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The Game Plan to Sell “Comparable Worth”
One of the few new ideas in 1984 politics is called 

“Comparable Worth.” It’s been endorsed by all the 
Democratic presidential candidates, and Comparable 
Worth bills are controversial issues in Congress and in 
many state legislatures.

The people pushing the Comparable Worth con-
cept have a three-step program by which they think they 
can fasten this radical notion on our economy. It involves
(1) getting us to accept two false assumptions, (2) getting 
us to commit to their plan of action, and (3) hiring their 
personnel to carry it out.

(1) The first assumption is that women should be 
dealt with as a group and not as individuals. “Equal pay 
for substantially equal work,” which is the law of the 
land today, is a system of finding out if discrimination 
exists by comparing the actual work done by individuals 
(regardless of who they are).

“Comparable worth,” however, is a concept of 
comparing the worth (not work) of groups of men with 
groups of women. It looks at group worth rather than at 
the individual’s work. This group concept doesn’t tell 
you anything at all about justice to the individual. To use 
an analogy, if I tell you that women are only 90% as tall 
as men, you still haven’t got the slightest idea how tall I 
am.

Comparable Worth’s second assumption is that 
people are (or should be) paid what they are “worth.” Of 
course, you are not paid what you are worth! Each of us 
is paid a .compromise between what we think we’re 
worth and what someone is willing to pay. Those mil-
lions of decisions add up to what we call the free 
American economy.

Almost everybody thinks he is worth more than he 
is being paid. I’ve been taking my own informal survey 
on this question, and I can’t find anyone who will admit 
he is paid as much as he is worth except people in the 
television business.

Why are football and tennis players paid more than 
the President of the United States? Why are lawyers paid 
more than ministers? Why are rock stars paid more than 
musicians in major symphony orchestras? Why does 
Henry Kissinger get a $20,000 fee for lectures when 
others receive so much less?

(2) The plan o f action of the Comparable Worth

advocates involves persuading each legislature to pass a 
bill calling for a “study.” That’s a clever scheme to pull 
the wool over the eyes of those who haven’t heard about 
the 1983 Federal District Court decision in ÁFSCME v. 
State o f Washington which (unless reversed on appeal) 
is estimated to cost the taxpayers of Washington State $1 
Billion.

Ordering a “study” sounds innocuous because that is 
the way legislators have traditionally shelved sticky 
proposals. Just order a “study,” and you don’t hear any 
more about the subject for a couple of years.

When it comes to Comparable Worth, however, a 
“study” is a dangerous and expensive trap. The lesson of 
the Washington State case is, if you order a study, you 
are buying a lawsuit and putting your head in the noose. 
The Federal judge as much as said to Washington State: 
You knew you were guilty of sex discrimination when 
you ordered the study, so now you must pay damages 
based on the job evaluation it produced (even though 
.you never agreed to accept its results).

In legislating a study, the Comparable Worth ad-
vocates try to stipulate two requirements. One is that 
marketplace factors must be divorced from evaluations 
of job “worth.” Of course, that makes the study wholly 
subject to the biases of the job evaluators. Secondly, a 
Comparable Worth study always categorizes as “male” 
or “female” those groups of jobs which have 70% or more 
of One sex. The study thus pretends that the other 30% 
(who are of the opposite sex) simply don’t exist.

But, if jobs are truly comparable, why shouldn’t 
those who perform them have the same pay regardless of 
whether they are men or women? Why should only the 
70% who are women in a specific type of job be rec-
ognized, while the 30% who are men be ignored (and 
vice versa)? The Comparable Worth concept is clearly 
sex discriminatory.

(3) The third step of this radical game plan is to 
jimmy the legislation so that Comparable Worth advo-
cates will hire the personnel to make the study. Wouldn’t 
you be willing to work for the wage that a “study” says 
your job is “worth” i f  you or your friends could make the 
study and decide what the job is worth?

