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"THE MINUTEMEN ARE TURNING
IN THEIR GRAVES”
The New Right and the Tax Revolt

GEVENTIES AMERICA REMAINED AMBIVALENT ABOUT
conservatism. The American right seemingly belonged on the lunatic fringe.1
Most establishment experts had simply not heard the thunder on the right—
the rise of conservatism in the years before 1980 into a potent ideological and
political force in American vlife. In an unusually astute remark, a New Right
financier and organizer, Richard Viguerie, declared that the election of 1980
marked the first modern conservative landslide, but not the first modern
antiliberal landslide. That had been 1968, when liberal poster boy Hubert
Humphrey pulled a paltry 40 percent share of the vote against Richard Nixon

and George C. Wallace.
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, there had been plenty of discontent with

and antagonism toward liberalism: hard hats outraged by hippies and antiwar
protesters; parents, mainly northern white ethnics, hostile to forced busing;
born-again Christians disturbed about sex on television and sex education in

. the schools; antifeminists frightened by the ERA; blue-collar workers fed up
with seemingly profligate welfare spending; right-to-lifers fighting against
legal abortions; business interests resisting excessive regulation. “Things are
going mighty wrong when respect for law is gone and it seems that everyone
hates the uniform,” country singer Ernest Tubb crooned, capturing this revul-
sion against the left, “It’s America: Love It or Leave It”2 ‘

As “a member of the silent majority,” one North Carolinian had written
President Nixon at the beginning of the decade, “I have never asked what
“Ione in government or this country could do for me; but rather have kept
Ty mouth shyt, paid my taxes and basically asked to be left alone.” It “is time
the Law abiding, tax paying white middle class started looking to the federal

ov : . :
8Overnment for something besides oppression.”
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ning victory in 1980, this broad antilibery,
! ing like a coherent conservative s
alesced into anyﬂ.ung : 1\
phalanx had nevetf ;,(j)befals and liberalism had angered many Amencms’ but
tion or movem;‘; ;en anwilling to identify themselvc.es with conservatism, 4.
most voters h; 1970s, the Republican right still carned.the tall']t of Gol dwa.
late as the mid- » d fears of race baiting, hard-line antlcommunism’

i remism. It evoke .
te‘;tih?tdestruction of social security and other be!oved BTk ment Pro-
an Working Americans associated conservatism with an assault on Unions,
grams. Am

deregulation of business, and the weakening of environmfentaj Protections,
efeg ti) 1980, a vague antiliberalism had transformed into avowed conser.
vau'sn: Ar{:erica;ls were voting for Reagan. The ryet:?morpho'sis, however, diq
not occur overnight. The first step involved organization: forgmg conservatism
into a powerful movement through the ?onstructlon of 3.1 .New nght that coulq
raise money, support candidates, create issues, and mobilize mlﬂlor}s. of voters,
including millions of previously disorganized and largely nonpolitical evar,.

Yet before Ronald Reagan’s stun

gelical Christians. !
Second, movement leaders had to tame conservatism, to soften and

domesticate it. Conservatives needed to sell their philosophy to Michigan hard
hats, South Boston housewives, Florida retirees and California aerospace
workers—Americans who found its basic tenets attractive but remained wary

of its hard edges. ‘
Finally, the right needed a match—something to ignite a grass-roots chain

reaction. Conservatism would find it with the tax revolt of the late 1970s, and
the economic turmoil of the era would provide its tinder. Where previously no
flame had been able to burn, the disaffection of the Seventies would provide
pure oxygen. Out of the fire something entirely new would emerge: a love-it-or-
hate-it political force that would indelibly reshape the political landscape and
elect as president its once absurdly extremist leader, Ronald Reagan, who would
80 on to make the once orphaned movement he embodied more popular still.

The New Right Network

Th? decades before the Seventies had not been kind to American conser-
vatlsr.n. From the 19305 through the 1960s, conservatives attracted no mass
conljt{tuency, as the vast majority of Americans embraced the liberal New Deal
coatition. The old right also lacked coherence. Bitterly divided among them-

selves, conservatives
could not agree on Mg
s a progra rful
Organizations, Program or unite into powe
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Nor did conservatives possess 5 real home
v . - Before ] id-
rate castern establlsh?nent dominateq the Republi:a: ki
at their leader, Pre51d.ent Dwight D, Eisenhower. calletc’la‘f;:\z;)zt rep;{esentt;'d
. X €rn Republi-

they would not contemplate a war to rof| back communism
These eastern Republicans—men [ike President Eisenh,
senator Kenneth Keat_mg in the 19505 ang New York governor Nel

feller and Pennsylvania governor William Scranton in the 19608-—eai(s)<r)1 }ffoei‘t(:é

a moderate style and manner. Overt displays of religious piety or patrioti
enthusiasm made them uncomfortable, 5 i

In those days, committed conservatives toiled in the wilderness—in fringe
organizations', second‘-rate colleges, unread publications. In the 1950s ar%d
1960s, according tf’ Nixon aide Richard Whalen, the conservative movement
was long on “egotists, flogmatists, hucksters and eccentrics, all engaged in a
childish sandbox politics and being Very noisy about it They formed not so
much the radical right that opponents charged, Whalen reflected, but an “irrel-
evant Right.”4

Still, the fledgling conservative movement found some important voices in
the wilderness, voices that would, in Richard Viguerie’s terms, form the foun-
dations of the modern New Right. The first was William F. Buckley, Jr. Buckley

managed to unite disparate factions of conservatives—to pull together tradi-
tionalist, religious conservatives worried about moral decay, libertarian free-
marketeers concerned about government interference with the economy, and
hard-line anticommunists primarily interested in the twilight struggle against
the Soviets. Buckley created a forum for all conservatives in the pages of his
Magazine, the National Review, and in 1960 helped found the principal con-
servative youth group, Young Americans for Freedom.5
Senator Barry Goldwater became the second pillar of modern conser-
vatism, Unlike earlier Republican leaders, Goldwater was an authentic conserv-
‘fltive. Against the prevailing consensus, he promised “a choice not an echo” And
Indeed, Goldwater advocated positions none of his Republican rivals would
€ven have contemplated: rapid escalation of the war in Vietnam, including pos-
sible use of tactical nuclear weapons; elimination of popular government pro-
Brams; opposition to the Civil Rights Act. In your heart, you know he's righty
E b
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] « ight” responded his oppone
, admirers declared. “Yeah, far right Ponents,
&i‘:ﬁ:ﬂ% the overwhelming majority, rejected Goldwater in 1964,

