that we had a duty to participate in the nation’s political life, and that we could do this best by working for the Republican party.

I started that “working” early on. As a preschooler, I remember standing with my dad outside the Grand County High School auditorium handing out Willkie for President pamphlets. By the time I entered first grade, I’d stuffed envelopes, licked stamps, and passed out literature for Dad’s campaign for the state senate. After he was elected, the family went to Salt Lake City for the three-month legislative session; and for the next eight years I witnessed in a modest way Utah’s political life.

I went to school in Salt Lake City when the legislature was in session, and after school I would wander the halls of the state capitol, sit in the legislative chamber watching the men debate, and occasionally be allowed on the senate floor to sit in my father’s chair. I was fascinated by the political jockeying and relished the stories about what the Republicans and Democrats were doing to each other. To me at that young age, politics seemed not only a worthwhile endeavor but the most exciting action around.

The values I was taught as a child were the values my family respected so highly in the Republican party: Lincolnian compassion and championing of equal opportunity for all Americans; Theodore Roosevelt’s vision of a responsible capitalism held in check by a caring government; and Herbert Hoover’s ethic of self-reliance, in which individuals turned to government for help only as a last resort. For much of my life, I not only believed that this was what the party stood for, I worked to further those ideals. I organized campaigns for Republican candidates, recruited new members, and did a wide variety of tasks directed toward increasing its power. As for the Democrats, I thought they stood for big government that obstructed individual freedom, and that Franklin Roosevelt and his New Deal had undermined America’s remarkable free enterprise system. It was unimaginable to me that I could have much in common with the values of the Democratic party.

But beginning in 1964, the national Republican party changed. It turned its back on the Lincoln tradition and gradually embraced a presidential electoral strategy that reinforced resistance to the civil rights movement. Over the years, the party that had so majestically led the nation through the Civil War betrayed its founding principles of freedom for all. By 1980, this strategy had further expanded to embrace a deliberate policy of hostility toward women. The shift was subtle—in the late twentieth century, no major American political party could openly admit it opposed opportunity for 53 percent of the nation’s citizens. But the preceding decade had produced some scattered gains for women; and in reaction, the Reagan and Bush administrations actively sought to dismantle those gains. A different Republican agenda came into play.

This book is in the main the story of that changed and changing agenda. Only peripherally is it about the party’s racial strategy introduced in 1964, a tale that has already been told well and in detail elsewhere. But bigotry is bigotry, regardless of who the objects of hatred or ridicule may be. While the focus in these pages is on gender, the fates of women and blacks in America have been intertwined since the nation’s beginnings; no change in the political life of one happens without affecting the other.

Second, this book is about the struggle between the women’s movement and its political opponents. It is about the feminist women of the Republican party: how we sought to turn our party’s commitment to individual freedom into concrete action, and how we fought those who embraced the messages of misogyny. The dictionary defines misogyny as hatred, dislike, or mistrust of women. While the majority of the Republicans who opposed us weren’t misogynists, those who sought to control the party’s agenda discovered that the women’s liberation movement—stimulated in 1963 with the publication of Betty Friedan’s The Feminine Mystique and born in 1966 with the founding of the National Organization for Women (NOW)—was generating a backlash not unlike the racist backlash to the civil rights movement. Growing numbers of women were challenging the traditional roles expected of them; more and more they were entering the work force, whether out of choice or necessity; and many were raising their voices demanding to be heard. For some Americans, these changes were unsettling or even frightening, and fear bred resistance. In 1980 the national leadership of the Republican party adopted a misogynist strategy that deliberately exploited this backlash to win votes. It has pursued this strategy ever since.

The third and overarching story in this book is the age-old conflict between principle and expediency in pursuit of political power. By playing on fear and hatred in its quest for votes and discovering that this paid off, the national leadership of the Republican party has sown a cancerous divisiveness across the land.

To understand the misogynist strategy, it is necessary to return to the nation’s founding, for the root cause of this division over gender springs from a defect deep within American culture. It derives from an enduring belief that women should not have equal opportunity because their “natural” sphere is the private world and their judgment in public matters cannot be trusted. The division also springs from political greed. It is the interplay of philosophical belief and “practical” politics that has deprived American women from fully sharing in their nation’s promise.

That promise was articulated in the Declaration of Independence, which committed the nation to the ideal that all Americans are guaranteed equal opportunity to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Yet in 1788, twelve years after proclaiming this grand promise, the propertied white men of America ratified a Constitution that ignored women and accepted slavery. To have given white women and black slaves constitutional protection at that time would have required a philosophical leap that most of these men could not have made. Most found it impossible to accept women and blacks as equals. It also would have placed a serious roadblock in the way of the Constitution’s ratification, since giving either of these groups the vote would have upset the delicate political balance that bound southern slaveowners and northern business owners in common cause.

Thus began the carousel of American racial and gender politics. Still, it was only a few decades later that the new nation’s propertied white males were challenged. The movement for freedom for those left out of the Constitution grew slowly and quietly through religious and intellectual revival meetings. By 1829, when New York State abolished slavery, it had begun in earnest. By 1848, women had organized. Gathering in Seneca Falls, New York, on July 19 and 20, 1848, these women and a few male friends, under the leadership of Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, issued the Declaration of Sentiments. Patterned after the Declaration of Independence, it called for a woman’s right to divorce and to ownership of her property after marriage; an end to the double standard of morality between men and women; full political participation; and equal opportunity in education and employment. It declared that woman is “man’s equal—was intended to be so by the Creator, and the highest good of the race demands that she should be recognized as such.”

The declaration spoke eloquently, in words that are still timely today. Six years later, male acquaintances of the women who supported the Seneca Falls declaration took their own action. In July 1854, united in their opposition to slavery and angered by the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act, which opened the western territories to the “peculiar institution,” a coalition of Whigs, Free-Soilers, and antislavery Democrats met in Ripon, Wisconsin, to propose the formation of a new party that would turn its back on all the existing political parties—the Whigs, the Free-Soilers, the Know-Nothings, and the Democrats. Within a week, similar meetings in other states followed suit, and the Republican party was born.

The cause of liberty for the slaves was what brought these men together. The leaders of the recently born women’s movement were not present at the party’s founding, but they were confident that with the abolition of slavery would come freedom for their sex as well. Although women lacked the formal political franchise to participate in the new party, movement leaders did all they could to help it.

