Cover: 1992 was labelled the “year of the woman,” primarily becanse of the
political gains that women made in the 1992 elections. All of the papers included
in this edition of the Wittenberg History Journal are products of women on the
Wittenberg campus. It is only fitting that a monument dedicated to women would
serve as a cover. The Madonna of the Trail can be found on U.5. Route 40 West
near Snyder Park. It is a monument dedicated to the women who braved the
frontier west of the Appalachian Mountains in the early years of our country.,
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An Expendable Woman: The Case of Mary Surratt

by Marg Sterling
(This paper wan the 1993 Hartje Award.)

1t was a blistering July afiemoon. The air was still-no brecee
1o afford even momentary relief. The crowds which had
begun o assemble early thal moming packed the coanyand
and lingd the brick wall overlooking it Men unable 1o
obtain passes climbed the masts of ships moored in a nearby
river in onder to catch a glimpse of history. At 1:15PM.,
the door 1o the Old Penitentinry opened. Mary Swrrai,
leaning heavily on a guard and a priest, was led in o the
courtyard. Clad in a plain black dress and bonnet, her face
was vigible beneath the thin black veil. As she gazed up at
the wooden scaffolding, her lips began moving ragidly in
prayer. Slowly she moved forward; past the sea of unknown
{aces, past the four freshly dug graves flanked by four
hastily buili pine coffins. Climbing the steps was difficult as
Mrs Surratt was weak and her waist was girdled with irons.

Assisted to an armchair at the far end of the scaffold,
Mrs, Surratt stared at the noose dangling before her, A wail
escaped her lips, quicted only by a crucifix placed in her
hands by her priest. While a guard shielded her from the
scorching sun with an umbrella, her arms and legs were
tightly bound and a hood was drawn over her head. Ina
faint voice she cried, “Don't et me fall.” ' The order to
proceed was issued by General Hancock, and at 1:25 on
July 7, 1865, Mary E. Surmatt became the first woman
executed by the United Siates government.

How did this respectable, middle aged mother of three
come 1o such an ignoble end? Was she really the “mater
familias of the criminals” or simply an expendable woman
sacrificed in the name of retribution? * Mary Eugenia
Surmatt was the widow of a drunken tavern owner, Unable o
maintain the farm and tavem left to her by her hushand,
Mrz. Surrait leased the property in Surmatizville io John
Lloyd and moved 1o Washington, D.C, There she opened a
boarding house at 541 H Street. With the help of her son,
John, and danghter, Anna, Mrs, Surratt maintained a
“scrupulously neat and respectable establishment™ ? John, a
southern sympathizer, became enmeshed in the intrigue of
conveying information from Washington to the
Confederacy, His friends and cohorts began frequenting the
H Sireet house, whispering secredly in the small upstairs
mooms. Among John's friends were John Wilkes Booth,
Lewis Paine (who called himsell Wood and claimed tobe a

Baptist preacher), David Herold, and George Atsenmodt,
When his mother became concemed about their secretive
behavior and frequent visits at odd hours, John Surra
assured her that they wene all involved in an oil speculation
deal—nothing mare.

Ini Faci, thess men wene conspiring o abduct President
Lincoln. When that plot failed in March, 1865, their plans
changed to murder. There is little evidence to suggest that
Mrz. Swralf knew the nature of these plans. Althoogh she
treated John's friends with matemal affection, according to
conspirator Lewis Paine, Mrs. Surmil was never privy o
their plans or conversations,

In early April, John Surrat left Washington for
Canada. In his shsence, Mrs, Surratt, forced to handle her
own business affairs, made several trips to Surmttsville
collect money owed to her. It was on thesas business trips
that Mrs. Surratt was reported (o have passed incriminating
information and packages from Booth to John Lloyd.
During her trind, Lloyd testified that Mrs, Surratt 10ld him
on April 14, 1865, 1o have the “shooting frons ready™ for
that night. Mrs. Surmatt maintained that Booth's message
was o have “things ready™ for that night and that Lloyd
would understand what “things™ she meant. 4

Arrested for aiding, abetting, and harboring the
conspirators (including her son, John, whise whereabouts
were unknown), Mrs. Surmtt was tried in military court by
nine hand-picked genermls “organized o convict™ * Her
conviction was secured by the estimony of John Llowd,
whose complicity in the affair scems 1o have been
overlooked. * Although her defense counsel presented thirty
witnesses who rebutted Lioyd's testimony and affirmed
Mrs, Surmii's upstanding characier, the star chamber of
jodges quickly reached a guilty verdict and sentenced Mrs,
Surraif 1o hang.

It was strongly felt by many at that time that Mary
Surmlt’s conviction was merely a government ploy o flush
out her son, John, whom they felt was the real conspirator,
Few expected Mrs, Surmatt (o actually hang. In facta
recommendation for a stay of execution, signed by five of
the convicting tribunal, was sent 10 President Johnson, It
remains unclear whether that request was purposely
diveeried or whether it was infentionally jgnored.
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S0, on that oppressive July afiemoon, with the press
and public clamoring for revenge in this “female fiend

incamate,” Mary E. Surratt climbed the thincen steps of her

1=End Of The Assassing ™ New York Témer, 18 Jaly, 1865, 1.

3 =The Conspératees, Their Trisl.” Mew York Tiwer, 12 May,
1865, L.

* Champ Clark, e, The Aszaszination {Alezandris: Time-Life
Bocks, 1967}, 5.

4 Jien MD-MEMIWHW.Q&ITﬁEHHFEd

destiny. * As the trap door beneath her feet was released,
Mary Surratt paid with her life for the sins of her son, his
friends, and possibly for thoss of the entire Confederacy.

! Charke, 200,

¥ Iy the V867 trial of John Swrat, Lioyvd clsimed that he wa
cosreed imto presenting false iestimony against Mr. Surrass during ber
wrial. (Guy Moore, The Case Of Mrs. Surratt, 1954, [Norman: Usiversity
of Oiklahoms Press, 1954], T9).

7 =The Conspirston-Findings Of The Court.™ New York Times,
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To Control Athens: The Power Struggle over the Sicilian
Expedition
bry Erin Purdy
(This paper was the runner-up for the 1993 Hartje Award.)

In early April, 415 B.C., the Athenian Assembly met to
reconsider its decision of four days earlier to lsunch an
expedition 1o Sicily on behalf of the city of Segesta, !
Athens was currenily in an era of peace with Spartans, but
the Peace of Micias (named after the genem] who had
arhitrated the treaty) was slowly breaking down doe w the
diplomatic intrigues of Athens, Sparta, and their respective
allies. And, after six years of inactivity, younger Athenians
wore craving adventure and military exploats w recover
Athens® glory (as well as their own). The Segestan request
for militry assistance in Sicily was a chance fior such an
adventure and perhaps, if all went well, an opportunity for
Athening expansion in the West. The Assembly had decided
to assist the Segestans with a sixty-ship squadron under the
commund of three generals: Nicias, Lamarchs, and
Alcibiades, *

In the early months of 415, Nicias presided over the
politics of Aihens as he had since 421, when the em of
peace he had arbitrated had begun. Nicias was a moderate
and conservative man, caotions o fault, and opposed from
the beginning to any Sicilian expedition. * The second
meeting of the Assembly was his opportunity 1o slop what
he thought was a disastrous decision.

Nicias had as his primary political opponent one of his
co-gencralks who had been the major proponent of the
stunningly handsome where Micias was old (nesr 60) and
stricken with a disease of the kidneys. Alcibindes was clever
and charismatic, with shrewd political and military ability
often eclipsed by his outrageous and dramatic personal
exploits, * Unlike Nicias, who could boast of no aristocratic
blood, Alcibiades could claim prestigious bloodlines from
both of his parents, and felt o position of power and
privilege in Adhenian politics was his due. * The Sicilian
expedition was a golden opportunity for Alcibiades w rise
to such a position, an opportunity Alcibiades had worked
for arduously, To prevail, he had to diffuse Nicias®
influence in the Assembly.

Miclas spoke frankly of his disapproval 1owards the
effort to attack Sicily, declaring that Athens should first
aftempl o solidify their comment holdings before attempting
any new congquests, He did nod claim any mosal grounds for

his disapproval bul instead expressed that a policy of
caution should be followed — a typical speech from Nicias.
But surprisingly, Nicias included in his speech a direct
attack on the character of Alcibiades, questioning his
matives for supporting the expedition. Micias wamned
Athens not 1o be caught in a young man's search for power
and wealth, *

Alcibiades ross (o the occasion with the gmee of a
natural politician. He did not deny that he was young and
extrvagant, but argued that his extravagant disploys of
wealth had only increased the reputation of Athens abroad. ?
He did not attnck Nicins in retalintion, although he asked
Athens 1o make the most of his own youthful vigor and
Nicias" “luck” in the battle, Instead, Alcibiades argued that
Athens could easily surpass in military skill the unorganized
Sicilian cities. * By appealing to the patriotism and visions
of grandeur of those in the Assembly, Alcibiades triumphed.
Nicizs was lefi to give a description of he needed forces,
which the exciled Assembly pledged 1o raise and outfit over
the next few months,

But Alcibindes® charisma could not override the
ominous and disturbing events that occurred between the
Assembly’s decision to invade Sicily and the launch of the
expedition. The sccond meeting itself was held on the day
the women of the city held a funeral for Adonis, and the
decision 1o invade was accompanied by wails of moumning,
¥ By far the most disturbing event was the defiling of Herms
oaly a few days before the launch, which pushed the mood
of Toreboding to the point of hysteria. The statees siood
outside homes and temples in Athens as a symbol of good
luck and faith, Late at night, the siatues were systematically
defaced, their phalli knocked off, and their faces hacked.
The vandalism was clearly an omen, a waming to a city
ahout 10 embark on an important expedition, as Hermes was
the profector of travelers. ' Was it the actof dranken
pranksiers, as it was widely amored, or was soch a
systemalic a deliberate event part of some political ptan?