) . “In your guts, you know he’s nyts »
i the opposing slogan charged, )
dea;i:i.ijg, :e Goﬁ\)ﬂ ater campaign proved crucial to the development of

modern conservatism. It energized a generat.ion of cz?nservative activists, vet.
erans of Young Americans for Freedom like Patrick Buchanan, Howarg
Phillips, Richard Viguerie, Robert Bauma'n, and Tom Huston. They would
serve in the Nixon and Reagan administrations and found New Right organj.
zations. It also marked the emergence of Ronald Reagan, w}}o first entereq
national politics to campaign on Goldwater’s behalf. Most Important, the
Goldwater campaign culminated a long grass-roots effort by young conserva.
tives to take over the Republican party and transform it into a truly conserva-
tive organization. They did not succeed immediately, but they quickly byilt
conservatism into the dominant force within the national Republican party.6
Building on the foundations laid by Goldwater, Buckley, and thejr sup-
porters, a revived conservative movement emerged after 1970. By the middle
of the decade, American conservatism had become “an institutionalized, disc;.
plined, well-organized and well-financed movement of loosely knit affiliates *7
This New Right, as it was called, included large umbrella groups like the Amer-
ican Conservative Union and the Conservative Caucus, youth organizations

“The Miny;
®men A;q Thming In Theyr ¢
raveg”

the pr'essufr::nf:l“;:::;J ° Into an effectiye Movement, teqct:
lobbyl{lg- ising, 'am.i 8rass-roots °rganizi, €aching the techniques of
singl'e-xssue cqn.st.ltu.encles In guerrill, theater £ 8. They schooled local ang
qualify ballot initiatives, and Printed the;y p, Protest tactics, helped them,
These broad-spectrum organizatio CWsletters,
the MOVEMENt, nuUrturing the caree, of mep |;
Phillips, and T erry Dolan, Dolan, for €Xample hlke %
instrumental in the unseating of libera) SCHators’- eaded N
ing candidates, coordinated efforts of many 10ca1m 19
raised the money. In short, he Masterminded ¢ 2r;d
€

89. He identifieq oppos-
Single-issye groups, and

torate. Although no “vast right wing congpira nterlocking direc.
PIracy” eyer emer;
ged, the New Right

constructed a well-disciplined National netwogk linking togeth,
! ; ) 3
groups that organized from time ¢, time in resPOnsegto sgee eﬁr many Jocal
. . C
Many {noverhn'ent l.eaders, mcludmg conservative or aniz P l'l C concerns,
Viguerie, activists like Schlafly, relig ganizers like Dolan anq

well, and journalists like Pat Buchanan met regularly jn Washington with
i on with cop-

During the late 1970s, they helped defeat ac
. : OMmon situs picketi
pioned by organized labor, the creation of a new c0nsur‘;se1:1;1r(§;r:tgi (l)aw cham-
n agency,

like Young Americans for Freedom, think tanks like the Heritage Foundation,
publications like Conservative Digest, lobbying organizations, and political

action committees.
New Right leader Richard Viguerie summarized the various elements of

the emerging conservative movement as “the Four Keys to Our Success.” First,
Viguerie identified single-issue groups. Consciously mirroring liberal activists
like NOW, the NAACP, the Sierra Club, and Planned Parenthood, the emerg-
ing conservative alliance tapped into a number of existing and newly formed
single-issue groups like the National Rifle Association, Stop-ERA, and a
number of right-to-life organizations, These groups could mobilize millions of
people around hot-button issues like gun control and abortion, people who
might not share a broader conservative agenda or agree on other issues.8

Multi-issue, broad-spectrum conservative organizations formed the
second component of the New Right network—groups like the Conservative
Cal.xcus, the Committee for the Survival of a Free Congress, the Heritage Foun-
dation, and the Nationa] Conservative Political Action Committee (NCPAC).
t?)letio:rgol:, they lacked the mass support of the NRA or the pro-life movement,
s could map out a broad-based conservative agenda and organize

Str eﬂg}lm to b.lock Rockefeller’s confirmation on Capitol Hill.
rigozﬁ:ilr’oifme.nt clarified the need for extensive consultation and more
becan.L mugti lza(;lgt)n. Larger, more s.uccessful conservative planning sessions
school HIZ en af these meetu.)gs, leaders of l'o‘cal struggles involving
Rever buils °°. or gf}’ I lghtf or abortlf)n v.vould pamc.lpate. So alt.hough they
B i alim'gle" hferarc!ncal orgz.amzatlon, the‘:lanous. Ne.w nght groups
Pauly we -disciplined, interlocking network. “Organization is our bag,”
eyrich declared. “We preach and teach nothing but organization10
- :::;rth and ﬁn.ally, the New Right pioneered and perfected a new m'ode ('>f
‘Ommunication. “Like all successful political movements,” Viguerie
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" have a method of communicating with each othe”r, and for
itppeiiy that method was direct mail. “Frankly,” the New

“the conservative movement is where it is today
direct mail, there would be no effective coun-

declared,
conservatives in the 1970s,

Right guru admitted in 1981,
because of direct mail. Without

liberalism.”1! . ¢ i
terf(;;f:gelxt:rie and his fellow conservatives believed they had no choice but to
1

operate outside standard channe}s of cor.nm.uniicatlon,c :::] ::-loalll(:dal;l E: rl:lm
d the traditional media, which they ms.xs'te .were : y .
arou'nall direct mail organization and solicitation owed its success to the
g:sl::ﬂazzrg;te reforms in campaign finance laws. Tl.me new reil'ﬂaﬁofrflis placed
strict curbs on individual donations to poll.tlca.l sand1dates, ending o cehold-
ers’ reliance on a few rich fat cats. Limiting md1v1c.lual contributions to $1,000,
campaign finance reforms put a premium on being able to reach and bundle
together large numbers of small donors.12 | i
Direct mail made that possible. From his vast computer facility in Falls
Church, Virginia, Richard Vigueries operation alone collecte.d the names of 15
million conservatives, potential donors to New Right 'candldates and causes.
Opponents so feared the power of Viguerie’s IBM mamframes. and magnetic
tape units that the head of the United Auto Workers Community Action Pro-
ject believed that Viguerie had the capacity to generate as much money for a

campaign as the entire American labor movement.13
Direct mail soon became a tool not merely for fund raising but for com-

munication and organization. “The purpose of direct mail,” Viguerie explained
in 1978, “isn’t just to raise funds. We are building a movement. Direct mail is
a way to get people involved, to educate them, to turn out the vote. Direct mail
is a form of advertising and conservatives have found a way to communicate
with people and pay for the communication”14 ‘

A well-placed mailing could generate thousands of letters and telephone
calls to congressmen. In one famous “panic letter;” a mailing from the Conser-
vative Caucus included two flags—the red, white, and blue of Old Glory and
the white flag of surrender. After attacking the proposed Strategic Arms Limi-
tation Treaty (SALT II) with the Soviet Union, the mailing warned, “You and I
must choose—and the Senate must decide—whether we will personally accept
t?le Wh.itt.! Fl'ag of Surrender as America’s banner” Another notoriously effec-
tive solicitation from Americans for LIFE asked recipients to “take a second
iﬁ:: ;tlthe outrageous pro-abortion political propaganda I've enclosed and