Within six years of its founding, this upstart, passionate freedom movement had turned into the most powerful political force in the country, and in 1860 its candidate for president, Abraham Lincoln, was elected, setting the nation in a different direction that promised new opportunities for all Americans.

Accepting the abolitionists’ arguments that eliminating slavery must be the party’s first priority, the women put aside organizing for women’s rights and threw themselves into the Civil War effort, expecting that their cause would be enthusiastically embraced by the Republicans once the war was won and the slaves were freed.

It was not to be. The war ended in 1865, and the Thirteenth Amendment, ratified in December, abolished slavery. But only a few short years after the terrible conflict ended—before the wounds had healed and the weariness of war had receded—Republican leaders broke their pledge to further women’s rights. In 1869 the Republican-controlled Congress sent the Fifteenth Amendment to the states for ratification. The amendment gave the vote only to black men and not to women—a betrayal that was the most destructive action the party was to take against women until the days of Reagan–Bush.

The women who had embraced the Seneca Falls declaration were bitterly disappointed. The arguments they now heard from Republican leaders, such as Horace Greeley and Wendell Phillips, and from black leader Frederick Douglass were familiar—the need for national tranquillity justified the party’s action. The 1868 battle to impeach Lincoln’s successor, Andrew Johnson, in part because of his willingness to placate southern landholders and merchants, had split the Republicans and the nation. Many Republicans claimed America could not stand the additional stress that would come from giving women and blacks the vote at the same time. What was needed most was stability. Besides, they said, the Civil War had been fought to free the slaves, and this was the “Negroes’ hour.” The freedman must have the vote first. Women could wait a little longer.

In the end, as in 1787–88, practical politics determined what happened. The goal of these men was to maintain Republican party power. At the time when suffrage for blacks and women was debated, the still-young party controlled the Congress, the White House, and the majority of the state legislatures and was riding an immense tide of popularity after the Union’s victory. It had the political clout to pass a constitutional amendment giving both women and blacks the vote, but a combination of lack of interest and practical politics stopped it.

As the men in charge saw it, to give women the vote at the same time as black men would substantially undercut the broad new power the Republicans had achieved. The men assumed that if southern white women in the former Confederate states were allowed to vote, they would vote against the party whose efforts had defeated the Confederacy. Their vote would cancel out the new black vote that would go to the Republicans, possibly losing them control of Congress and the White House. Women’s suffrage would have to be put aside to maintain Republican power.

Despite this decision, the Republican party’s record toward women was still much better than that of the Democrats. But it certainly did not match the myth perpetuated by the Republican faithful that the party of Lincoln and individual rights automatically produced a record of achievement and gains for women. Of the fifty years between 1870, when the Fifteenth Amendment was ratified, and 1920, when the Nineteenth Amendment finally gave women the vote, the Republicans controlled the White House for thirty-four, and for most of that time they controlled the Congress as well. They could have delivered women’s suffrage, but they did not believe it would bring them any political advantage.

Not until 1912 did the political environment significantly change for women. Angered by the direction in which his handpicked successor, William Howard Taft, was taking the nation, former president Theodore Roosevelt bolted the Republicans, formed the Progressive party, and ran against both Taft and Democrat Woodrow Wilson. Roosevelt had not been a champion of women’s rights, but now he enthusiastically embraced “equal suffrage for men and women.” He had two practical reasons for his conversion: Progressives were strong advocates of women’s suffrage; and six normally Republican western states had granted women the vote and might come into his camp. Roosevelt’s gamble did pay off in the West, where he won, but not nationally. He came in second to Wilson in both the popular and electoral votes.

Still, despite his defeat, Roosevelt’s experience with women voters had shown Republican leaders that backing women’s suffrage might be politically astute after all. Democrats now held an electoral grip on the South, due in large part to their success in intimidating black males and keeping them from the polls. Adding southern women to the voting rolls would probably not change Republican prospects there, but in the rest of the country the women’s vote could be organized for Republican candidates. By 1916, Roosevelt had returned to the Republican party. The Progressive movement was attempting to break up the urban Democrat machines, and there seemed a chance that urban women, even if their husbands were loyal to the Democrats, might be amenable to a party that had welcomed back a reformer like Roosevelt.

So at its convention in 1916, for the first time in its history, the Republican party passed a platform that included a plank favoring “the extension of the suffrage to women.” Ambivalence on the issue was still plentiful, however, as was clear from a waffling addition “recognizing the right of each state to settle the question for itself.” Two weeks later, the Democrats too passed a platform plank endorsing women’s suffrage. Although their wording lacked the Republicans’ equivocation, theirs was an empty promise. They could not deliver on it because their voting base was too dependent on those who opposed suffrage—the saloonkeepers, the liquor and brewery industry, and the hierarchy of the Catholic Church. Five times over the next three years, three Democrat-controlled Congresses voted down suffrage legislation.

Then in 1919 a newly elected Republican Congress easily endorsed the Nineteenth Amendment, mandating that “the right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or abridged … on account of sex,” and sent it to the states. It was ratified in 1920, and twenty-nine of the thirty-five state legislatures that approved it were controlled by Republicans.

Fifty-one years after they betrayed America’s women, the Republicans had finally rectified their bad faith. But it would be wrong to deduce that the country’s political parties had finally awakened to the cause of women’s suffrage because of belief in the promise of the Declaration of Independence. Suffrage came about because women had finally developed enough grassroots muscle to force the politicians to take notice. They won the vote in spite of the parties.

For the first time in American history, women of all classes, backgrounds, and ages had worked together in common cause, despite outrageous harassment. They organized spectacular parades and demonstration after demonstration, even though they were spat on and physically attacked. They were thrust into prison cells with “wormy food, open toilets that could only be flushed from outside their cells, dirty sheets and blankets washed once a year, cockroaches and rats, quarters shared with syphilitics, fetid air, filth, drinking water in an open pail. Some women were put into solitary confinement… [and] were held incommunicado, without counsel.” The battles were prolonged and the outcome by no means certain, but the suffragists ultimately prevailed.

