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- Dlscrlmmatlon EXISts

'Women need only examme‘our‘own llfe experlences to khow that dlscrlmlnatlon or the basis of sex lS '
abundant in. ‘ouf soclety. latant examples that would be: redressed by'e- cxt‘i'lnclusmn of women in
‘the U.S. Constltutlon are| : o

ld and undervalued in'the workforce_._ In 1994 Wwomen 7 still were paid-
df-‘to me '(_1 Jobs tradltlonally held by wo "‘en remam clustered at the lower

oyment Women"-"i"
744 for every dollar
erid -of the- pay scale, 'whi
- time and effort on thejob, ar
if both jobs are of equal lmbortance to a company

More start‘llngls that even. for tradltlonal women's work, women are discriminated against — in-1995 the
median income for. registered nurses for women was $35,360 and for men $ 36,868 (2). A 1994-95
survey found that male elementary school teachers had a mean base salary of $33 800 -as compared to.
$32,292 for women (3) and women. computer operators made almost $7000 less annually than their male
counterparts (4). There is even a large salary differential (20%) for retail store cashiers of which more
than 85% are women (see fig. 1) (5).

Issues of pay eqUIty'l’or comparable worth are not addressed by any federal laws. A CEA could remedy
these and many other concerns of women in the workforce including the "glass ceiling” and sexual
harassment.

 Figure 1. Median Annual Salaries

Registered Nurse -Men- $36,868
-Women- $35,360
Elementary School Teacher -Men- $33,800
-Women $32,292

Computer Operator -Men- $26,000
-Women- $19,084
Retail Cashier -Men- $13,728

-Women- $11,440

Reproductive Rights. Stereotyping of pregnant women and mothers, interference with a woman's right
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_ Desplte the provision. of Title VII the .

“Insurance, Pensnons, and SOCIaI Securlty Sex. dlscrlmlnatlon contrlbutes s

-have just over half the ircome of older |
Wwhite: women (566 table below) (11). The: dlsproportlonate poverty of older” women is. created by a: llfetln

- plans from Title VII coverage (14).

* to control her own body and other forms of dlscrlmmatlon intrude on women’s’ reproductlve freedom

. Court. cases like California Savings and Loan v. Guerra (6) have led to a debate as to whether pr
..‘should be accorded speCIal treatmentvunderlavw smce equal treatment has be'

is recog at
used to put woinen st dlsadvantage '

"an be elimin

assault by the Congress has been on the late term abortlon techmque known asg i atatlon and extractlon
(D&X). This rafely utilized procedure is. employed only. when the life or health of thie mother is at risk or

the fetus is severely deformed. This bill, passed by both houses of Congress, would ‘have outlawed the

abortion method, with inadequate protectlon for life and health of the wonian (_). The bill was: stalled by a
presidential veto.

Mandatory pregnancy has become the reallty for many- young and poor women and,zras of 1995 for .
federal workers and women in the mllltary serving abfoad where safe, private facilities are fot- available

(9). The real-issue for women is the rlght to bodily integrity, and W|thout this ba3|c rlght women can have

rno true freedom

ﬁcantly to the economlc
plight of older wormen. Nearly 75% of the :nation’ s 4 .millionh elderly poor are wo N en{'(lO) Older v
en, and woren-of color have 5|gmf|can’tly less incomE:than oldg

of low wages intensified by sex discrimination in pensions, retirement msurance and soc1al securlty

Table: 1992 Median Income for Those 65 and Older

White men - $14,548
‘White women $8,579
Black women $6,220 -
Hispanic women $5,968

Insurance. State insurance regulators routinely approve the use of selective classifications by sex for
premiums and payouts in five types of insurance: automobile, disability income, medical expense, life and
retirement income insurance (pensions and ahnuities) (see bulleted list below),

Women are frequently required to pay higher insurance premiums than men for the same benefits, or to
pay the same as men for less protection or benefits, thereby reducing their take home pay (12). The
excuse for this-discrimination is that insurance company tables show that more women than men live

_longer than average or have higher health costs. The Supreme Court found in City of Los Angeles

Department of Water and Power v. Manhart (13) that the use of sex divided tables violated Title VII's
prohibition against sex discrimination in employment. But this ruling applied only to employer- paid
insurance. policies and not to those purchased by individuals with private insurance companies. In addition,
the ruling was weakened by the decision of a New York federal court which exempted certain employer

If we won equality in insurance prices, coverages, and benefits women would gain over $2.5 billion
annually (12) (see the following bulleted list).




