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The Current Feminist Follies
The High Costs of Unisex Insurance

“If you don’t take risks, why should you pay for someone 
else’s?” That’s the catchy headline on a series of advertisements 
now running in national magazines.

The ads show pictures of men taking risks such as high-
speed motorcycle racing and construction work on high, 
dangerous scaffolds. The text explains that insurance premiums 
are based on grouping people with life patterns of similar risks.

Another ad, showing a father and son on a fishing trip, 
explains that the son pays less for similar life insurance than 
the father. It should be self-evident that the father at age 60 has 
a higher risk of dying than the son at age 30.

If insurance companies didn’t put people into risk groups, 
it would mean that low-risk people would be paying the same 
premiums —̂ in effect, subsidizing — the high-risk people. 
That’s why insurance companies identify various risk factors 
such as age, health, dangerous hobbies — and sex.

The purpose of these ads is to educate the public about 
what insurance is so that the public won’t fall for the feminist 
folly called unisex insurance. Some feminist groups are so 
tunnel-visioned that they put ideology ahead of common 
sense — and ahead of dollars and cents — and demand that 
legislatures pass a law prohibiting insurance companies from 
using the factor of sex in setting their rates.

Effective October 1, 1985, Montana prohibited “dis-
crimination on the basis of sex or marital status in the issuance or 
operation of insurance policies.” Several other states have legis-
lated likewise for some kinds of insurance, but Montana is the 
only state to enact such a totally arbitrary unisex insurance law.

The insurance companies predicted the bad results of this 
law, but the legislature closed its eyes and caved in to feminist 
demands. The changes in insurance rates have been spec-
tacular, and the real losers have been the people with the best 
claim records, namely young women and married couples.

The day after unisex insurance went into effect, a 19- 
year-old single Montana woman began to pay an average of 
$248 more per year for her automobile insurance than she did 
two days earlier. The premium increases for women in this age 
group average 49 percent, and range from four percent all the 
way up to 91 percent.

Since unisex insurance started, the parents of a 16-year-

old girl pay an average of 33 percent more to enable her to 
drive. Anyone who thinks that young men’s insurance costs 
will go down by a comparable amount is dreaming; the 
reduction on 16-year-old sons is only eight percent.

The day after unisex insurance went into effect, a 23- 
year-old married woman started paying an average of $235 
more a year for her automobile insurance. Don’t be under any 
illusions that her husband gets a comparable reduction. A 
23-year-old married man now pays an average of $ 139 more a 
year for his automobile insurance.

It is fair and cost-efficient for everyone when insurance 
companies use sex and marital status as factors in setting auto 
accident insurance rates. Figures from the National Safety 
Council in 1985 show that male drivers are involved in almost 
twice as many accidents, and four times as many fatal 
accidents, as females.

When all other factors are used, including the number of 
miles driven, the gender difference is still dramatic. Why 
should low-risk female drivers be forced by law to subsidize 
high-risk male drivers?

The Montana unisex insurance law, which changed rates 
overnight, also saddled new costs on women who buy life 
insurance. Women had been paying less than men because of 
the actuarial fact that women live seven years longer than men 
on the average.

Now a 30-year-old Montana woman pays an average of 
ten percent more for term life insurance and 15 percent more 
for whole life coverage than she did before unisex insurance. 
Equality is no noticeable advantage to men: a 30-year-old 
man now pays an average of four percent more for term life 
insurance and three percent less for whole life insurance.

Unisex insurance has also reduced the options available. 
An industry survey showed that the types of life insurance 
policies available in Montana decreased 37 percent after the 
unisex law went into effect.

Unisex insurance has slightly lowered health insurance 
premiums for women, but that is of little benefit to the average 
woman. The vast majority of health coverage is paid for or 
subsidized by employers, not individually purchased.

When the costs of unisex insurance became apparent, the 
Montana Legislature did a flip-flop and this year repealed the



unisex law. However, the repeal legislation was vetoed by 
Montana’s Governor who seems determined to force women 
to pay a high price for “equality.”