After the Nineteenth Amendment was ratified, both parties immediately sought to win the women’s vote by passing legislation they thought women wanted, but these efforts quickly dissipated when their support for such legislation brought no rewards at the ballot box. Soon after suffrage was enacted, for example, Congress passed what was thought to be a major “women’s law,” the Sheppard-Towner Act. At the time, it was the most ambitious maternal and child health program ever enacted, but when a women’s voting bloc failed to materialize in gratitude, Congress refused to renew funding for the program.

The lack of attention to women’s concerns could not be blamed entirely on the men in power, however. After suffrage, the activists who had fought so vigorously for the vote were unprepared to use the electoral power they had won. Their vaunted political prowess crumbled when the remarkable unity they had achieved in the years just before their victory disintegrated. They did not use the exceptional organizing skills they had learned during the suffrage struggle to seek large numbers of appointments or nominations for public office. They did not vote as often as men or become politically active; and those who did go to the polls tended to vote like their husbands or other male family members. Battle-weary from the stresses of World War I and the suffrage fight, and flush with their newly won right to vote, most women retreated into the social and domestic life of the twenties and left political life to the men.

They were following a long tradition. Before 1920, women’s public experience had been primarily outside organized politics. They’d worked for the vote, for peace, for maternal and child health and child labor legislation, for conservation and other progressive issues. They had not worked for Democrats and Republicans, and in the years that followed few women joined political parties. With rare exceptions, they didn’t prod the men in power to initiate a systematic plan to increase the number of women in politics.

Most of the women who did go to Congress, like Republican Margaret Chase Smith, the nation’s only woman U.S. senator for twenty-four years, began their political careers by filling seats vacated when their husbands died. Of the seventy-five women who served in the House between 1916, when Republican Jeannette Rankin of Montana became its first woman member, and 1971, when the modern women’s political movement was founded, only a handful were elected in their own right, among them Republican Clare Boothe Luce and Democrat Helen Gahagan Douglas. During this long time, the number of state and local women officeholders remained minuscule as well.

It was not until 1938 that the Republican National Committee founded the National Federation of Republican Women; and even then its motives were mixed. Fairness to women mattered less than the urgency of finding new, sorely needed sources of support for a party that had been badly crippled by its disastrous electoral defeats in 1932, 1934, and 1936, when FDR reigned supreme. A similar motivation underlay the 1940 Republican mandate that women hold equal positions on the party’s national and executive committees, and its decision that same year to put the Equal Rights Amendment in its platform—it needed their support. (The Democrats did not require women’s equal participation on their committees until 1972, and it did not put the ERA in its platform until four years after the Republicans.)

The Republicans’ claim that theirs was the party more supportive of women had begun to fade with the political ascendance of Eleanor Roosevelt and FDR’s appointment of Frances Perkins to be Secretary of Labor, the first woman to serve in a federal cabinet post. But neither party had an impressive record of appointing women between 1932 and 1960. In 1953 President Eisenhower named Oveta Culp Hobby to his cabinet as secretary of the newly created Health, Education and Welfare Department. He rewarded Ivy Baker Priest, the Utah GOP national committeewoman who in 1952 ran the party’s first organized effort to mobilize women for a presidential candidate, by appointing her U.S. treasurer. He also responded to Priest’s call that because women had served the country well in the Second World War and in his campaign, they deserved to be a part of his government, by giving several low-level appointments to women and naming Clare Boothe Luce as ambassador to Italy.

Whether the intention was well-meaning, self-serving, or both, these appointments in no way represented shared political power, and as the nation entered the sixties, both parties clung to a tacitly accepted code that women were to be given “full equality” but few significant roles. Those in power saw little political advantage in changing the status quo. The grand dreams of the early feminists that the vote would be an effective tool for bettering the lot of women and granting them full political participation had not materialized.

The era of comparative stability that followed World War II came to an end in 1964, soon after the assassination of John F. Kennedy. It was a time of ferment—and in racial terms, the culmination of events that had begun in 1948, when some southern Democrats bolted their party after Harry Truman had courageously proposed a civil rights program to end segregation and the party’s 1948 convention had passed a civil rights plank endorsing it. These “Dixiecrat” Democrats nominated South Carolina governor Strom Thurmond to run for president on a States’ Rights ticket, with a platform that glorified “segregation of all the races.” Thurmond won Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina, victories that encouraged the Dixiecrats to try and develop a new political base outside the Democratic party.

By 1964, the nation was forced to confront its never-fulfilled pledge of equity for all its citizens. African-Americans were demanding the rights they had lost after Reconstruction. The civil rights movement was in full swing, frequently punctuated by violent efforts to subdue it, that a shaken nation saw played out on its television screens.

That year the Republicans nominated Barry Goldwater to be their presidential candidate, precipitating the greatest ideological shift in the party’s history. The genesis for this shift grew out of a recognition by some conservative Republicans that the South was ripe for a Republican takeover. They formed themselves into the Draft Goldwater movement.

In a February 12, 1963, article in the conservative magazine National Review, its publisher, William Rusher, outlined how Goldwater, who strongly opposed the federal government’s encroaching on states’ rights, could carry enough southern and border states to offset President Kennedy’s advantage in the North. (Kennedy would be assassinated on November 22 of that year, and Lyndon Johnson would become president.) Known as the theoretician of the Goldwater movement, Rusher never directly said that the party should oppose the goals of the civil rights movement. Yet as the Goldwater campaign unfolded, it was clear that its southern strategy was based on the premise that Republicans could win votes by playing to the backlash against the movement’s goals and against the federal government’s actions to end segregation. The strategy was blatantly racist, an attempt to use bigotry to wrest the South from the Democrats.

The Republicans’ shift represented a frontal assault on the Lincoln legacy. Although the party was no longer the black man’s protector, the legend that it was remained a lively part of its mythology. The Goldwater campaign set out to court the Dixiecrat Democrats—soon to be called the Wallace Democrats, after Alabama governor George Wallace. In 1963, the governor had vehemently opposed the integration of his state’s schools, and then taken his case to the nation’s voters by running for president in the 1964 Democratic primaries against Johnson.

Goldwater had let southerners know his thoughts on civil rights issues long before Wallace made his stand. In November 1961, at a meeting of southern Republicans, Goldwater said that the party should not “outpromise the Democrats” on civil rights. “We’re not going to get the Negro vote as a bloc in 1964 or 1968, so we ought to go hunting where the ducks are.” He kept to this southern strategy. When Congress passed Johnson’s civil rights legislation in June 1964, Goldwater voted against it. After Wallace’s candidacy faded, Goldwater was the de facto leader of Wallace’s states’ rights philosophy, and during the fall campaign Strom Thurmond, who had become a Republican, stumped the South for him.