€' me STOP THE BABY KILLERS by signing and mailing the enclosed

‘
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i i tcards to your
anti-abortion pos  Your U, Senators v |
ators on the back of that sickening bap, 1y ff;“ llfind a list of ] (7.5, gep,.
By the late 1970s, conservatives had Organized Paganda)”1s
work, they had formed a movemen, g - Through

- Ut organizat
without issues around which to Organize, and o, th:’fli WOI.Ill
Ist ti

conservatives fel.t they had them. Basically, the Ney, Ri

around three main areas of concern, The first was nationa!l;t;t fal b pmlied
conservatives d.eeply resented and Passionately ) e ense. I,wovemem
Joss of international dominance after Vietnam, [p Particu] e natlon§ seeming
stabilization and thawing of the cold war that Nixon Foudar, they.re;.ected the
launched and that Jimmy Carter continued, The New’Rith,;nd Kissinger had
nese and opposed all negotiations with the Sovriets 1 1Stn.13ted the Chi-
arms control and favored a major buildup of American m‘;{i;spea.auy opposed
try western hit, by a singer calling himself Stonewall Jacksop Z’ l:ngh;. A coun-
timent in the mid-1970s. “The minutemen are turning in th;ir Pr:re ”thls sen-
warned. “Washington and Jefferson are Crying tears of shame Ti s "estil Jackson
who'd rather live as slaves, the minutemen are turning in thei.r ra‘e,: hese men

Politicians “have lied to the American people about the Smg/iet tlsu.reat 2

New Right leader told an Atlantic Monthly reporter in 1973, “The inc1li ox:e
that we can work things out with the Russians instead of spelling ou)t, that i;i:
is the enemy, the same as Nazi Ger many. When have you heard a leader of the

me since the 1930s,

over slavery? . . . It’s Pardly a fair fight if one side believes it js a fight to the
death and the other side doesn’t think it’s a fight at all ”16

Late in 1977, the New Right mobilized a massive campaign against the
Pan.amg Canal treaty. Nine million cards and letters flooded the postal system,
asking people to €Xpress opposition to the canal giveaway. Although almost all
establishment voices—in business, academia, and government—supported
the treaty, movement conservatives waged a spirited battle, Surprising nearly
everyone, they fell just two votes short of defeating the treaty in the Senate,

. Defeat on Capitol Hill turned into victory at the polls and turned out new
legions of conservative voters. In 1978 and 1980, twenty supporters of the
cana] treaty lost their seats, while only one opponent met defeat. In the New
11Fampshire U.S. Senate race, an unknown thirty-seven-year-old former airline
Pilot nameq Gordon Humphrey made the election a referendum on the canal
and unseated Democratic incumbent Tom McIntyre. The canal fight also built
a close relationship between the New Right network and the treaty’s most
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“The canal is ours,” Reagap
onent, Ronald Reagan. “T ; i

ilcr;:rl:; ?‘I\Jrse built it, we paid for it. And we intend to keep it”17
The ;ising tide of nationalist sentiment about the Cfmal, the Soviet
and the military budget surprised and Pleased conservatives, I, 1980, th,
: i iatively in their hit $ong “In Amey; ., '
lie Daniels Band acknowledged it apprecia . 78 “In Americ, e . ”
The band confessed that “a lot of people are saying that Americ, s fixin’ to ¢ e The New Right also chargeg the lib Selves as Intellectuals »21

; p eral establig, ith : Aelih,
But the decline had been reversed: Lady Liberty had regained her footing , d eral elites in the universities, the presg, 5 dt ment with ‘mmorality, | jp,.
the Russians had sure as hell watch out. Americans, the song concludeg, ,,,,

eir Grayeg~ | 201
famousl}, blican party dinpe; ; H
Ata Repu o ouSton’ Texas: Agnew at

dents and their professors. EducatiOn, he chargeq o Attacked college sty;-

demand of the uneducated Suit the ideag oft' 1s being redefined at the

< . u »
attend college to “proclajm father thap ¢, learn enc:::l ucé:;e;l. Stlidems
corps of impudent snobs tha, charact, 28ed by an “effete

Um'On,
€ Cha,.

; re declared, had undercut t.raditional Notions of deceef:; Z:g?ﬁ;;:;?::;"::g;s
“walking real proud and talking real loud agam.”"f lished sources of authority, In the New g; t's terms, the nation’s ruling CIas;
In the skepticism that conservatives showed diplomats ang policy eXperts, displayed contempt for “family valyeg» us, efforts 1o Protect and restore
the canal fight also pointed up a second crucial aspect of the €Mmerging N, family values formed the thirq M3Jor componeny of € emerging Ney Right
Right agenda antielitism. This passionate class resentment Tepresented 5 pro agenda.22 ’
found shift for American conservatism. In his 1962 book Conservatisy, in The family values coalition Included the antifeminjsmy, Personified by
America, historian Clinton Rossiter had identified the classic politica] style of Phyllis Schlafly; the right-to-life Movement, whjcp, fought to Place new restric
American conservatives, Conservatives, Rossiter explained, were Suspicious of tions on abortion after the Supreme Court legalized the Procedure in Roe 4,
8rass-roots activism and drey support principally from People “who haye , Wade; and textbook Protests, a series of Jocy) efforts to remove Supposedly
sizable stake in the established order” The left, on the contrary, “is made up of immoral textbooks or librar ¥ books and to Purify the curriculum in pybic
those who demanded wider Popular participation in public life and draw par. schools. The issue first received national attention
ticular support from the disinherited ang disgruntled 19

snobbish, out-of-town establish-

dren in Charleston, West Virginia, emerged as th
what her children were being taught in the sc
school’s sex education Program and won electiop
her opposition to jt. Led by Moore, the new board decj

riculum, Temoving such authors as black militant

“pointy-headed inteﬂectuals,” the alleged architects of busing and affirmative Moor.
action, the haughty eljte

who sneered 5t Mom, appe pie, and the flag. This attention because of
conservative versiop of class warfare €merged in challenges to schoolteachers ' work. The Heritage Foundation Sent a lawyer to represent Moore and other

and administratorg over which textbooks to assign, curricyla to follow, and conservative e onts. Texas activists, skilled in G g e
library books to retain. It expreggeq itself as att, '

cks on universities and their came to West Virginia to help organize. In the aftermath of the: et Virginia
faculty and against the National pews media, fight, the Heritage' Foundation founded and bankrolled the National Congr.eSS
Spiro T, Ag.n?w, the attack-dog vice President unde, Richard Nixop, PEI for Educationa] Excellence, which united some 200 parents’ groups seeking
fected thfs POIftlfaI Style. With he P (and some fancy Vocabulary) from Curriculym uchanges around the country.24
speechwriter Willjam Safire, Agnew assailed the libera] bjag in the medi, and
lambasted the press as “natter;