W'li‘é’t Woinen Would Gain from I’ﬁ'Suranée Equality with Men
1) $150 million per year in mcreased ANNUITIES pald to retrred women, equahng what men get wrth

the same policies.

C$140 mllllon per yeat. in mcreased LIFE INSURANCE savmgs pald out to older women, equalmg what
‘men get wrth the same po : _ , ‘ : . . l

b!ased agmnst wome’.
consequent 2:1 ratioof" SRt in
sex-divided pricing fol young dr/vers

&ment. Four pay upiséx "adult" prem' ms. End/ng
ithout end/ng the extreme pr/ce bias aga/nst below- average
-mileage drivers simply mieans-con d gross overcharg/ng of-worhen &s & c/ass re/at/ve to men.

Proportioning preémiums. to odoeméter ‘miles actually driven by the if ured car — cents/mlle for each

car in.a risk class (terrltory, car type, etc.) — would reduce women' 's premlums an average of 30%.

Cars driven more than average fiileage by ‘either women .or men would also pay in proportlon to the

insurance protection they actually uséd ~ true unisex prlcmg

Pensions. Women are only-half as likely as mien to receive a- perision, and those who do-receive only half
as much. Just 22% of wornen 65 and ¢lder reported having received pent : - in 1892 -based on
previous employment, and those that did, received an averagde of 5, 432 per year In contrast nearly half
(49%) of men age 65 and older reported havmg received pension incorhe in 1992 based on prewous

employment w1th an average of $10 031" per year (15)

Ilfetlme and smce homemakers contrlbutlons to marrlage partnerf 5.
- considered dependents and as such, receive lower payments. Wldows recelve only
husband's benefits, and dlvorced women' receive only half (16).

_ully, wives are
2% of their deceased

Since Social Security is the sole incomeé source for many older women, the retrogressrve pollc1es are often
devastating to women. As of 1990, 33% of unmarried wormen 65 and older depended on Social Security
for at least 90 percent of their income; more than one-sixth had no other income (17). Women of color in
this group were at least twice as likely as white women to rely on social security for 100% of their
incomes. -

Lesbian and Gay Rights. Currently lesbians and gay men are discriminated against in areas as basic as
employment, parenting, marriage and housing rights. Numerous court decisions demonstrate the need to
establish a constitutional guarantee of rights regardless of sexual orientation.

Many cases illustrate the pervasive discrimination against lesbians and gay men. One of the most plainly
egregious and unfair is the case of a lesbian mother in Pensacola, Florida.

Mary Ward lost custody of her daughter to John Ward, her ex-husband and a convicted murderer. In

awarding custody to John Ward, Judge Joseph Tarbuck said, "This child should be given the opportunity
and the option to live in a non-lesbian world." The judge made the custody award to John Ward despite
his conviction in a brutal murder. ‘

In 1974, John Ward shot and killed his first wife in the parking lot of a Pensacola restaurant. Witnesses
" he had been talking with his wife when he shot her six times. He then reloaded the gun and shot the
v an six more times. John Ward pleaded guilty to second-degree murder and served his sentence in a
.da prison.

Fully aware of the father's past, the judge said John Ward would provide "decent living accommodations"
for his daughter. The judge also stated that the child needed a "stricter environment, more discipline."



‘Curreritly, thefe is no federal protection against. discrimination based on sexual ‘orientation. Clearly, ,
passage of the CEA would give lesbians and- gay nién the constitutional standlng necessary to challenge e
un_)ust laws. . :

Educatlon While Tltle IX has been effectlvely used to reduce discrimination based on sex-in educatlonal
progz Ams and actlvmes recelvmg flnanc : ‘as“'stance women and-girls are still- dally disadvantaged in Ry

8, - i
&

l

supported Vquma Mllltarv Instltute (VMI) a'nd‘South Carolrna s Cltadel refusmg to admlt women

The shorts the hlgh school students wore were the same type used by Olymplc runners and not agamst

VML has: as i

not reqwred to- enter the military and-only 18 percent choose lt as a career ngl Instead the ma]orlty of
graduates of VMI, and those at the Citadel, fill the halls of power in government. and industry of” their
respective states. The very real harm to. weomen deniéd access to these prestigious instititutions s the

