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IW Y  Commission Enjoined From E R A  Lobbying
The Com m ission on International W om en’s 

Year, originally set up by President Gerald Ford’ s 
Executive Order, and then continued in existence 
by the passage o f  the Bella Abzug Bill, resolved at 
its first meeting “ to do all in our capacity to see that 
the Equal Rights Amendment is ratified at the ear-
liest possible moment.”

“ All in our capacity”  was quite a lot, indeed. In 
the last fiscal year, the IWY Commission had avail-
able $300,000 in Federal funds, which President 
Ford had ordered diverted from other Federal D e-
partments including State, D efense, HEW, and 
Labor. After the passage o f  the Bella Abzug Bill, 
the IWY Com m ission received  a Congressional 
appropriation o f  $5,000,000.

The IWY Com m ission has been  prom oting 
ratification o f  the Equal Rights Am endm ent in 
many ways, including sending speakers all over 
the country, testifying at legislative hearings, ap-
pearing on national television networks, and pub-
lishing large quantities o f  pro-ERA literature. The 
IWY Commission operates with Federal tax funds, 
and never  presents any information whatsoever in 
opposition to ERA. Members and em ployees o f  the 
IWY Commission continually criticize those op-
p osed  to ERA. IWY Chairman Ruckelshaus re-
peatedly tells the media that they should not even 
print Phyllis Schlafly’ s statements on ERA!

L a w s u i t  F i l e d  A g a i n s t  I W Y
Many Americans have been outraged by this 

use o f  Federal funds to lobby  for ratification o f 
ERA. Some people decided to do something about 
it. Illinois Stop ERA Chairman Harriet Mulqueeny 
and Springfield (Illinois) Stop ERA Chairman Pat-
ricia Boehnke filed suit in Federal Court to enjoin 
the lobbying for ERA by members and employees 
o f  the IWY Commission. The case was handled by 
Fred Schlafly.

On August 9, 1976, a Federal Court in Peoria, 
I llin o is  issued  an in ju nction  against the IWY

Commission. This injunction prohibits the IWY 
Commission from using its forthcoming state, reg-
ional, and national conferences to promote ratifica-
tion o f  ERA. This is a great victory for the American 
taxpayers and for the constitutional right o f  the 
states to make their own decision as to whether or 
not to ratify ERA, without dictation from the Fed-
eral bureaucrats.

The U.S. Constitution, Article V, gives all 
power to amend the Constitution to the legislative 
branches o f  our Government -- Congress and the 
State Legislatures. It is wrong for the executive 
branch o f  our G overnm ent (the President, the 
Governors, their agencies or employees) to spend 
our Federal and State tax funds to promote ratifica-
tion o f  ERA or to oppose a Human Life Am end-
ment.

T h e  $ 5 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  I W Y  C o n f e r e n c e s
The purpose o f  the $5,000,000 appropriation 

which Congress gave to the IWY Commission is to 
put on a wom en’ s conference in every one o f  the 50 
states, to be fo llow ed  by a national conference. 
Volunteers in every state should now set up an 
“ IWY W atchdog Com m ittee”  to monitor the ac-
tivities o f  the IWY, to make sure that the confer-
ences present both sides o f  wom en’s issues, and to 
ensure that the conferences are not used to lobby 
for ERA, abortion, or any other wom en’ s lib legisla-
tive goals. Any violations o f the injunction should 
be promptly reported to Plaintiffs M ulqueeny and 
Boehnke or their lawyer, in care o f the address on 
this Report.

Further information on the scope of the IWY 
Commission, the Bella Abzug Bill, and how indi-
viduals should proceed to get fair treatment in the 
forthcoming conferences, is available in the Phyllis 
Schlafly Report o f  January 1976 entitled, “ Bella 
Abzug’s Boondoggle.”

The full text o f the injunction is reproduced on 
page 2 o f  this Report, and it speaks for itself.