Homosexuality, especially civil rights protections for hc.)mc;:exttx;lls t}ll:
- The vice President 8eneral anq 8ay teachers in particular, constituted another méj orBro:m bt
tten Americang” and the “Middle Dattle oyer family values. In 1977, former beau?y queen Anita By SSfl’ll i
St radica] chjc, limousine liberals, OWn as the spokesperson for the Florida citrus industry, led a succe

repeatedly ralljed the “hardhats” “¢h, forgo
Americans” against an €nemy he cajleq elitj




The Minutemep, Are Turning jp Their Graveg~ | 203

et ights ordinance. The nationg) Ne .
: eal a Miami gay rig ) w ) a plank in its pary 1 ; «
erendum campaign “.)Iregnanced the Miami campaign and helped builq mdude(:i . l;\/Ir ey FRS zOP;tff)rm OPposing the regulatory vendetta
Right network heaVISY e Our Children. Bryant and her allies mounteq Sim.- launCh? ztent coalition ax;d t}:n e against independent schools.”s0
, . . Vi . . = 1t} . .
Bryants organization, at'on scoring successes in Oregon, Minnesoty ang This p ere formidable achiey, ¢ amb‘“"}‘s ?8enda around which jt yas
ilar efforts across the nif 1 25’ shaPed""w iy they w ]dn;lem& But if Conservatjves hoped to succeed
. nties. . rican p > ou ave t
Kansas ! th; o f’er‘:ﬂy coalition drew considerable strength from the Chris. il Ahm: in New York discouraged by bl(; r:aCh o 1more broadly ety
Finally, the profa hristian right that deve] teache ' : X nationalism iy, the schools and
tian right that deve oped arounq . hborhood. 1 . an
- ent and the broader Chris ime in the neighborhood, might b ,; e f -
tian SC{]OOIS moverln%Os and early 1970s, Christian schools had burgeoneq in erme bout a movement led by evan eﬁc l0 IE D pIlemgs but would
s dered racial integration and the banning of Prayer i, oy epublic. A Polish Cath, l'g t a] e s committed to creating
- ere 1 nr . Olic s
rcspoﬂf: tol":(;z:s (:)rriented nonprofits, these fundamentalist academieg paid 2 Chrllsct;astandp tall against the commlese:uj:o»rvkerlg] Chlcago ight like to see
reli - . r ) ou
SChigzlt;fa; taxegs and a number of civil rights groups, viewing these fily-white A;It]he his union. An Oregon lumberjack might reserrllt0 :rwar: anxone N .y
no ) : g . w ) o €€-hugging environ-
; : to resist racial integration, ress ) :
academies as nothing bul:‘ an attempt 0 2 g pressed the mentalists and their restrictions on logglng, but not Want to remove sex edu-
‘ government to revoke their tax exemptions. o « . cation from the schools of Playboy and Penthouse from the locg] [
g In 1978, Jimmy Carter’s new IRS commlsswne‘r, Jerome Kur 1z, issueq | stores. A small businessman ip Dubuque wants the IRS off hey back but cannot
. : | ; . . .
new regulations and moved to w1thdra\y the exemptlon&hPr?voked, conser- ‘ embrace a foreign policy she thinks might start anothey world war.
vative Christians L:iunched a battle agau;.st th_e IIIRi a(ri)d the .ed;ral g'o?'em- ‘ So even if the country was Moving in the direction the New Right was
ment. For generations, the.fundan?ex'lta Ist right 'dad TElahe p(.)l}tlcally leading it, there remained a residual scarinesg about the conservative move-
quiescent. As a rule, evangelical Christians had avoide partisan politics ang ment. Conservatives seemed too ready, in pop parodist Randy Newman’s

even sat out most elections. Focused on matters of individual salvation, they

had paid little attention to national politics and had been content to with-

draw from the corrupt secular world and build theijr own shelters from the
storm.27

The IRS fight threatened one of these havens and energized the Christ.

an right. “It kicked the sleeping dog,” Richard Viguerie remembered. “It gal-

words, to “drop the big one and pulverize them” Asjy's “crowded and Europe’s
too old, Africa’s far too hot, and Canada’s tog cold,” crooned Newman, satiriz-
ing the tone of a New Right patriot. “South Americy stole our name, Leps drop
the big one and there’ll be no one left to blame 31

But during the early 1970s, as the Mmovement organized, a new strain of
conservative thought emerged that would help smooth the edges of conser-

(against which the 1960 new left had rebelled) and found themselves sickened
by the eXcesses of radical youth, especially their embrace of Chairman Mag
and Ho Cpj; Minh and their attacks on the university.

The neoconservative high command included influential magazine edi-

tal noming; .
o A year later, the Republican party 1013, such a5 Norman Podhoretz of Commentary, Martin Peretz of the New
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arl,

Republic, and Irving Kristol of t
aimed a number of political figure

of prominent scholars like D:.mlcc;

and James Q. Wilson. Andbl'tssad
prominently future U.N:}:im a

5 ick Moynthan. ’ , N )

tor Daniel Patrlck, y?n Irving Kristol’s famous def‘inmon, were llberak

g £ reality.” They were former leftists who came ¢, shar\

)4 2 \

; en mugged b i tilt see
WhOIVe 'be s wi thgcgonservatives, but whose nghtwart ‘;l] 1 ; med more Prac;.
n B
Colnlc usxooﬂ‘vated by crusading principle, closer to the mainstream of Amey;.
cal, less m

litical debate. On foreign policy, for instance, n?oco_nser"atives
can politica Iy hawkish; they largely supported the‘war in V‘etnam) i,
remained l’lgocfgl,;;);] leftist Salvador Allende, and the Nlcaraguan COntryg -
ove'rthrOW_;)f ;a ainst the Marxist Sandinista government, Byt they lacked
their  as Ia:j thft motivated most movement con§e.rvatives. Instead the
gt:ursg‘z;ot”;;r passionate anticommunism in realpolitik, a cool-headeq Iy

. . 9y “]()v\
or Jeanne Kirkpatrick and Ney, York sen t
seng.