Johnson swamped Goldwater, winning 486 electoral votes to Goldwater’s 52. The Republicans’ southern strategy’s themes against busing and the Civil Rights Act helped Goldwater carry all four of the states won by Thurmond in 1948—plus Georgia. It was the highest number of former Confederate states to vote Republican since Reconstruction.

In 1968 Johnson, overwhelmed by opposition to his championing of the Vietnam War, announced he would not seek reelection and the Democrats nominated Hubert Humphrey. The Republican presidential nominee, Richard Nixon, built on Goldwater’s southern success. Instead of rejecting racism outright, as the last Republican president, Dwight Eisenhower, had done by federally enforcing school desegregation, Nixon expanded the southern racial strategy into a national strategy. He targeted traditional northern Democrats in urban neighborhoods, where battles were being fought over school and housing integration, and those suburbanites who had recently fled the cities to escape racial tension. He also competed for the votes of the Dixiecrats, who now had a new candidate in George Wallace, running for president as a third-party white supremacist.

Nixon’s message was subtle but understandable to those who were listening. Under the guise of attacking big government, he let voters know that he would slow down the civil rights movement. The federal government had gone too far in school desegregation and other civil rights legislation. It was intruding excessively into the lives of ordinary people.

His racial strategy succeeded. The backlash white vote in the South helped him wrest South Carolina, North Carolina, Virginia, and Florida away from Wallace and gave him several states in the North, where many blue-collar Democrats, angry over their party’s championing of civil rights, voted Republican for the first time.

Nixon won, but the election was much closer than it appeared from his 301 electoral votes to Humphrey’s 191 and Wallace’s 46. The Vietnam War was the most incendiary issue, but race also divided the American people. These divisions were vividly illustrated by the popular vote: Nixon’s 43.42 percent barely beat out Humphrey’s 42.72 percent. Out of more than 73 million votes cast, Nixon’s plurality was slightly over half a million. His victory was not so much a mandate for a new beginning as an anguished cry from confused voters.

Nixon knew how precarious his success had been, and he set out to fashion a strategy that would guarantee a solid victory in 1972. First, he had to solidify his Republican base, which consisted of old guard and moderate Republicans. The old guard supported a private economic system unfettered by government regulation, with low taxes and minimal government spending. They were foreign policy isolationists. The moderates were also fiscal conservatives, but they had embraced some New Deal government programs and were internationalists on foreign policy issues. Nixon’s first challenge was to ensure that the old guard and the moderates would work with the new conservatives who had backed him: not only the Draft Goldwater group but former Wallaceites and other Democrats who had deserted their party in 1968. Second, he had to find issues that would convince still more Democrats to desert their party.

The electoral approach he seized on was one his campaign had pursued imperfectly in 1968. It was named and articulated by Kevin Phillips, an assistant to Nixon’s campaign manager John Mitchell, in his 1969 book, The Emerging Republican Majority. This New Majoritarian strategy maintained the old guard fiscal conservative message that had been the centerpiece of the Republicans’ opposition to the Democrats since the New Deal, while it kept the southern strategy and added something new. Through meticulous analysis of demographic and voting data, Phillips demonstrated that the New Deal coalition that had kept the Democrats in power since 1932 was falling apart, and that a new Republican majority could be built by joining the white southern conservatives Rusher had identified for Goldwater’s 1964 campaign with blue-collar Democrats and independents who were social conservatives. Phillips also postulated that these Democrats and independents, whose economic level had improved beyond that of their parents and enabled them to leave the cities and settle in suburbia, were ripe for the old guard economic philosophy.

Phillips wrote: “The upcoming cycle of American politics is likely to match a dominant Republican party based in the Heartland, [the] South, and California against a minority Democratic Party based in the Northeast and Pacific Northwest (and encompassing southern as well as northern Negroes). With such support behind it, the GOP can easily afford to lose the states of Massachusetts, New York, and Michigan and is likely to do so except in landslide years.”

The social elements of Phillips’s strategy were grounded in taking advantage of the growing backlash to the changes of the sixties. The Republican party would win on the basis not of what it stood for but of what it would be against. New Majoritarian adherents wanted the civil rights agenda slowed and, in the case of busing, ended; they believed the opening of the country’s culture and institutions to more egalitarian ways was unsound; and they considered opponents of the Vietnam War to be unpatriotic.

Nixon’s new conservatives embraced this strategy, but moderate and old guard Republicans were unhappy with the racist nature of its premise and the way it was writing off large northern cities for the party, just as Republicans had written off southern voters in the past.

Women’s issues did not enter into the New Majoritarian strategy at this point. With a few exceptions, in fact, no political analysts were paying attention to women. Rusher and Phillips ignored them in their writings, as did Richard Scammon and Ben Wattenberg in their 1970 book, The Real Majority, which also analyzed the disintegration of the New Deal coalition. Scammon and Wattenberg devoted half a page in their 333-page book to describing how women voted like men. Since electoral data showed that men and women of similar demographic backgrounds did vote alike, the analysts assumed that women voters would continue to follow men’s voting behavior. They did not conceive that an increasing number of women would oppose the political parties’ traditional line of paying lip service to women’s issues and go on to develop their own gender-based politics.

It was not that the Republicans showed hostility as such to opportunities for women. They simply accepted the status quo, not only Goldwater conservatives but moderates as well. Women who later became leaders in their own right, such as Pat Hutar and Phyllis Schlafly, were part of the Goldwater movement’s inner circle and played an important role in its early success. Republican women were no more shut out of the deliberations of their party than were Democratic women out of theirs. The Goldwater and Nixon campaigns may have been pursuing a racist electoral strategy, but neither was guilty of constructing an anti-women strategy. At the 1968 GOP convention, 17 percent of the delegates were women; at the Democratic convention, the proportion was only 13 percent. The 1964 Goldwater platform included a commitment to equal rights for women, although in Nixon’s 1968 platform, women’s equal rights were subsumed in a catchall phrase of concern for citizens “long disadvantaged by race, color, national origin, creed, or sex.” The Democrats, on the other hand, bowing under pressure from labor leader George Meany, who feared the ERA would wipe out protective legislation for women workers, had withdrawn their platform support for women’s rights in both 1964 and 1968.