" deprivation-of a life-long influential network.-Or as.Liza Mundy put it, "Affection, ¢onnéction, humor,
-sexism: That to me, is VMI. And when: you ‘get down to it, what women are being denied is membershlp
in a powerful publicly funded men 's club. Vlrglma Women's Institute for Leadershlp may be a terrific
pregram, but it isn't the club. vvlth all due respect to the women who go there, a ladies’ auxmary,
camouflaged in faddish clothlng " (L&)
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dlscrlmlnatlon is not yet a thmg of the past and the prog%ifess of thie: ‘past 50 years is
not ‘irreversible. Some" rethaining inequities result inore from individual behav1or '
and social practices than from legal dlscnmmatlon but they. can: alI be mﬂuenced
by a strong message that the Constitution has zero tolerance for : any forin of sex
discrimination. Thus, the reasons why we need the ERA are 4t oné level
philosophical and symbolic, and at another level very specific and practloal.

1. The Equal Rights Amendment is needed to affirm constitutionally that the
bedrock principles of our democracy — "all men are created equal," "liberty
and justice for all," "equal justice under law," "government of the people, by
the people, and for the people' — apply equally to women.

In principle:

It is necessary to have specific language in the Constitution affirming the principle
of equal rights on the basis of sex because for more than two centuries, women
have had to fight long and hard political battles to win rights that men (at first
certain white men, eventually all men) possessed automatically because they were
~male. The first — and still the only —right that the Constitution specifically affirms
equally for women and men is the right to vote. Alice Paul introduced the ERA in
1923 to expand that affirmation to all the rights guaranteed by the Constitution.

It was not until as recently as 1971 that the 14" Amendment’s equal protection
clause was first applied to sex discrimination. Even today, a major distinction
between the sexes is present from the moment of birth — the different legal



: nghrs and femiales must prove. that they hold them. The Equal; Rrghts At

-

' standing of males and feinales with respect to how theit constititional rights are
~ ‘obtained. As demionstrated in 1996 by the last. maJor Supreme Court decision on ™
,[f;.sex dlscnmmatlon regarding. - admission of weémen: to. Vlrglma Mulitary Instrtute
(VMD), -we have not moved beyond the ‘traditional - assumption - that male

. .would remove ‘that- drfferentlal assumptron and shift the burden of proof ‘t ik
' ~:alleged dlscrlmrnator . R

n practice:

1h practical effec‘r of this amendment would be seen me cleasly in court -

a

deliberations on cases of sex discrimination. For the ﬁrst tlme "sex" wotild be a
suspect classrﬁcatlon requiring the same high lével of "strict scrutlny" and having
to meet the same hrgh level of justification — a "necessary’' 'relationto @
"compelling" state- mterest — that the classification of race currently requ1res

The VMI decision now tells couits to 6X61‘ClS€ "skeptical: Sr‘rutrny" requmng '
"exceedingly persuasive” justification of dlfferentral treatiient on the -basrs of sex

but prohibition of sex discrimination is stlll not as’ strongly enforceabl e ds
‘prohibition ef race diserim ination. Tronically, wnder current cous cisions. aboit
sex and race disctiminationi, a whrte male armmg tace discrimination by a.
program or action isp protecte, by strrct sefu 1ny, but a black femal [ainving: Sex .
- discrimination by thesame program or. actron 1s protected by only skeptlcal not
strict, scrutiny. : :

o oy .L

We need the ERA to- cIarlfy the law for the lower courts whose deerslon :
reflect confusion” and 1ncon31stency about how to deal with sex it
' claims. If the ERA were in’the Constituition, it would in- many cases inflience the
tone -of legal reasoning: and” decrsrons regarding women’s equal rights, producrng
over time a cumulative posrtlve effect.

2. The Equal Rights Am'endment is needed in order to prevent a rollback of
women’s rights by conservatlve/reactlonary political votes, and to promote ‘
laws and court decisions that fairly take into account women’s as well as
men’s experiences. :

In principle:

Aren’t there already enough legal prohibitions of sex discrimination — the Equal
Pay Act, Title VII and Title IX of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the Pregnancy
- Discrimination Act, Supreme Court decisions based on the 14® Amendment’s
equal protection clause, and more? Why are there still people saying, as Alice Paul
did in 1923, "We shall not be safe until the prmcrple of equal rights is written into
the framework of our government"?