culus of national interest. . .
As a matter of basic philosophy, neoconservatives shied away from

crusading ideologies of other American conservatives. They believed, 4 diq
the champions of family values, tha.t tl'le left had' forsaken r.n‘oraI va!ues, but
they had no desire to establish a Christian republic or a traditional hlerar?hi_
cal society. Like the libertarian, free-market conservatlves‘, neoconservatjye,
asserted that liberal big government interfered tOO‘ml'lCh with the market, but
they did not oppose all economic regulation on prmc1pl'e. They opposec.i inef-
ficient, counterproductive, wrongheaded programs without threatenmg to
eliminate social security or shut off Medicare payments to the elderly.32
Neoconservatism always remained a primarily intellectual movement,
Adherents never developed any neoconservative party or organization, Never-
theless, they exerted influence well beyond their small numbers, reshaping
policy debate and political strategy in the late 1970s. Most important, they
domesticated American conservatism; they redefined it in terms that made it a
responsible alternative to liberalism. They offered Ronald Reagan intellectual
and political Iegitimacy, echoing Reagan’s odyssey from New Deal liberal to
disaffected scourge of the left,33
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5. on Nation. More
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The tax revolt overran high-tax States |ike Py followed Californiq’g lead.

ini s Massach .
erty 1a% <2Ps I 115 Proposition 3 175 41,4 even hiiisem' hich enacted prop.
barely had any taxation tq rebel againg, aX states |ike Idaho, which,
i Gaifornia, Protests agains; Property taxati

1 > on
since World War I1. The stare Phenomeng) 8rowth and sgur;
values stung homeowners witp, huge increases in tpe ¢ soaring Property
prevailing tax rates hardly changed, |y, 1957 eir tax
Valley, a mushrooming coOmmunity op

town Los Angeles, opened their mailboyes

had erupted regularly

Angeles Coliseum that drew more than 6,
i e o
nized responses to the arriv;l of taZ billsni:tslimg lt'slelf S, o
leaders of the hastily assembleq neighborhooilma; . PrOtester.s, i t'h.e
cal experience, The Very names of these ir ' Possfssed Pl
groups advertised their amateyr status:

cutesy acronyms like OUCH (Organization of Uniteq California Homeown.-
ers) and TUFF (Taxpayers United For Freedom).3s

The Property tax only became a major state-wide issue in 1965 when the
San Francisco Chronicle published a series of exposés on unsavory practices by
California tax assessors. California’s constitution required that property be
assessed at “full cash valye” and that all property be taxed at the same rate. In
Practice, assessments never reached more than a third of actua] value, and in
Some cities, like San Francisco, the assessor valued residential property at less
than 10 Percent of its market price.

Tax assessors, who were elected officials in California, depended on the
Votes of the constituents they assessed, and many collected “campaign contri-
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. ve for making low gc.
. b CkS in exChanbe QSSCSS‘
d laundered klckhz story broke, the assessors for Sap, Fran,.

. b
I sentences. San Diego’s assessor comm)j,

Philip Watson, was indicted byt fOun(;

) e

butions” or receiv .

i ert

ments on business properties. Af(ti t

cisco and Alameda County served ) !
0

ted suicide. The Los Angeles assessor,

not guilty36 lature quickly moved to reform the property tax syster;, The
The state legis ature quired uniform assessment of all property at 25 Per.
1966 Petris-Knox Ac ;nqdated systematic reassessment every three years, and
cent of a'ctu.al va;]ue,d I,'Tslcretioﬂ of county assessors. The state att.orney 8enery|
Sh?rplf znt];]taetdt}tleenew law would recover more than $200 million i, taxes
estimate

from business properties. The League of California Cities expected a windfy)|
om

0 million. )
of n;irtli'h i5£xp’;ts had not understood the true nature of old system’s depray.

ity. Sure, a few large businesses and. political insi-der s paid bribes 1'1:1 retur.n for
favorable valuations, but most business properties faced substantially higher
assessments than homeowners did. Corrupt assessors l?ad been over taxing
businesses so they could keep homeowners’ taxes arnﬁcmll.y low ar'ld ensure

their popularity with the voters on Election Day. Then they lined th'elr pockets

by offering a few businesses discounts. When th.e reforms came into effect,
most businesses received steep cuts in their tax bills, but the new law socked
homeowners with an entirely unexpected increase. In San Francisco, where
assessor Russell Wolden had held residential assessments at an absurdly low 9
percent of market value, angry residents even trotted out a new bumper

sticker: ”Bring Back the Crooked Assessor.”37
The uproar over assessment reform inspired a new, sustained wave of
property tax rebellion across California. In 1966, the Los Angeles-based
United Organizations of Taxpayers ( UOT), a confederation of neighborhood
homeowners’ groups, called for a county-wide property tax strike. A year later
the UOT attempted to abolish property taxes altogether. UOT canvassers tried
to qualify a state ballot Initiative, but collected only 100,000 signatures, barely
a fifth of the total needed to Place the measure on the state ballot.38

Protests fell off in the Jate 1960s and early 1970s, as the initial shock of

the assessments wore off and the state legislature cushioned the blow with a
series of adjustments that eased the bite. But the tax rebels kept at it. Led by
Howard Jarvis, a retired businessman and cigar—smoking Mormon from
Utah, the UQT repeatedly introduced tax-cutting ballot measures. While
Jarvis’s radical proposals fe]] short, establishment figures joined the battle

\ B
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against the property tax. le,ing paid Signatyre th
o Philip Watson qualified 5 Measure Batherers, | Angeles
d have restricted the use of Property gy, rth
services” such as police and fiy, i N

County

devoted 11 percent of the state bud
ment_39

Even Governor Ronald Reagan joined i Despite his Jin:
L ctonie, GOVernor Rempan b actually s 1? 1m1ted~govemment
than 50 percent during his eigh; years in S,
sponSOTEd a referendum to contro] state Spending, Proposition
spending cap that would steadily tighten o
word proposal struck voters ag absurdly ¢
fessed to not understanding it, Byt Proposition | fared bette
Jarvis’s or Watson’s proposals, losing by 54 1 4¢ percent.

This embryonic agitation, in California and else

BEL1O prope » California

1 proposed a
ver a.ten-year period. The 5,700.
omplicated; Reagan himself con-

T than any of

owners Association, a Los Angeles-based Property tax group, championed
homeowners and “working businessmen” against the “non-creators, the nop-
builders, those who sit back fat and lazy” The Statewide Homeowners did not
advocate cuts in government; in fact, a 1964 broadside suggested that the prop-
erty tax could raise millions more for the public schools if land speculators and
“slumlords” were assessed fairly.40

In Massachusetts, the tax revolt actually began as a movement of the polit-
ical left, Led by a former SDS organizer, Massachusetts Fair Share formed in
Chelsea, Massachusetts, in 1973. Five years later, the organization claimed more
than 12,000 dues-paying members scattered throughout the Bay State. In th.e
mid-1970s, as assessments on modest homes in blue-collar neighborhoods spi-
raled upward, Fair Share led battles against sweetheart tax deals for downtown

developers and to collect back taxes from delinquent big businesses like Eastern

Airlines and New England Life Insurance. Fair Share also proposed a progres-
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as much as demands for hich contained many conservative, smgy,
r
Even Howard Ja

is's UOT, w ; ‘ .
. }lelt it had to make concessions to the liberal Sentimeny,
tics,
overnment fana :
of the late 1960s. Jarvis

himself claimed that his organization represented the

- big business. “We've got teachers wh‘o bel.ong to tl:ls Organ.