The IWY Commission tried to have the injunc-
tion m odified in the District Court, and lost. IWY 
has now taken an appeal.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

SOUTHERN DIVISION
N O . A -CIV -76-39

H ARRIET M ULQ UEE N Y a n d  PA TRICIA  
B OEH N KE,

Plain t if fs,
v .

N A TIO N AL C O M M ISSIO N  O N  THE 
O BSERV A N CE OF IN TERN A TIO N AL 
W O M E N 'S YEA R , a  U n i t e d  S t a t es A g e n c y ,

D e fe n d an t .

PRELIM IN ARY INJU N CTIO N
This cause having come on to be heard on plaintiff s 

Motion for Preliminary Injunction, and the court having 
considered the affidavit o f plaintiff Harriet Mulquejeny, 
the defendant’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings 
and the Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Sup-
port thereof, the plaintiffs’ reply thereto, the plaintiffs’ 
Amended Complaint, and the defendant’s Answer to 
Amended Complaint, and Amended Answer, and hav-
ing heard and considered the oral testimony produced 
in open court as well as the exhibits offered in evidence 
by defendant and by plaintiffs, the court makes the fol-
lowing

FIN DIN GS OF FACT:
1. The chairman as well as certain members and 

employees o f defendant Commission have heretofore 
clearly engaged in lobbying activities, seeking final 
ratification o f the proposed Equal Rights Amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States o f America, with-
out in any way making it clear that such activities were 
not undertaken on behalf of the defendant Commission.

2. Such lobbying activities include voluntarily tes-
tifying at a hearing conducted by the Illinois General 
Assembly and making statements and arguments re-
commending ratification o f the said Equal Rights 
Amendment on television, including nationwide net-
work programs conducted by the National Broadcast-
ing Company and the American Broadcasting Com-
pany.

3. The defendant Commission, on April 15, 1975, 
unanimously adopted a resolution which gave “ the 
highest priority” to “ the ratification of the Equal Rights 
Amendment,” and recited:

“As our main commitment to the observance 
of International Women’s Year, we pledge to do all 
in our capacity to see that the Equal Rights 
Amendment is ratified at the earliest possible mo-
ment.”

4. A subgroup o f the defendant Commission, called 
the International Women’ s Year Commission’s ERA 
Committee, has admittedly served “ as a catalyst and 
convener for ERAmerica,” which is otherwise a sepa-
rate national committee organized to lobby for ratifica-
tion of the said Equal Rights Amendment.

5. The Congress of the United States has authorized 
and then appropriated the sum of $5,000,000 for use by 
the defendant Commission for the current year. This au-
thorization and appropriation contains an express limi-
tation in Section 9 of Public Law 94-167 and in Public 
Law 94-303, the latter o f which requires:

“ That none of the funds appropriated under 
this paragraph shall be used for lobbying ac-
tivities.”

The court thereby arrives at the following

C O N CLUSIO N S OF LA W :
1. The implementation in any official manner of the 

said resolution of April 15,1975 is a violation of the pub-
lic responsibility of the defendant Commission and is 
improper use of any public funds.

2. Lobbying activities in any manner or to any de-
gree on behalf o f said Commission or in its name 
amounts to the use of funds for such activities.

3. Plaintiffs’ motion for a preliminary injunction 
should be granted, effective as of August 9,1976, to the 
extent only as announced by the court at the conclusion 
of the hearing on August 9, 1976. Plaintiffs should 
promptly file a bond in the penal sum of $1,000, with 
good and sufficient surety conditioned, as required by 
Rule 65 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and an 
injunction order o f this court should issue, effective as 
aforesaid, enjoining and restraining the defendant 
Commission and all related persons, indicated in Rule 
65(d), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, on its behalf, 
until further order of this court, from lobbying activities 
o f any kind or nature.