The need for the ERA can be expressed simply as a warning. Unless we put into

the Constitution the bedrock principle that equality of rights cannot be denied -
abridged on account of sex, the political and judicial victories women h:

achieved with their blood, sweat, and tears for the past two centuries are vulnerabic

to erosion or reversal at any time — now or in the future.



o eonservatlve

‘Conigress has the. power to make laws that replace existing laws —and t6 do se by a
simple majority. Therefore, many of the current legal protections’ agamst sex
~ diserimination ¢an be removed: by the margm of a single:vote. Whrle courts ifi the.
nedr term ‘would apply skeptreal scrutlny to laws that» dlfferentlate ot the basrs.
of sex, that pre ally

“equal rlghfs ; he Bqual - Righ _ ! ‘ ot
legislators and courts ‘to reverse our progress in ehmmatmg se‘< dlscrlmlnatlon

In practice:

Would anyone reauy Want to turn -back the clock on women’s advancement? Ask
the members of Congress who have tried to cripple Title IX, which ] ‘requires équal
“opportuiity in education —who have opposed the Violénce Against Wioien Act, -
the Fair Pensions Act, and thé Paycheck Fairness Act — who voted to pay for
Viagra for servicemen but oppose funding for family planning and contraception —
who for decades have blocked U.S. ratification of the United Nations Convention
on the Ehmmatlon of All Forms of Discrimination Agalnst Wonien (CEDAW).

ot « +tha A o B 1.. |
I\'ICD;, laws u;ut ulsvllmlliabeu 61&1111\41\1_)’ u5(.uuot. womén have béen femo \/eu ﬁ\uu

the books — in many ‘cases, as a result of the political power and expertlse
developed by wortien it the course of the ERA ratification campaign. The cutent
legal and judicial systems; ‘hewever, still -often have an impact on worieh that
works to their dlsadvantage because those systems have traditionally used the
‘thale expefience as. the 1 1O

Therefore, lawmakers and Judges must be eneouraged to include equrtable
consideration of" female experiences’ as they deal with -issues of Social Secutity,
taxes, wages, pensions, domestic relations, insurance, v1olence and more. Without
an Equal Rights Amendiient providing motivation, the status quo will change
much more slowly.

IN SUMMARY:

We need the ERA because we do not have it yet. Even in the 21st century, the
U.S. Constitution still does not explicitly guarantee that all of the rights it protects
are held equally by all citizens without regard to sex. The first — and still the only —
right that the Constitution specifically affirms as equal for women and men is the
right to vote.

We need the ERA because the 14th Amendment's equal protection clause has
never been interpreted to grant equal rights on the basis of sex'in the same way that
the Equal Rights Amendment would. The 14th Amendment has been applied to
sex discrimination only since 1971, and the Supreme Court's latest decision on that
issue in 1996 does not move us beyond the traditional assumption that males hold
rights and females must prove that they hold them.

We need the ERA because until we have it, women will have to continue to fight
long, expensive, and difficult political and judicial battles to ensure that their rights
are constitutionally equal to the rights automatically granted to males on-the basis
of sex. And in a few cases, men will have to do the same to ensure that they have



: 'equal rights with fémales (usually in-areas of family law)

We need the ERA because we need. its protectlon agamst arollback.of the
mgmﬁcant advances in woi "s nghts over the past 50 years. Congress has the

slace existi by .a:maj o‘nty Vote and even judicial; precedents«
ding to a cofiservative pchtlcal
ein ehmmatlng ‘sex

We need the ERA because we* need to improve the standmg of the Umted States -
glebally with respect to-equal j Jusuce under law. The governing documents of -
- many other countries specifically affirm legal equahty of the sexes (however less
. than’ perfect that ideal may. be: 1mplemented) Ironically, some of those
© constitutions — for example, i Japan and iraq — weré written under the direction of
the United States. Our image is also tarnished by the fact that the Senate has'still -
.ot ratified CEDAW (UN:Convention on the Ehmlnatlon of"All Forms of A
' Dlscrlmlnatlon Agamst Women) ) .

' -‘We need the ERA because we “‘“_d'.to move beyond the struggle for it We need

to free the energies of the Wom nland men whohave spent countless houts, yea

- and'even lifetimes workmg ' i .f, snc‘?human right of equal constitutional’
y protectlon ‘When. we can ¥ Tiergy and-those resources to work on the

. Thany- other challenges we: face in. common “we will truly have fulfilled the vision

of suffragist leader and ERA author Alice Paul. -




uality Under The U.S.