Unisex insurance continues to be promoted by a small 
group of doctrinaire feminists who demand “equality” no 
matter what it costs. If this foolishness surfaces in your state, 
tell your legislators to study the Montana experience.

The Defects of Comparable Worth
After reading the testimony against Comparable Worth 

given this spring by the Director of the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management, Constance Horner, it’s hard to see 
how any reasonable Congressperson could vote for this 
feminist folly even if it is labelled “pay equity.” The bill is 
called the Federal Employee Compensation Equity Act of 
1987, but it is actually an attempt to write into federal law the 
silliness of Comparable Worth, including its false assumptions, 
biased views, and faulty methodology.

Director Horner’s statistics about how women have risen 
in the ranks of U.S. government employees are impressive. In 
1976, more than half of the women employed by the Federal 
Government were in clerical jobs, while only 20 percent were 
in professional and administrative jobs.

By 1986, only 41 percent of women were federal clerical 
employees, while 33 percent were in professional and ad-
ministrative positions. For example, in the under 35-age group, 
women comprise 41 percent of lawyers, 48 percent of 
accountants, 33 percent of medical officers, 27 percent of 
chemical engineers, and 44 percent of Internal Revenue agents.

Mrs. Horner tracked the upward climb of women who 
were hired into government jobs in 1976. She found that more 
than half of that group have now moved into other, higher-
paying occupational groups, making it clear that clerical jobs 
need not be dead-end careers for women.

The favorite statistic used by advocates of Comparable 
W orth is the comparison of the wages of ALL men with ALL 
women. Mrs. Horner shows that this disparity is primarily the 
result of differences between men and women in occupational 
choices, educational attainment, and years of service.

When we examine employees under age 35 in 1986, 
females earned 78 percent of what males earned. In blue collar 
jobs, females earned 89 percent of what males earned. Female 
professionals earned 90 percent of what males earned, female 
administrative and technical employees 91 percent, and 
female clerical workers 104 percent of their male counterparts.

Mrs. Horner shows how the proposed “Compensation 
Equity” bill, which calls for raising the wages of traditionally 
female-dominated occupations, is really a demand for the 
“separate but equal” treatment of women. As she pointed out, 
this would reinforce sexual stereotypes and retard career 
advancement by women in the federal work force by 
artificially inflating federal pay in so-called “women’s jobs.”

Mrs. Horner’s testimony shows that she understands 
basic economic factors, which obviously the Comparable 
Worth advocates do not. She stated that any system that is 
insufficiently responsive to market influences cannot function 
effectively in the long run because it will not be able to attract, 
retain, and motivate capable employees.

The keys to advancement for women in the workplace 
are equal pay for equal work, the prohibition of intentional

pay discrimination and barriers to entry and promotion, the 
encouragement of occupational mobility, and emphasis on 
performance rather than seniority. Comparable Worth does 
nothing to implement any of these factors.

The blatant bias in the “Compensation Equity” bill is 
shown by the way it simply attempts to legislate the conclusion 
that any wage differentials between men and women must be 
attributed to discrimination. Mrs. Horner correctly explains 
that people enter the work force with different work prefer-
ences, career expectations, restrictions on geographic mobility, 
leadership goals, attitudes and preferences.

The use of numbers does not convert a subjective method 
into an objective one. The numbers merely represent a 
subjective judgment about the place of a specific job within a 
prescribed classification scheme, which, in turn, reflects the 
values of that scheme.

There is no such thing as “intrinsic job worth,” and there 
is no such thing as “objective job evaluations.” In the final 
analysis, Mrs. Horner testified, “every classification scheme 
reflects a set of values and boils down to a structured plan for 
making subjective judgments about jobs.”

The conclusions reached about what a job is worth 
depend on which consultant does the study, which evaluation 
scheme is used, and which occupations are sampled and 
compared. Different consultants, using different schemes, 
sampling a different mix of occupations, produce different 
conclusions about job worth.