Americans would be very foolish to substitute 
wage-setting by commissars masquerading as bureau-
crats, judges, or job evaluators for the high wages 
achieved by our free economy.
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My name is Phyllis Schlafly, president of Eagle 
Forum, a national pro-family organization. I am a 
lawyer, writer, and homemaker. Last October, Eagle 
Forum organized and sponsored a two-day Conference 
on Comparable Worth, the subject of today’s hearing.

The Comparable Worth Bill is identified as a bill to 
promote pay equity.” What is “pay equity”? “Equity” 
means justice. But what is justice when it comes to 
wage-setting?

Clearly, there must be something mighty fair and 
just about the American economic system which has 
provided higher wages and more of the good things of 
life to more people than any nation in the history of the 
world. The free market — which allows most economic 
decisions to be made freely by individuals and unions of 
individuals — has produced an American standard of 
living that is the envy of the world.

The method of wage-setting which has produced 
the highest wages for the most people is the system that 
allows wages to be determined by freedom of choice: 
what is an individual willing to work for, and what is an 
employer willing to pay? The result is what is called 
“market rates.”

Our society has made a few slight modifications to 
this system. Prior to the current generation, society’s 
notion of pay equity was generally understood to include 
giving the job preference, the higher pay, and the pro-
motion to the father who is supporting a family. He was 
perceived to need the wage more than other men or 
women. Is that what “pay equity” means in this bill?

Some 20 years ago, the American society codified 
into Federal law the consensus that equity in wage-
setting includes the concept that an individual should 
receive “equal pay for equal work” as determined by 
looking at two or more persons doing substantially equal 
work. There is no apparent dissent from this principle.

Now, however, this Comparable Worth Bill comes 
along and wants to engage in wage-setting by, .very 
different factors. Instead of allowing wages to be set by 
millions of free decisions, this Bill wants wages to be set 
by the subjective opinions of anonymous persons who 
will decide job “worth.”

This is an even more intangible will-o’-the-wisp 
than “pay equity,” and even less able to produce con-
sensus or equity. How can we agree on what you or I are 
“worth” in dollars and cents? Who are the unnamed 
persons who can fulfill the Bill’s assumption that 
“job-evaluation techniques” can be “equitable”?

Are they the same job evaluators as those in the 
State of Washington case who decided that laundry 
workers are “worth” the same wage as truck drivers and 
should be paid equally?

The estimated $1 billion judgment levied against 
the taxpayers of the State of Washington by the judge 
who decided this case (American Federation o f State, 
County, and Municipal Employees v. State o f Wash-
ington) was based on a job evaluation that called for

wages to be paid according to the following points al-
legedly describing job “worth”: laundry worker 96, truck 
driver 97, librarian 353, carpenter 197, nurse 573, 
chemist 277. The evaluation concluded that (female) 
laundry workers should be paid equally with (male) 
truck drivers; and that (female) librarians and nurses 
should be paid about twice as much as (male) carpenters 
and chemists.

Do the sponsors of the Comparable Worth Bill re-
ally think that the American people will accept as 
“equitable” a job evaluation that comes up with such 
subjective opinions? There isn’t a shred of evidence that 
wage-setting by job evaluators will be nearly as equitable 
as wage^setting by the millions of individual decisions 
operating in the free market today.

Once you divorce wage-setting from prevailing 
market rates, every determination of job “worth” — be-
ing a matter of subjective opinion — will result in a 
dispute, and most of those disputes will end up in the 
courts. That’s the inevitable scenario of artificial wage-
setting. That’s why the Federal judge who rejected the 
'Denver nurses’ complaint that they be paid equally with 
tree-trimmers said that the Comparable Worth theory 
“is pregnant with the possibility of disrupting the entire 
economic system of the United States.”

Comparable Worth rejects marketplace factors and 
instead attempts to fix wages by a point system based on 
(1) a subjective evaluation of job WORTH plus (2) a 
COMPARING of different kinds of jobs held mostly by 
women with jobs held mostly by men, and then (3) uses 
litigation or legislation to mandate the system regardless 
of cost. It is a radical plan to restructure the American 
economy by a process of using the courts to raise wages 
for women’s jobs significantly above prevailing market 
rates and without regard to productivity or costs.