litﬂ-e ad agalESt egople,” Jarvis told the Los Angelef Times in 1970. “We’ve got

i l; rOLIfJNegroes.” We “don’t have any oil company m’?ney and ng

é Sre?t 2;1:;; money. No bank money and no land speculators.”41 AlthOugh
title 1ns >

Jarvis despise

)

d unions and activist government ancll had even supported fo;.
mation of an independent Conserva;l;/e party, he still needed to clothe the ta
: ive, populist terms.
feVO};}:: farrol)% rtfmsmr‘;volit gossessed no clear co'nserva'tive pedigree and few close
links to the emerging New Right. It also achieved little success. (?n four sepa-
rate occasions, Jarvis and the UOT failed even to qualify tax-cutting initiatives
for the ballot. California voters rejected the Watson and Reagan propositions,
Across the country, Massachusetts Fair Share made limited headway. In 1976,
referenda to limit taxes and government spending appeared on five state ba]-
lots. Every single one failed.43
By the late 1970s, runaway inflation had changed the economic landscape,
and the political climate had altered. A new generation of tax protesters had
emerged, demanding steep tax cuts, not tax equity. They focused their anger
on the crushing burdens they faced and the public officials who imposed
them—the governing class, not the upper class. Demands to soak the rich or
remove sp.ecial l.)reaks for business disappeared from the debate.
alliefinh?:llljfg::ef; (S):enr Firnando Ya]ley, even former radical Howard Farmer
Communis s League with afmgovefnment tax rebels. A one time
party member and longtime union activist, Farmer had long

championed big governme
i nt as the people’s instrument
social and economic justice. But in 197 y g s et o

drive working people from theic b 6, as skyrocketing taxes threatened to
« €1r homes, Farm, ;
those .leeches who must have more anci Croeounced publicservantsas

rof Los Angeles and, in one historian’s
$—an out of the closet libertarian.” He

»
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unced governmentas “c"“." and questioned such basic public services as
¢ collection, parks, and librarics.45 In “Tax Relief, Shift, Or Shaft?” the
arbjﬁ,er’s Watchdog, a southern California newsletter, warned that shifting tax
Taxzens onto the privileged would offer only 4 temporary fix for ordinary cit-
ur «without cutting down the size and variety of government,” the Watch-
d, “there is little that can be offered in terms of tax relief since the
come from somewhere.”46

deno

jzens-
d 0 g ass€ rte

to
oney has : . .
m Tax rebels boiled over with rage at public employees, venting discontent at

heir supposed inefficiency, their corruption., t.heir cruel indifference to human
ffering. “Here’s why I voted for Proposition 137 one California woman
su ote Governor Edmund “Jerry” Brown in 1978, “I'm tired of paying for
:)V;liticians’ dinners and lunchef w}?en my family can’t afford to go out to
dinner even once a month. ... 'm tired of doiflg without so that you all can
- everything-”47 Angry voters‘tz.lrgeted prevailing wage laws, which guaran-
teed high union wages to municipal workers. They opposed pay raises for
public officials and complained about phony sick leaves and extravagant
perquisites.48 They called not just for tax re.hef but for spending limits that
would tie the hands of bureaucrats and politicians. Howard Jarvis tirelessly
retold the story of a dear friend hounded to death by insensitive tax collectors.
She suffered a fatal heart attack in the county offices, “in the very act of plead-
ing about the prohibitive level of property taxes on her home 49
The emerging tax revolt thus offered conservatives an opening, the chance
for rewriting the rules of American politics that Richard Nixon had first envi-
sioned as he strolled the beach at San Clemente. As Nixon had recognized,
Americans hated government in the abstract but supported and appreciated
most existing programs. Poll after poll confirmed that Americans rejected
steep reductions in public services just as adamantly as they opposed taxes and
resented bureaucracy. Attacks on waste and corruption resonated so deeply
because they promised something for nothing—a way to cut government
without slashing essential services.
Conservatives needed to exploit the visceral feelings about taxes and gov-
ernment without spawning fears of Goldwater-like cuts in cherished pro-
grams. Even at the height of the tax revolt, Americans never embraced the
Views of libertarian extremists. Across the nation, taxpayers selected carefully
among spending cap and tax cut proposals, often rejecting measures they
OUfld irresponsible or extreme. Voters balanced their demands for tax relief
3gainst their desire for good schools, smooth roads, and reliable amenities. But
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during the late 19705,.the scales thPe:lS- :};i:zftxe:::;rg?\?etomlc a buii,
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me}:sr?gs prrices were the biggest culprit. Rur'lawa);lx.ngatmn eant thy Proy,
erty values soared and Ingormes Crept up mti‘l)- N ; er s orack ts, Whil\
people’s standard of living har dly changed. Families su denly haq to pa ice
or three times the property taxes for the same modest home, A the 19705 o e
ceeded, astronomical increases in assessments led many homeowy, st fe()\
the loss of their houses. “There is no way I can come up with the eXpect:(;
taxes,” one woman wrote Governor Jerry Brown. “I had hoped that by age 65
the house would be paid for and I would have a place to live, ButI noy See thy,
all the planning is in vain because our government wil] not allow this ¢,
happen.” Adding insult to injury, inflation swelled the coffers of state ang locy]
governments even as it squeezed taxpayers. California a other g ates
ran huge budget surpluses in the late 1970s.51

The stagflation of the 1970s meant, among other things,
took ever larger bites out of the average American’s wallet. Be
1980, the social security payroll tax rose eightfold, lighteni

envelopes.52 As inflation mounted, the cost-of-living increase
checks,

nd many

ng workers’ pay
s in people’s pay-
s at the gas pump

or even declined.53
lAn 1976-1977, new Property assessments sparked intense protests in Cali-
fornia, Groups i

ke Taxpayers United for Freedom and the Sherman Oaks

i:;‘;j:::;zﬁsf;iciati(;n mounted massive Jetter writing campaigns. Burying
toned Jery Brownettgn er more than.ZO0,0QO letters, angry homeowners peti-
relief before the new hcimlzver:e : SPeaa.l sesm.on of the state legislature to offer
legislature again fajleq ti - blllﬁ kicked in. When By own refused and the
testers joined the Yo COmpron'nhse N tax relief, a new generation of pro-

; ¢ YOT's fifth Petition drive, Aided by northern California

fnento car dealer, they collected 1.25 million
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. threatened losses of o] revenuye o

aimed, : € Severe en, _
;l cks in police and fire protection 55 Jugh to force major cut-
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These dark prophecies mlghF have SWayed the electorate except that th

massive state budget surplus strained their credibility. As Election b e

nd the estimated surplus swelled to nearl ay neared
a

¥ $6 billion, dicti
g seemed laughable. Moreover, Predictions of fisca] cat-

early projections had so i
e underesti-
mated the surplus that many Californjang believed the;y politicians had l::eln

hiding something: Only Proposition 13, they concluqqg oy discipline the
rogues in Sacramento.

still, the likely vote remained close untjj ¢

dropped a bombshell only a few weeks before the election, The Los Angeles
County assessor revealed that new property assessments, to take effect shortly
after the balloting, would skyrocket by an average of 125 percent. On LA’s
prosperous West Side, values would double, even triple in many cases. The
new assessments provoked such uproar that the county canceled the increases
and restored the old valuations. Governor Brown ordered other counties to
freeze assessments.