That’s why all Comparable Worth bills promoted by the 
feminists — in Congress and in state legislatures — set up a 
commission stacked with militant advocates of the Com-
parable Worth concept, and excludes those who have 
different views. Among those whom the bills exclude from 
representation on the commission are personnel managers, 
budget and financial managers, the taxpaying public, and 
economists who believe that the free market system produces 
the highest wages for more people than any other wage system 
ever invented.

The Civil Wrongs Bill of 1987
“W hat’s in a name?” Shakespeare asked. A lot, when it 

comes to politics, it seems. W hat the liberals have baptized as 
“the Civil Rights Restoration Bill” should really be named 
“the Civil Wrongs Bill of 1987.”

Sponsored by Edward Kennedy (D-MA) in the Senate 
as S. 557 and Augustus Hawkins (D-CA) in the House as H.R. 
1214, this bill is the liberals’ biggest grab for federal power 
since the end of World War II. That’s a tall statement, 
considering their many overreaching and extravagant bills of 
the last 40 years, but it’s true.

Those affected by the bill would be practically everybody 
who receives any federal money, directly or indirectly. The 
bill would make subject to federal regulation all grocery stores 
that accept food stamps, nursing homes that treat Medicare 
patients, banks that deposit Social Security checks, and 
farmers who receive crop subsidies or price supports.

All state and local governments would be swept into the 
Civil Wrongs Bill’s net of control. The acceptance of federal 
money, directly or indirectly, by one part of a program or 
service would make the entire program or agency subject to 
new regulatory control.



Every public, private and religious school and college 
would be covered in its entirety if any of its programs accepts 
any form of federal assistance, such as a free lunch program. All 
these educational institutions, including religious ones, would 
be required to conform to a raft of new federal regulations.

The original purpose of Title IX, the Education Amend-
ments of 1972, was to open up career opportunities for 
women by guaranteeing open access to every kind of 
educational institution. It prohibited discrimination “on the 
basis of sex” at every educational institution at every level that 
received any federal funding. As a practical matter, that 
includes nearly all schools and colleges.

When Title IX was passed, nobody ever guessed that the 
word “sex’” in the statute would be defined to include abortion. 
However, starting in 1975, the bureaucrats wrote the Title IX 
regulations (which had the force of law) to say that any 
educational institution that accepted any federal funds could 
not distinguish between abortion and any other medical 
benefit. These arbitrary regulations required colleges to treat 
abortion as a “medical benefit,” to include elective abortions in 
their health insurance plans for employees and students, and to 
provide abortion referrals at student health clinics.

The proposed Civil Wrongs Bill would require private 
and religious institutions to comply with the Title IX regulation 
that requires schools and colleges to treat abortions for students 
“in the same manner” as any medical or hospital benefit, 
service, plan or policy, and to treat abortions for employees like 
a temporary disability for all job-related purposes.

Any hospital that has any teaching component (such as 
student nurses, interns or residents), or is affiliated with any 
educational institution, would have to comply with this 
mandatory abortion requirement. The bill would override 
conscience clauses in state laws and mandate almost all 
hospitals to perform abortions, even if abortion is against the 
hospital’s policy, and even if the anti-abortion policy is for 
religious reasons.

The Civil Wrongs Bill’s sponsors have indicated a willing-
ness to accept a “religious tenets” amendment. However, that 
would not solve the problem because it would apply only if the 
hospital or educational institution were controlled by a church. 
Very few hospitals or colleges could meet that test. It could not 
be met, for example, by Notre Dame or Georgetown univer-
sities, which have long been controlled by lay boards.

It’s no wonder that Assistant Attorney General Bradford 
Reynolds called the Civil Wrongs Bill “a vehicle for expanding to 
the fullest extent possible the reach and role of federal bureaucracy 
into every facet of the public and private affairs of all citizens.”

The tortured history of this bill began when a small coed 
college in Pennsylvania, Grove City College, refused to sign 
the Title IX regulatory papers because it had never accepted 
federal funds. In 1977, the Carter Administration initiated 
proceedings against the college on the ground that it was an 
indirect recipient of aid because it admitted students who 
received federally guaranteed student loans.

