'- February 2008

Dear IHinois Friend, ' o ' ' - : ‘ Alton lllmms 62002

The old Equal nghts Amendment (ERA) has reared its ugly head n Ilhn01s agam The
House Judlclary [— Civil Law Committee approved it 8 to 6 on February 21 by the dishonest tactic
of removing two No votes and replacing them with two Yes votes. ERA could come to 2 vote in
the full House any day. We need your immediate action to phone State Representatives and
ask them to vote NO. The Illinois General Assembly debated and defeated ERA every year for ten
years, 1972-1982. In all that time the ERAers were never able to show that ERA would give any
benefit to women. ERA is a fraud. Illinois has said NO to ERA. The United States has said NO to
ERA. Let ERA rest in peace.

+  ERA would require taxpayer funding of abortions. Several states have ruled that ERA
requires taxpayer funding of Medicaid abottions. For example, New Mexico’s state supreme
courtruled that its State ER A réquires taxpayer fundmg of abortions because, since only women
undergo abortions, the denial of taxpayer funding is “sex discrimination.” (N.M. Right to Choose/
NARAL v. Johnson, Nov. 25, 1998) We must NOT give courts this power! '

+  ERA would allow the courts to legalize same-sex marriages. Courts in four states have
ruled that ERA’s ban on “sex” discrimination requires matriage licenses to be given to same-
sex couples. In Maryland and Washington, those decisions were overturned by a one-vote
margin in higher courts, but ERA gives the power to the judges to rule either way. We must
NOT give supremacist Judges this power! ,

« ERA would deprive wives and widows of their “dependent wife benefits in Social Secu-
rity. Ruth Bader Ginsburg explained this effect of ERA in her book “Sex Bias in the U.S.
Code,” and she reasserted this in her opinion in the Supreme Court Partial Birth Abortion case
in 2007. She says the “equality principle” of ERA requires us to get rid of “archaic” notions
such as the “dependency” of a homemaker on her husband’s financial support. Beware! A vote

- for ERA is a vote to take away Social Security checks received by most mothers and grand-
mothers.

¢ ERA would require young women to register for military service (even though we don’t
have a draft), and if they fail to register, they would immediately lose their federal college
grants and loans, and they would never be able to get a federal job.

We need your urgent help to defeat ERA. Please phone Illinois State Representatives today
and urge them to vote NO on ERA. Call the Capitol at 217-782-2000 and the operator will tell you
who is your own Representative. For more information, you can contact Illinois Stop ERA Chairman
Elise Bouc, 847-465-8903 or ebouc@juno.com

Faithfully, M
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Phyille Schlafly Report

The Equal Righits* Amendment a proposed anendnierit
women's suffrage amendment and first introduced into-Cor
the good judgiment to leave ERA buried in Commlttee AIMesting ¢
“supported it.

t

equallty ~and- so ERA went- nowhere

In 1971 when femlnlsm frst rushed onto the scene ln the Umt"d' States ‘a' l":‘*le- band of women stormed the corndors of

have exempted women from‘ compulsory
mllltary service' and whlch also would have preserved other law ibly.promcte the' health and- safety of the
people.” Only 23 .Congressmen voted:no, of whom one was-the female member, Representatlve Leonor Sullivan (D-
MO) who made-a-strong speech opposing ERA betause it wolild -harm ' the famlly '

In the Senate, Senator Sam J. Efvin, Jr., (D-NC) proposed nine ‘separate amendments to ERA to protect the tradmonal
rights of- women. Every one was: defeated on a‘roll-call vote on March 21 @nd 22, 1972. These nine amendments
established the legislative history that ERA was intended to do exactly what'the Ervin Amendments would have prevented
ERA from doing.

The Ervin amendments would have exempted worrien from compulsory military service and from combat duty; they would
have protected the traditional rights of wives, mothers and widows, and preserved the responsibility of fathers to support
their children; they would have preserved laws that secure privacy to males and females; they would have continued the
laws that make sexual offenses punishable as crimes. All these modifying clauses were defeated. When ERA was passed
in strict, absolute language, only nine Senators voted "no."

Congress sent ERA out to the states on March 22, 1972. Within twelve months; 30 states had ratified ERA. Then the
disillusionment set in. In the next six years, only. frve more states ratified ERA, but five of the 30 states rescinded their
previous ratifications of ERA, leaving a net score of zero for six years of lobbying for ERA. The five states that rescmded
their prevrous ratifications were: .

Nebraska 3/15/73
Tennessee 4/23174
ldaho 2/08/77
Kentucky 3/16/78
South Dakota 3/01/79

The following 15 states never ratified ERA:



Alabama  Ilindis . North Cérolina

Arizona Louisiana Oklahoma -

- Arkansas IMt's'siSsibpi South Cardlina.
Florida  ~ ‘Missouri  Utah
Geoigia  Nevada Virginiia

Most of, the 15 states ‘Wwhich: never ratified ERA were forced by the ERA advocates- to Vote on ERA agaln and agaln “The

s ed every yéar from 1972 through 1982, the. Florida Leglslature ne ly“’é‘vﬁe‘ry' year, the North
( & ’ eglslat 5. every tWo years Most of these votes were: hrghly controyersral inténsely-débated; -
with much media coverage: and many spectators: present .

-'Dunng the tatifi dation “périod,; ERA was enthuslastrcally supported. by 99 ‘perceit of: the media, the Cerald Ford and- Jirmmy
Caitér: Admrnrstratlons most publrc officials at every level of government and many wealthy national orgahizations.- ERA
enjoyed the polltlcal morrigntui of what appearéd to be mewtable victory.-.

A smalll-grotip of Women in 1972, under the name "Stop ERA," taok on ‘whiat seemed 6 be an mpossrble task In 1975,
they founded "Eagle Forum“ - the ‘géhesis of the: pro-family movement, a coming-together of believers of all faiths who, for
the first time, worked: together toward a shared political gdal. Eagle Forum volunteers persevered through the years and
led the movenient'to fi nal VICtory over ERA :

The' last state to ratlfy ERA was Indiana in Januayry 1977. There have been perhaps.25 different votes on ERA smce that
time (in legisiatures, commlttees referenda, and Congress) but lndlana was ERA'S last success. .