The game plan of those people who want to engage 
in artificial wage-setting is to trick the employer into 
agreeing to,a “job evaluation”,or a “job evaluation study.” 
The lesson of AFSCME v. State o f Washington is tnat 
any employer who orders a study or a job evaluation is 
buying a lawsuit. Judge Tanner made this crystal clear in 
his decision:

“The State was on notice of the legal implications of 
conducting Comparable Worth studies without 
implementing a salary structure commensurate 
with the evaluated worth of jobs. It would seem 
obvious that when the State passed the 1977 leg-
islation requiring submission to the legislature of 
Comparable Worth studies that the State knew its 
employees would be entitled to pay commensurate 
with their evaluated worth. Any other conclusion 
defies reason. It would then follow that the eco-
nomic consequences of Comparable Worth were 
predictable and foreseeable by the State. The State 
cannot be heard at this late date to argue they were 
surprised, confused or misled as to the legality of its 
action and subsequent failure to pay.”



The joker in the political game of trying to impose 
artificial wage-setting on the American economy is to 
inject the bias into the job evaluation at the outset. Hay 
Associates, for example, is quite willing to bias its job 
evaluations to suit its paying clients. The city of San Jose 
(known then as “the feminist capital of the world” be-
cause feminists held a majority on the city council) hired 
Hay Associates to give “expert” backup to its highly- 
publicized campaign to launch a national drive for 
Comparable Worth.

In a “Client Briefing” on August 6, 1981, Hay As-
sociates stated: “Within their situation it is perfectly 
reasonable for some organizations, like the City of San 
Jose, to attempt to lead the march for civil rights of 
women in the ’80’s.” This briefing makes clear that, if 
the feminists want a job evaluation designed to serve 
feminist goals, the job evaluation “experts will comply.

Hay Associates did a small $10,000 evaluation of a 
few state jobs in Illinois in 1983 for the Illinois Com-
mission on the Status of Women. Knowing that this 
group is controlled by the feminists, Hay Associates 
•tailored, its evaluation to please its client. Hay agreed at 
the outset that its job evaluation would NOT involve any 
comparison with marketplace factors.

Hay then set up a point system under which the 
maximum number of points that could be given for 
adverse or risky working conditions was 10% of the total 
points. That explains how the evaluation came up with 
the conclusion that nurses should be paid equally with 
electricians. The State of Illinois will now have to defend 
itself in court against that biased evaluation.

Comparable Worth is basically a conspiracy theory 
of jobs. It asserts that (1) a massive societal (male) con-
spiracy has segregated (or ghettoized) women into par-
ticular occupations by excluding them from others, and 
then (2) devalued the “women s jobs” by paying them 
lower wages than other occupations held primarily by 
men. Not a shred of evidence has been produced to 
prove these assumptions.

For two decades, women have been free to go into 
any occupation; there are even 3,000 female coal miners 
today. But most women continue to choose traditional 
rather than nontraditional jobs. This is their own free 
choice; nobody makes them do it.

If the wages for these traditional jobs are raised 
above the-market rates; the result will be that even more 
women will crowd into those jobs. On the other hand, the 
reaction of employers will be to reduce the number of 
those jobs, and there will be even fewer of the kinds of 
jobs that women obviously prefer.

The pay gap between men and women is not due to 
discrimination; it is due primarily to the fact that men 
and women get married. The average married woman 
spends only 35% of her potential working years in the 
labor force, and this has a dramatic effect on her earning 
power. Most married men are motivated to work harder 
in the labor force to provide for their families; most 
married women are motivated to spend more effort on 
the daily care and nurturing of their children.

That’s why most women choose occupations which 
allow repeated entry and exit from the labor force, 
part-time work or shorter hours, transfer to another city 
in order to accompany their husbands, and which have 
pleasanter and less-risky work environments. Compa-
rable Worth is an attempt to force employers, taxpayers

and consumers to pay women as though they had not 
made those career choices.