The Assembly was in permanent session for the ten
daxys before the fleet’s departure, It was during one of these
metings that a man named Pythonicus stood and addressed
the Assembly, reporting that Alcibiades, one of the very
genzrals of the expedition, had participated in a parody of
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Did Julius and Ethel Rosenberg Deserve To Die?

by Maolly Wilkinsan
{This paper was prepared for Hisotry 328; The United Staies Since 1945.)

On July 17, 1950, Julins Rosenberg was armested on the
charge of directing the spy ring that had recruited his
brother-in-law David Greenglass into espionage in
cooperation with the Soviet Union, On August 11, Ethel
Rosenberg, Julins' wife and Greenglass” sister, was arrested
a5 Julins® accomplice. After a near eight month
imprisonment, the Rosenbergs were finally brought o trial,
and afier three weeks of testimony primarily by Greenglass
and his wife Ruth, they were fond guilty of atomic
conspiracy. Refusing to hear the recommendation of the
Jury, Judge Kaufman sentenced them (o death, saying:

[Your] putting into the hands of the Russians the
A-bomb years before our best scientists predicted
Russia would perfect the bomb has already
chised. . the Communist aggression in Korea, with
the resulting casualtics exceeding 50,000 and...
millions mone innocent people may pay the price
of your treason, Indeed, by vour betrayal, you
undoubledly have altered the course of history 10
the disadvantage of our country. !

A mapority of Americans supported the death penalty.
According to the 81, Louls Posi-Disparch: “The death
sentences seem completely justified. . . [the electric chair)
could well stand a5 a waming 1o any others who are not
repelled by treason from love of country, but who must be
restrained by fear.” * However, some people protested the
death penalty, both those who questioned the guilty verdict
and aleo those who acknowledged guilt but believed that the
Rosenbergs did not deserve execution for their crime,

Prowest came chiefly from the Matonal Commiites o
Secure Justice in the Rosenberg Case, from the citizens of
other copniries, and from communist propaganda. Although
solid evidence indicated that the Rosenbergs were guiliy of
atomic espionage, the death penalty as punishment for this
crime was an injustice. The government followed through
with the execution primarily (o avoid sppearing (o succumb
10 communist propaganda whils America was in the midst
of the Cold War,

After a series of articles appeared in the liberal
Neasional Gugrdion insinuating that the Eosenbergs were
innocent victims of a set-up, the National Commitiee 1o

Secure Justice in the Rosenberg Case was formed. * Many
people, such as Rabbi 5. Andhill Fineberg of the American
Jewish Commitiee who wrote a book both endorsing the
gutlty verdict and the death sentences, dismissed the
Commitice &5 nothing more than a communist fronl *
However, this was not the case. The Commitice struggled
desperaiely o attract national pitention for almost a year;
were the Commitiee communist, it would probably have
enjoyed immediate support from the communists, Also,
David Alman, one of the founders of the Commities, visiied
commumist headquariers secking support and was rudely
denied suppont with the stalement, “They're [the Rosenbergs]
expendable.” * Therefore, for almost the first year after their
sentencing, the Rosenbergs endured life on death mow,
kniowing that the one group advocating clemency received
Little public anenbon,

However, in November of 1952, the Rosenbergs® hopes
were renewed.  Almost overnight people throughout e
enthosinstically campaigning for clemency. Althoogh some
questioned guilt, the main goal of the protests was the repeal
af the death penalty. * Although some af this protest was
from communists, a great deal of it was nol. For example,
according 10 the mone conservative London News
Chronicle: “President Eisenhower was saying how the
Coronation had thrown a vivid light on the glorious heritage
of law that was common to the United States and 1o Britain,
It is a pity that a heritage of clemency is not apparently
commaon to them. * Also, an article in Commonweal by a
French citizen poinied out that people form all walks of life
and all political leanings in France were opposed 1o the
death penalty and asserted that it would be a “grave emror in
judgment™ to attribute all protest 10 communist propaganidsa *

Why exactly did 0 many people oppose the death
seniences? One objection centered around the light senience
given w0 Klaos Fuchs, the scientist who actually provided
found guilty of operating the spy ring that put into the hands
of the Russians the information provided by Fuchs, not for
actually divulging classified information themselves.
Clristian Cenfury opposed the death seniences becanse of
this light sentence of fourieen years given to Fuchs. The
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magarine stated that Fuchs actually gave away the valoabls
information whereas the Rosenbergs were only messengers
passing on information and said, *“The thing we fear will be
remembered is the unnecessary severity of American justice
and its readiness to wreak its anger on the relatively minor
figure when the major is beyond reach. * Even those who
believe that a death sentence fitted the crime changed their
minds in light of the disparity in semences. For example,
according 10 Louis Nizer in his book The fmplosion
Conspiracy: “The crime was serious enoagh to warrant it,
bt the disparity of punishment given 1o others who were
equally guilty resulied in uneven justice, which is equivalent
Io imjustice,”

People also opposed the death penalty on the grounds
thal the information the Rosenbergs transmitied was
basically useless. For example, Moble Prize winning
physicist Harold C, Urey opposed execution, saying: “A
man of Greenglass' capacity is wholly incapable of
transmitting the physics, chemistry, and mathematics of the
bomb 1o anyone.”™ Therefore, the Rosenbergs did not
deserve to die for recruiting Greenglass, Urey was also
dissatisfied with the disparity in sentences, "' Agreeing with
Urey, renowned physicist Albert Einstein wroie a letter 10
President Truman requesting clemency, citing the reasons
posed “by my distinguished colleagoe, Harold C. Urey.”
The argument that the information transmitted was of
minimal significance was reinforced by the excerpd that
defense attorney Bloch read from the Yale Law Journal st
the sendencing hearing, The article argoed that even without
spics the Russians would have developed the atomic bomb.
To us today, this is evident, but in 1953 most Americans
believed the Russians far 100 “primitive” to develop the
bomb on their own, 1

Orther opposition (o the death sentence centered around
technicalities in the case. For example, the Rosenbergs were
tried under the Espionage Act of 1917 that only warranted
execution in the case of wartime espionage that gave
American encmics advantage over us. * Although the
Rosenbergs were convicted for espionage that occurred
during WWIL, Russia was our ally during this war. Judge
Kaufman conceded this point but added that the Rosenbergs
continued espionage after the war when Russia became our
peacetime “enemy.” In other words, he acknowledges that
contradicted the Espionage Act that only allowed execution
for wartime espionage. ** To prevent any further conflicts
based on this discrepancy, the Rosenberg Law was passed
in 1954, allowing execution for peacetime espionage. *

Anather technicality surrounded that use of the 1917
Espionage Act in the first place. Becanse the trial was held
in 1951, the Espionage Act should have been superseded by
tha 1946 Atomic Energy Act which only wamanted the
death sentence under the recommendation of the jury, 7

However, Judge Kaufman refused o hear the
recommendation of the jury as he prepared 1o sentence the
Rosenbergs, saying: “The responsibility is so great that 1

believe the Court alone should assume the responsibality.” ™

In other words, had the Eosenbergs been iried under
the maost recent law applying to their case, then they could
nat by kaw receive the death penalty. Although his
colleagues on the Supreme Court eventually overturmed his
decision, this discrepancy was enough to persuade Supreme
Court Justice Douglis o stay the execution in June of 1953
to allow further investigation into this matier, **

People not only sought clemency on grounds of parity
end technicality but also, completely conceding the guilt of
the Rosenbergs, sought clemency on humanitarian grounds. *
One prominent humanitarion consideration was the fae of
the Rosenberg children, Michael and Robert, aged six and
ien, As Louis Mizer said in The Tmplosion Conspiracy:
“Even a thirty year scntence would have deprived the
Rosenberg children of & father's and mother's care, but bt
was worse to orphan them. It increased the homor of
execution.” *

Oihers encouraging clemency on humanitarian groands
incloded the Pope and various religious groups such as the
French Catholics. Although Pope Pins XIT himself did not
support clemency, he did send a letter 0 Eisenhower
recounting the many letiers he had received requesting
clemency. He made his request nol on civil grounds
debating guilt but rather on humanitarian grounds because
“when the State is moved by justice, it is the mission of the
Church to remind men of mercy.™ = In additon 1o claims
from the Pope, a letter written by a French citizen in
Commomeeal cited the various groups in France who
from religious groups o labor unions © velemans o
imellectuats, The article said, “Many refused o express
opinions on the legal poinis in the case, but all found
monstrous the possibility that a mother of two children
would be sent to the chair,”

There wene even mone who attacked the Amernican
sysiem of justice o= inhumane, Renowned philosopher Jean-
Paul Sartre called the death penalty a “legal lynching which
smears with blood a whole nation.™ * A writer recounting
the case in Nation also attacked American justice on
humanitarian grounds: 1 cannot help fecling that the British
treatment of Fochs shows a hipher degree of civilization
than the scotence in this cass,” ® Individuals such as Rabhi
Fineberg of the AJC defended America’s sysiem of justice,
citing as evidence examples of the Soviet Union®s

y low standard of justice. ** An editorial in
Christian Cennuwry best refuted such reasoning: “If the best
we can say for what we do is that it is not as bad as
something we have long claimed outrageous, there is linke
reassurance in thar™ ¥