The -D‘:eba‘te‘sAbrout ERA

The Equal nghts Amendment was presented to the American publrc as somethmg that WOuld beneflt woren, "put Wornen f‘
in the U.S. Constltutlon "-and lift women out of their so-called "second-class: crtlzenshlp " However in thousands of
debates, ‘the ERA ‘ddvocates were ‘unable to show any way. that ERA would’ benefit wornen or end. any discrimination
agamst them The fact is that wornen already enjoy every constititionial righit that men- enjoy and have enJoyed equal

ment opportumty since 1954,

In wwe short term tlever advertising and. packaging can sell a worthless product but +in the long term, the American people
cannot be fooled ERA's biggest defect was that it had nothing to offer American women.

The oppohents ofERA, on the other hand, were able to show many harms that ERA would cause.
1. ERA would take away legal rlghts that women possessed - not confer any new rights on women.

A. ERA would take away women's traditional exemption from military conscription and also; from mllltary combat
duty. The classic "sex discriminatory” laws are those which say that "male citizens of age 18" must register-
for the draft and those which exempt women from military combat assignment. The ERAers tried to get
around this argumerit by asking the Supreme Court to hold that the 14th Amendment already requires women
to be drafted, but they lost in 1981 in Rostker v. Goldberg when the Supreme Court upheld the traditional
exemption of women from the draft under our present Constitution.

B. ERA would take away the traditional benefits in the law for wives, widows and mothers. ERA would make
unconstitutional the laws, which then existed in every state, that impose on a husband the obligation to
‘support his wife.

2. ERA would take away important rights and powers of the states and confer these on other branches of government
which are farther removed from the pecple.

A. ERA would give enormous power to the Federal courts to-decide the definitions of the words in ERA, "sex"
and "equality of rights.” It is irresponsible to leave it to the courts to decide such sensitive, emotional and
important issues as whether or not the language applies to abortion or homosexual rights. :

3. Section Il of ERA would give enormous new powers to the Federal Government that now belong to the states. ERA
~ ~would give Congress the power to legislate on all those areas of law which include traditional differences of
- reatment on account of sex: marriage, property laws, divorce and alimony, child custody, adoptions, abortion,
homosexual laws, sex crimes, private and public schools, prison regulations, and insurance. ERA would thus result
in the massive redistribution of powers in our Federal system.

4. ERA's impact on education would take away rights from women students, upset many customs and practices, and



*
bring .goverament intrusion into private schools.

A. ERA would force all- schools and colléges, and all the programs and athletics they conduct, to be fully
coeducational and sex-integrated. ERA would make unconstitutional all the. current éxceptions in Title IX o
whlch allow for smgle- séx schools and colleges and for separate treatment of the sexes for certam activities:

(821

ERA would. put abottion g"rts info the U.S. uonst'tt.uon, ;i
v. Wade in 1973 Iegahzed abortion, but the fight to- make b o) constrtutlonal right was lost in: Hams V.
McRae in 1980. The abortionists then looked t6-ERA {5 force’ taxpayer fundlng The Arrigrican Civil Liberties Union:
filed briefs in abortion casés in Hawaii, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania and Connecticut argumg that, since abortlon is
a medical procedure’ performed only on women, it is "sex’ discrim " within the meahing of the state's ERAto
deny tax fundifg for abottions. In the most recent decision; the Cohnedticut Supenor Court ruled on April 19, 1986
that the state ERA requires abortion funding. Those who oppose tax: funding of abiortions demand that ERA be
amendéd to prevent this effect, but ERA advocates want ERA only so rong gs it includes abdition funding.

‘Ameéndment is "sex” not Wwomen.
licenses to horosexuals. and -
ties' includé-the “Yale Law Journal, thé

\ d Law Professor Paul Freund, and Senator
Sam J. Ervin, Jr. Other Iawyers have drsputed thls effect but no ‘@he can guarantee that the eourts would not define
the word "sex" to include’ "onentatlon" just as they have défi ned "sex" ’to lnclude pregnancy

6. ERA would put "gay nghts" into the U.S. Constitution, because th
Emlnent authontles have stated that ERA would leqallze the aran

for woinen, even though actuarial data clearly shof A i
for- automoblle accident insurance -and life insurani se 's,have fewer accrdents
and women live Ionger than men. Most people found |t axpeculrarargument that women's rlghts" should '
include the "right" to’ pay higher insurance rates. :

B. ERA would ehmmate veterans' preference. This rests on the same type of legal argument as the abortion
funding argument: sirice most veterans are men, it is claimed that it is "séx discriminatory”to give them
benéfits. Naturally, this argument was not acceptable tothe veterans and their natlonal organlzatlons lobbied
hard against ERA.

The Houston Debacle

Realizing that the seven-year time period allowed for ratification was running out, the ERA advocates in 1977 persuaded
-Congress to give them $5 million, supposedly to celebrate International Women's Year. An IWY conference was held in
each of the 50 states, culmlnatmg with a national convention in Houston in November 1977. Every feminist of any fame
was a participant in this Conference, including Gloria Steinem, Betty Friedan, Eleanor Smeal, and Bella Abzug, who was
the chairman.

The conferences were all run as forums promoting ERA and the feminist agenda. Only pro-ERA speakers were permitted
on the platforms of the 50 state conferences and the Houston national conference. The media coverage was immense,
and the Houston platform was graced by three First Ladies: Rosalynn Carter, Betty Ford, and Ladybird Johnson.

At the IWY event in Houston, the ERAers, the abortionists, and the lesbians made the decision to march in unison for their
common goals. The conference enthusiastically passed what the media called the "hot button” issues: ERA, abortion and

abortion funding, and lesbian and gay rights. The IWY Conference doomed ERA because it showed the. television audience ( 3

that ERA and the feminist movement were outside the mainstream of America. ERA never passed anywhere in the post-

IWY period.




