SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEL

AND
ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
58th NEVADA ASSEMBLY SESSION

MINUTES OF JOINT HEARING

February 3, 1975

A Joint Hearing of the Assembly Judiciary Committee and

the Senate Judiciary Committee to hear testimony on A.J.R.1,
more commonly known as the Equal Rights Amendment, was called
on Monday, February 3, 1975 in the Assembly Chambers of the
Nevada State Legislature with Senator Melvin D. Close, Jr.,
Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, presiding and
Assemblyman Robert R. Barengo, Chairman of the Assembly
Judiciary Committee, assisting. All members of both
Committees were present.

Senator Close thanked everyone present for coming to the
Hearing and explained the process by which the Commlttees
would hear the testimony.

The secretary of the Assembly Judiciary Committee reported
the testimony in favor of A.J.R.l, and the secretary of the
Senate Judiciary Committee reported the testimony against
A.J.R.1. Following is the testimony favoring passage of this
bill.

First to testify in favor of A.J.R.1l was William Isaeff, Esq.
Mr. Isaeff named several groups which have come out in favor
of ERA, and cited statistics and court cases which relate

to this bill. Attached is the complete statement of Mr.
Isaeff.

Next to testify in favor of A.J.R.1 was Kate Butler, State
Coordinator of Nevadans for ERA, Inc. This group Ms. Butler
represents believes that the only true commitment to equality
is the ratification of the Egqual Rights Amendment. Attached is
the statement of Ms. Butler.

Paul Lamboley, Esg. was the next person to give his testi-
mony in favor of the ERA. Mr. Lamboley is the Chairman

of the Democratic Party of the State of Nevada. He stated
that at the 1974 State Convention, the Democratic Party
set forth a resolution to the effect that they urged the
adoption and ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment by
the State of Nevada.
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Next, testimony came from Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr., Esq.

of Reno. Mr. Fahrenkopf is Chairman of the State of Nevada
Republican Central Committee. He stated that at their con-
vention in April, 1974 the Committee came out with an
affirmative vote in favor of urging passage of the ERA by
the 1975 Nevada State Legislature.

Senator Mary Gojack next testified. She was one of the
sponsors of this bill, and she spoke about one particular
area of discrimination which was credit. Mrs. Gojack
stated that we should assert our rights as states so that
the federal government will know how we feel and will not
hand down laws without honoring our wishes. Attached is
the statement of Mrs. Gojack. ‘

Assemblyman Robert E. Heaney testified that his remarks were

his own feelings and that he was not representing any parti-
cular group. Attached is Mr. Heaney's statement.

Next to testify in regards to_A.J.R.l1 was Mr. Dennis Myers,

Nevada Veterans Caucus, stating that it was hard to understand
why this issue raised such opposition.

Margo Piscevich, a Reno attorney, was next to testify. She
spoke about the community property .laws. She said the husband
can mismanage and dissipate the community property without

the consent of the wife. Ms. Piscevich's statement is
attached.

Phyllis Halsey Atkins, another Reno attorney, testified

as to the husband and wife and the support of the children

and the family. Under the Egual Rights Amendment, . both parties,
or neither party, can receive alimony. Presently under Nevada
law, a husband cannot be granted alimony. The best interest of
the child or children is the controlling factor when custody

of the child is decided in a divorce hearing. Attached is

Mrs. Atkins' statement. -

Karen D. Dennison, attorney at law, spoke next. Ms. Dennison
spoke about the "power of the purse" in regards to A.J.R.l.
Attached is Ms. Dennison's statement.

Kathleen Worley was the next person to testify in favor of
the Equal Rights Amendment. She quoted the Nevada Revised
Statutes regarding the. difference in the law between men
and women. _Attached is her statement.
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Next, representing Reno attorney, William Thornton, was
Frankie Sue Del Pappa. She read a prepared statement
by Mr. Thornton, a copy of which is attached to these
Minutes. -

Next to testify regarding A.J.R. 1 was Mr. Dean Hoffman.

He represented the Nevada Council on Family Relations,

which group was originally established in 1938. A resolu-
tion was passed last spring at the Western Regional Council
to the effect that this group believes passage of the amend-
ment will enhance and strengthen marriage and family life.
Passage of this amendment, according to Mr. Hoffman,

will allow women to choose their life styles. This group
believes that passage of this amendment will reinforce

the self-worth of the woman, thereby helping, not hindering,
marriage and family life.