Another objection 1o the death penalty was that the
Rosenbergs were victims of anti-Semitism. This argument
was really only popular abroad and lacked significant
validity. For example, both the judge and prosecutor were
Jewish, Monetheless, writer Howand Fast in an article in
L' Humanite countered this fact by insinuating that the



Jewish judge and prosecutor wene part of a conspiracy; the
Rosenbergs “have been tried by Jews and sent 1o death by
other Jews. Exactly the old technigue of the Jewish Tribunal
employed by Hitler.,” ® However, despite attacks such as
this, even the most liberal groups in America did not
embrace the theary of anti-Semitism. For example, neither
the American Civil Libertics Union nor the American
JTewish Commitice believed that the case raised any civil
liberties issues. If sufficient evidence indicated ant-
Semitism, these organizations would have probably become
concerned. * However, a recent analysis of the case, The
Rosenberg File by Ralph Radosh and Joyce Milton,
suggests that the ACLUYAIC hesitancy to side with the
Rosenbergs could possibly be attributed to the general
tendency of leftist groups during the McCanthy er to take
advantage of the chance 1o “prove that he or she was not
sofft on communism when it really counted and national
securily interests wene af stake.” ™

Many people who opposed the death penalty felt
especially that it was unjustified for Ethel Rosenberg. Some
of this ohjection cemered around her gender and her two
young children, For example, FBI director J. Edgar Hoover
hesitated to condone Ethel's execution because “A death
sentence for Ethel might be in tune with public opinion of
the moment, but once passions had cooled the execution of
a wife and mother... might well come (o be perceived as
eruel and vindictive.” * Other objections 1o the execution of
Ethel concemed whether or not she was an equal participant
in the crime. For example, a list of questions prepared for
Julius at the execution in case he decided 1o confess made
only one reference 1o Ethel's participation: “Was your wife
cognizant of your activities? In other wonds, the
government was willing 1o execuie Ethel as a “full-fledged
partner” withoul cenainty that she was even aware of the
activities. ® In an article in New Republic, Ralph Radosh
and Sal Stem suggest that Ethel was not an equal partner
and therefore did not deserve 1o die. They believed that
“Ethel would not have died had Julius been willing o
confess. The ULS. actoally had little or no valid evidence
implicating Ethel but charged her anyway as a way of
inducing Jolius o alk,” =

Despite all of these ohjections 1o the death penalty, the
Rosenbergs were execated on June 19, 1953, Why was this?
One answer lies in communist exploitation of the case
during an era in America of hetghtened antagonism towards
the Russians. As stated before, the Rosenbergs were given
the death sentence in April of 1951, and the National
Committes to Secure Justice in the Rosenberg Cuse was
founded later that same year, However, the communists
shunned this Committee, and public fury over the death
penalty remained fairly low until, in November of 1952,
demands for clemency intensified all over the world
Radosh and Milton attribute this upsurge in a large part o
the communist propaganda machine: “There could be no
question that the riss in pro-Rosenberg sentiment, both in
the United States and overseas, was the result of a

Did Julius and Ethel Rosenberg Deserve To [ie? «

tremendous outpouring of suppon from Communis
intellectunls, publications, and trained organizers ™

But why, when the communists had known aboui ihe
execution for over a year, did they wait until the end of
1952 1o jump 1o the suppon of the Rosenbergs? One
the Rosenbergs would not confiess and incrimingte the
Russians in any way; thus, the communists could safely
support them. ™ Another reason for the communists' change
of sentiment could have been the need for them 1o detract
from some of their own inhumane actions. For example, in
Prague, Crechoslovakia, Rudolf Slansky and ten other
former leaders of the Czechoslovakian communist party
were exccuted. Their trinls showed not a tmee of justice,
and their convictions indicated anti-Semitism becanse one
of their crimes was Zionism, These trials were the source of
much negative publicity and cassed many divisions within
the Communist Party, Thus, “What the Western Enropean
Party leaders despemitely needed at the moment was an
issue that conld deflect attention from the Stansky purge
trial, and the Rosenberg case fit the bill perfectly,™

Regardless of why the communists developed such
fervor for clemency ol 50 late o ime, their exploitation of
the case contributed significantly to the fact that, despite
with the executions, The opinion that communisg
propaganda may have been the reason the Rosenbergs were
executed was articulaied as carly as 1933 in Commomwea
“Perhaps if they [the communists] had not exploited it so
shamelessly there would be a greater sentiment oward
commuting the Rosenberg sentence o life imprisonment.” ™

“That the communists waited until convinced the
Rosenbergs would not sdmit any guilt lends suppont to the
beelief of many that the communists wanted the Rosenbergs
1o die. They were merely exploiting the case for propaganda
purposes (o gain mantyrs for the communist canse. For
example, much of the American public believed that the
communist’ “purpose was nol to save the Rosenbergs but to
antagonize the U.S. government into executing them, This
would give the communist couss everywhene a poweriul
example of martyrdom and brand the ULS, a ruthless
nation.” ™ In order to deny the communists thelr manyrs,
soime people decided to support clemency fior the
Rosenbergs. ® In this way, communist propaganda helped
the clemency effon. Unforunately, for most people
communist propaganda in the midst of the McCarthy e
strengthened the resolve o see the execution; no one
wanted the ULS, 1o appear to succumb o communist
pressures. For example, Commomveal stated, “They [the
communists] have maneuvered the President into the
position where if he did grant a stay it would be widely
interpreed as succumbing (0 communist pressure in this
country and the pressure of Soviel propaganda shroad—
which is precisely what the United States cannot afford at
this time." * The fact that 20 much “politics™ entered into 2
decision concerming the lives of two individuals is best
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summed up by Radosh and Milton: "While the Rosenbengs
were not the victims of a frame-up, they were indeed
helpless scapegoats of a propaganda war—a war in which
their deaths would be coanted as victory for both sides.”
The specific effect McCanthyism and the Cold War had
on the execation of the Rosenbergs is dilficult 1o measure.
However, it is fair 1o say that McCarthyism did effect the
exccution becanse the govemment was determined not 1o
give into the communists by sparing the lives of the
Rosenbergs. The Rosenbergs may well have received
clemency had they been convicted during a different time
pu‘md.'I‘I'nJ.mn} 1953 issue of Commonweal agrecs:
"Whether they would have received as drstic a senlence
had they been tried, say, in 1946 rather than during the cold
war, is doubtful.” © People from other countries seemed
especially able to note the effect of McCanhyism of the
execution, For example, Cormmomweal points an
incriminating finger at the Cold War era and McCartyism:
“We French Catholics note with a growing apprehension
that soet of iconoclastic rage, that frenzy for purging and

“book-burning” and *witch-hunis’—and all else that is
signified over here by the name of McCarthyism.” © In
fact, the influence of McCarthyism has been cited asa
possible reason why mone American people and especially
liberal groups such as the ACLU did not speak oul in the
Rosenbergs behall. The silence of these people can be
attributed 1o their fear of being labelled pro-Communist, a
fiear “stronger than the fear of communism itself.” *
Despite so many valid objections from people fully
acknowledging the Rosenbergs” guilt, the Rosenbergs were
executed in the electric chair on June 19, 1953, This
unnecessary tmgedy can best be explained in that Cold War
anti-communist sentiments had such a grasp on America
that they influenced the govemnment 1o kill two people
rather than 1o swallow its pride, even if doing so meant
appearing to succumb 1o communist propaganda. The full
extent of the tragic Rosenberg executions can best be
described as “a sickening and disheanening failure—ofl the
American conscience, of the American sense of fair play, af
American moral leadership, of American justice.”
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291. The Craft of History. 4 credits.
A course required of all majors and
designed to acquaint themwith the basic
skills of historianship: reading, writing,
research, and analysis In light of the
nature and users of history.