But after 1968 the traditional Republican stance began to change. The new conservatives gradually embraced a different philosophy toward women’s rights because another opportunity to raid the Democratic party’s electoral base opened up. Phillips’s analysis showed that Catholics, a major linchpin of the New Deal coalition, could form a substantial part of a new socially conservative Republican party. The offspring of mainly Irish, Italian, and Polish Catholic immigrants would not only be amenable to the party’s traditional call for lower taxes and fewer government programs, but were ripe for a different social message than the one they were hearing from the Democrats. Many were upset about the loosening of sexual mores, and when the National Conference of Catholic Bishops moved publicly to stop the legalization of abortion, the new conservatives quickly embraced the anti-abortion issue as another way to win over Catholic Democrats.

“As early as 1970,” academic Timothy Byrnes reported in his 1991 book, Catholic Bishops in American Politics, “Republican registrars in California gathered outside Catholic churches to accommodate any parishioners who might want to switch their partisan affiliation in response to the California Democratic party’s support of legal abortion. This registration drive, according to Commonweal was a political experiment engineered by the Republican State Central Committee to see if the abortion issue could be used to cause a mass defection of Catholics from the Democratic party.”

Many states had laws that limited the use of contraceptives and banned abortion. A campaign to liberalize such laws had been under way for many years, and the lobbying was beginning to bear fruit. In 1965 the Supreme Court had ruled in Griswold v. Connecticut that Connecticut could not prohibit married couples from using contraceptives or doctors from prescribing them because the Constitution guarantees a right to privacy for such reproductive matters. This first major step in opening up reproductive freedom for women was followed two years later by California’s legalization of abortion, and in 1970 by New York’s.

The liberalization of reproductive health laws set off a strong counterreaction from the Catholic Church, which had long opposed abortion and contraception. In the late sixties, more than five years before the Supreme Court legalized abortion in Roe v. Wade, its bishops in the United States started an organized anti-abortion movement, unlike its previous scattershot efforts. The bishops became politically active nationally in a manner never before witnessed in America.

In moving toward a changed policy on reproductive rights, Byrnes points out that the new conservatives didn’t believe the bishops could deliver a “Catholic vote” per se. But they did “enjoy access to millions of voters,” and “through their traditional relationships with urban machines across the country, the bishops had come to embody the strong, traditional ties that bound the Catholic church and the Democratic party together.” The new conservatives intended to break those ties by tightly linking the Republican party to the Church’s position on abortion.

There was arrogance in the conservatives’ assumption that American Catholic women would automatically vote for the party supported by the hierarchy of their church even if this conflicted with their personal dilemma over unwanted pregnancy. These women would now have a painfully difficult choice. The new conservatives also seemed oblivious to the damage that would be done to the nation’s religiously tolerant climate if a major political party decided to champion one faith’s doctrine on women’s issues to the exclusion of other faiths’ views. They showed not an inkling of recognition that opposing women’s right to choose was a direct attack on women’s freedom.

The newly invigorated women’s movement blossomed in 1971. The movement had never died, but after the mid-twenties, when the suffragists had split into two factions, it had remained dormant. Occasional successes for women had been brought about by the efforts of individual women and their allies and by the constant optimistic prodding of Eleanor Roosevelt. And in the early sixties, stimulated by the civil rights movement, The Feminine Mystique, the strong leadership of Women’s Bureau director Esther Peterson, and the persistence of Michigan congressmember Martha Griffiths, women began to wake up and organize. The National Organization for Women (NOW) grew out of a meeting held in 1966 over concern that the sex discrimination provisions in the 1964 Civil Rights Act were not being properly enforced. NOW focused on eliminating sexism in American society and lobbying for legislation. But its major arena was not electoral politics, and as the 1972 elections approached, feminists needed a purely political arm to further their goals.

The National Women’s Political Caucus (NWPC) became that arm. Formed in Washington, D.C., on July 11, 1971, to “fight for the rights and needs of women and of all under-represented groups,” it was the first organized, serious effort to bring more women into politics since the late twenties. Out of the twenty-one members elected to the policy council of the newly formed caucus, eleven were Democrats, two Republicans, and the rest unaffiliated.

At the founding of the New York arm of the NWPC that fall, I represented the New York State Republican party and was swept up like everyone else by the optimistic rhetoric and the exhilaration of starting a new political movement. I found the women friendly except for the few, upset over the Vietnam War, who turned hostile when they found out I belonged to Nixon’s party. Others, however, were glad to have experienced Republicans on hand to help launch the modern feminist political movement.

I had been living in New York City for thirteen years by then, and during that time had worked for many Republican candidates. The party’s success—not women’s—had been my principal political interest; but when I learned about the feminist agenda of the NWPC, I had joined on the spot. What the women spoke about didn’t seem at all radical. I saw it as a logical next step in my political life, with my intent now to elect Republican women who believed in feminist goals. The objectives of the NWPC were an extension of my own personal and political values.

The 1972 presidential election was NWPC’s initial focus. I had no idea that as we Republican feminists began to scour the country for women to run for office and become delegates to the 1972 GOP convention in Miami Beach, the new conservatives were forming a national strategy to stop us. Admittedly, Nixon’s administration had been a mixed bag in terms of women’s concerns—some of his actions had been supportive, while others suggested the new conservative agenda was making ominous inroads. We expected to have problems in Miami Beach. But as we prepared for the convention, we were confident that we would be successful in getting a women’s plank that committed the party to address our goals. After all, we belonged to the party of Lincoln and liberty, the party that had given women the vote. How could it not be in everyone’s best interest to join us in this new endeavor?
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TWO EMERGING AGENDAS



Soldiers equipped with gas masks and assault guns were scattered around the roofs of the buildings surrounding the Miami Beach Convention Center. They seemed oddly out of place to us—saturation security was not the kind of presence we Republicans expected at our national convention. Although we certainly remembered the violence of the Chicago Democratic convention four years earlier, we’d never felt the need for battle-ready troops to protect us from the demonstrators and proselytizers who always showed up at our quadrennial gatherings.