. Women st be draﬂed iiito the mlhtary when ‘men
- are:drafted. (p. 202, 218)
* Womén ziqust 1ot bc éxeimpted from m1hta1y combat.
(p-26, 218)
« Affirmative. dCthl’l must cquahzc men. and wonen. in
thé military. (p. 218)
“No-fault divorce must be adopled naﬂonally
(p. 214-215)

+ Goyémment ust provide comprehensive child care.’

(p.214)

*The age of consent for sex must be lowered to age 12.

(p.102)

«Progtitution must. be ]egalued as part.of “privacy.”
( ). 97 99, 215)

*B .my laws would become unconstltunonal as part

_ 'sonsn ust be sex-initegrated. (p. 100—101 216)

5% schools and colleges must be sex-

integrated. (p. 101). -

o Fratermnes and s010r1t1es must be sex—mtegrated
p. 169) - '

* Boy Scout§ and Girl Scouts must be sex—mtegrated
(p. 145-146, 219-220)

‘ * Mother’s Day and Fither’s Day must not be sepdmte
hohday_s. (p. 146)

» The words “husband” and *“wife” must be eliminated
and replaced with “spouse.” (p. 15-16, 53, 64, 170,
177) This would changé the federal DOMA law
which defines marriage as the “legal union between
oné man afid one woman as husband and wife.”

We’ve already had too much mischief from activist
judges who think their word is law and that they can
“evolve” the tanguage of the Constitution to enforce
their social and political agenda. ERA would give
judges immense opportunity to do more damage.

Vote NO on ERA
Eagle Forum, Alton, Tinois 62002

Links available at
www.StopERA.com

] Bader Gmsburg

Her book makes clear that ERA would
eliminate the Social Security benefits
of wives, widows, mothers and
grandmothers.



Bader. Ginsburg, did: witite'a. 230~page book to-tell us
exactly how ERA w1l] change 800 federal laws The
most Jmportant of these Taws 1s,Soc1al Secun,t,y. Her-
1977 book: was published by the U.S. Corimission on
Civil Rights duting.thie 10-yeéar ERA ratification battle.

k makes c]ear that ERA would
( ) _ nd widow’s benefit in Social
Security. Here a"re.her.own words on page 206:

“Congress and the President should direct their atten-
tion to the concept that pervades the Code: that the
adult world is (and should be) divided into two classes
— independent imen, whose primary responsibility is to
win bread for a family, and dependent women, whose
primary responsibility is to care for children and house-
hold. This concept must be eliminated trom the code
if it is to reflect the equality principle.”

Ginsburg’s contempt for the wife’s benefit in Social
Security, which she calls “sex stereotyping,” is stated
repeatedly in her book, and she calls it a-“piime
recommendation” that it be eliminated. (p. 211-212)
The feminists don’t want wives and mothers to receive
Social Security benefits unless they work in paid jobs
in the labor force just like men. That’s the “equality
principle” of ERA.

s make Social Sectirity:ong of
en, pro—mamaoe, pro ‘mother-'
hocd mstltunom T hése Benefits are society’s recogti-
tion: o‘f the value of mothers to somety

When a hus"b'and and wife reac‘h retir‘e'rhéﬁt dge, the
husband receives his Social Secumy clieck based on”
hissedrnings, and his Wi ddltlonal]y receives a -
Social Security check thatis 50% of the bengfit pald to
lier husband. When she bccomes a WIdQW, she 1 recelves
the full-amount previously. paid to her nasbana To;
recéivé'the wife’s or.widow’s be,nqﬁt, the woman does
not-have to pay Social Security (FICA) taxes or have
workforce earnings of her own — Social Sécurity tec-
ogrizes-her value as a wife, and spemﬁca]]y uses the
WOrd “w1fe o

Tﬁe femiinists have tried: for years to repeal the wife’s
benefit-in'Social Secunty During the Jlmmy Carter
Adrmmstratlon they got the Socml Security
Admm‘ trat1on o pubhsh a"major proposal called

‘Social Securzty and the Changmg Roles of: Men and..

?Women (1979) {t would have drastlcally reduced the
wife’s and widow’s bencﬁr oF required husbands,to
pay double Social Security taxes for their wife and
widow to receive the $ame benefits they now receive.

Eagle Forum defeated that anti-homemaker plar in the
1970s. But the feminists seek the same goal by
putting ERA in the U.S. Constitution. As Ruth Bader
Ginsburg explained in her book, ERA would “elimi-
nate” the “concept” that a mother’s work in the home
deserves Social Security benefits. Social Security is
based on this pro-family “concept” — while ERA is
based on a phony “equality” concept that would put
millions of mothers and grandmot‘hers into poverty.

Employed women receive Social Security benefits on
exactly the same formula as employed men — without
discrimination. Taking away the dependent wife’s ben-
efit doesn’t put one cent in the pockets of employed
women — it only hurts mothers and grandmothers.

We must not let ERA take away wives’ and widows’
Social Security benefits,
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By Phylhs Schjaﬂy -
PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY, the authér of 20 books, is the president of Eagle Forum, a natlonal pro famlly‘
volunteer organization. eagleforum org.

April 8, 2007

NEARLY 25-years after the defeat.of thie Equal Ri ghts Amendinent, femlmsts and‘"thclr pohucal
supporters, who now control Congress, are back at it. Last: nonth, the:constitiit isure,
the Women's Equality Amiendment, was reintroduceéd. iii the Sefiate and House
according to one advocate, "are better now than they have been'i ina very, very loiig t]me

But BRA Retro is doomed.

The amendmet, which was born around the time that women were given the right fo vote; was first .
introduced in Congress in 1923. For neaily 50 years, all subsequent Congresses had the good Jjudgment to-
leave it buried in committee. i

In 1971, the women's hberatlon ovement burst on the scene. and became the aili
Ieaders <demanded-a gender-nieutral society in which men “and: wornen would & fredited: A
0o/ arhow reasonable it might be to respect differences between theém: Th amendment ‘which states’
t! ality of rights under the law shall not be denied or dbridged by-the United Statcs or by any- state

‘

o. .ountof sex," was the chosen vehicle to achieve this goal.