This is how History 291, the course which Dr. Behrman primarily taught,
is described in the Wittenberg Registrar's Catalog (1992-19935). This section
contains some of the papers produced by students In the class.
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The Berlin Wall

Relchsiap in Berlin



A Deeper Cut: The Admission of the Two Separate German
States into the United Nations in 1973 and lts Effects on the
Hopes for German Reunification

by J. E. Clayton

Until the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, most of the German
population thought remnification was little more than an
unattainable, loken goal of the democrtic Federal Repablic
of Germany [FRG], actively fought against by her sister
state, the communist German Democmtic Republic [GDR).
Even before the official separation of the two stales in June
of 1973 with the signing of the Basic Treaty, very few
Germans themselves believed reanification 1o be a
possibility. ! Many factors led up to the assumptions held in
1973 that the two Germanys would remain permanently
separated. One of these factors and the strongest deterrent 1o
regnification was the admittance of the staes &g sepamie
sovereign nations into the United nations. Their
membership in the UN, approved by the Security Council
on 22 June 1973 2, and the main reason behind the signing
of the Basic Treaty in 1973 %, led most of the world w0
believe that reanification hod been dealt a fatal blow.,

An understanding of the political and economic
relationship of the two German states afier World War II
helps to clarify the situation in 1972 and 1973 which led up
to the UN admission of two scparate German stafes, The
division of Nawi Germany at the Elbe River and through the
Harz mountains left the Soviet-occupied eastem sector
weaker than its brother, which was controlled by the
remaining Allied forces of the United States, Great Britain,
and France. * East Germany was approximately one-third
the size of the Nazi empire and had less than one-third the
population of the FRG. * Politically as well as economically,
the growing FRG remained bound 1o its Eastern half in
many ways, West Germany Basic Law stated that the Bonn
govemment was only temparary, contingent on the
reunification of Germany, and “The entire German people
[were] called upon to achieve in free self-delermination the
unity and freedom of Germany." 6 This commitment on the
part of the Bonn government was supporied by 5248
million of interest-free credit offered 1o the GDR.?, and a
ministry in Bonn, worth $160 million annually, with sole
purpase of researching and promoting reunification. * Bonn
alep pursued these connection with the East for the sake of

West Berling which lay in the center of communist East
Germany. West Berlin's security and political status was a
major point of conlention at this time, *

The standing trade situation between the two states
made the GDR the only Eastern Bloc nation with access o
Common Market goods. Bonn refused o recognize
politically the barder between the states, and therefone the
GDR was able 10 make about $140 million annually by
trading goods with FRG without duty or late delivery
penalties, ' East Germany's access to Westem products
created a clash of interests between the communist ruling
party of the GDR and communist leader Leonid Brezhney
af the USSR. He had begun to put significant political
pressure on the East German government (o continue the
detents [easing] of the borders bebween the states and
maintain tmde situation *, especially afier his visit 1o the
Federal Republic carly in 1973, ® One of the reasons
Brezhney did this was to secure the trde agreements his
government had made with the FRG during this visit.

Deespile the advantageous economic situation that Bonn
had extended (o the GDE, the communist governmeni hsd
been very hesitant o accept this tie 1o the West. Politically,
any connection, much less allisnce, (o the FRG was
disadvantageons 1o the country"s separatis policies and
propaganda, which cast the West and especially the FRG in
the mle of “class enemy.’ ™ The GDR had been pursuing
sovereign nation status through recognition by other
sovercign nations and was, in essence, fighting for its
existence as a communist nation, This policy prevented the
govermment from endorsing any connection o the FRG,

In this context it becomes apparent why both Germany's
were affected by the Quadripartite Agreement of 1971 and
why they agreed to the Basic Treaty of 1973, despite
hesitations on part of both states. In the Quadripartite
Agreement of 1971, a meeting of the heads of state from the
United States, France, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union
¥, the security and status of the western sectons of Berlin
was the focus, The main goal of the negotiations was to
clarify West Berlin's status in light of imminent UN
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membership for the two Germanys, '* West German Bagic
Law and the Constitution of West Berlin defined the
westcm half of the city as a part of the FRG. ¥ The GDR
and the USSE, however, saw West Berlin as a sepasate state
*, for many of the same reasons that the GDR was
emphasizing her own sovereignty. The Exst's refusal o
recognize this connection resulied in violations of many of
the hasic Human Rights cutlined in the UN, such as
arbitrery detention of the citizens of West Berlin within Enst
Germany. " The Quadripartite Agrecment did not change
the stutus of West Berlin, but served o clarify what that
position was: 8 separate state with some connections to the
FRG, which itsell had, however, no political power over the
weslemn sectors Berlin,

In Lute may of 1973, only five months before the two
Ciermanys were 1o gain admitance o te UN, Brezhney
visiled Bonn®, bt lefit Bonn and Chancellor Willy Brandt
without a solid answer on the USSR s position on the statns
of Berlin, and even failed to give him “acquicscence in
Bonn's right to represent West Berlin a1 the UN when both
East and West Germany [were] admitied.™ @ This issue was
a major stumbling block to UN admittance. The Allied
powers of the West—the US, Greal Britain, and France—
maintaingd the position which they had clarified at the
Cruadrparitite Agreement af 1971: the FRG had their
permission o represent the interest of the westemn sector of
Berin at the UN as well as at other intermational
organizations. =

The Berlin Cuestion, among other issues, became ong
of the greatest points of contention between the FRG and
the GDE, and it led 1o the creation of the Basic Treaty in
1972, * This document was the first official treaty between
the two states nd a compromise on the part of both; the
FRG would yield recognition of the GDR as a sovereign
nation and admittance into the UN as such, and in retum the
GDR would agree to a gradual easing of borders [and
hostilities nt the borders], and the [reedom of West Berliners
to unrestricted travel between the Berlin and FRG. * This
treaty, and UN admission was made possible in may
respects becanse of Brandt's Osipolink, a program of
politics and policy focusing on the Eastemn Bloc. @ The goal
of Ogpoliik was to secure relations with the Federal
Republic's communist neighbors. It was successful enough
to open up a working relationship between the USSR and
the FRG , as well as allow the Federal Republic o
recognize and exchange ambassadors with Ceechoslovakin,
Hungary, and Bulgaria, Eastern Bloc nations that had not
formally recognized, or been recognized by, the FRG. *

The reaction in both German states to the treaty was
overwhelming, It caused public outcry in the FRG so
intense, that it led Bavaria 1o seck enforcement of West
Germany's Basic Law, * This would kave made the signing
of this treaty, which was contradictory to the goal of
reunification, illegal. The GDR reaction to the treaty led 1o
“Many more East Gormans . . . [being] classified as bolders
of official secret and thus . . . [being] made to feel nervous

of contacis with Westerners."” @, a5 well as stricter, mone
tedious searches at the border. Peter Bender, a specialist on
East Germany and Eastern Europe at thal time, explained
why the Basic Treaty proved particularly unsatisfying to the
GDR: ™. . .in the Basic Treaty the GDR had o pay for
foreign policy gains with domestic policy losses.™ * The
detente a1 the borders makes East Germans “[vulnerable] to
the seductions of the West . . " *; the communist ruling
party of the GDR had also been pushed into the Treaty by
the influence of *Soviet Westpolitik' =, the Soviet
equivalent 1o Oxtapolink, which was trying 1o expand and
formalize tes with weslem nations.

The border itself, described by on joumalisias ™, | the
100 yard wide strip . . .[stretching] up hill and down dale for
836 miles(;] the broken back of Germany™ ™ was perhaps
the biggest wound preventing the German hope of
repnification, Strewn with watchiowers, pusrd dogs, land
mines, and SM-70 auto-firing devices ™, the border had
iaken many viclims, Bepween 1961 ® and 1973, it was
estimated that over 149,000 East Germans had escaped o
the West, 90-160 people had been shot and killed by border
guards, over 69 on the Berlin Wall alone. * Even after the
Basic Treaty was signed, East German border guards
remained under orders to shoot 1o kill any escaping fellow
citizen, ¥

Hours before Willy Brandi gave his speech 1o the UN
in honor of German membership on Sepiember 18, 1973,
four East Germans had been shot as they attempied to
escape over the Berlin Wall, * Even in this tension-filled
situntion both German stales “renounced the use of force”
and “ackmowledged Germany*s role as instigator of past
wars,” * while each still maintained its stance on the
rennification issue. Scheel, UN representative for the FRG,
stated: “Our aim remains clear: The Federal Republic of
Germany will continue to work for a state of peace in
Europe in which the German nation will recover its unity in
free self-determination,” * Winzer UN representative for
the GDR, in his statement to the General Assembly,
“emphasized that the Germanys were indisputably separate
nations.” * The UN'"s recognition of the GDR's sovercignty
wias a tremendous suocess for the communist raling party of
the GDR; membership in the UN increased the number of
povernments that acknowledge the independent state from
30 in 196% to over 100 in 1973, <

Despite the Security Council's unanimous approval of
German membership in the UN, which required years of
negotiations, not all countries approved of the admission.
The strongest voice against membership came from Ismel
and Guinea, Yosef Tekoaf, Ismel's representative at the
UN, objected to East Germany's admittance on the basis
that the GDR had not recognized its responsibility for Nazi
atrocities, by paying reparations 1o lsracl as West Germany
had. “* Guinea objected 1o the FRG with allegations that it
had supported the white minority government in South
Africa and participated in sabotaging the government of
Guinea, ** Even in the US, people expressed strong opinions



sbout the decision: srticles both for and agninst East
German admittance into the UN appeared in editorials in the
New York Times in July of 1973, © Despite these
objections, the General Assembly approved the admission
Hm:mmmuﬂnNammsmmﬂﬂlﬂ.
1973,

The UN gained a great deal through the inclusion of the
two Germanys. Their admission as the 133rd and 134th
members brought the UN closer to its goal of universal
membership and encouraged the membership and
encouraged the membership of other divided nations and
Eastern Bloc countries. * Tt also signified a marked
inmmmuarddﬂmt:mFm—mehﬂms,whi:h
mthdumuhwmmtmnﬁm
easing of borders in the Eastern Bloc.  The UN received a
substantial subsidy from the two Germanys, second only 10
the contributions of the US and the USSR,

Many actions of the two (German states during this time
period seemed to reflect an atiempl by those states 1o atone
fior their atrocities in World War I1 This attempl was
apparent in the FRG's generons contributions 1o special
commitices in the UN even before its membership *, and its
efforts through Ostopolitik to atone for Mazi sins in
Crechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Hungary, * East Germany
juidr@mﬁummmmﬁmnmmnmlnMMm:t
dﬁvmdhrﬁuingymimh‘mnﬁwyﬂmd the East
German government had shown considerable financial
support for Jewish and non-Jewish victims on Mazism in the
GDR. * These atiempts at sonement on the part of the
German siates were consistent with the attitude of the Supes
Powers ot the time, In both the US Department of Stales
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Bulleting and the televised speech given by Brezhnev o the
German people in May of 1973, the German people were
reminded of their Nazi heritage and the world-wide
suffering they had caused. ™