Since the essence of the Comparable Worth notion 
is a comparing of jobs held mostly by women with jobs 
held mostly by men, if women’s jobs are allegedly un-
derpaid, then which men’s jobs are overpaid? The oc-
cupations alleged to be overpaid are truck drivers, 
construction and highway workers, electricians, 
plumbers, mechanics, maintenance and repair men, 
policemen and fire fighters. Comparable Worth asserts 
the notion that it is unfair that blue-collar men are paid 
more than pink-collar women.

The true answer to the pay differential is to have 
open access to all occupations so that women are not 
barred from any. There is nothing equitable about 
forcing workers who do unpleasant, risky, outdoor work 
to subsidize those who do clean, safe, indoor work.

When the Comparable Worth Bill asserts that “the 
average earnings of full-time female workers are sig-
n ifican tly  lower than the average earnings of 
s im ila rly -s itu a te d  m ale w o rk e rs ,” the  words 
“similarly-situated” are (to borrow a current Mondale- 
ism) the sleaze factor.

If the male and female workers are indeed 
“similarly situated,” we have adequate current remedies 
under present laws enforced by the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. Most jobs with pay differen-
tials, however, are not “similarly-situated,” and it would 
be gross “pay inequity” to force the artificial setting of 
wages as though they were.

★ ★ ★ ★ ★

EXPLAINING THE 59* SLOGAN
Network television newscasts have been stating, as 

though it were a fact, that “a woman earns only 59* for 
every $1 a man earns.” Funny thing, though, none of the 
networks has been able to show us a single woman in the 
entire United States who makes only 59% of what a man 
earns for the same work. Does such a woman exist?

Furthermore, if reporters did come up with such an 
Exhibit A, her employer would be in violation of the 
Equal Pay Act of 1963 and Title VII of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. She would be entitled to back-pay and other 
remedies. So what are we talking about?

The 59* figure is the approximate average wage of 
all working women compared to the average wage of all 
working men. That statistic doesn’t tell you anything at 
all about sex discrimination. If I tell you that the average 
temperature in the United States is 66 degrees, you still 
don t know whether to wear a coat in Chicago today.

The average woman in full-time employment 
works 36 hours per week, while the average man works 
44 hours per week (with overtime pay for the excess over 
40 hours). After we adjust the male-female ratio for this 
difference in actual hours worked by women and men, 
the 59% figure jumps to 70 or 75%.

People who don’t know how to read labor statistics 
claim that the gap is the result of sex discrimination. 
There is no evidence to prove that assertion. On the 
other hand, abundant research is available to explain 
that wage differential.

OSHA data indicate that the occupational injury 
and accident rate for women is about one-half that of 
men. Is this because men are clumsier than women? No, 
it is because the dangerous industries (such as mining



and construction) have more men and fewer women. 
Industries with a high level of accidents pay weekly 
wages 13.6% higher than risk-free industries. This ac-
counts for an earnings gap between men and women of 
6 to 7%.

One interesting research study tried to explain the 
earnings differences between ethnic groups. Barry 
Chiswick compared the earnings between males who 
were second generation Jewish immigrants with other 
white males who also were sons of immigrants but not 
Jewish. He found that the non-Jewish men earned only 
64% as much as the Jewish men.

Common observation would indicate that, if any 
discrimination were involved, it would be against the 
Jewish group rather than the other way around. So why 
the wage gap? Chiswick thinks that the “unexplained 
differential” may be due to “cultural characteristics that 
enable Jews to be more productive in the labor market 
with the human capital embodied in them.”

If cultural factors are the explanation for the dif-
ferential in Jewish/non-Jewish earnings, cultural factors 
may also be the explanation for the male-female earn-
ings gap. Indeed, many scholars such as Dr. Michael 
Levin of City College of New York believe that the 
principal reason for the wage gap between men and 
women is that they marry, and that fact has a big effect 
on their performance in the paid labor force.