A radical feminist organization called the National Orgamzanon for Women stormed the halls of
Congress and forced a vote on the Equal Rights Amendment. Only 24 members in-the Housc and eightin
the Senate, voted against it. On March 22, 1972, Congress sent the amendment to the states whidli had
seven years to ratify it.

The Equal Rights Amendment had a righteous name and incredible momentuin. Who would oppose equal
rights for women and men? Support was bipartisan, with Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D Mass.) and then-
Alabama Gov, George Wallace among its endorsers. Three presidents — Richard leon Gerald Ford and
Jimmy Carter — signed on. Within the first year, 30 of the 38 states needed for, ratification passed it,
many without holding a hearing on the legislation. The Equal Rights Amendment was actively supported
by most of the pushy women's organizations, a consortium of 33 women's magazines, numerous
Hollywood celebrities and virtually all the media.

The opposition was totally outmanned. We had no Rush Limbaughs, no Fox News, no "no-spin zone" to
challenge the need for the amendment. We had no Internet, no e-mail, no fax machines to help rally an
opposition.

But the Equal Rights Amendment was rejected. We kicked off our Stop ERA campaign, launched in
February 1972, with an article I wrote: "What's Wrong with Equal Rights for Women?" Over the next 10
years, nearly 100 issues of my Phyllis Schlafly Report were devoted to exposing the bad effects of the
amendment. ’

While claiming to benefit women, the ERA would actually have taken away some of women's rights. We
based our arguments on the writings of pro-ERA law professors, among them current Supreme Court
Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg. The amendment would require women to be drafted into military combat
an; . 3 men were conscripted, abolish the presumption that the husband should support his wife and

tz. . -ay Secial Security benefits for wives and widows. It would also give federal courts and the federal
gL .ment enormous new powers to reinterpret every law that makes a distinction based on gender, such
as those related to marriage, divorce and alimony.

Throughout the 1970s, we presented legislators with our arguments. 1 testified at 41 state hearings.



o

Meanwhile, the pro- amendment crowd could not show how thie ERA would: corifer ariy- benéfit on wornen, _
not even in employment, because employment laws were already gender—neutml _ L

‘In 1977, ERA advocates reahzed that they were ‘approaching the scven-year time limit. three states short o
of the 38 needed for ratification, so they persuadcd Congress t6 give them $5 million to stagea | ' 4 s
conferénce, called Tntétnationdl. Women's Year, in Houston. The conference featured: Virttially. every )

“known feminist leader and'réceived miassive media covérage. But it-backfired. When ‘conférénce
delegates voted.for taxpaycr fundmg of abortlons and the entire gay righis agenda; Amcrrcans discovered.
the ERA’s hidden agerida.

T S,
Pritiies

A couple of months latér, a reportcr sked the goveriior-of Missotri if he was for the ERA "Do. you mean
the old ERA or the new ERA?" he lied. "1 was for equal pay for equal “work; bu after those wonen
went down tor Houston and got tangled up with the abortromsts and the lesbrans Tcan; tell’ you. ERA will
never passin the Show- Me Sla[C "o

With the expiration clock tlckmo = March 22 1979 — and ratification uncertarn femmlsts appealed to
Carter and Congress for a time extensron arid won. The ratification deadline was-extended to Jurie 30,
1982.

The American people were so tuméd- off by the extension that no additional state ever passed the ERA. In
Idaho vs. Freeman, a federal court ruled that the time extension.was uneonstitutional and that states could
constitutionally withdraw their previous support. Five did. .
The Supreme Court subscquently.ruled that the Iaws"uit was "moot" because the ERA had not been ratified
by either the o‘rigin‘al deadline or the extension.

" ERA supporters repeatedly tncd to revive the amendmeént; reintroducing it in Congress:in -1983. But the
House rejected it. They then tried to persuade individual ‘states to pass the ERA as state constltutxonal
amendments. They got nowhere.

The ciirrent plan to revive.the amendment is so. outrageously dishonest — for 1nstance backers- say both
‘previous time limits can be ignored, that prior court rulings are irrelevant and-thatthe preyigus state
ratifications are still valid — thatit's a Wonder anybody could argue it with a strarght face. No mitter its
new name, the same text that has been voted down, again-and again, will again be: rc_;ccted by the
American people.

P
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“Life Issues Connector
October 2007

Erviail fiis article fo a fiend.

EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT
ENSHR|N|NG ABORTION AS A CONSTlTUTlONAL RIGHT
ByJC Willke, MD

The Equal Rights Amendment, better known as the ERA, was a highly controversial social
issue in the seventies and eighties. The reason for -this is that legal experts say it would
have placed. the right to unrestricted abortlon into the Constitution. Recently, the ERA has
cnce again reared its ugly head, and pro-lifers should be concerned. But in order to futty
understand its continued danger to unborn chlldren and their mothers, we must first
understand its history.

The pro‘posed constitutional amendment wording above was passed in March of 1972 by
both houses of Congress. Within two months, 13 states had ratified it, by nine months, 22,
and by twelve months, 30 states. But-then momentum stopped and the tide turned. In the
. Néxt six years, five more states ratified the ERA but five rescinded it, leaving a total of 30.

Thirty-eight states are necessary to ratify in order to make it part of the constitution. Why
the turn around? ‘

-Basic credit for this goes to Phyllis Sehlafly who sounded the alarm, publicized its scope
and problems; lectured, wrote and successfully led the ‘Campaign against it. She focused
the nation on much of the following:

A long series of amendments were proposed to this ERA wording during the debates in
Congress. Each would have rectified serious flaws.-Each was defeated. An examination of
these reveals their profound significance. These proposed amendments included:

¢ Women could not be drafted. Amendment 1065: "This article shall not impair the
validity of any laws of the US or any state which exempt women from compulsory
military service.” This amendment was voted down.

