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Who Opposes the Equal Rights Amendment?
The Equal Rights Amendment is opposed by the big 

majority o f American men and women who have consi-
dered the legal consequences o f  this radical and re-
volutionary legislation.

The specific list o f those opposed to the Equal Rights 
Amendment begins with the 19 State Legislatures which 
have rejected ERA. Many o f them have rejected ERA for 
two successive years. Here is the list o f  the 17 State 
Legislatures which have rejected (and never ratified) 
ERA:

A la b a m a
A rizo na
A rk a nsas
Florida
Georg ia
Il l in o is
In d ia n a
Lo uisiana
Mississip pi
Missouri
N evada
North Caro lin a
North Dakota
O klaho m a
South Caro lin a
Utah
V irg in ia

Here is the list o f the State Legislatures which origi-
nally ratified ERA in la hurry, then reconsidered and re-
scinded their previous ratification.

N e brask a
Tennessee

Here is a partial list o f organizations which have taken 
a position against ERA or defeated a convention motion 
to support ERA. Many o f  them are very large organiza-
tions; some are 10 to 30 times the size o f most o f the pro- 
ERA organizations.

National Council of Catholic Women 
(11 million members)

Southern Baptist Association (12 million members) 
Daughters of The American Revolution 

(200,000 members)
Illinois Federation of Women’s Clubs 

(56,000 members)
Illinois Congress of Parents and Teachers 

(400,000 members)
Virginia Federation of Women’s Clubs 
Family Preservation League 
Rabbinical Society of America 
Women In Industry, Inc.
National Stop ERA
National Association of Pro America
National Coalition of Accountability
Florida Farm Bureau
Missouri Farm Bureau
Oklahoma Farm Bureau
Women for Responsible Legislation
AWARE
Dade County Federation of Women’s 0 u b s  
Happiness of Womanhood 
Right To Be A Woman, Inc.
Homemakers United Efforts 
Democratic Women’s Clubs of Florida 
Federations of Republican Women’s Clubs in 25 

States
National Association of Orthodox Rabbis 
League of Large Families 
Women for Constitutional Government 
National Federation of Young Republicans 
Young Americans for Freedom 
Minnesota Knights of Columbus 
Virginia Taxpayers Association 
Women’s Anti-Liberation League



The Grassroots Story of National Organizations
What happens at the national level o f national organi-

zations is often quite different from what happens at the 
grassroots level. Here are three stories o f three entirely 
different types o f women’s organizations.

Illinois Women s Clubs
The General Federation o f  W om en’s C lubs, the 

largest women’s organization in the country, is listed by 
ERA proponents as supporting the Equal Rights 
Amendment. This endorsement, however, does not ac-
curately reflect the views o f  its membership. Consider, 
for exam ple, the experience o f  one o f  the largest 
branches o f this organization, the Illinois Federation of 
Women’s Clubs, which has 56,000 members.

At the annual state convention in Chicago in 1973, a 
routine reaffirmation resolution on the Equal' Rights 
Amendment was included in the convention resolutions. 
To the surprise o f practically everybody, a motion from 
the floor was passed which withdrew the endorsement of 
ERA by the Illinois Federation o f Women’s Clubs. The 
Federation then undertook to study ERA for a year. The 
culmination was a debate on ERA at the huge annual 
state convention at the Pick-Congress Hotel in Chicago 
in May, 1974.

The delegates to the 1974 convention then voted on 
ERA on voting machines, along with their annual elec-
tion o f officers. The result? O n M ay 9 ,1 9 7 4 ,  t he Fe dera �
t ion d e le g a tes vo ted a g a inst  ERA by an overw helm in g  
3-to-l m ajori t y .

The Illinois Federation o f Women’s Clubs has more 
members than all the women’s groups supporting ERA 
in Illinois combined! It is an organization which is truly 
representative o f  the majority o f American women.

The Virginia Federation o f Women’s Clubs is another 
state branch o f  the General Federation o f  W om en’s 
Clubs w hich has studied ERA and taken a position 
against ERA. Most o f the other state federations would 
do likewise if  they could hear the facts about how ERA is 
a big takeaway o f  the rights women now possess.

Ohio Catholic Women
The National Council o f Catholic Women with 11 mill-

ion members is one o f the largest organizations on record 
as opposing ERA. Resolutions against ERA have been 
passed in three different national conventions, including 
the most recent one in 1973.