The case went to the Supreme Court and, in the 1984 case 
called Grove City College v. Bell the Court handed down a 
two-faceted decision that attempted to let both sides win, but 
pleased nobody. This decision held that the enrollment of even 
one student receiving a federal student loan made Grove City 
College subject to Title IX, but that, if Grove City were found to

discriminate, only the “specific program or activity” receiving 
federal funds could be punished by a cutoff of federal funds.

Incidentally, no allegation of discrimination was ever 
raised against Grove City College. If any woman there had 
ever felt discriminated against, you can be sure you would 
have seen her on the television evening news.

Feminist groups raised a mighty media clamor about this 
“program specific” requirement. They want the federal power to 
punish an entire institution if any charge of discrimination is made.

Most important, behind their lofty rhetoric about cor-
recting the Grove City decision, the feminists want to 
implement their hidden agenda. They want the long hand of 
federal control to snoop on every local institution of all kinds, 
requiring a mountain of paperwork and on-site compliance 
reviews. They want federal agencies to have the power to 
judge discrimination by equality of results rather than equality 
of opportunity. They want the power to force all hospitals to 
perform abortions, regardless of their sincere belief that 
abortion is wrong.

Our current anti-discrimination statutes are functioning 
very well. We don’t need a new army of federal busybodies to 
expand them.

Affirmative Action For Women
Seventy years ago, women were denied the right to vote 

in about half of the states. Do you think that women today 
should be given two votes to remedy those years when women 
could not vote at all?

Most people would say that’s a silly question. But a “yes” 
answer would be equivalent to the U.S. Supreme Court’s 
1987 decision in Johnson v. Transportation Agency, Santa 
Clara County, California, which upheld Affirmative Action 
for women.

This was a case where a woman was hired over an admit-
tedly better qualified man for a job in the transportation agency 
of Santa Clara County, California. The employer, a state 
agency, chose to give preference to a woman in order to erase a 
“manifest imbalance in traditionally segregated job categories.”

The 6-to-3 decision was written by Justice William J. 
Brennan, Jr., a long-time advocate of the most extreme 
feminist ideology. For example, in his 1973 majority opinion 
in Frontiero v. Richardson, Brennan wrote that American 
women were discriminated against by an attitude of “romantic 
paternalism which, in practical effect, put women, not on a 
pedestal, but in a cage.”

“A cage”? That’s what he said. Presumably the cage to 
which Brennan referred was the home. In the same paragraph, 
he held up for ridicule and disdain a quotation from a 19th 
century Supreme Court decision that “the paramount destiny 
and mission of woman are to fulfill the noble and benign 
offices of wife and mother. This is the law of the Creator.”

Surely “cage” must have been a slip of the pen. But no, 
when you read further in the Frontiero opinion, you find 
Justice Brennan lacing his fantasies about societal oppression 
of women with echoes of Simone de Beauvoir, Betty Friedan, 
Gloria Steinem, Kate Millett, and Germaine Greer in her 
earlier days.

“Throughout much of the 19th century,” Brennan 
continued, “the position of women in our society was, in many 
respects, comparable to that of blacks under the pre-Civil War



slave codes.... And although blacks were guaranteed the right 
to vote in 1870, women were denied even that right” until the 
Nineteenth Amendment. This rationale 15 years ago led 
Brennan to the conclusion that “classifications based upon sex, 
like classifications based upon race, alienage, or national 
origin, are inherently suspect.”

In the post-feminist era, that type of extravagant rhetoric 
is no longer fashionable. But Brennan hasn’t gotten the 
message. Whereas in 1972 he used that rhetoric to conclude 
that ANY difference of treatment on account of sex was 
unacceptable, in 1987 he used similar rhetoric to conclude 
that job hiring MUST be made on account of sex.

So, we’ve come full circle. What was forbidden a decade 
ago is now mandatory. The trouble with this convoluted 
reasoning is that it really avoids the fundamental issues 
involved in Affirmative Action.