But times were different now. This was August 1972. It was nearly four years since Nixon had taken office, and the Vietnam War that had made Chicago so incendiary still raged. The antiwar demonstrations were even worse than under Lyndon Johnson. Kent State, My Lai, and the Pentagon Papers had exacerbated the rage. The war fed ugly domestic unrest and a student revolution on campuses across the country. Drug use was widespread among the young, millions of them angry, defiant, and estranged, their elders baffled by the disintegration of the stable world they had known.

In July the Democratic party had nominated George McGovern in a tumultuous convention, in which the platform endorsed immediate withdrawal from Vietnam, abolition of the draft, and amnesty for draft resisters. The Democrats were also torn apart over proposed reforms in convention rules and delegate selection procedures, and by efforts of feminists to include reproductive rights language in the platform.

The Republican National Convention in Miami Beach that summer was not a happy one either, despite the sumptuous yacht parties, elegant receptions, and superficial gaiety that the planners of the Committee to Re-Elect the President (CREEP) were trying to orchestrate. Every day when we came out of the convention halls, we faced belligerent men and women shouting at us, from behind the chain-link fence that confined them, to stop the bombing, stop the killing. Every day we faced the poignant sight of Vietnam vets in their worn bemedaled uniforms, some on crutches, others in wheelchairs, gathered in front of our hotels. Even as Vietnam haunted us, we tried to act as though it did not exist. Since Nixon held the cards in Miami Beach, we felt we could do little about the war, so we went about our political business and focused on issues we thought we could do something about.

I’d come to Miami as an alternate delegate-at-large from New York pledged to Nixon. It was not my first national Republican convention. I vividly remember hearing, as I lay awake in my bed late on election night in 1948, my parents’ outbursts of disbelief as the radio announced that Harry Truman had defeated Tom Dewey for the presidency. They had sworn then that they would do all they could to see a Republican elected in 1952. That year Dad became a Utah delegate for Robert Taft, and he and my mother took my brother, my sister, and me with them to Chicago for the convention.

That experience was a defining moment in my life. On the Fourth of July weekend, as we drove through the green rolling Iowa hills and across the Midwest toward Chicago, I believed we were on a glorious mission to save the country from the Democrats who were ruining it. Each American flag flying from the porches and community flagpoles in the towns we drove through increased my pride in my beautiful country.

I’d recently read Whittaker Chambers’s anticommunist book, Witness, and knew just how lucky I was to live in a nation free from communism. It was important, I thought, that Robert Taft be elected to protect not only America but the world.

Instead the Republicans nominated Dwight Eisenhower, and I learned to accept him as a reasonable substitute for the man I thought was better. What came first, however, was one of the most turbulent nominating conventions in Republican history. The memories are many. I became angry over a political slight, hitting an Eisenhower delegate on the head with my Taft sign when he asked how much I’d been paid to demonstrate for Taft. (The thought that someone would pay others for expressing their political feelings was alien to my young heart.) I was sitting near the podium when one of my heroes, Illinois delegate Everett McKinley Dirksen, pointed his finger at Tom Dewey and blamed him for “leading us down the road to defeat.” I met Granddad Snyder’s old mining engineer friend, former president Herbert Hoover, and was proud when he told me how impressive it was to see a girl so young interested in politics. I could barely speak when Granddad introduced me to Douglas MacArthur, fresh from touring America after his firing by Harry Truman. I wanted to ask him if he thought we’d beat the Communists in Korea, but I was too shy.

Above all, I remember my first brush with the ugly side of politics, finding screeds under our hotel-room door attacking Taft’s honesty, and listening to the abusive comments Eisenhower supporters made to me when they saw my Taft button. It was my first contact with the fury and hatred that politics can unleash. When Taft lost and I shared in the sorrow of my parents and their friends, I swore to myself that one day I would go to New York and help defeat that awful Tom Dewey and his “eastern crowd” that the Taft people kept saying were to blame for the destruction of a good man.

There’d been other conventions. In 1956 I went to San Francisco as a page for the Utah delegation and met Bill Rusher, Clif White, Bob Bauman, Stan Evans, and other leaders of the fledgling Goldwater movement that was beginning to form within the Young Republican National Federation (YRNF). White and Rusher became my friends. I was active in the University of Colorado Young Republicans and at their urging became an officer in the national Young Republicans. I agreed with their views on the need for balanced budgets and maintaining a hard line against communism, and I shared their belief that less government was better government.

Four years later I would run into them at the 1960 convention in Chicago, where they told me they were engineering a vanity vice-presidential nomination for Arizona senator Barry Goldwater, to launch their effort to nominate a “true conservative” to be president. Four years later in San Francisco, they succeeded in nominating him, leaving behind traditional politics for the politics of ideology. They were on a crusade that I couldn’t share. I regretted that my friends no longer had room in their politics for a moderate Republican like me.

By 1968, the ideological lines had been drawn. The convention was in Miami, and I went as a member of the Rockefeller for President staff. Rusher and White were there for Ronald Reagan. Both our candidates lost to Nixon, and now in 1972, here we all were again, back in the same uncomfortably hot and humid Florida city, this time pledged to the Nixon–Agnew ticket. This convention was not about nominating a candidate for president. We had our candidate. Republicans—moderates and liberals, the old guard and the new conservatives—had come to shape the future direction of the Republican party.

There had already been a few fights between us. In New York in 1970, Clif White had managed the U.S. Senate campaign of James Buckley, brother of National Review founder and editor William F. Buckley, Jr. The Nixon White House had decided it wanted Buckley, running as the nominee of the Conservative party, to defeat the incumbent Republican senator, Charles Goodell. The Conservative party had been formed in the early sixties to push New York’s Republican party to the right, and with the president’s support, the new conservatives now had the opportunity to prove they could undercut the state GOP.

Goodell, who had been in the House, had been appointed by Governor Nelson Rockefeller to fill the unexpired Senate term of the assassinated Robert Kennedy, and I was acting as his campaign’s director of research. The goal of the new conservatives was to destroy Rockefeller’s power in his own state. Nixon professed to be against Goodell because of Goodell’s opposition to his Vietnam policies. But this was only part of the story. New York was to be a test case for trying out the social agenda messages of the new conservatives. If they could knock off delegate-rich New York, with its moderate Republican governor and liberal Republican senators Javits and Goodell, they would have eliminated one of the major forces standing in the way of taking over the party.