In Toledo, Ohio, members in several parishes tried 
repeatedly to persuade the Diocesan Council to take af-
firmative action to educate their members and start 
working to rescind ratification in Ohio. After being re-
buffed for months, these women finally wrote an Open 
Letter to the Board Members o f  the Toledo Diocesan 
Council o f  Catholic Women. It was wholly courteous, 
but the letter spoke in righteous indignation about (1) 

deliberate stalling among the members in bring-
ing the opposition to the ERA to the women o f the Altar 
Societies in our D iocese” ; (2) “ indoctrination by the 
mod club women and women libbers to support this 

Amendment, with misleading information and false 
statements” ; (3) the way “ no one bothers to check on the 
literature in support o f ERA” ; (4) false statements even 
denying that the National Council o f  Catholic Women 
had taken a stand at its 1973 convention; and (5) false 
statements that “ it is too late to act” , when the truth is 
that it will never be too late to Stop ERA unless and until

it is ratified by 38 States.
This letter brought action! The T oledo  D iocesan 

Council o f  Catholic Women scheduled a Board Meeting 
to hear a 30-minute presentation from each side o f the 
ERA issue, plus 20 minutes for each side to answer ques-
tions. The Board then voted by secret ballot. The result 
was an overwhelming decision to put the Toledo Coun-
cil o f Catholic Women on record against ERA. The vote 
was 13 to 2 (with 2 abstentions).

V  eterans9 Auxiliaries
When the Equal Rights Amendment was presented to 

the States for ratification, most o f  the lists o f  endorse-
ments included the Ladies Auxiliary o f the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, one o f  the largest and most respected 
wom en’s organizations in the country. This was a lie 
made out o f whole cloth, as the Ladies Auxiliary o f the 
VFW had never taken any position whatsoever in sup-
port o f  ERA. But that didn’t stop the ERA proponents 
from listing it! This alleged endorsement appeared in 
the Congressional Record and in literature published by 
most o f the organizations lobbying for ERA.

When the State Legislatures began holding hearings, 
the grassroots members o f the VFW Auxiliary began to 
find out how their organization’s name was being mis-
used, and they demanded -- and got -- a retraction. How-
ever, the VFW Auxiliary’s name was effectively used in 
lists o f  endorsem ents during the time that ERA was 
ratified by the first 20 states.

Grassroots Action Needed!
The basic strategy o f ERA proponents was to get ERA 

ratified before the majority o f women found put it was 
even an issue. ERA had passed Congress and been 
ratified by nearly half the states before it was ever dis-
cussed on national television, national radio, or national 
magazines. Even since then, there has been very little in 
the national news m edia about the Equal Rights 
Amendment — considering that it is a constitutional 
amendment which so dramatically affects all American 
women. We have ratified amendments to the U.S. Con-
stitution only 26 times in our nearly 200 years o f history, 
and it deserves thorough consideration, debate, and 
careful evaluation o f its consequences. The State Legis-
latures which ratified ERA without hearings or debate 
were doing no service to the American people or to the 
women o f  their States.

The same thing is true o f organizations. In most cases, 
the organizations which are listed as endorsing ERA took 
that action without any poll o f  their members, without 
any presentation o f the pros and cons, and often even 
without the membership even knowing that the organi-
zation was taking such action.

When the grassroots women hear a factual presenta-
tion o f both sides o f the Equal Rights Amendment, they 
are overwhelmingly against it! It is up to you to demand 
that a fair and factual debate be presented to your local 
and state organizations ~ regardless o f the position taken 
by that organization at the national level. The Business 
and Professional W om en, nationally, have endorsed 
ERA. But many local clubs have studied ERA and taken a 
position against ERA. This can be successfully done in 
almost any organization. The arguments against ERA are 
so powerful they speak for themselves.



Distinguished Authorities Oppose ERA
“ When the Amendment was before Congress, I tried 

in every way I knew how to convince the Senate that this 
legislation should be amended to preserve protective 
legislation passed for the benefit o f  women; to require 
fathers to be responsible for family support; to exempt 
women from the draft and combat duty; and to preserve 
right-to-privacy laws and criminal laws for sex offenses. I 
deeply regret I was unsuccessful in my efforts and the 
Amendment passed the Senate unchanged.

“ My view that theERA is the most destructive piece o f 
legislation to ever pass Congress still stands and I am 
hopeful that it will be defeated in the states.”

Sena tor Sam J. Ervin , Jr . , 
United Sta tes Senate

“ I do not wish to see -- and to vote for -- a constitutional 
amendment w hich w ould require all wom en to be 
equally obligated with their husbands to support the 
family, even though millions o f women may choose to do 
so . . . .

“ I cannot in good conscience support a proposal to 
take away from all women the protections which reason-
able men and women consider reasonable protection for 
women.”