4. This court should not undertake to abridge the 
freedom of any person to speak in favor of or in opposi-
tion to any proposed federal or state legislative action in 
any forum, so long as it is made adequately clear that 
such speech is not on behalf o f or sanctioned by the de-
fendant Commission or other organization financed 
thereby or affiliated therewith, directly or indirectly.

ORDER

IT IS BY THIS COURT ORDERED:

1. That the defendant, National Commission on the 
Observance o f International Women’s Year, its chair-
man, officers, members, agents, employees, and all per-
sons in active concert or participation with it, are hereby 
enjoined on its behalf, or wholly or partially at its ex-
pense, pending the final determination of this cause, 
from (1) engaging in lobbying activities of any kind, (2) 
using, directly or indirectly for lobbying activities, any 
public funds appropriated to said defendant to promote 
the passage or defeat of any legislation, or the adoption, 
ratification, or defeat of any proposed Constitutional 
amendment by any legislative body, and (3) using any 
meetings or women’s conferences called or sponsored 
by it, directly or indirectly, to promote the passage, 
ratification, or defeat of any such proposed legislation or 
Constitutional amendment by any legislative body.

Entered: August 16,1976 
nunc pro tunc August 9,1976
at 12:30 P.M.



Women’s Year Panel Blocked 
From Action By ERA Opponents

By M ARTHA SHIRK

O f the Poftt-Dtepatch Sta ff

IT STARTED OUT innocently 
enough.

Members of the National Com-
mission on the Observance of Inter-
national Women’s Year met for the 
first time on April 15, 1975, and 
decided there was at least one thing 
on which they could all agree — 
support for the ratification of the 
Equal Rights Amendment to the 
United States Constitution.

“ As our main commitment to the 
observance of International Woman’s 
Year (1975), we pledge to do all in our 
capacity to see that uie ERA is ratified 
at the earliest possible moment,”  the 
group resolved.

Opponents of the ERA have seized 
upon that resolution as proof that the 
federal commission is actively lobbying 
for ratification of the ERA.

Early this month, United States Dis-
trict Court Judge Robert D. Morgan of 
Peoria, 111., issued an injunction prohib-
iting the commission from working 
further for the ERA. The injunction was 
requested by two members of Stop ERA. 
the group founded by Mrs. Phyllis 
Schlafly of Alton. The judge’s injunction 
will probably be appealed.

“ It doesn’t seem to me appropriate for 
this commission to widely publicize its 
intention to do everything in its power to 
bring about ratification of this contro-
versial legislation,”  Morgan said.

THE INJUNCTION is just the latest 
sign of animosity between the commis-
sion and Mrs. Schlafly’s forces. But it is 
the most serious one. Persons close to 
the commission worry that it could 
hamper the group’s efforts to improve 
the lot of American women by tying up 
for months its staff and resources.

The commission’s legal advisers have 
not yet determined how many of the 
commission’s activities must be cur-
tailed to comply fully with the injunc-
tion. But some worry that the commis-
sion may be paralyzed. Its m ajor 
project so far has been the publication 
and dissemination of a 382-page book

called “ . . . To Form a More Perfect 
Union: Justice for American Women.”  
Although the book contains only a few 
pages on the ERA, some staff members 
believe that further distribution might 
be construed by the judge as lobbying.

The commission was set up on Jan. 9, 
1975, by President Gerald R. Ford. He 
appointed 39 members, including two 
Senators, two Representatives, several 
governors, an actress, a trade unionist, 
a newspaper publisher, a nun and a 
Navajo Indian. The commission’s life 
was extended through 1978 by an act of 
Congress last December. Its major 
financing is a $5,000,000 appropriation 
from Congress.

Mrs. Harriet Mulqueeny of Alton, 
chairman of Stop ERA in Illinois and a 
plaintiff in the suit, says the commission 
has been breaking the law from the 
start.

“ Passage of the ERA is their prime 
objective. They have said it many 
times,”  Mrs. Mulqueeny said. “ They get 
federal money, and it’s clearly illegal to 
spend it that way.”