Vice President Spiro Agnew was the hatchet man for the president. It was unusual to find a Republican vice president attacking an incumbent Republican senator in a general election, but Agnew’s behavior fit the new conservatives’ script. Agnew lashed out at what he considered Goodell’s embrace of the Democrats’ liberal “new politics,” and armed with the biting words of his speechwriter, Patrick Buchanan, he called Goodell the “Christine Jorgenson of the Republican party.” (Jorgenson had made headlines nationwide for undergoing a sex-change operation.) It was harsh language, going well beyond the bounds of standard hard-nosed political give-and-take.

Buchanan’s using the Jorgenson analogy to describe Goodell’s change from an old-line conservative to a liberal Republican was unsettling. The sexual terminology signaled that Goodell was somehow immoral, that he sanctioned aberrant sexual behavior. It was a New Majoritarian tactic that was to become all too familiar in the decades to come.

Buckley won handily, defeating Goodell by a margin of 39 to 24 percent, with Democrat Richard Ottinger coming in second with 37 percent. The victory communicated to other Republicans that an ugly attack on a moderate incumbent Republican was an acceptable practice. Somehow California governor Ronald Reagan’s often-quoted Eleventh Commandment, that no Republican should speak ill of other Republicans during a general election campaign, didn’t faze his fellow conservatives Buchanan and Agnew. The Goodell lesson was not lost on Republicans around the country: Nixon favored the new conservatives. The White House was not interested in a Republican party that welcomed various views and types. Loyalty to the party meant loyalty to Nixon and the new conservatives’ view of the world.

Buckley’s victory stimulated the growth of the New Majoritarian strategy nationally. By defeating Goodell, the new conservatives had proved that the party could reach beyond old guard Republicans and attract Democrats by using selected social issue messages—for example, patriotism in the case of the Vietnam War, implying that only degenerate types like hippies would oppose their own government at war; or sexual “abnormality,” as the Jorgenson analogy connoted. They had succeeded brilliantly in undermining the moderates in New York State.

Nelson Rockefeller was elected to an unprecedented fourth term as governor that same November, but the new conservatives had established a beachhead in the nation’s most populous centrist Republican state. When Rockefeller couldn’t even protect his own nominee for U.S. Senate from his former nemesis the Goldwaterites, the tide shifted against him. He was never again to wield major influence in a national party convention. It was a major blow to the moderate wing of the national Republican party, crippling its ability to mount a serious counterforce to the new conservatives in California, Texas, and Florida.

Still, despite the conspicuousness of the New York upset, most of the changes favoring the new conservatives came about gradually, and much of their agenda, both political and social, remained obscure to the general public. As the Republicans convened in Miami two years later, we who were members of the new National Women’s Political Caucus arrived filled with optimism. In 1972 old guard conservatives like Congressmembers Gerald Ford and John Rhodes and Kansas senator Robert Dole supported women’s rights, as did moderates such as Illinois senator Charles Percy and the GOP leader of the Senate, Hugh Scott of Pennsylvania. None of us dreamed that before long the party would deliberately embrace a political strategy directly hostile toward women.

To the uninitiated, political conventions often seem like a circus where people wearing silly hats and sporting campaign buttons spend hours going to parties, falling asleep during political speeches, and giving interviews to reporters about the merits of their state’s most famous product and its candidate of the moment. This characterization is wrong. Behind the fluff and nonsense, deadly serious business takes place that affects not only the party’s future but the nation’s destiny. No matter how many times candidates engage in what sound like nitpicking debates over wording or make light of platforms, these statements of the party’s promises and dreams set the tone for campaigns and, if the party wins, for how it will govern. Not every promise is kept, but those that are fought over and triumph at the convention—the ones that attract the most attention—are invariably translated into the party’s governing agenda.

Rules are also important in determining who gets political power. Some rules govern how the party recruits its members and how the convention operates, but the lifeblood for determining the party’s presidential nominee springs from rules that set the number of convention delegate votes for each state. The Republican party determines this number by a formula that awards bonus delegates to states that have voted for the Republican presidential candidate and elected Republican governors, members of Congress, and state legislators. The formulas are set at each national convention for the presidential campaign four years hence. Thus the 1972 convention mandated the formulas for the delegates to be chosen in the party’s 1976 presidential primaries, state conventions, and caucuses. Those who control the national convention have a built-in advantage in influencing the delegate numbers for their candidate four years hence. To some extent, therefore, they can develop formulas that play to the potential electoral strengths of their candidate.

For most of their party’s history, Republicans used delegate formulas rooted in traditional balancing strategies similar to those adopted by the Founding Fathers when they established a states-based U.S. Senate and a population-based House of Representatives. But beginning with Goldwater’s nomination in 1964, delegate apportionments at national conventions were increasingly skewed in favor of the more conservative states in the South and West. In 1971 the Ripon Society, a national policy group of moderate Republicans, sued the Republican National Committee to redress this imbalance. The society’s aim was to break the ideological slant of the formulas, to attract more participants from urban areas, and to establish a starting place after each election that would open the process more fairly to all ideologies, interests, and regions. In other words, the suit aimed to level the playing field for each new set of Republican presidential contenders.

Robert M. Pennoyer, the society’s lawyer who had served in the Eisenhower Justice Department, argued that the formulas by which the party’s convention delegates were selected discriminated against the large states and favored the small ones. For example, at the 1972 convention eight states with 49 percent of the country’s population were allotted only 37 percent of the delegates, even though Nixon had won 52 percent of these states’ votes in 1968. Ripon claimed that to be fair, the delegate formula should balance more equitably a state’s population and its Republican voting strength.

The reality underlying the Ripon suit was not arcane: It was about presidential politics. The new conservatives opposed the suit. Led by White and Rusher, they wanted to maintain the formulas favoring the more conservative southern and western states because it would help them secure the 1976 presidential nomination for Spiro Agnew or Ronald Reagan. The potential moderate candidates—New York’s Rockefeller, Michigan’s George Romney, and Illinois’s Charles Percy—came from states with majority Democratic registrations in their cities, yet they had won impressive numbers of votes in these cities. If the Ripon suit succeeded, it would help the moderates, since it would mean counting in the formulas more people from urban areas who were new to the party, were not necessarily conservatives, and had demonstrated that they would vote for GOP moderates.