Professor Solomon Polachek of the State University 
of New York examined the years women spend in the 
labor market and found that married women, on the 
average, spend only 35% of their potential working years 
in the labor market. Single women, on the average, 
spend 69% of their working years in the labor market if 
they are college graduates, and 57% if they are high 
school graduates.

One also frequently hears the claim on the media 
that the Bureau of Labor Statistics figures show a large 
pay gap between men’s and women’s earnings, not only 
for the national average, but even in the same occupa-
tions. Those who cite these figures, however, are con-
fusing jobs with occupations; they assume that being in 
the same “occupation” means performing the same 
work.

In analyzing this error, Dr. Michael Finn of Oak 
Ridge Associated Universities points out that the occu-
pation of “accounting,” as used in the BLS tables, in-
cludes nearly a million persons with 65 different job 
titles, ranging from experienced C.P.A.s to seasonal 
income-tax preparers employed by H&R Block. Al-
though women held 40% of these “accounting” jobs in 
1981, they lacked the experience and seniority for the 
higher paying jobs (since, ten years earlier, they were 
receiving less than 10% of the college degrees awarded 
in accounting).

This is only the briefest sampling of the abundant 
research that explains a few of the many economic 
reasons why women as a group earn less in the paid labor 
market than men as a group. The reason for the pay gap 
is not sex discrimination but career choice.

We thank the Rockford Institute, and its president Dr. John A. Ho-
ward, for providing us with an issue of Persuasion At Work as Section II 
of this month’s Phyllis Schlafly Report. We compliment the author, Allan 
C. Carlson, for his excellent article on “The Hidden Agenda Behind the 
Comparable Worth Debate.”

“COMPARABLE WORTH” LOSES APPEAL
The Comparable Worth concept has lost in three 

different U.S. Courts of Appeal — in the Eighth, Ninth, 
and Tenth Circuits — and has not been accepted in any 
court except the now-famous U.S. District Court case 
called American Federation o f State, County and 
Municipal Employees v. State o f Wàshington, which is 
now on appeal.

In the most recent decision, Spaulding v. Univer-
sity o f Washington, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit on July 3, 1984 affirmed the dismissal of a 
sex discrimination lawsuit filed by the faculty of the 
University of Washington School of Nursing, who al-
leged that they were paid less than the faculty at other 
university schools. In what is being described as a major 
blow to the Comparable Worth supporters, this court 
warned that acceptance of the Comparable Worth the-
ory “would plunge us into uncharted and treacherous 
areas.”

The court threw out the case in which the (female) 
Nursing School faculty members complained because 
they were paid less than other (male) faculty who were 
alleged to perform “comparable” work at other state 
universities. The court said that evidence of a pay 
disparity between jobs that are only comparable says 
very little about discrimination.”

“That payments are different is insufficient alone to 
establish a prima facie case,” the court said. The court 
decision said that the women could sue only if they 
presented evidence showing that the wage disparity was 
more likely than not the result of intentional sex dis-
crimination.

Citing other rulings by the Eighth and Tenth Cir-
cuits, the Ninth Circuit court held that, “on facts such as 
these, where plaintiffs’ sex-discrimination claim is a 
wide-ranging claim of wage disparity between only 
comparable jobs, the law does not go so far as to allow a 
prima facie case to be constructed by showing disparate 
impact....This conclusion is supported by considerations 
of precedent, prudence and judicial competence, and 
accords with the law and goals of Title VII.”

Opponents of Comparable Worth are encouraged 
by this decision, since AFSCME v. State o f Washington 
is being appealed in this Circuit. On the other hand, it is 
a real concern that sloppy “pay equity” language in 
Comparable Worth legislation now under consideration 
in Congress and in many state legislatures, as well as 
appropriations for “pay equity studies, may create 
legislation to require or permit future courts to enforce 
the Comparable Worth concept.

The present game plan of the Comparable Worth 
advocates is to persuáde Congress and the state legisla-
tures to order a “study” which would make a “finding of 
wage disparity which can then be used as proof of 
“intentional” sex discrimination.
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