» ‘Women could not be sent into.combat. Amendment 1066: "This article shall not
- impair the validity of any laws of the US or any state which exempt women from
service in combat units of the armed forces.” It was voted down.

e Two amendments would have ensured that women, wives and mothers would not
lose certain civil and legal privileges that they have always needed, e.g. receiving
homiemaker benefits while the husband works. Amendment 1067: "This article shall
not impair the validity of any laws of the US or any state which extends protections
or exemptions to women." Amendment 1068: “This article shall not impair the
validity of amy laws of the US or any state which extend protections or exemptions

* to wives, mothers, or widows.” Both were voted down.

. Women would not lose child support. Amendment 1069: "This article shall. not

impair the validity of any taws of the US or any state which impose upon fathers the

responsibility for the support of their children.” It was voted down. R

* Schools, seminaries, sports, toilet facilities, etc. could continue to be segregated
and have separate, private facilities. Amendment 1070: "This article shall not impair
the validity of any laws of the US or any state which secure privacy to men and
women, boys and girls.” It was voted down.

» Homosexuality would not be forced upon the nation as co-equal legally with the
traditional heterosexual family in education, etc. Amendment 1071: "This article
shall not impair the validity of any laws of the US or any state which make
punishable crimes sexual offenses.” It was voted down.

Since the Senate rejected all of these limitations, it was logical to assume that they meant
the ERA would allow or even direct that all of the above could or should happen. This
~marked the beginning of the campaign against the ERA.




In response, thé preponents pointed out that none of the amendments above-mentioned
abortion. This was true. However, if the sexes were to be comipletely equal then the rights
that one sex had should be.guaranteed to the other also. Men could have sex and walk
away not pregnant, so if a woman had sex and got pregnant, she should have the right to
be not pregnant also. If she were "forced” to stay pregnant that would be sexual
discrimination. '

Ih “addition, if surgical opérations peculiar to the male sex, e.g. prostate surgery, were
paid for with tax money, operations that are peculiar 'to the female sex, e.g. abortion,
should also be paid for.

But there was more. At the present, a homemaker has certain benefits because of what
her husband earns. Under the ERA, she would have to pay Social Security taxes based upon
the value of her contributed work-at home in order to obtain retirement benefits.
Obvieusly, if a homemaker was required to pay, say, $2,000 a vear in Social Security taxes,
many or even most would have to leave their homes and work outside the home.

At the time, Senator Sam Erwin made another very cogent comment, "The ERA will transfer

from the states to the federal government vast governmental powers which have been

reserved to the states throughout our history. By so doing, this amendment would

substantially thwart the purpose of the Constitution, which created an indestructible union

composed of indestructible states and would reduce the statés in a large majority to
. powerless zeros on the nation's map.” i

All this negative baggage that had accumulated around the ERA made it much less
appealing to locally accountable elected state senators and representatives. So then what
happened after the pro-ERA people were stymied in the state legislatures? They turned to
state referenda. Accordingly, three years after the ERA's introduction, statewide referenda
were held in New York State and New Jersey. In both, the ERA was decisively defeated.
Others were Wisconsin in 1973, Florida and Nevada in 1978, lowa in 1980, Maine in 1984
and Vermont in 1986. All of these proposed state ERAs were defeated.

The next positive development was that states began rescinding their earlier ratification.
This occurred in Nebraska, Tennessee, Kentucky, Idaho and South Dakota.

Then in March 1979, the seven-year limit for ratification expired. Congress extended the
time limit for 30 more months. This extension was questioned constitutionally, however,
this was never resolved. Even with the extension, the ERA expired in 1982 without any
more states ratifying it.

But the proponents didn't quit. In 1983, the same wording was reintroduced in both the
House and the Senate and hearings were held. By now, abortion was the crucial issue.
Testifying before a Senate committee, Senator Paul Tsongas answered this question,
"Would the ERA lock the right to abortion and/or abortion funding into the Constitution?"
‘His answer, "That issue will be decided in the courts.” The same answer was given to
questions regarding women in combat, privacy issues, etc. This proved, in a rather
devastating: fashion to anyone listening, - that the ERA could mean anything the Supreme
Court interpreted it to mean. This was rot too reassuring.
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How ERA Would Change Federal Laws

Proponents of the Equal Rights Amendment often argue,
“We need ERA because 800 Federal laws discriminate on
account-of sex.” This report examines those 800 laws and how
ERA would change thiem. It reveals how our nation would be
dramatically changed if ERA ever became part of the U.S.
Constitution. )

The source of the “800 laws” argument is a 230-page
bock entitled Sex Bias in the U.S. Code: A Report of the US.
Commission on Civil Rights published in April 1977. The U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights is a Federal agency established by
Congress to investigate and study discrimination and make
reports to Congress.

Sex Bias in the US. Code was actually written by Ruth
Bader Ginsburg and Brenda Feigen-Fasteau (who were paid

. -with tax funds under Contract No. CR3AK010). Ginsburg is
" one of the two most widely quoted pro-ERA lawyers. Her
name appears as one of the feminist lawyers in most of the
gender cases that have reached the Supreme Court in the last
- decade, At the time Sex Bias was written, she was a professor

.of law at Columbia Law School and used the assistance of 15 -

Columbia Law School students. In 1980, President Jimmy
Carter appointed Ginsburg to the second highest court in our
country, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Col-

umbia. Feigen-Fasteau was a director of the Women’s Rights-

Project for the American Civil Liberties Union, and has ap-
peared in TV network and other debates on ERA with Phyllis
Schlafly.

Thas, Sex Bias in the U.S. Code is a good index to what
ERA would do. It was written by the two top ERA activist
female lawyers, it was published by the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, and it was funded by the Federar Government
during the Carter Administration.

Sex Bias in the U.S. Code was written and published in
order to identify all the Federal Jaws that discriminate against
women, and to recommend the specific changes demanded by
the women’s lib movement in “order to eliminate “sex bias”
and to conform to “the equality principle” of ERA. (p. 10) Sex
Bias in the U.S. Code makes it clear that, if ERA were ever
added to the Constitution, ERA would accomplish all these
changes in one stroke. Sex Bias in the U.S. Code also makes it
clear that ERA activists are trying to accomplish the same
results by changing Federal statutes. The ERAers are con-
stantly pressuring the President and Congress to eliminate all
the laws that discriminate on account of sex.