- Assemblyman Eileen B. Brookman was next to testify before
the Committees. She spoke about the women in Israel who
are in the armed forces, and her thoughts were that women
here in the United States, if necessary, would be happy to
defend their country.

. o University of Nevada Reno Professor Marie Engel,a member of

the National Ass001atlon of 8001al Workers, testlfled and
directed her comments to the economic status of women today.

She said a woman needs a . college degree to earn more money
-.-than a man with an 8th grade education. She said she would
send a documentation of her comments.

~ Jane Minister, representing Nevada Federation of Women's
Clubs, testified regarding the present ‘laws of the country
as compared with religion.

The next person to testify favorably towards A.J.R.l1 was
Father Larry Dunphy. He was speaking in his own name,

even though he represents many groups. He is a Catholic
priest and his remarks were directed to theological con-
siderations. He stated that a vote for ERA does not give
the rights to abortion. He offered a .statement to the
Committees for consideration, and this is attached to these
Minutes.

Next to testify before this Committee was Lorraine Scattina.
She said the rights of the individual have been lost, result-
ing in difficulties of all degrees. Men and women are fearful
of change and shut themselves away from reality. These are

. _ the people who are against ERA, and their arguments are that
they are satisfied with things the way they are and that they
do not want change.
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Proceeding to testify on behalf of A.J.R.l1 was Mrs. Maya
Miller. Mrs. Miller discussed the references in the United
States Constitution to the word "man". She stated that

the people's votes for ERA will tell whether they are for or
against the principal or equality.

Next to testify was Mr. Lance Reginato. Mr .Reginato quoted
statistics in regards to the working woman. He spoke about
the inferior salaries that women earn in comparison with men.

Next to testify was Iris Bletsch, Legislation Chairman for
the Nevada Federation of Business and Professional Women.

Her group urged the 1975 Nevada Legislature to ratify the
Equalights Amendment. She stated that Nevada should "stand
up and be counted" and vote "yes". _Attached is Ms. Bletsch's
statement.

Cheryl Yee, a high school home economics teacher, told the
Committees that her major goal in teaching was to promote
the family. She cannot see that the Equal Rights Amend-
ment will destroy this family unit. Whether the woman is
a career homemaker or a career woman outside of the home,
the deciding factor as to whether the family unit will be
destroyed is the people in the hone.

Don Pope, Director of the Nevada Indian Legal Services, spoke
next in favor of ERA. He stated that through the years,
sometimes the Supreme Court has held that women are equal,
and sometimes they have held that women are not equal.

He said that under the law, husbands do not have to prove
wives as dependents, but wives do have to prove husbands

as dependents.

Susan Hannah, President of the Soroptimist International of
Sparks, testified that some people tell her that the
Equal Rights Amendment is not necessary because the United
States Constitution provides that all persons be treated
equal under the law. Her statement is attached.

Next to speak was Jan Chastain, an insurance agent in the
State of Nevada. She spoke about the insurance industry and
its discrimination toward the woman. She pointed out that
women need their husband's signature to effectuate any
policy benefits provided for in the policy. Premiums for

a woman on an annual basis are higher than for a man with
the same policy.

Kathryn Kelly, Chairman of the Status of Women Committee of
the Southwestern Region of the Soroptimist International of
the Americas, Inc., was next to testify. She testified
about the restrictions places on the working woman. She
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spoke about the employment opportunities which are avail-
able at a higher rate of pay for men than for women. ,
Women workers need the same things men workers do. If an
employer is required to supply more benefits to a woman
than to a man, he'll hire the man. Attached is a statement
by Kathryn Kelly.

Senator Close recessed the Joint Hearing at 6:08 p.m. for
dinner. He called the Joint Hearing to order again at 7:24
p.m.

First to speak was Assemblyman Robert M. Benkovich. He
commented on the poll he ran in his district. _Attached
is a copy of his statement.

Next to speak was Mrs. Don Busick.  She spoke for her husband,
urging ratification of the ERA._Attached is his statement.

Joyce Whithouse spoke urging for ratification of this measure.