Four months before the Miami Beach convention, a federal district court ruled that the old formulas were unconstitutional and placed the convention under injunction to draft new ones. Just before the convention opened, Justice William Rehnquist, who had been a strong Goldwater man before Nixon appointed him to the Supreme Court, stayed the injunction based on an appeal from six western Republican state chairmen. Nevertheless, party rules required that the convention must revise the formulas to fit with the election returns of the past four years, so even as the Republican National Committee was appealing the court’s decision, the Miami convention would be deciding the formulas for 1976.

Nixon’s people were furious about the suit. They wanted a smooth-running convention. They certainly wanted no trouble from their fellow Republicans. What with the Vietnam War and domestic tumult, the administration was having enough problems. It needed an uncontentious nomination in Miami—a coronation, as some perceived it. But for the moderates looking beyond Nixon to 1976, the stakes were too high to accede to the president’s wishes. The battle over the rules formula had to be fought.

It was also a do-or-die proposition for the new conservatives. To agree to Ripon’s fair-play approach could easily give moderate Republicans a fighting chance to stave off the conservatives’ domination of the national GOP. If the moderates won, they too would seek out the defecting Democrats that Kevin Phillips had identified, but their message would not be antiurban, racist, and sexist, as the new conservatives’ was becoming. Their policy for addressing the nation’s domestic ills would be to respond to the needs of the cities, minorities, and women.

The formula battle in Miami, called the Rule 30 fight, pitted moderates Romney, Rockefeller, and Percy against new conservatives Reagan of California and John Tower of Texas. It was not a big states-little states confrontation, as it was described by some of the press. In fact, California, Texas, and Florida, three of the most populous states in the union, opposed the big states formula. Although officially Nixon took no position, the full force of the White House was used to crush the moderates, including tapping the telephones of the Ripon operatives—a dirty-tricks practice that, the nation was to discover over the next year, had not been confined to Miami.

From the committees to the convention floor, the Rule 30 fight was hard-fought and harsh. In the end, the moderate reformers were no match for Nixon and his team. The convention turned them down, 910 to 434.

If there was any doubt as to what the Rule 30 battle had been about, one had only to note that new conservative ideologue New York congressmember Jack Kemp, whose state would gain if the convention adopted the moderates’ formula rules, was a leader for the small-state, new conservative-backed rules. Needless to say many New York delegates, regardless of their ideology, considered Kemp a Benedict Arnold.

The delegate-formula rules adopted by the convention were advantageous for the southern conservatives because they favored states that had no established Republican party. Thus, the New York Republican party, which at the time of the 1972 convention had the governor, both U.S. senators, twenty-three congressmembers, and majorities in both houses of the state legislature, would get fewer bonus delegates for winning elections than would Louisiana, which had no Republican governor, senators, congressmembers, or state legislature majorities.

Under the new Rule 30, if Nixon won Louisiana by a one-vote margin in 1972 and lost New York by one vote, Louisiana would get at least eleven bonus delegates for the 1976 convention, while New York (with four times the population of Louisiana) would get a maximum of two—and then only if it retained its governor and U.S. senator in the 1974 midterm elections. So much for a level playing field, where presidential contenders of all ideological casts would have a fair chance to slug it out.

The new Rule 30 established the primacy of the new conservatives in delegate selection. In 1976 all Republican challengers for the presidency would still compete in state conventions and primaries, but if they were not part of the new conservative movement, they would now be starting their campaigns with a built-in handicap.

While our moderate friends leading the Rule 30 fight were getting pummeled by the Nixon operatives, the Republican feminists concentrated on passing a set of rules, called DO8, that would broaden participation in the party. DO8 was recommended by a special committee headed by feisty Missourian Rosemary Ginn, a street-smart politician who disarmed her opposition with her wit. Underneath that proper midwestern style, however, was a woman with a feminist streak that would have made Elizabeth Cady Stanton proud.

We thought Nixon’s people were too busy with Rule 30 to bother with D08. Not so. Led by Ginn and Pat Bailey, an Arkansas feminist with a sense of humor that endeared her to even our most tenacious opponents, we struggled through nine days of guerrilla warfare to get D08 added to Rule 32, known as the convention’s antidiscrimination rule. Rule 32 said that the party would “take positive action to achieve the broadest possible participation in party affairs” and that participation could not be limited because of race, religion, color, or national origin. Aha! Sex had been left out.

We chuckled only briefly, however. Instead of pulling off what should have been a relatively easy exercise in adding a few words, we were attacked by new conservative Clarke Reed of Mississippi for applying undemocratic and unfair “quotas.” “The broadest possible participation” didn’t even remotely mean the imposition of quotas, but Reed and his southern allies were paying no attention to logic. As we would discover with later efforts to bring more women into the party, the rhetoric of the “party of the open door,” as the Republican party described itself in the 1972 Rules Committee report, was just that: rhetoric.

During several days of debate in a hot, stuffy, too-small room, Clarke Reed and his Florida friends William Cramer and Paula Hawkins repeatedly declared that there was no need to reform the party. Then a strange thing happened. Gremlins gummed up the proceedings. Each time the Rules Committee voted on a change in DO8, the new version would be sent out to be copied for all the committee members. The phrase “take positive action,” which appears in Rule 32, had both a legislative and a legal history related to affirmative action; yet when the copies returned from the Xerox room, the phrase “take positive action” had been mysteriously eradicated and in its place was “strive to achieve,” a phrase that had no legal history behind it and thus weakened the rule considerably. The dirty tricksters were at work yet again.

When we found out what happened, Ginn forced another vote to put “take positive action” back into the rules. This time our side won the votes not only of the reformers but of those who were angry that someone was trying to double-cross the committee. Six days later, the convention voted for a new Rule 32 that expanded the “positive action” directive to cover delegate selection that would ensure the broadest possible participation of women, young people, minority and heritage groups, and senior citizens. A separate section singled out women, saying that “each state shall endeavor to have equal representation of men and women in its delegation to the Republican National Convention.” The convention also adopted the DO8 suggestion that a committee be created to work with the states to come up with ways to broaden the party under the new Rule 32. This committee became known (somewhat confusingly) as the Rule 29 Committee.

We thought we’d won, even though the new conservatives claimed victory too, since the rules provided no mechanism for enforcement. For the next four years, we would fight with them over how to enforce these rules.
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