Sex Bias in the US. Code is, therefore, a handbook to
prove what the ERA will do and what the ERAers want. The
book proves that the legal consequences of ERA and the social
and political goals of the ERAers are radical, irrational, and

employment

unacceptable to Americans. Sex Bias convicts the ERAers out
of their own mouths. In the view of the authors, all the pro-
posed changes listed in Sex Bias are needed in order to achieve
“the equality principle” of ERA.

An old adage warns, “Would that mine enemy had
written a book.” Well, the top ERA lawyers wrote one, and
they've provided a powerful weapon against ERA. Here is a
summary of the changes demanded by the book Sex Bias in
the U.S. Code. All quotations below are directly from the book
and are identified by page numbers.

- ERA Changes in Ernployment
" The box below shows what changes ERA will bring in

That’s right, NOTHING! Sex Bias in the US Code proves
that ERA will do absolutely nothing in employment! Sex Bias
in the US. Code explodes all the phony arguments made by
the ERAers about the job discrimination and “59¢.”

Sex Bias tries to claim that two Federal laws discriminate
on sex in employment — and both clalms are completely false.
Sex Bias falsely claims that there is a “sex-age differential in
41 U.S.C. #35 setting a minimum age of 16 for boys and 18 for
girls employed by public contractors.” (p. 217) The fact is that
the age was equalized for boys and eirls in 1968. Sex Bias
falsely claims that women are prohibited from working in coal
mines. (p. 217) The fact is that more than 3,000 women are
coal miners today.

ERA Changes in the Military
1. Women must be drafted when men are drafted.

“Supporters of the equal rights principle firmly reject draft or
combat exemption for women, as Congress did when it re-
fused to qualify the Equal Rights Amendment by incorpo-
rating any military service exemption. The equal rights
principle implies that women must be subject to the draft if
men are, that military assignments must be made on the basis
of individual capacity rather than sex.” (p. 218)

“Equal rights and responsibilities for men and women implies
that women must be subject to draft registration if men are.
Congressional debate on the Equal Rights Amendment points
clearly to an understanding of this effect on the Amendment.”
(p. 202)



2. Women must be assigned to military combat duty.

“Until the combat exclusion for women is eliminated, women
who choose to pursue a career in the military will continue to
be held back by restrictions unrelated to their individual
abilities. Implementation of the equal rights principle requires

a unitary system of appointment, assignment, promotion, -

discharge, and retirement, a system that cannot be founded on
a combat exclusion for women.” (p. 26)

3. Affirmative action must be applied to equalize the
number of men and women in the armed services.

serpnl

is particularly strong in the uniformed services.” (p. 218)

4, We must recruit an equal number of women into the
military academies. :

“Because entrance to the academies enables a person to obtain

‘the education necessary for officer status and advancement
opportunities, the-equal rights principle mandates equal access
to the academies.” (p.-27) ‘ -

ERA Changes in the Family
i. The iraditional family concept of husband as bread-
winner and wife as homemaker must be eliminated.
“Congress and the President should direct their attention to
the concept that pervades the Code: that the adult world is
{and should be) divided into two classes — independent men,
whose primary responsibility is to win bread for a family and
dependent women, whose primary responsibility is to care for
" children and. household. This concept must be eliminated
from the code if it is to reflect the equality principle.” (p. 206)

“It is a prime recommendation of this report that all legislation
based on the breadwinning, husband — dependent, home-
making wife pattern be recast using precise functional de-
scription in lieu of gross gender classification.” (p. 212)

“A scheme built upon the breadwinning husband [and] de-
pendent homemaking wife concept inevitably treats the
woman’s efforts or aspirations in the economic sector as less
important than the man’s.” (p. 209) '

2. The Federal Government must provide comprehensive
government child-care.

“The increasingly common two-earner family pattern should
impel development of a comprehensive program of
‘government-supported child care.” (p. 214)

3. The right to determine the family residence must be
taken away from the husband.

“Title 48 provisions on homestead rights of married couples
are premised on the assumption that a husband is authorized
to determine the family’s residence. This ‘husband’s prerog-
ative’ is obsolete.” (p. 214)

4. Homestead law must give twice as much benefit to a
married couple who live separate and apart from each
other as to a husband and wife who live together.

“Married couples who choose to live together would be able to
enter upon only one tract at a time.” (p. 175)

“Couples willing to live apart could make entry on two tracts.”
(p. 176)

The need for affirmative action and for transiticn measures

5. No-fault divorce must be adopted nationally.

“Consideration should be given to revision of 38 U.S.C. #101
(3) to reflect the trend toward no-fault divorce.” (p. 159)

“Retention of a fault coﬁcept in provisions referring to sepa-
ration ... is questionable in light of the trend away from fault
determinations in the dissolution of marriages.” (pp. 214-215)

6. The government must provide “paternity” leave for
childrearing as well as maternity leave.

x

To the extent that leave is authorized for childrearing as dis-
tinguished from childbearing, fathers as well as mothers
should be eligible.” (p. 213)

“In government schools overseas, leave may be taken by a
teacher for ... “maternity’ purposes. ... Both male and female
teachers may wish to take ‘parental’ leave to care for their
infant children, and there is no justification for limiting such
leave to female teachers.” (pp. 106-107)

“A nrovision of Title 20 (#904) authorizes ‘maternity’ leave,

7. The role of motherhood must be restricted to the very
few months in which a woman is pregnant and nursing
her baby. Mothers are not entitled o any special benefits
or protections for motherhood responsibilities beyond
that. ‘

“The references are to ‘maternal’ health or welfare and
‘mothers.” Those terms would be appropriately descriptive
only if the programs involved were confined to care for
pregnant women and lactating mothers.” (p. 212)

8. The law must not assume that a woman takes her
husband’s name upon remarriage,

“38 U.S.C. #3020 prohibits delivery of benefit checks to “..»’