By pa:t:ria-a._ Ifer/an d, NOw presid‘e_n;t;
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hore. for everyth»l _g‘from dry cleamn’g to msurance The value of a woman 's un‘ ~
vork in the home is often not taken into account in determmlng divorce settlements
wid pension benefits. When women turn to the courts’ to right these wrorigs, they are
it a distinct disadvantage because of what has and hasn't happened to the
onstltutlon

n 1776.;Abxiqall dzams urged her h and othe}r framers of our

,Iavery and prowde Justlce to former sla
juaranteed &ll-"persons” the right to - "equal prot : s 3
iecond section"of the amendment used the’ words- ,aile cntlzens ‘in descrlblng who
vould be counted in determining how many representatlves each state gets in

~ongress. This was the first time the Constitution said point blank that women were

:xcluded. Similarly, the 15th Amendment in 1870 exténded voting nghts to all men --
)ut not to any Women

t wasn't all doom and gloom for women in the 19th and early 20th centuries, though.
"‘wo women active in world anti-slavery efforts, Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady
stanton, were leaders at the first-ever "Women's Rights Convention" in Seneca Falls,
l. Y., in 1848. Their "Declaration of Sentiments" included this play on the Declaration

if Independence, "We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men and women
re created equal."”

‘hese women and others went on to form what became known as the suffrage
novement. We now consider the suffragists the "first wave" of the U.S, feminist
novement. During their long campaign to win women the right to vote, they used

tr- Jies including marches, pickets, arrests and hunger strikes. They triumphed in
.5._. when the states ratified the 19th Amendment to the Constitution, which corrected
he long-time injustice the 15th Amendment had put into writing.




Suffragrst leader Alice Paul authored the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) to remedy '
women's exclusion from the 14th Amendment.’ Introduced in. 1923 the ERA was’ burled
in Congress for nearly 50 years. In the late 1960s, the "second wave" of feminist
actrvrsts took up'Ahce Paul s cause After gettlng the ERA vote'd‘out of Congress, we-/

The court in 1873 -C|te'd "the . Iaw of the Creator a € :
these delicate. Ccreatures -- grown women -- from ] ng sul-‘l‘red by the corruptlon of
legal and busmess practlces '

Tlme and agaln women were rea!ly bemg protected from maklng too much money

greed as well as the passron of man’ " Mr ¥ . |
waltresses ‘but _k,eep them ,qut“ of hlghe' e ;C"ourt‘ in' .1119’.4%8‘ d-i‘f}ff ot

In moderh tlmes Supreme Court rullngs e'zfigg"'ed 'a'-n‘d zagged
backward and forward In a 1951 case t |

) ":Jfamlly ife.” The
ted jurors who might

understand how she could be drlven to sucha deed

Finally, in 1971, pioneering feminist a‘ttor‘ney Ru.th Bader Ginsburg made the first
breakthrough in the court's "anything goes” attitude toward sex discrimination. She
convinced the court to throw out an Idaho law that automatically gave preference to a
man over an equally qualified woman when appointing the person responsible for
disposing of the property of someone who has died. Girisburg went on to become the
second woman appointed to serve on the Supréme Court. In 1973, the Court struck

- Jown a U.S. Air Force policy that automatically gave a married man family housing and
- medical allowances, while a married woman had to prove she was the"head of
nousehold," ie, that she provided all of her own expenses plus at least half of her
ramilies in order to qualify for the family benefits.

3ut in 1977 the justices were back to an old-fashioned view, a more narrow reading of
vomen's equality. A bright eighth-grade girl, named Susan, who'd won science awarr*
nvanted to attend Philadelphia's all-boys Central High. It was an academically superi{
sublic school; even the school board admitted Girls High had inferior science facrhtles

3ut the Supreme Court upheld Central High's exclusion of Susan solely because she
Nas a girl.