That episode erased any lingering doubts aboy
on June 6, 1978, by a two-to-one margin,
‘property:taxes:by 57 percent and rolled ba
value based on the 1975 assessment. It ens
than 2"percent a.year—unless a proper
reassessed at market value. The initiative also amended the state constitution,
requiring a two-thirds vote of the legislature to increase state taxes and requir-
ing that voters approve any new local levies by a two-thirds vote.56

The scope of the victory stunned nearly every observer. Proposition 13
won broad support across the ideological spectrum and among all eco-
nomic strata.57 Only African Americans and public employees outright
opposed the measure. The crusade drew most heavily on middle-class
homeowners, especially modest householders who could not pay their tax
bills. According to historian David Koistenen, three-quarters of the San Fer-
nando Valley protesters he sampled lived in homes smaller than 2,000
Square feet. A third owned very small houses, under‘1,250 square feet.
Elderly People, whose incomes remained fixed while their taxes soared, re's-
%dents of older subdivisions, and owners of small businesses figured heavily
In'the campaign for Proposition 13.58

The efer)ctsg were immznse. The measure immediately reduced property tax

he state’s most populous county

t Proposition 13. Approved
the measure immediately slashed
ck tax rates to 1 percent of market
ured that values could rise no more
ty was sold, in which case it was
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e than $7 billion. When Prop 13 passed, CalifomianS
- m}?r tiffest tax burdens in the United States; the aYerage Pro
facing - O}fltdesso ercent above the national average. Tax bﬂl§ pl
o bql e 1at5r Californians paid 35 percent below the natjo,
Vit time, the dreaded declines in services did not mate
e st samlixs mu,ted the tax cut’s initial impact; for the first
e ;tate i:rlt)he state cushioned the blow with massive bailoyt
2if:ifs z(?l};ntiés, and towns.59 Tax rebels declared Proposition 13 5

pErty
UMmete,

Wlde Stap,.
Tialize, The
three Years
Payment to
tota] ViCtory.
A “Modern Boston Tea Party”

Outside California, pollsters and pundits immedia
13 as the opening salvo in a national tax revolt. A
the California vote, reported that Americans favo

Own communities by more than two to one, The
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Harris Poll, releaseq Just after
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The ‘brewing’ tax revolt is no

the next four years, from 1978 to 1981, Delaware,
Michigan, Missouri, Nevada, South Carolina, Texas
approved similar spending limits, while Californian

tion. In Novembey 1979, by an overwhelming m
approved Proposition 4,

awaii, Idaho, Louisiana,
» Utah, and Washington
$ continued their revolu-
ajority, California voters

o frightene

d the 8Overning cla
Ntarily,

ss that most state legisla-
hoping to avoid the fisca] straitjacket that Califor-
Pped arounq their government, [p the immediate after-
math of Proposition 13, thirty-

es, and
twenty-eight ¢y their state income tay, Earlucf?d 1976, avcon
ewsweek, state ang local governmentg
Nearly $8 billion, By the eng of 1979
they showeq deficits of 36 billion 63

tures cut taxes volu
nia voterg had wra

€njoye

d an aggregate surplus of
» a&er tW()

Years of aggressive tax cuts,

After Proposition 13, ng skirmish i, t
n the enactment of Propositiop, 5 112in

tha State imposed high Property taxe

Bay ferred a heavier burdep onto residentig] Propert

tm‘l tts state legislature had also f47)0

14

aChusetts, Like California, the
> and ey, assessment Standards haq

Y Owners 64 Th. Massa-
to take

bels at the pass. That failure Proved pa
re

State taxpayers with no choice:65
Citizens for Limited Taxation (CLT) Spearheaded the Massachusetts cam-
paign. The organtzation had for'med In the 1970, mainly Tepresenting sma]
businesses and cranky conservatives, CLT had fought it firg battles agains the
graduated tax, an unsuccessful effort bY Massachusetts Fair Share to enact 3
progressive, graduated income tax 66 .
Ve tax rebels ip
couldn’t have done it if Proposition 13 hadn’t passed i C
tor Barbara Anderson reflecteq. “Certainly, the big arg

‘California did it, and they didn’t fall it the ocean
and colleague, Don Feder,

Massachusetts, “We
alifornia” CLT direc-
Ument we used was,
67 Anderson’s Predecessor
ching proposition 13 very
nking that if this goes over
—perhaps we should try it in
68 After Prop 13, Feder, Anderson, and C[T advanced a much
fhore aggressive antigovernment line. Testifying before the Massachusetts leg-
islature’s Joint Committee on Taxation, Feder dismissed most government s.er-
vices as unnecessary. He opposed plans to build swimming pools for high
schools, municipal tennis courts, and a new city hall 'for Boston. He also
denounced what he described as lavish pensions for public employees.s?
CLT carefully cultivated a reputation as the champlon' of ?rdl?arzttezx}];a;)r':
¢1s. During the struggle over Proposition 2 1/2, the.Ofga.mZ‘?tlon elev oo}
bara Anderson to the directorship. The former sw1m1:nng lnstr.uc;(;ier ity
that the only credentials she brought to the post were “a degrliilll?on Hever was
instructorship from the Red Cross” But the Massachlf;lelttz;ete’s srowing high.
© People’s crusade that Anderson made it out to bef-P Oe i 110 L
technolggy industry proved crucial to the N ;] }zjouncil underwrote
2 Consortijym, of firms, the Massachusetts High Tec ?
ost the entire cost of the campaign]ﬂ A Dranncition 2 1/2 the came
0 November 1020 Apo . 1. o

is a fairly liberal state
Massachusetts’
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year that notorious bastion of liberalism cast a narr;)w majority f, onyg
its awkward name suggested, capped Jocy) ]
Reagan. The measure, as ir cash value of the local tay |, PCrty
at 2.5 percent of the full and fair cas ' X Dase, |t , o
Iixnjfed future tax hikes to 2 1/2 percent per year, with no exceptiong for infly.
i ion growth.”! .
nonl?rcz(l);s:ia igﬁited the tax revolt, Massachusetts legitimateq it, The suc.
cess of Proposition 2 1/2 indicated tl'mat tax cut fever could spreaq MYy,
no state or region possessed immunity. The .tax re.volt no longer belonge d t(;
Sunbelt extremists—reckless cowboys, single-issue Goldwaterites, ang
antigovernment crazies. The Sunbelt tax l:ebels had won t}?e battle; they p, q
even gained the support of established interests. Tax reljef had become )
national issue.