MRS. MULQUEENY and the other 
plaintiff in the suit, Patricia Boehnke of 
Springfield, 111., contend that the com-
mission has violated the Federal Adviso-
ry Committee Act of 1972, which re-
quires the membership of all federal 
advisory committees “ be fairly bal-
anced in terms of the points of view 
represented and the functions to be 
performed.”

Mrs. Mulqueeny says proof that the 
commission lacks balance is reflected in 
the fact that all its members support the 
ERA and most of them support Govern-
ment-financed abortion facilities.

Furthermore, the plaintiffs argue, the 
Constitution prohibits the executive arm 
of the Federal Government (and by 
implication its commissions) from pro-
moting the ratification of amendments 
to the Constitution, such as the ERA.

Mrs. Mulqueeny cites as evidence of 
the commission's lobbying its publica-
tion, its resolutions and television ap-
pearances by Ms Catherine East, the 
commission’s deputy co-ordinator, on 
behalf of the ERA.

Ironically, most of Ms East’s televi-
sion appearances have been debates 
with Mrs. Schlafly. “ It almost makes 
me think that she’s been willing to 
debate us so that she could later trap 
us,”  a staff member said.

Whether television appearances and 
stated support for the ERA constitute 
lobbying has yet to be resolved.

“ It would appear to me that lobbying 
would mean appearing before state 
legislatures where the ERA has been 
ratified,”  said the commission’s presid-
ing officer, Judge Elizabeth Athanasa- 
kos of Fort Lauderdale, Fla.

“ WE DO HAVE FREEDOM of 
speech,”  Judge Athanasakos said. “ I am 
at a loss to know what the judge is 
referring to. Their (Stop ERA’S) whole 
campaign is based on fear and false 
allegations.”

The commission ran into trouble ear-
lier this year when its appropriation was 
being considered by Congress. Repre-
sentative Clarence E. Miller (R ep.), 
Ohio, proposed an amendment that 
provided that “ none of the money 
appropriated shall be used for the 
purpose of directly or indirectly influ-
encing passage or defeat of any piece of 
legislation for any legislative body in-
cluding the ratification of any constitu-
tional amendment.”

That amendment was defeated. But an 
alternate — which merely prohibits the 
use of funds “ for lobbying activities”  — 
was approved.

The commission’s activities and plans 
have won praise from local feminists. 
Chris Guerrero, assistant co-ordinator 
for the National Organization for Women 
in Missouri and a member of the group’s 
national board, said the commission’s 
book was “ excellent, very comprehen-
sive.”

“ I am shocked that a group (Stop 
ERA) would spend its time and energy 
disrupting a Government-authorized 
commission that is made up of very 
reputable people who are trying sincere-
ly to improve the condition of women,”  
Ms Guerrero said. “ It’s almost like 
denying freedom of information to the 
general public."

The commission is planning confer-
ences in every state early next year to 
focus on women’s problems.

Thirty-four states have ratified the 
Equal Rights Amendment, but two of 
these have voted to rescind their approv-
al. Ratification by 38 states is needed by 
1979 for the amendment to become a 
part of the Constitution.

Reprinted from St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Sun. Aug. 22,1976



E R A  & The Republican Platform
The Republican Platform Committee, Subcommit-

tee on Human Rights and Responsibilities in a Free Soc-
iety, heard many witnesses on the Equal Rights 
Amendment, pro and con. Our position was presented 
by Phyllis Schlafly and other representatives o f pro- 
family and Republican organizations. It was an uphill 
battle because previous Republican National Conven-
tions had endorsed ERA.

Our side won a fantastic victory when this subcom-
mittee voted 8 to 7 NOT to endorse the Equal Rights 
Amendment. The Subcommittee approved language 
recognizing that ERA is a matter for the individual states 
to decide. Our victory stunned the ERA proponents. 
Betty Ford denounced it as “ incredible.”