Con gressw oman Leonor K . Su ll iv a n , 
United Sta tes House of Represen tat ives

“ Not only would women, including mothers, be sub-
ject to the draft but the military would be compelled to 
place them in combat units alongside o f men. The same 
rigid interpretation could also require that work protec-
tive laws reasonably designed to protect the health and 
safety o f  wom en be invalidated; . . .  in some cases it 
could relieve the fathers o f the primary responsibility for 
the support o f even infant children, as well as the support 
o f the mothers o f such children and cast doubt on the val-
idity o f the millions o f support decrees presently in exis-
tence.”

U .S. House Ju d ic ia ry  Com mit tee Report, 
No. 92-359 , Ju ly  14, 1971

“ In all the swirling arguments and differing interpre-
tations o f  the language o f the proposal, there has been 
very little thought given to the triple role most women 
play in life, namely, that o f  w ife, mother and worker. 
This is a heavy role indeed, and to wipe away the sustain-
ing laws which help tip the scales in favor o f women is to 
do injustice to millions o f  women who have chosen to 
marry, to make a home, to bear children, and to engage in 
gainful em ploym ent as well. . . .  I refuse to allow the 
glad-sounding ring o f  an easy slogan to victimize mill-
ions o f women and children.”

Con gressman Em anuel C e l la r , 
United Sta tes House of Represen tat ives

“ That the proposed Equal Rights Amendment would 
open up an era o f regrettable consequences for the legal 
status o f women in this country is highly probable. That 
it would open up a period o f extreme confusion in con-
stitutional law is a certainty. . . . The Amendment ex-
presses noble sentiments, but I ’m afraid it w ill work 
much m isch ief in actual application. It w ill open a 
Pandora’s box o f legal complications.”

Professor Paul Freund , 
H arvard La w School

“ The so-called Equal Rights Amendment. . .  is largely 
misrepresented as a women’s rights amendment when in 
fact the primary beneficiary will be men. I am opposed to 
its approval.”

Professor Ph ilip  B. K urlan d , 
U niv ersi t y of Chicago La w School

“ Is the Equal Rights Amendment to be the Tonkin 
Gulf Resolution o f  the American social structure? . . .  I 
would predict that the Equal Rights Amendment and 
many o f the other goals o f  its proponents will bring social 
disruption, unhappiness and increasing rates o f divorce 
and desertion.”

Dr. Jo na than H. Pincus, 
Professor of N eurolo gy , 

Y a le  M edical School

The Equal Rights Amendment “ would minimize legal 
reinforcement o f cultural mores supportive o f family life, 
tend to degrade the homemaker role, and support 
econom ic developm ent requiring wom en to seek 
careers. Plato’s concept o f common women and common 
children (public child care is implied by degrading the 
homemaker role) may not be far away. . . .  It seems 
clear that a cultural revolution o f proportions beyond the 
ken o f the proponents o f the Amendment is implied.”

Professor A rthur E. Rym an , Jr . , 
Drake U n iv ersit y

“ Only those who are ignorant o f the nature o f law and 
o f its enforcement and regardless o f  the intricacies o f 
American constitutional law, or indifferent to the exact-
ing aspects o f woman’s industrial life, will have the naiv-
ete or the recklessness to sum up woman’s whole posi-
tion in a meaningless and m ischievous phrase about 
‘Equal Rights’ .”

Just ice F e l ix  Fran k f u r t er , 
N ew Republic M ag azine

“ In the beginning o f mining, there were women down 
in those mines and children. . . . We got the women and 
children out o f  the mines, you know. . . . I ’ve been 
against the Equal Rights Amendment always . . . The 
core o f activist support for the ERA comes from middle 
class white women, but passage o f  the ERA would en-
danger the hard won rights o f  working women -- both 
black and white.”

Dr. M arg are t M ead , A nthropologist , 
Colum bia U n iv ersit y

“ Use o f  the law in an attempt to conjure away all the 
differences which do exist between the sexes is both an 
insult to the law itself and a complete disregard o f fact.”

Professor Bernard K. Sch w art z , 
N ew Yo rk  U n iv ersi t y La w School

“ I call the Equal Rights Amendment the liftin ’ and 
totin’ bill. More than half o f  the black women with jobs 
work in service occupations; if  the Amendment becomes 
law, we will be the ones liftin’ and totin’ , so passage o f 
ERA is not our first priority.”

Jea n N oble, Ex ecu t ive Director, 
N atio nal Council of Negro Women



N C C W  Statement Against E R A
The follow ing arguments against the Equal Rights 

Amendment point out many adverse consequences o f 
passage, based on a legal, constitutional, and familial 
point o f view. The arguments were prepared by the o f-
fice o f  the National Council o f  Catholic Women. They 
were published by the Times-Union and Journal o f Jack-
sonville, Florida, on November 5, 1972 because, accord-
ing to the newspaper, “ they have received so little atten-
tion.”  The arguments are just as valid today as when they 
were written.