In this environment, the hope of reunification looked
futile at best. Although the Allied forces of the US, Great
Britain, and France had given the FRG full reign in regard
1o self-govemment, they still withheld from the FRG the
freedom to pursue self-determination in the East and Berlin,
The USSR end East Germany were both strongly opposed
1o any talk of reunification and working intemationally o
prevent it from ever being a possibility. Both the
Quadripartite Agreement of 1971 and the Basic Treaty
warked againe reunification by formalizing the separation
of the two states, East German actions on the border only
served 1o reinforce the division of the Germanys. Even in
the FRG, where reonification was officially supporied,
Willy Brandt's Ostopolitik was formalixing the soversignty
af the GDR and other Eastern Bloc nations, not belore
being recognized by the West. Above all was the
membership as two nations in the UN, which made it
pnﬂihh[ﬁumahmdmdmﬁmnmnfﬁchﬂymnm
Exst Germany: the admission in itself presupposed that the
status of the two states would not change in the near future.
In adddition 1o these detesrents, there was also the general
belief held by most other nations, and the Allics especially,
that a regnificd Germany would be (oo strong as a unified
nation, and with its new industrial power would tum once
npinmruimmﬁmnndNaﬁN.Inrhhliﬂliﬂsmdﬂ'm
understand the prevalent mood in regards to reunification at
this time.
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William Lloyd Garrison and James Birney:
Two Opposing Views on the Abolition Movement

by Jernifer Garman

Almost as “peculiar” s the institution of slivery itself, the
abolition movement in the history of the United States
became a melting pot of ideas on how 1o rid the country of
the evils of slaovery. As William Lloyd Garrison noted, it
was a reaction against the institution which had made
America lose all self-respect and ideas of justice. ' The
move served to aggregate the ideas of sbolitionist as well as
present these views 10 the public. However, as the
maovement expanded, it became apparent that the ideas of
the abolitionists were not readily blending together ina
common opposition, nor was the public accepting it with
mmﬂmﬁwdﬂﬁm'ﬁiﬂiﬂmwjﬂ
Garrison and James Bimey, two individuals who emerged
as leaders in the abolition movemenL

Garrison, an sbolitionist from Massachusedts, was the
editor of the well-known anti-slavery newspaper the
Liberator, Although considered by some as having done
meare for the emancipation of slaves than anyone else, he
movement. * The Bennington Gazette nicknamed him
“Lioyd Garmulous™ and claimed that “he is withal a great
egotist, and when talking of himself displays the pen
loquacity of a blue juy.” * In addition, he was mobbed by the
puhblic in Boston where, “they coiled a rope around his
body, nearly stripped him of his clothing, then dragged him
through the streets till he was finally rescoed.” * Although
not as controversial as Garrison, Bimey suffered some of
the same attacks. A slaveholder from the south, he took a
bold stand by freeing his slaves and declaring himself an
abolitionist. ¥ Criticized by his neighbors in the south, he
moved Nosth only to meet opposition. * On the night of
September 5, 1841, his printing press for the newspaper the
Philanthropist was destroyed for the third time. ” For the
abolitionist, criticism was widespread and unavoidable,

Bimey and Garrison both embraced the concept of
immediate sholition, however, they came 10 support it
through 1o opposite views. Garrison is credited with being
the first 1o criticize pradualism and form a movement
centered upon immediale emancipation. * He began
working for The Genius of Universal Emancipation in 1829
with Benjamin Lundy, another leading abolitionist, and it
was during this time that he saw first-hand accoants of the

true evils of slavery, * Garrison supporied immediate
abolition because he believed in its fundamental
comreciness. He feli that it was not merely the best solution,
but rather the only solution and explained that “his feet were
om the sand, and not on the solid rock, so long as he granted
slavery the right to exist for a single moment.” '* Garrison
became so devoted 1o the concept that he separted from his
co-editor who remained loyal 1o the idea of gradualism. 1
From then on, Garrison refused to compromise his idea that
the only way o end slavery was o “Lay the axe at the oot
of the tree.”

Birney did not have the emotional fervor of Garrison in
his accepiance of the idea of immediate abolition, but
instead ook a logical approach in reaching this conclusion.
He realized that it was perhaps the best available solution
fior dealing with the question of slavery, Bimey was firsta
supporier of the attempl 10 transport ex-slaves back o
Africa, As an agent of American Colonization Society, e
toured the South attiempting to promole its belicfs.
However, Bimey came to realize the following:

It is to be feared that we, who have been

supporters of colonization, have, through

ignorance, been instrumental in prolonging, at

least through one lifetime, the dark reign of slavery

on the carth, and in sending on generation of our

fellow men, weeping witnesses of its billemness, o

a comfordess grave! ¥
In addition, Bimey was also a critic of gradual emancipation
and argued that it created no guilt for the slaveholder as well
as angered the slaves who felt that nothing was being done
for their rights, but rather for the benefit of their masters,
“This Minally led Bimey to suppon immediate abolition as the
method that most fully realized the principles of Christi-
anity. He recognized that the slaves have a right to freedom
and it was his Christian duty 10 secure it for both of them. *
Since Garrison and Bimey were both supporters of
immediate emancipation, it seems frondc that each could be
considered the others greaest critic. Their disagreement is
found in their views of approach that the sbolitionist shoald
take in achieving immediate and unconditional emanci-
pation. Bimay was a greal supporter of political action
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while Garrison stood firm on the idea of moral influence
and the reformation of values throagh methads other than
political.
On the subject of political action, Bimey stated that,
“magxﬂcmgmmmmdunmlwwmmma
hundred lecturers... The slaveholders gain their advantages
in national politics and legislation, and should be met in
every move they make.” ¥ Thess two ideas are the
foundation of Bimey's view of the role of abolitionists. First
of all, Bimey was disturbed by the growing imponance of
stave power. He felt that it already possessed control over
the national government through President Jackson, who
held office 1829-37, and was accused of removing any
official with anti-stavery views. Bimey also claimed that
both of the major political parties were bound by slave
mw.ﬂu{nﬂrdldﬂ::mnmﬂsdmw a large percentage
of suppot from the South, but the Whigs were also
sensitive 1o slaveholder's demands because of Whig support
rufpmﬂwmiﬁ's-"mmmhlfufmmey'shﬂﬂm
that political action should be a top priority in the cause for
emancipation. He was among the first 10 sce ls power—iand
the first 1o use it. * Bimey stated that the functions of a
voluntary anti-stavery socicty should be the diffusion af
information, the promotion of discussion, and the formation
ﬂm&mmm.’m&mﬂmmh
acapt the socicties into organized political movements
based on the belief of “legislation being the only method
known in this repubilic of bringing moral power into action.” ™
Garrison's foundation as an abolitionist was @ strong
beliel and dedication 10 the part of the Declaration of
Independence stating, “all men are created equal.” = He
stated that in America, liberty wis the right of every man
and along with this came the right to protest if it was not
muni“ﬂmimnhaﬂ:mmiﬁmﬁsﬁuvimnl
aholitionism than Bimey, believing that there was
absolutely no reason why humanity could not live in
poverty. * In addition, he felt that it was the abolithonia's
mumpmﬂﬂshumy.ﬁmﬁsmimimdmw
influence, when in vigorous exercise, is imesistible. 1t has an
immaral essence.” = He believed that slavery was evil, bat
also believed that abolishment of it by the *strong arm of
the civil government” was evil as well. Being a devoled
pﬁmmm;m&@mmammmum.
not the forcible suppression of slaveholding that miy resull
from an anti-stavery law. * Where Bimey advocated using
the American Anti-Slavery Society as a source for
lsunching political action, Garrison made an effort o
remave it from everything that had 10 do with the power of
Congress and government, He stated that the Society
should be solely for the sholition of stavery. It should not
attempt 1o reform other arcas and should be open o
everyone (of different religion and potitical belielz) on the
single basis that they give no support to slavery.
Garrison's underlying belief was that the goals of
shalitionists were not 1o be achieved through political
“machinery,” but through the hearts of men. ® His argument

aguhmmnmymmmwrnmﬂmmﬂmmmﬂsnf
the public about the wrongs of slavery, political action
would be the consequence, ™

What can be concluded from these two views is that
both Bimey and Garrison believed that their idea shoald be
the driving force in the abolition movement. It is a question
of which comes first as Bimey believed political action
the opposite. The division between the two abalitionist grew
wider as they became outwandly vocal against the ideas of
cach other, In Bimey's A Letter on the Political Obligations
of Abalitionists, he directly eriticized Garison and his
followers for attempting 1o use the Anti-Slavery Society as a
means for promoting “no-govemment” principles. * He felt
that these principles were not upheld in the society’s
constitution and that although the society had no measures
for expelling its members, it should be the duty of the
members to resign when their opinions are not in line with
those of the other members. * Bimey's rejection of moral
persumsion goes back to his early days as an sbolitionist.
Through his involvement in the American Colonization
Society, be became disillusioned by his attempts 10 gain
support in the south, ™ He later became convinced that it
was impossible 1o appeal to the slaveholders through the
“gelfish principle.”