Viore recently, ina 1987 decision that is the only Supreme Court case deahng wnth
afﬁrmatrve’actlon 'oir'women the Justlces upheld a county s voluntary plan The Justlces
ke d t S

of

"'ed craft ]obs A qua
'Aer score based on 1'

nolatlon a peir on, ,ghts to be beaten by a pollce ofﬂcer the appeals court could
0t see anythlng in the Constltutlon that would put thlS Judge on notice that it IS JUSt
1S wrong to rape a woman. : :

Nithout a constltutlonal guarantee of women's equallty, even favorable rullnqs and
jood :laws on .w, m‘en s rights can be ignered, revoked or overruled. Feminist actrvnsts
yave net ‘g:ive' up-on a women's equahty amendment ‘We know that to get women

nto the Cehst |on we W|II have to elect a lot- more people who support that ldea We
ook to the'y wornen and men who aré: addressmg issues -of equality. and Justlce in
ligh.. schoo s acros ‘the country. We are conﬂdent that this "third wave" will soon be o
e'<«-~‘ to accept the baton : ‘

Vote: Th/s art/cle was /nc/uded in the 1997 ed/t/on of- Perspect/ves a high schoo/ text
Jook on government prepared by Close. Up- Pub//sh/na
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Activists Seek To Bring the Equal Rights Amendment ak

by Stephanie Siién -

JEFFERSON, CITY, ic .Q-Tnme warp”

| 4'|m|nn fhnf we ‘mu ust add 4\:'1;?

{,a [' n o

Theré's Phyllls Schlaﬂy, the RA's arch foe, warnlng that’ the amendment would legahze -same-sex marnages and
promote ' abortlon on: demand." : ,

Here's praise for righteous’ symbohsm Theres scorn of cons’ututlonal clutter Coed bathrooms Women in combat.
Wasn't this all settled two decades ago?

Well, yes.
.But then again, maybe not

Most activists--most everyone, really——thought the ERA died in 1983. tt had bee-
make it into the- Constitiition. The' original ratifi cation - deadhne had come: ~
Congress.was not inclinéd to give ERA backers any more. tlme Even

dead :

ratlf ed by 35 states but needed 38 to
S0l ""d a three year exten3|on And

Now, a few stubborn dreariers arevaftem'ptihg to revive it.

They consider the original 35 ratlt"catlons Stl” valxd By that logic; all
approval from three more ‘states. Focusing on ‘Missouri-<but targetm
:pushmg hard to.get those three addltlonal ratlf cations.

, a as well-—ERA actlwsts are <

They take courage from precedent In 1992, Congress revived :an amendment tha ad Iangunshed for more than 200
years by ordering that the-ratification tally plck up where it had- stalled-back in George Washington's day. In other
words, Congress decided that states' 18th century votes still counted. Néw States:then jumped to ratify. And the
amendment--which requires -a roll-call vote before Congress can grant itself a pay raise--is now part of the Constitution.

That épisode gave ERA activists hope.
After all, they reasoned, if an amendment can be resurrected after two centuries why not after two decades?

"It takes a long time to win the big ones, and this is a big one," said Roberta Francis, who leads a national effort to
ratify- the ERA. She then quoted women's suffrage champion Susan B. Anthony: "Fallure is not an option.”

It is, however, a distinct possibility.
For the three-state strategy has several potential flaws.

For one, Congress set a time limit--long since expired--on ERA ratification. (The pay raise amendment had no such
deadline.) Congress could, presumably, pass new legislation reopening the ERA for debate. But then it might be hard to
make the case that the onglnal 35 ratifications should count.

Another hitch: Five states that ratified the ERA in the '70s later passed resolutions taking it back. ERA boosters insist
it's illegal for a state to cancel its ratification. But that position, again, would be open {o Iegal challenge.

Then there's the issue of public support. .
In the 1970s, the ERA stirred strong passions. However, it has since dropped out of view.

Kelly Anthony, a Missouri college senior trying to rev up student support for the ERA, acknowledges that "even some of



my ferminist fnends dorit know what it is.” And while Francis says shé's sure rmost Amerlcans are behind her, she
couches her convrctron this way: "They absolutely would care--as soon as they khew about it."

One. qroup in the ki 'w is the Mlesoun Leglslature where ERA spo; of's jn ‘both the House and the Senate are

e powerful backers in both ehambers. But it
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5 grantmg women équal dccess to educatron or equal pay for equal work. But those are: laws
‘..QA future Congress eould repeal them Or gut the fundrng that supports them.

Missouri House Speaker Steve Gaw 'a Democrat

Beyond that symbolrsm howéver, even the ERA's most ardent. bac;\ers fi nd it tough to articulate just what the
amendment would accomplish.

"It isn't concrete, not isomethjn'g;you'oan-s_e‘e will immediately hélp me in my lifetime," said"l\/lary Mosley, who heads
Missouri's ERA lobby. "It's hore the principle of the thing."
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