When ERA was considered by the full Platform 
Committee, the Ford Administration lobbied vigor-
ously to get an endorsement. Every kind of pressure, 
both behind the scenes and at the meetings, was applied 
to get a pro-ERA vote. The Platform Committee finally 
approved a pro-ERA plank by the narrow vote of 51 to 
47, with two of our votes absent. ERA opponents on the 
Platform Committee waged a gallant battle and lost only 
because they were up against the full strength of the in-
cumbent Ford Administration.

Then came the decision as to whether or not they 
should file a Minority Report and force a floor fight at the 
Convention on Tuesday evening in order to remove the 
pro-ERA plank from the Republican Platform. They 
could easily have secured the 27 signatures necessary to 
file a Minority Report, since 47 people voted against 
ERA. They could easily have won a floor fight, since the 
sentiment of the Convention was overwhelmingly 
against ERA. (Stop ERA buttons and stickers were the 
most popular items at the Convention and were worn by 
a majority o f Delegates and visitors.)

But the principal business of the Convention was to 
nominate a President. Opponents of ERA -- whether 
they were for Reagan or Ford -- did not want a fight at all. 
The Reagan staff had made the decision to make the 
major fight on Rule 16c to force President Ford to name 
his Vice President before the nomination. We didn’t 
agree with this decision. We believed that Rule 16c was 
a “ Mickey Mouse” tactic, with no sound principle be-
hind it, and that it would surely lose -- whereas ERA was 
a matter of principle, and our side would surely win if 
the issue were presented to the Convention.

But John Sears was running Reagan’s campaign; we 
were not. ERA opponents on the Platform Committee 
made the tactical decision not to file a Minority Report 
on ERA. If we had opposed Sears and forced a floor fight 
on ERA, it would have come at 2:00 A.M., at the end of a 
long and tense evening. After Reagan lost, we would 
have been blamed for his defeat, even though it was not 
our fault. So, we refrained from making waves about 
ERA, and let the blame for Reagan’s defeat fall where it 
belongs: on his campaign manager.

Even though a pro-ERA plank remains in the Re-
publican Platform, it is generally recognized that the 
Subcommittee vote against ERA was a tremendous vic-
tory. The winning momentum we gained from the Sub-
committee vote, as well as from the Federal Court in-
junction against IWY lobbying, was best summarized in 
this Mauldin cartoon which appeared in liberal met-
ropolitan newspapers on August 22.

Other Ways To Stop The 

Feds From Pushing ERA
An alert constituent brought to the attention of 

Senator Jesse Helms the fact that a Federal agency was 
promoting ERA through a newsletter financed by the 
Department of Agriculture. After Senator Helms called 
this to the attention of Secretary Earl Butz, the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture issued the following apology:

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Agricultural Research Service 

Office of Administrator 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Honorable Jesse Helms Julv21 1976
United States Senate 
Dear Senator Helms:
Your letter of July 8,1976, to Secretary Butz concerning a newsletter 
promoting political action in support of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment has been forwarded to this office for reply.

“ I Am Woman” is a newsletter issued periodically to all employees 
in the Southern Region of the Agricultural Research Service. This 
newsletter is written and edited by the Federal Women’s Program 
Coordinator in the Athens, Georgia Area, Southern Region, ARS. It is 
obvious that the statement made in Issue 11 does promote political 
action supportive of the Equal Rights Amendment. The use of tax 
money for political activity is contrary to law and this Agency adam-
antly guards against such use.

We regret very much that the usual editorial reviews to assure 
against such statements failed in this instance. These editorial prac-
tices are being strengthened to assure that there will be no further 
occurrences of incidents of this nature. Those involved have been 
properly instructed concerning policies and procedures.

Again, we regret this error in judgment and appreciate your bringing 
it to our attention.

Sincerely,
(signed) T.W. Edminister 
Administrator
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