In response to Bimey's Letter on the Political
Obligations of Abolitionists, which was clearly intended for
Garrison and his friends, Garrison showed his dislike for the
term “no-government” by saying thad he was a strong
supporter of the government, but only a “perfiect

"% He insisted that it should be a government
af heaven and summariring his views as the following:

We cannot acknowledge allegiance 1o any
government by a resort o physical force.... We
therefore voluntarily exclude ourselves from every
legislative and judicial body and repudiate all
hurman pelitics, worldly honors, and stations of
authority. *
This led Bimey to realize that No-govemment and Pro-
Eumnmmtabuﬁﬁnnisﬂmﬂdmmmﬂmganﬂpﬂhm
marked the fimal, irreversible division between the two men, ™
However, the consequences of this disagreement were
ot Fatal, Each had individual successes as devoied
abolitionists. James Russell Lowell’s “Tribuie 1o Garrison™
begins by saying:
In a small chamber, friendless and unseen, Toiled
o"er his types one poor, unleamed young man; The
ph:tmdmi,uﬁumimmdmﬂm?ﬂﬂm
frecdom of a mee began, ™

Of Bimey it was said,” obeying a high sense of duty, he
gacrificed the comforts of wealth, home, and position to the
cause of universal freedom.” ™ Abolitionists spent their
entine lives being criticized for attempting 1o establish
justice, yet refused 1o back down on their beliefs. As



."FJ

William Lloyd Garrison and James Birney: Two Opposing Views en the Abolition Meovement » 3

Garrison stated, “In short, 1 did what [ could for the

gave g whole socicty. With the delicate subject of humanity,

redemption of the human race.” * In conclusion, the can just one solution prevail?
question they were facing was how ong small group can
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Brown vs. Topeka Board of Education:
Immediate Reaction from May Through October, 1954

by Metissa Stull

“Too separate [Megro children] from others of
similar age and qualifications solely because of
heir race generates a fecling of inferiority as 1o
their status in community that may affect their
hearts and minds in a way unlikely to ever be
undone, . . . We conclude that in the field of public
education the doctrine of *separate but equal’ has
no place. Separate educational facilities are
inherently unequal.” !

Chief Justice Earl Warren read this decision in the Brown v.
Topeka Board of Education ruling on May 17, 1954 which
unanimous decision nullified Plessy v. Ferguson of 1396
which legalized separate facilitics for whiles and blacks on
the condition that they must be equal. In the fifty-cight years
wpmmingﬂwmdmirm.umnqmﬂwchmhd
become increasingly disregarded; separate and unequal
facilities thrived, especially in the South. The Brown v,
Board decision sparked debate among group leaders,
mm,ﬂm.mm,mmm
Although the constituencies held conflicting opinions, a
recurring attitode permeated all of them., The immediate
reactions of the N.ALALCP., the Norh , the Southem church
community, and the South 1o the Browm v, Board ruling
from May through October, 1954 reveal the diversity of the
groups; yet, an underlying cautiousness pervades all of their
MEAPORNSES,

Walter White, cxecutive secretary of the NAACP,,
correctly foreshadowed the ramifications of the Brown v.
Board of Education ruling by predicting that it would be far
reaching. Plessy v. Ferguson had dealt specifically interstate
raitroad tvel but had affected all aspects of life, and White
believed that Brown v. Board would do the same, This
ruling would help eliminate some of the social barriers
between the races. However, While was not 5o naive as 10
expect the South 1o comply whole-heartedly with the
decision; Southemn states, he thought, would continoe 1o
resist. Furthermore, from his experiences in the North, he
realized that ssgregation would remain as long as rigid
housing patiems existed. Primary schools would still be
segregated, whereas high schools would become more
integrated., *

Owverall, White clearly supported the ruling which he
considered 10 be a major viciory for equality. He assured
Black educators that the N AACP. would get involved if
their jobs became jeopardized due o discrimination. White
acknowledged the hypocrisy in the North in terms of
segregation; therefore, he was hesitant 1o criticize the deep
South for resisting the desegregation decision. Although be
acknowledged the segregation occurring in portions of the
North, he did not condemn it. Why did White, as the leader
of the foremost civil rights organization al the time, not
condemn the segregation in both the South and the Norh?

The Nonh's response to Brown v. Board reflects a
cautionsncss similar o Walter White's and the
N_AACP.'s. They hailed the decision as the beginning of
the end of mcial discrimination; however, the Narth, for the
mist part, was unwilling to criticize the South. This is
evident in the editorials appearing in Northem newspapers
in the days following the decision. The Cleveland Plain
Dealer expressed the sentiment that no other decision could
have been possible, Moreover, the selection of words in the
following passage depicts a serious contradiction: ™. . .
[blacks had] earmed the right 1o be treated as first-rate
citizens and camed it the hard way.” ? The fact that
citizenship had 10 be *earned” shiws that Blacks wene not
considered 1o be equal, Was the writer expressing his own
bias o was his view a reflection of the Nonhern majority?

Otther contradictions surfaced in an editorial in the
Chicago Tribune, The article reads,” The principle
estiblished by this decision is not that anybody has o give
up any of his prejudices. . .The principle is the much
simpler one ummemmmmmummmsmm,
mmmﬂﬂmmmﬂﬂmh&wm
mM:ﬁqmlufﬂ:cnﬁnmwmﬂ“mw.
irony surfaces - the government must tread men legally as
equal, but individuals do not have 1o do so. This statement
seems 10 be another appeasement - an aliempl 1O reassure
the South that no one “has 1o give up any of his prejudices.”
From these articles, it appears that most of the North is
taking the middle position as did the NAACP.

Hmm.uﬁsﬂﬁnmrﬂnummnmmﬁ:imiﬂt
Sopreme Court's decision. Fred Rodell, a Nonthemer,
responded 10 Southem claims that desegregating schools
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would oaly lead 10 chaos. Rodell explained that this
mmmmammwimsm:mﬂwm
mguing.vﬂﬂudulufmmmdmwiﬂﬂm
o their own self-doubts. Therefore, it was not only the
education of children throagh desegregation means that was
nmm}'.huﬂhnﬂh:uﬁmdvdﬁmﬁhh&mjmdl
cxplains, was the ™. . ind of education most sorely needed
in the South." 1t was . . .not the education of the colored
children in a civilized fashion, but the education of the
white adults in the brand of inner strength that breeds
humﬂilyandmnhwmﬂw'ummﬂIﬂ"’RMﬂl's
critique of the South put him in a minority, for the North, a3
a whole, was slow to judge the South.

Despite all of the praises the North bestowed upon the
Emﬂﬂﬂmﬂdﬁﬂmuﬂdﬂuﬂmﬂ:munﬂnmdﬁm
Nuﬁmnmmnmm}',ﬂBNuﬂuﬂﬂmuimdmgmmim.
Diffndbnwday.njmmu]iﬂhnmardmmmﬂumﬂa
but employed in the North, commented on this: “In living
terms, the low percentage of Negro population in the
ma_i:ﬂtruﬂhﬂﬂuﬁhﬂmnnmﬁliuhnnﬂeitpm‘hh
fior the white to preen himself on his abstract humanity and
lack of discrimination laws, whils practicing de facto
mgﬁm.“‘ﬂ:faﬁﬂmmuimdidcmﬁnminm
Morth: this is a reason why the North hesitated 1o condemn
the Southern actions and instead focused on the positive
virtues of the Brown v. Board decision.

The churches of the South followed the same reasining

dissenting voices of some political leaders and
concentrating on the morality of the Court’s ruling. The
Catholic Committes of the South, the Ninety-Fourth
General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in Noah
mmmsmrmmmmm
smmmmwma
Morth Carolina, along with numerous other churches
endorsed the court's desegregation decision.” All of them
declared that they would begin making the ruling a reality in
théir schools and churches. The Ninety-Fourth General
Amnhlyufuuﬁﬁhsmiﬂnﬂhmh".-ﬂﬁnmwn
vote of 236 to 169, that "enforced segregation of the races is
discrimination which is out of harmony with Christian
theology and ethics.™ * The fact that 42% of these at the
uncertainty with which many in the church viewed the
Browm v. Board decision, This brings forth a question - did
ﬂu:hmﬂmvmuymnﬁummgnﬁunmmmimm
the ruling?

The example the National Council of Churches further
upﬁuﬁkﬂmm?mmﬂmdﬂnﬂmﬂnm‘s
decision, as most Southem churches did, and they called for
a Christian example of brotherhood. Yet, churches were
more segregated than schools! The council explained that as
ammgﬂndﬂwdlmnm.’mabmu:
leadership of the Church? It scems that the churches did not
want 1o be the leaders in disrupting the status quo. Hence,
alﬂmghﬂnhﬂhﬂnchmthupaimdﬁmﬂmwnv.ﬂumﬂ

of Education ruling, their actions indicated their relunctancy
to adhere 1o the ruling.