Washington clearly heard the echoes from the state
boxes. Days after the passage of Prop 13, Kansas senator B
a series of tax cut measures in the U.S. Senate,
amendment requiring a balanced federal budget.”2 Acting “in the spirit of
Proposition 13, Wisconsin Democrat William Proxmire urged an immediage
5 percent cutback in the appropriations for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development.73 Meanwhile, Representative Philip Crane (R, Illinois
leading New Right politico, proposed a constitutional amendment limit
federal spending,74

But beyond the boost jt supplied to the burgeoning conservative movement,
what were the immediate, practical effects of these cuts? Prophecies of doom—

of massive unemployment and crippled public services—did not pan out. In
California, the surplus allevi

Viated most of the pain, althou

houses ang ballo
ob Dole introduced
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he B,
: Y State
chusetts voters continued to dppreciate Propog; never looke

strict limits on public services 76
Eventually the tax revolt in the T
few more renewals of the Bf)ston Tea Paryy, By 1 é?er;t:m.
signed national tax cut legislatiop, NeW initiatiye ;1a d aled - cagan
Nevada, Oregon, South Dakota, and Utah, ven in Calif tar A
Howard Jarvis—backed measure to halve income . (f);fllli; Pr09051t10.n 9.4
support. But the tax revolt did not g, muc e ‘tto Win majority
ing limits, lower tax receipts, anq scared politic % work. Spend.
unnecessary and unproductive, Americang applauded smal]
accepted diminished services, Increasingly over the coyrse
sumers, taxpayers, and their elected Tepresentatives woy|
sector to provide the amenities, the services, the esseni]
the public had once provided for itself,

Provinceg los

€T government anq
of the 19805, con-
d turn to the private
s of community that

The Triumph of “Reagan Country”

The tax revolt need not have fueled the rj
servative ideology, but it did. Desperate taxpayers readily accepted the New
Right critique of big government and the conservative promise of low taxes
and broad prosperity. “The proper

ty-owning class”
most members of what used to be

which “by now includes
referred to as th

e working class,” Fortune
of 1978, was “voting for capitalism.” They

Private €conomy could propel the

Americang wanted a change,
tic alternative, “The real issue,”
Teporter, “wasn’t money,
the attityde of governme

and the New Right offered the only authen-
Barbara Anderson told a Washington Post
it was control and attitude, People were fed up with

nt toward them.” Public opinion surveys confirmed
that Sentiment. The message of Proposition 13, according to Newsweek colum-

Nist Meg Green field, “could most aptly be headlined: CALIFORNIA TO LIBERAL
COVERNMENT: pRrop DEAD,”78
The reb

ellion against taxes and the governments that imposed them fused
together

any different aspects of the conservative message. It highlighted the
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use of tax money for supposedl?/ immoral ;I)u(riposes;.hk::i sex edquiOn’ N
, issive curricula in schools. It ramatize AN overyg,, . “Yor.
tion, and Perm_ISSl iefcase-toting bureaucrats Imposing Crippli g
government, with brllﬁ c ordhnywotkiig Artericany hov live, 1 Wioy,
on businesses a;d te Rllngh o A S S——— touch taxg,
conﬁrr;::etez . ;V/Zr t}% e hard working, welfare over national ¢ o

invc;) :useum exhibitions for the elite over relief for struggling citizens_)
The tax revolt also provided a more acc.eptable outlet for some b,
racial hostility. In the racially polarized United States of the 1'9703) i
conservatives to tap into the fears and resentments of some white Voters,
out even mentioning race, Republican candl-dates and New Right demg o8,
could exploit the pervasive feeling that the liberal welfare state Unfairly bene
fited blacks and racial minorities—the sense that ouR tax money bein
spent on THEM. Welfare, public housing, and urban services became th, Mog

frequently stigmatized examples of waste and the preferred targets for cutg.
Ronald Reagan whipped these ingredients into a Winning coalition, iy, 2
new force in American public life. After the tax revolt swept his native Calif,,.
nia, candidate Reagan began stressing tax cuts in his preliminary aMpaignin,
and speaking. He even endorsed the Kemp-Roth tax bill, the 30 percent
income tax cut proposed by Congressman Jack Kemp (R, New York) and Sen-
ator William Roth (R, Delaware). During the 1980 Campaign, Reagan
embraced supply-side economics. He insisted that steep tax cuts, even without
corresponding reductions in spending, would so feverishly stimulate the econ-

omy as to balance the budget by his second Year in office and produce a large
surplus by the end of his first term.79

.Ronald Reagan simultaneously reached out to conservative evangelical
Christians, appealing to their pe

-awakened antipathy to the IRS and the
Department of Education, the ERA
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In a prescient 1967 essay, Harvarq Professor 1,
reted the ap‘pearaflce of Ronald Reagan for his colle BUES in the g t
jishment. In “A Guide to Reagan Countyy, Wilson warpeq the rcadz emferstab-
mentary not to ““dere“‘m_ate Reagan or ¢, dismjs « Reaganism o
f southern California’s biz,, ] > 3san oddity,

& product o] ' : T ‘re Sun-baked culture. Reaganite con-
servatism, WllSOl:l predlcted., Wl!l be with us f; , long time ypde, one guise
or another. We will not take it seriously by trying to explajp it 2w 8
something sold at one of those orange juice stands s

Anticipating the emerging New R;
conservatism represented a new and Potent force, oy
remnant from an outmoded, idealized Past. Reagan’s fo]
tent, but it was “not with their ot that they are disconte
the nation. The very virtues they have ang Practice are, in the;, eyes, conspicy-
ously absent from society as a whole,” They were determined to restore them,
and they were developing the will and the means to dg $0.83

Still, Wilson expected Reaganism to remain a
“political culture of Southern California,” he concluded, “will never be the
political culture of our society.”s4 Only there did Wilson guess wrong. Reagan-
ism would become America’s prevailing political culture, Ronald Reagan, that
bone-chilling extremist, would become 2 venerated national father figure—the
grinning, impossible-not-to-love undertaker burying the casket of liberal
reform and 1960s public purpose. His ready smile and preternatural optimism

would mock the malaise, the irony, and the foreboding that soaked through
Seventies America. The times they were a-changin’

Mes (), Wilson had inter-
a

yasif it were
ght, Wilson understood thqy Sunbelt
some bitter, nostalgic
lowers voiced discon-
nt, it is with the lot of

minority sentiment. The