1. The Equal Rights Amendment w ould not affect 
major, basic discriminations rooted in custom and pre-
ju d ice . Em ployers w ould  not be com pelled  to hire 
women.

2. The Amendment would destroy all the protective 
legislation achieved over the course o f years. State wage 
and hours laws would be over-ridden, encouraging the 
return o f the sweatshop. Essential health legislation 
w ould be destroyed. The need to protect wom en re-
mains. Mass production methods cause strain. There is 
still the temptation to exploit young inexperienced 
women. It will be a long time before State legislatures 
w ill extend to men the same protection how  given 
women. The elimination o f special labor laws would in 
reality destroy the equality achieved for men and 
women.
3. Social Security legislation would be endangered. 

Congress and the State legislatures would have to wipe 
out special benefits for wives and widows or else provide 
similar benefits for husband and widowers. This would 
“ unbalance”  the Social Security system.
4. The Amendment would destroy the safeguards soc-

iety has erected around the wife and mother as the center 
o f the family. Equality in family headship would tend to 
disintegrate the family. The courts would be forced to 
place the same responsibilities for support o f the family 
on mothers with young children as on the father. I f the 
family is to be preserved, the right o f the married woman 
to support by her husband must be retained.

5. There are real differences, both physical and social, 
between men and women. Nature cannot be amended. 
The legal.position o f women cannot be stated in a single 
formula,as their relationships are so varied. Absolute 
legal equality is impossible. Where there are real physi-
cal or social differences, identity o f treatment is itself a 
form o f discrimination. Identical treatment also deprives 
the State o f  the right to protect itself by safeguarding 
women as potential mothers o f future generations.

6 . The Amendment is not needed. Legal discrimina-
tions in State laws and constitutions will be changed as 
fast as enough wom en in those States want them 
changed. The vote gives them that power. In any case, 
the Amendment would not be self-executing, each State 
would have to change its laws one by one. It would be a 
tremendous task even to determine exactly which laws 
needed to be changed or repealed.

7. Federal legislation cannot reach intrastate service 
industries. State protective legislation has opened the 
way for improved conditions for all workers. The prop-
osed Amendment threatens the standards o f  all working 
people and the labor movement as a whole.

8 . Adoption o f  the Amendment would cause a period

o f great confusion in constitutional law. Innumerable 
changes in State laws would be required. Courts would 
be overburdened trying to work out definitions o f 
“ rights”  and “ duties.”  The Amendment is a device to 
save us from thinking by dumping the burden on the 
courts. It is undemocratic to take from the legislatures 
and give to the courts the power to decide questions o f 
social policy.
9. Because the Amendment would provide women 

with equal rights to hold civil and political offices, it is 
special legislation, in the legal sense o f that expression, 
and therefore has no place in the Constitution. It would 
add practically nothing to the equal rights clause o f the 
14th Amendment, anyway.

10. The Amendment would attempt to achieve a un-
iform status for women in all 50 States, whereas diversity 
may be not only unavoidable but also desirable. The 
terms o f the Amendment are vague and do not indicate 
whether equality is to be achieved by low ering the 
privileges now  accorded to men or by raising the 
privileges o f women.

Polls Against ER A
N atio nal En q uirer newspaper last year presented arti-

cles for and against the Equal Rights Amendment writ-
ten, respectively, by Congressman Bella Abzug and 
Phyllis Schlafly. Then, N a t io n a l E n q u ir e r polled  its 
readers for their views. The result?

86 percent voted NO on ERA.
14 percent voted YES on ERA.

The Lou H a rr is Poll o f March, 1972, reported that 78 
percent o f American women “ hardly ever felt that being 
a woman has prevented me from doing the things I had 
hoped in life.”

The Elm o Ro p er Po ll o f September, 1971, reported 
that:

7 out o f 10 American women do not feel that they are 
being discriminated against.

77 percent o f American women disagree “ that women 
should have equal treatment regarding the draft.”

83 percent o f  American women disagree that “ a wife 
should be the breadwinner i f  a better wage earner than 
husband.”

69 percent o f American women disagree that “ a di-
vorced woman should pay alimony if she has money and 
her husband hasn’t.”

Persuade your club, organization, or group — no matter 
how small — to listen to the facts and then take a position 
against ERA. Some o f  the organizations listed on the 
pro-ERA list have only a handful o f members! After your 
group takes action, send the name and date to Phyllis 
Schlafly so we can keep an up-to-date list. Thank you for 
your help._____________________________________________
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