The N.A.A.CP., the Norh, the Southern churches
stood together in their support of the Brown v. Boand ruling.
O the other hand, a broad spectrum of responses emanated
from the South ranging from immediate desegregation of
the schools in Washingion, D.C. to the condemning actions
and wonds :i{}m-gia‘sﬂmm.}hnmﬁ]madge.m
actions of Washington, D.C. and Georgia were the
extremes: the general consensus of the South revealed a
surprising calmness. One reason may have bean that many
Southemers believed the ruling did not and would not affect
them. They did not anticipate much change because
geography would aid in scparating the races, The Court had
also postponed the specifications of implementing the

Many Southemers viewed this action of the Court as
critical in avoiding violence, Harold Fleming, a staff
mesmber of the Southem Regional Council of Atlanta,
believed the Court was wise (o take two years to make a
decision in the Brown v. Board case, for this allowed people
time to accept the idea of desegregation. * Hodding Caner,
editor and publisher of the Delta Democrat-Times, in
Greenville, Mississippi, argued that rushing things would
only heighten white fears and anxietics, A legal mling
would not change attitudes; time was necessary. ' The
president of Morehouse College, Benjamin L. Mays,
reaffirmed this: “The complete integration of the schools
*will become slower than you think,"

Others in the South believed that desegregation had
been occurring for several years, The Loutsville Courier-
Journal expressed the inevitability of the ruling: *“The
Stqrmt.ﬂmnt's-mhisnmim]famnhlﬁm.liiammu
acceptance of a process that has been going on 2 long time
and that is like an ocean’s sieady pressurcs - nol easy 10 see
a8 they move in, but finally impossible 10 restrain by any
man-made devices."™ ¥ Harry 8. Asmore, editor of Little
Rock's Arkansas Gazette, thought that desegregation had
been occurring for sixty years. ™

Other improvements were tiking place, as well. Carler
mmdﬂmd:mmhmlhmnhnuingwimm:hm
He cited that there had been no lynchings in three years. ™
Arthur Sutherland, a professor of Lyw at Harvard University,
expounded on this positive note. He staed that:

No state in the Union is populated by a separaie
specics of cruel and brutal white men, seeking by
eynical devices or by sheer defiance (0 escape the
performance of constinutional duties, One has o
trave] in the present South 1o realize the contrary -
to be convinced of the rapid increase of
humanitarianism, of cultivation, of kindness, of
comfor, of all the good things that go to make up
a great clvilization. *
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Southerners obviously believed that they had been initinting
maorality on their own; the records show differently,
however,

Several Southemers thought the ruling would enhance
America's position as a world-wide leader, An article in
Life magazine entitled, A Historic Decision for Equality,”
stated that *, . . the Supreme Court not only kept pace with
educational and social progress but at one stroke
immeasurably raised the respect of other nations for e
1.5." " Time and time again when suppaort for
desegregation on the grounds that meinl segregation was
immoral could not be found, support could be fostered for
desegregation on the grounds that it heightened the United
States" position in the world,

Southern reporters and politicians immediately
identified obstacles 1o desegregation which they used as
reasons for continuing segregation. For instance, an obvious
difficulty in desegregating would happen in communitics
with a large number of black peophe. Whites here would be
much less accepting of opening up the schools. Moreover,
Carier, the editor of a Mississippi newspaper, explained that
the black man was *, . stll casygoing in his morals. . "
which made it difficult for whites o accept him, * Carter’s
pititude reveals how deeply embedded racism was in the
South - a solid blockade 1o desegregation effors. Carter
continued by saying that descgregation may jeopardize
educational standards because black educators have not
been trained as well as whites. ™ The largest and most
hindering barrier 1o desegregation was the deep-rooted
racism of many Southemers,

Dowdey, bom in the Soath but employed in the North
as 8 journalist, claimed that the hypocrisy of the Narth
impeded the desegregation ruling. He explained that it was
the Narth who had begun the South’s segregated school
sysiem after the Civil War, Furthermare, the North claimed
that its schools were desegregated, however, black belts and
white suburbs flourished. Dowdey would prefer not 1o
desegregate but he agreed that the South would do s0 once
the North had. * His convictions echoed thase of others
throughout the South.

In the Brown v, Board ruling twenty-one sinbes wene
affected, the overwhelming majority of which were in the
South, Esch section of the South reacted differenty. The
border states responded calmly 1o the decision and proceed
to develop proposals for implementing the Count's ruling.
Washingion, D.C., led by President Eisenhower, began
desegregation plans immediately following the decision in
hopes of leading the country peacefully throngh the process
of descgregation. Kansas, Oklahoma, Arizona, and New
Mexico expecied no problems in the maling mainly due
the small number of blacks in these states,
composure, Texas Govemnor Allan Shivers commented that
it might take years to implement the decision. The
Commissioner of Education in Texas, 1.W, Edgar,
reaffirmed the Governor's position. Morth Carolina’s State

Democratic Convention declared that obedience o the laws
was the only option, The Louisiana House of
Representatives, with only three dissenting votes, urged the
continuntion of separate but equal facilites, Florida
hesitated to make any strong stalements of support or
definnce, 2

Alabama, South Carolina, Mississippi, and Georgia -
the deep South - did not exhibit any such reservations shout
denouncing the ruling, The Birstdnghas News in an
editorial stated its regrets over the Supreme Coun decision:
“*The Mews believes that the considerations of public
intzrest and state's rights which underfie the superseded
decision of 1896 still apply and would better serve the
progress in race relations and education.” * South Carolina
also denounced the ruling and refused 1o comply. Likewise,
a Mississippi superintendent of education stated that *“the
decision 1o comply would not affect us at all. That's because
we are nol going 1o observe it in our country, It will be ‘io
hell with the Supreme Court” down here. Of course, we may
all hang for it. But we won't hang separutely. We'll all hang
together,™ *

These exclamations of Alabama, South Carolina, and
Mississippi pale in comparison to the fiery assentions of
Georgia's Governor Herman Talmage. The Supreme Court,
Talmage claimed, has

. . . reduced our constitutions (o o mere scrap of

paper . . Georgians . . . will not tolerate the mixing

of the races in public schools , . , 1 think about

989 of the white and colored people of the state

prefier segregation . . . We're nol going (o scoede

from the Union, but the people of Georgla will not

comply with the decision.*

He went on to claim that he was not “ . . . anti-Negro or
discriminatory.” ® Despite his claims of not being
discriminatory, Talmage led his state in resistance o
desegregation.

These states, South Carolina, Mississippi, and Georgia,
sought specific methods o circumvent the Court’s decision.
Louth Caroling focused on "voluntary® segregation asa
solution. School officials belisved that most blacks would
not be willing 1o be the first to alter the status quo. Thoss
blacks who atiempied to do 20 woald be disconmged
through the usage of social and cconomic pressures; most
blacks were employed by whites. Accompanying this
progrum of “voluntary” desegregation was an atiempl (o
gin the approval of black educators, who knew that it was
unlikely that white schools would hire them. Another option
South Carolina favored was gemymandering of school
districts; however, this would not affect roral communitics
where hlacks and whites lived in the same neighbarhoods.
The idea of abolishing public schools was explored during
the first two months following the Court’s decision, but it
was found 1o be impractical. *

Mississippi hoped to perpetuate the current system of
segregation by using a law already enacted in the stale
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legislature. The law basically dictated that pupil
assignments could be influenced by the emotional needs of
the student and the best welfare of those students already
attending the school. Although the law did not mention
uwh.hmwmﬁmnﬂmﬂlmhmﬁm”
Simﬂ:ﬂy.ﬂm:huﬁmudmnmnupumuhnh
Carolina and Mississippi had. Another idea Talmage
pursued involved creating separate sexed schools at the
mﬂryhﬂbmmmmm
Georgia and Mississippi continued their acts of defiance by
refusing 1o participate in the October Court discussion on
how to implement desegregation mEasures.

Although segregation remained a pant of everyday life
in the years following the Brown v, Board of Education

inequities in race relations. Although the NALA.CP., the
North, and the Southern church community praised the
decision as*, . . a milesione in the achicvement of civil
rights,” they realized that descgregation would be difficult
to implement. * They supported the Court but hesitated o
criticize or force the South into action, The divided South
pursued separate plans of action with the decp South
blatantly and vigorously resisting desegregation. Those who
supported the decision soon realized that a legal mandatc
myhmgmﬂEWlhhbmmmﬂnm,m
it was incapable of changing people's racist convictions and
actions, Black children still possessed feelings of inferiority
despite the hopeful implications apparent in Chiefl Justice
Warren's decision in Erown v. Topeka Board of Education
in May, 1954,
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The 1972 Presidential Campaign’s Appeal to Women

by Pam Ehresman
{Pmﬂmnmwuﬂ:wﬁnﬁnllhulm ATO - Paul F. Bloomhardt Award for outstanding junior history majors.,)

1972 was a busy political year, full of pressing issues such
g5 the Vietnam War, inflation, and busing. Meither of the
candidates nor the electorate had enough encrgy 1o devote
io other concems, let alone women's concems - yel they
didl. President Nixon and Senator George McGovern paid
enough attention 10 women's issues (0 engage in a baitle
over them. As insignificant as the battle may seem
compared to the Vietnam War, the candidates” struggle o
win women's support resulied in women substantially

The women's movement was the main cause of women
increasing their activity in the 1972 campaign. The notion
of women's rights did not spontancously eccur (o
MecGovern and Nixon as a worthwhile issue to emphasize.
On the contrary, wrote Life magazine, “From a running
sonetimes strident start in the 1960, the idea of women's
equality hus caught in the national mind.” ' Moreover, the
focus of the women®s movement changed from social action
to political action as it began 1o arganize itsell, influcnce
candidates, and nun candidates of its own. * Perhaps as a
result of the recent move toward organization, Time
magazine felt that in 1972 politicians were genuinely
mspmdﬁummnm'sdumndsm:hﬁn:pulwru
equal wark, day-care, and aboetion rights. * Congress had
reflacted women's increased politcal power when it passed
the Equal Rights Amendment earlier that year, * It would be
foolish, however, 1o conclude that all Americans were in
nmmnmnbm:uwum'spnﬂﬁmlacﬁﬁﬂmﬂ:
conservative view that a woman"s domain should remain
private prevailed in the minds of many. For instance, two
television newsmen reporting on the National Women's
Political Cancus remarked that next will be a convention for
“lefi-handed Lithuanians.” *