The first reason why Affirmative Action is wrong is that 
the woman receiving the benefit is NOT a woman who was 
ever discriminated against. Even if we concede that there 
should be a remedy to a grievance of years ago, nobody but the 
aggrieved should receive the remedy.

The second reason why Affirmative Action is wrong is that 
it is based on the strange theory of group rights as opposed to 
individual rights. Women are not a monolithic, cohesive group 
that can be dealt with by quotas. A grievance suffered by one 
woman should not translate into a “right” of another woman.

The third reason why Affirmative Action is wrong is that 
it is based on the feminist notion that employers must seek a 
50-50 male-female distribution in all job categories, and 
anything less than that is defined as “discrimination.” Equal 
quotas are not compatible with equal opportunity; given the 
opportunity for free choice and equal access, men and women 
still choose different occupations, and they should be allowed 
to do so without some less qualified woman being preferen-
tially hired for a job that few women want.

The fourth reason why Affirmative Action is wrong is 
that it creates resentments about injustice, and a contempt for 
the hypocrisy of pretending that injustice is justice. As Charles 
Murray, the author of “Losing Ground” said, “There has been 
an enormous drainage of good will toward racial equality.... 
Affirmative Action is just leaking a poison into the system.” 

The recent Supreme Court decision will simply exacer-
bate the numbers game in hiring. Personnel managers will 
continue to snicker and say, “I’ll hire a black woman because 
she qualifies in two quotas.”

That’s not social justice. That’s not stopping discrimina-
tion. That’s reverse discrimination, and that’s what it should 
be called. When President Reagan campaigned for office in 
1980, he said: “We must not allow this noble concept of equal 
opportunity to be distorted into federal guidelines or quotas 
which require race, ethnicity, or sex — rather than ability and 
qualifications — to be the principal factor in hiring or 
education. Increasing discrimination against some people in 
order to reduce it against others does not end discrimination.”

Reverse Discrimination
Eliza Paschall, former staff member of the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission in Atlanta with a long 
record of working for civil rights and feminist goals, wrote an

open letter to Supreme Court Justice William Brennan. Here 
are some excerpts from her thoughtful letter.

“Your decision so violates what I believe to be the spirit 
and letter of the laws against discrimination for which, as a civil 
rights activist, I have fought for the last 50 years that I am 
emboldened to express my dismay and feeling of betrayal at the 
hands of those to whom I have looked for enforcement of the 
standard of equal opportunity without regard to sex or race.

“Nowhere and at no time am I aware that the concept of 
‘representation’ of sex and ethnic groups in the work force which 
sexually and racially reflects the general population, or the labor 
force, or the work force, was ever adopted as a goal. The goal 
was to free each of us from stereotypical expectations of 
‘women.’ We argued that each woman is an individual and 
should not be promoted or demoted because of what some other 
women have or have not done or would be expected to do, or 
what other jobs might or might not be held by other women.

“Previous Supreme Court decisions had acknowledged 
that it ‘is completely unrealistic to assume that individuals of 
each [sex] will gravitate with mathematical exactitude to each 
employer absent unlawful discrimination.’ And yet this 
Johnson decision is based on the goal of 36% of the skilled 
worker jobs in the Transportation Agency being filled by 
women because women are 36% of the area labor market.

“It is incredible and frightening to read a Supreme Court 
decision based on notions of ‘underrepresentation,’ ‘statistical 
imbalance,’ ‘equitable representation’ and the like, with no 
explanation or definition of terms. I am bewildered by the 
Court’s explanation that sex might be considered as relevant to 
the job of road dispatcher in the Transportation Agency.

“The decision comments that ‘the Agency was mindful of 
the importance of finally hiring a woman in a job category that 
had been formerly all male.’ Why was it important? Is there a 
female style of road dispatching? How have the citizens of 
Santa Clara County benefitted from having this position 
performed by a woman?

“Sex cannot be both relevant and irrelevant in employ-
ment matters at the same time. Promoting a token woman, no 
matter how well professionally qualified, to improve the 
Affirmative Action image, seems to assume some inherent 
inferiority of females. It is the most insidious and deadly form 
of prejudice and discrimination.”
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