‘widows’ [of veterans] whom the postal employee believes to
have remarried, ‘unless the mai! is addressed to such widow in
the name she has acquired by her remarriage.” As written, the
provision implies that women automatically acquire a new
name upon remarriage, an implication inconsistent with
current law and the equality principle.” (p. 156)

ERA Changes in Moral Standards

1. The age of consent for sexual acts must be reduced to 12
years old.

“Eliminate the phrase ‘carnal knowledge of any female, not
his wife who has not attained the age of 16 years’ and sub-
stitute a Federal, sex-neutral definition of the offense ..: A
person is guilty of an offense if he engages in a sexual act with
another person, not his spouse, and ... the other person is, in
fact, less than 12 years old.” (p. 102)

;Z. Bigamists must have special privileges that other felons

don’t have. :

“This section restricts certain rights, including the right to vote
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or hold office, of bigamists, persons ‘cohabiting with more’

than one woman,” and women cohabiting with a bigamist.
Apart from the male/female differentials, the provision is of
questionable constitutionality since it appears to encroach
impermissibly upon private relationships.” (pp. 195-196)

3. Prostitution must be legalized; it is not sufficient to
change the law to sex-neutral language.

“Prostitution proscriptions are subject to several constitutional

s




and policy objections. Prostitution, as a consensual act between
-adults, is arguably within the zone of privacy protected by
recent constitutional decisions.” (p. 97)

“Retaining prostitution business as a crime in a criminal code
is open to debate. Reliable studies indicate that prostitution is
not a major factor in the spread of venereal disease, and that
prostitution plays a small and declining role in organized
crime operations.” (p. 99)

“Current provisions dealing with statutory rape, rape, and
prostitution are discriminatory on their face. ... There is a
growing national movement recommending unqualified de-
criminalization [of prostitution and the prostitution business]
as sound policy, implementing equal rights. and individual
privacy principles.” (pp. 215-216)

4. The Mann Act must be repealed; women should not be
protected from “bad” men.

“The Mann Act ... prohibits the transportation of women.and
girls for prostitution, debauchery, or any other immoral pur-
pose. This language, which is not confined to illegal acts but
encompasses ‘immoral” conduct as well, appears too broad and
" vague to the point where fair notice of the activity proscribed
is hardly supplied. ... The act poses the invasion of privacy
issue in an acute form. The Mann Act also is offensive because
of the image of women it perpetuates. ... It was meant to

protect from ‘the villainous interstate and international traffic-

in women and girls,” ‘those women and girls who, if given a
fair chance, would, in all human probability, have been good
wives and mothers and useful citizens. ... As the courts con-
sistently. proclaimed, the act was meant to protect weak

. women from bad men.” (pp. 98-9)

" 5. Rape laws must be rewritten in sex-neutral language.

“A sex-neutral definition of rape ... should be added to Title 18
_or Title 10 and referred to throughout for the definition of the
. offense.” (p. 103) o

“Current provisions dealing with statutory rape, rape, and
prostitution are discriminatory on their face.” (p. 215)

6. Prisons and reformatories must be sex-integrated.

“If the grand design of such institutions is to prepare inmates
for return to the community as persons equipped to benefit
from and contribute to civil society, then perpetuation of
single-sex institutions should be rejected. ... 18 U.S.C. #4082,
ordering the Attorney General to commit convicted offenders
to ‘available suitable, and appropriate’ institutions, is not sex
discriminatory on its face. It should not be applied, as it now
is, to permit consideration of a person’s gender as a factor
making a particular institution appropriate or suitable for that
person.” (p. 101)

“Change the name and eliminate the single sex character of
the National Training School for Boys. ... Change the name
and eliminate the single sex character of the Federal Refor-
matory for Women as part of the larger reorganization of the
Federal correctional system necessitated by the equal rights
principle.” (p. 103)

7. In the merchant marine, provisions for passenger
accommodations must be sex-neutralized, and women
may not have more bathrooms than men,

“46 U.S.C. #152 establishes different regulations for male and
female occupancy of double berths, confines male passengers

without wives to the ‘forepart’ of the vessel, and segregates
unmarried females in a separate and closed compartment. 46
U.S.C. #1538 requires provision of a bathroom for every 100
male passengers for their exclusive use and one for every 50
female passengers for the exclusive use of females and young
children.” (p. 190) : :

“46 U.S. C. #152 might be changed to allow double occupancy
by two ‘consenting adults.” ... Requirements for separate
bathroom facilities stipulated in Section 158 should be re-
tained but equalized so that the ratio of persons to facility is
not sex-determined.” (p, 192)

ERA Changes in Education
1..Single-sex schools and colleges, and single-sex school and

college activities must be sex-integrated.

“The equal rights principle looks toward a world in which
men and women function as full and equal partners, with
artificial barriers removed and opportunity unaffected by a
person’s gender. Preparation for such a world requires elini-

" ination of sex'separation in all public institutions where edu-

cation and training occur.” (p. 101)° -

2. All-boys’ and all-girls’ organizations must be sex-
integrated because separate-but-equal organizations
perpetuate stereotyped sex roles. '

“Societies established by Congress to aid and educate young
people on their way to adulthood should be geared toward a
world in which equal opportunity for men and women is a
fundamental principle. In some cases, separate clubs under
one umbrella unit might be a suitable solution, at least for a
transition period. In other cases, the educational purpose
would be served best by immediately extending membership
to both sexes in a single organization.” (pp. 219-220)

3. Fraternities and sororities must be sex-integrated.

“Replace college fraternity and sorority chaptexrs with ‘social
societies.” ” (p. 169) :

4. The Boy Scouts, the Girl Scouts, and other
congressionally-chartered youth organizations, must
change their names and their purposes and become
sex-integrated. .