Until 1972, women had not made a great impact on
politics, comprising 53% of the voting population, but oaly
1% of elected officials. * The Democratic Commission on
Party Structure and Delegate Selection, intent on improving
those statistics, devised a new rule for selecting delegales o
the national convention. The reform rube declared that the
composition of the state delegations must represent the
populations from which they were drawn. It aimed o
involve more women, minorities, and young pecple in the

political process. * The Republicans, not wishing to appear
opposad (o the democratic ideal, and at the same tme not
wanting 10 alienate GOP conservatives, simply called for
mone open represeniztion at their convention. * To preparce
for greater female participation al the conventions, both
partics formed the National Women's Political Cavcus
(NWPC). NWPC Executive Director Doris Meissner
explained ils purpose: “We want the women at the
convention to be aware of their common political interest.
And we hope that as a result they will push for fair
representation in credential fights, in platform decisions,
and in Noor debate.™ *

Women's groups and leaders endorsed candidates in
1972 just as any other organization did, using their own
criteria. A feminist newsleter, The Woman Activist, raed
senators” voles on four women's issues and scored Senator
George McGovemn at 100 percent. The issues included an
amendment to the ERA barring women from the drafi, an
amendment 1o a higher education bill which would cancel a
provision prohibiting discrimination based on gender, and a
move 1o strike a day-care proposal from anti-poverty
legislation. The newsletier also found that more democrals
than Republicans had pro-feminist voting records. ™ The
more libernl Democratic party, guided by MoGovern, won
the approval of most feminists, including Betty Friedan and
Gloria Steinem. " The approval, however, was not whole-
hearted. Steinem endorsed McGovern only as the best
“white, male candidate,” ** clearly implying that she would
support & woman if it were possible. She and other feminist,
though, credited him with the success of the new delegation
rule and the NWPC. * In contrast 1o McGovem, Nixon had
a mixed record on women's issues. He endorsed the Equal
Rights Amendment, yet kater vetoed a popular day-care bill.

McGovern found fault with Nixon's record an
women's issues. On August 25, he publicly accused Nixon
of mocking women's rights:

Out of 12,000 top policy positions in this

Administration, 105 appointments have gone o

women - that's eight-tenths of 1 per cent; hardly

impressive 1o an ebectonte that may be up [sic] by

51 per cent women. Ii's not only unjust, but it’s

stupid politics, *
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McGovern went on to demonstrate his commitment (o
women's rights by introducing five women, including Bella
Abzug, appointed to high campaign posts, with Shirley
MacLaine as his chiel advisor on women's issues. " Nixon
immediately responded 10 McGovern's accusations by
pmluinﬁnshum.miﬁ'"ﬁm‘sﬂiﬂnsnw.'
Defensively, Nixon comrected McGovem's figure of 105
appointments to 118 then noticed that 118 was triple the
number of women that had worked in top positions when he
took office. In addition, he pointed out that for the first time
in American history, two women chaired regulatory
aguﬂﬂﬂmmmmmif.mdMMMdmuﬁMWdﬁx
women to the rank of general in the armed forces. 7 Nixon
concluded his response by promising 10 “insure women
every opportunity to the make the fullest contribution Lo pur
ﬂuﬂmmamﬁm.'“mm'w?wtmm interpreied
McGovern's and Nixon's confrontation as “a sharp
reminder that women constitute hall of the voting

* 19 The candidates battled over winning
women's favor becanse the women's movement had begun
10 organize women in both parties into a powerful political
voice that the campaign could not ignore. The candidates
were preparing themselves for women 10 vole as a block
and not paired off with their hushands - a modem way o
view women's influence.

To understand how women influenced each party and
its presidential candidates, the national gonventions and
plaﬁmmmmbumhﬂmmcmnmhﬂwm
McGovern and Mixon on August 25th and 26th was, in part,
mmmmmmmmwmgmm
women at the conventions, *

Women composed nearly 40% of the delegates at the
Democratic Mational Convention, including many
mﬂmm&mﬂmmmﬂaw.lm
Westwood, as the Democratic National Committee chair - 8
first for either party, 2 Women felt excited about their
advanced level of involvement until McGovem's “tactical
mancuvers” ® began to curtail their ambitions. First, i the
last minute McGovem pulled back his support for the South
Carolina challenge in which the NWPC proposed to add
seven mone women 1o the South Carolina delegation. *
Second, McGovem did not support an abortion plank
because he feared it would cost him voies - a stand that
feminists were sware of before the convention, The surprise
hit when a right-to-life speaker stepped up to the
mi:mpbnlﬂ.lpﬂﬂil'ﬂﬂlmlhﬂﬁuﬁm'ﬁﬂmimdﬂm
he would not make, # In addition to other broken promises,
although McGovemn pledged to support a woman as a co-
ﬂnh‘pﬁ'mn.hdmﬂadhu‘m!ﬁm-chmmﬂﬁn
e chairman, infuriating many women o the convention, *

Reacting McGovern's decisions, Steinem explode,
“You promised that you would you would not to take the
hwmds.ymhmﬁsi“”mmﬁnz[rnmlhcwmm'n
betrayal, she now attacked him when she when she had
once faithfully campaigned for him. McGovemn, she
complained, only cared about how many McGovem

dekgamsd:ummwwﬁdﬂivmﬂzhhumdmﬂ

= What Gloria Sicinem and other miffed
ferninists did not understand was that if McGovern
conceded too much to women's demands, he would lose a
mpﬂhltbﬂmmiqhmﬂmmﬂmthlmlmm
conservative Richard Nixon - an even greater loss 1o
feminists, Stzinem and others, caught up in their feminist
idealism, had lost sight of practical politics. Or perhaps,
since this was their first try at the political game, they never
Iullruﬂ:rﬂuﬂdﬂ:rnlm.hwhlnﬁwﬂnaiﬂn
summarized the conflict in inerests: the feminists expected
that “the McGovemn campaign should have collapsed its
identity into the women's rights movement. That was
absurd,” *

Women at the Republican National Convention chose a
different approach to influence Nixon and the Republican
platform. Republican women championed many of the
same causes &s the Democratic women, yet they presented
themselves as determined Indies rather than angry feminists.
Because the Republican convention ook place over a
month after the Democratic, GOP women had the
opportunity 10 draw lessons from the Democrats”
ﬂpﬂimﬂmmmﬁmbtﬂnWMakﬂymmfm
Anne Armstrong, co-chair of the Republican National
Convention and the first woman 1o ever give the keynote al
g national convention, Jill Ruckelshans, a woman Time
dubbed “the Republicans” answer 1w Gloria Steinem,”
mﬂdﬂmmmﬂuﬁmabmimmmkmﬂﬂdm
mmrfmlﬂum&tnmmmshad.”himmmﬂd
mﬂmg:mwunmﬁgmrﬂn:uw.whnfmglﬂfwu
ﬂmﬂmpmﬂm&ﬂ:ﬂﬂrﬂmdﬁ#ymmw
Nixon had recently vetoed a similar bill. Although
disappointed, she compromised and gained a strong
endorsement of childeare in the platform. * The Democratic
dntﬁn:mdidmmmﬁmdnymﬂmm:ﬂu
R@ummmmmmmmmwmmm
expectations, they left much less bruised than had the
Democratic wome,

Analyzing the women's rights planks in the two
platforms demonstrates the one-up conlest that the
RnpubEWEmdﬂﬂnﬁmdmthDumm‘
plank, entitled “Rights of Women,” succinctly stated fifteen
objectives including “a priority effort to ratify the Equal
Rights Amendment,” bringing sexual discrimination under
Civil Rights laws, and full enforcement of the Equal
Emplﬂ:ﬂmlﬂppm'nnﬂfﬂﬂ.“lnmmﬂunapuﬂm
plank, more emphatically titked “Equal Rights for Women,”
was longer and made broad statements sbout the party's
commitment 10 women, such as, “This administration has
dane more than any before it 1o help women of America
achieve equality of opportunity.” * Hidden in these
effusions were the most conservative stands of the
Republican party. For cxample, the Democrats wanted
equal pay for comparshle work, while the Republicans
asked for equal pay for equal work. The Democrats listed
specific amendments they wanted to add 0 acts or codes,



the Republicans simply stated that they wanted 1o end
discrimination against women and did not list how they
proposed 1o do so, The Republican plank acted more as a
sWooping gestune, aliemping (o sppease women yel nol
alienate party standards. The Democratic plank did not
include broad, supportive ststements and s did nol
appear as enthusinstic about women's rights. However, the
Democrats, less concemed with winning women®s approval
because most women already supported them, could not
afford to be more specific and critical in their plank.
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In the 1972 campaign, significant change wok place for
mﬂﬁehuthmﬂﬁm%mw
increased their participation as party delegates. This country
has since built on that initinl change 10 run a woman for
vice-president and elect an African-American woman 1o the
Senate. The recent rise of women in elected positions might
nod have oocurred if the 1972 campaign had not alfimmed
women's importance in the political process, If only for a
briel time, women and their rights became a main issoe in
the 1972 presidential campaign, forcing the candidmes o
focus on women and their growing infloence in politics,
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