“Six organizations, which restrict membership to one sex,
furnish educational, financial, social and other assistance to
their young members. These include the Boy Scouts (36 U.S.C.
##21-29), the Girl Scouts (36 U.S.C. ##81-34, 36, 39), Future
Farmers of America ..., Boys’ Clubs of America ..., Big
Brothers of America ..., and the Naval Sea Cadets Corp. ... The
Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts, while ostensibly providing
“separate but equal’ benefits to both sexes, perpetuate stereo-
typed sex roles to the extent that they carry out
congressionally-mandated purposes. 36 U.S.C. #23 defines the
purpose of the Boy Scouts as the promotion of *...the ability of
boys to do things for themselves and others, to train them in
scoutcraft, and to teach them patriotism, courage, self-
reliance, and kindred virtues. ... The purpose of the Girl -
Scouts, on the other hand, is ‘..to promote the qualities of
truth, loyalty, helpfulness, friendliness, courtesy, purity,
kindness, obedience, cheerfulness, thriftiness, and kindred
virtues among girls, as a preparation for their responsibilities
in the home and for service to the community....” (36 U.S.C.
#33.)" (pp. 145-146)

“Organizations that bestow material benefits on their mem-
bers should consider a name change to reflect extension of
membership to both sexes ... [and] should be revised to con-




form to these changes. Congress should refuse to create such

sex-segregated organizations in the future. ... Review of the

purposes and activities of all these clubs should be undertaken

to determine whether they perpetuate sex-role stereotypes.”

(pp. 147-148) .

5. The 4-H Boys and Girls Clubs must be sex-integrated into
4-H Youth Clubs. ‘

“Change in the proper name ‘4-H Boys and Girls Clubs’ should

reflect consolidation of the clubs to eliminate sex segregation,

e.g., ‘4-H-Youth Clubs.” (p. 138)

6. I\"Ieh and women should be required to salute the flag in
ihe samie way.

“Differences [between men and women] in the authorized

method of saluting the flag should be eliminated in 86 U.S.C.

#177.” (p. 148) ’ ‘

ERA Changes in Social Security

The Social Security section in Sex Bias in the U.S. Code
is hopelessly out of date. It has been obsoleted by Supreme
Court decisions and statutory changes by Congress. There is
no sex discrimination in Social Security today. The working
woman receives the same benefit as the working man. The
dependent-husband receives the same benefit as the

dependent-wife. ERA should have no effect on Social Secu-

rity.
'ERA Changes in Language
1. The overwhelming majority of the 800 Federal laws
that allegedly “discriminate” on account of sex merely involve
the use of so-called “sexist” words which the ERAers are

trying to censor out of the English language. About 750 out of
the 800 changes in Federal laws demanded by the ERAers are

ridiculous semantic changes. Here is a partial list of the spe- -

cific words which Sex Bias in the U.S. Code wants censored
out of the Federal laws. “The following is a list of specific
recommended word changes:” (pp. 15-16, 52-53)

Words To Be Removed Words To Be Substituted

manmade artificial

man, woman person, human
mankind humanity

manpower - human resources
husband, wife spouse

mother, father parent

sister, brother sibling %

entryman enterer’ : -
serviceman servicemember
midshipman midshipperson
longshoremen stevedores

chairman chairperson, the chair
postmaster postoffice director
plainclothesman plainsclothesperson
watchman watchperson

lineman line installer, line maintainer
newsboy newscarrier
businessman businessperson
salesman salesperson

duties of seamanship nautical or seafaring duties
“to man” (a vessel) to staff

she, her {reference to ship) it, its

he or she he/she

her or him her/him

hers or his hers/his

2. In another piece of nonsense, Sex Bias demands that
Congress create a female anti-litter symbol to match “Johnny
Horizon,”

“A further unwarranted male reference ... regulates use
of the ‘Johnny Horizon’ anti-litter symbol. ... This sex .
stereotype of the outdoorsperson and protector of the |
environment should be supplemented with a females®

figure promoting the same values. The two figures should *. o

be depicted as persons of equal strength of character,

displaying equal familiarity and concern with the terrain

of our country.” (p. 100)

3. On the other hand, Sex Bias shows its hypocrisy by
demanding that the “Women's Bureau” in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor be continued. Although the authors admit that
this is “inappropriate,” (it is obvicusly sex diseriminatory),
they simply demand it anyway. - - -

“The Women’s Bureau is... a necessary and proper office

for service during a transition period until the equal

rights principle is realized.” (p. 221)

What Sex Bias Proves

A fundamental error in Sex Bias is its statement that “The
Constitution, which provides the framework for the American
legal system; was drafted using the generic term “man.” (p. 2).
The authors apparently didnt bother to read the U.S. Con-
stitution. If they had, they would have found that the word
“man” does not appear in it (except in a no-longer-operative
section of the. 14th Amendment, which is not in effect now
and was not in effect when the Constitution was “drafted”).
The U.S. Constitution is the most beautiful sex-neutral docu-
ment. It exclusively uses sex-neutral words such as person,
citizen, resident, inhabitant, President, Vice-President, Sena-
tor, Representative, elector, Ambassador, and minister, so that
women enjoy every constitutional right that men enjoy — and
always have. .

Out of the “800 laws” that allegedly discriminate on
account of sex, a half dozen changes might be worth making.
Sex Bias’ most constructive proposal is to extend Secret Service '
protection to the widower of a future female President just
like the protection now given to the widows of our male
Presidents. (p. 99) But for that, we hardly need a constitutional
amendment or a radical revision of Federal laws!

Sex Bias in the US. Code is devastating to the ERA
cause. It proves that the “equality principle” of the Equal
Rights Amendment -will bring about more extremist results
than anyone has yet imagined. Sex Bias proves that ERA is
extremist in its anti-family objectives” and extremist in its
trivial nonsense. Sex Bias proves that ERA is extremist in its
assault on our moral standards and extremist in its attack on
the combat-effectiveness of our armed services. i

Above all, Sex Bias proves how the leading lawyers of the
ERA movement intend to use the “equality principle” of ERA
to bring about vast changes in our legal, political, social, and
educational structures — and that they are working hard with
our tax dollars to do it either by constitutional mandate or by
legistative changes or by judicial activism. :

Finally, Sex Bias in the U.S. Code proves conclusively
that (a) there are NO laws that discriminate against women,
and that (b) all claims that ERA will help women in regard to
jobs or employment are false and fraudulent.
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