Hope Roberts spoke as Past National President of the Busi-
ness and Professional Women's Clubs, Inec., She quoted cases
of law, and she urged the Assembly and Senate Judiciary
Committees to ratify the ERA. _Attached is Mrs. Roberts'
Statement.

Next to testify was Esther Nicholson, submitting a statement
from the Unitarian Fellowship of Northern Nevada in favor
of the ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment. This
statement is _attached.

Lyndi Cooper testified before the Joint Committees next
about the WWWW (Women Who Want to be Women). Apparently,
this group is against the ERA, and Ms. Cooper does not
agree with them. Ms. Cooper urged Nevada to become the
35th state to ratify the ERA.

Mrs. Patsy Redmond, Secretary to the Nevada Federation of
Republican Women, testified in.favor of the ERA. The Board
of Directors of the Nevada Federation of Republican Women
supports ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment.

Bishop Wesley Frensdorff, Bishop of the Episcopal Diocese
of Nevada, testified in favor of A.J.R.1l, stating that he
did not think this bill has a negative influence on marriage
and the family. He stated that interdependence in dependence
must come about from a freedom of the two people involved
in marriage. _Attached is the statement of Bishop Frensdorff.
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Wendy Wilson testified. She is a student in mechanical en-
gineering, and she stated that there should be no reason
why she should be discouraged by law from doing that which
she wishes to do. The ERA will give men and women the
choice to live their own lives to the latitude and style
of their choosing.

~Virginia Cain.was next .to testify before: the Joint Committees.
She urged support of the ERA as Legislative Chairman of the
Reno Business and Professional Women, as well as the Reno
Democratic Womens Club. Attached is her statement.

- Louise C. Lightner next testified as a concerned citizen
of the State of Nevada. She is employed to direct programs
for the senior citizens of Nevada. She spoke about living
on a fixed income and the receipt of Social Security benefits.
Attached is her statement.

Dorothy Marston, a member of the Sparks Business and
Professional Women, testified on behalf of herself as

a businesswoman and private citizen. She urged passage of
the ERA.

Margaret Eddington, a Reno housewife and mother, testified.
She quoted some of President Kennedy's remarks when he es-
tablished the Committe on Women in 1961. She said that
both President Johnson and President Nixon established their
own committees to study these problems. Both Governor

Grant Sawyer and Governor Paul Laxalt appointed committees
here in the State of Nevada for this purpose.

Mrs. Kathy Nelson, a hbusewife‘and mother, stated that the
Mormon Church has made no official statement for or against
‘ratification of the ERA. She urged adoption of the ERA.

Mrs. Mary Frazzini testified regarding strengthening the
family structure. She stated that women and men alone are
supporting families, and women want to stand equally under
the law. She ended her comments stating that men and women
should join together and do the best job possible together.

Mrs. Josephine Vargas. testified and urged consideration

in favor of the legislation. She stated that everyone
against the legislation seems to assume that women are men-
tally incompetent. Attached is her statement.
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David Lowe then testified before the Committees. He is a
student at Carson High School. He said that opponents

of the ERA fail to see that they are dealing with millions
of women's lives. He feels that as a male, he cannot, and
is incompetent to, vote to affect so many women's lives.
He, therefore, urges ratification of this amendment.

David Dean then testified regarding his feelings on this
bill, A.J.R.1l. He is in favor of its passage. Equal
rights is important to all.

Marsha Doble from Las Vegas spoke to the Committees about
credit. She also says she is one of the people who would
be affected by a drafting of women. She spoke briefly
about women taking up arms and defending their state and
country.

Marie Noble from,Reno testified briefly about the draft
and the benefits the men receive now after having served
in the armed forces.

Mrs. Kathy Wall Weise testified as a married woman and a
practicing attorney. She spoke about the tax assessment
collections and the general process of change in which
the status of the woman is being upgraded.

Dr. Rex Gunn spoke as a private citizen and stated that he
was amazed at the host of fears present by the mere fact
that the ERA was being considered. He said that the amend-
ment has become the vehicle for all those fears.

Rita Hambleton testified. She is a member of the Board

of Directors of the Nevada State Education Association and
President of Washoe County Teachers' Association. She
spoke of the equal pay for equal services in regards to the
coaches in the school system and generally about the female
.educators. She urged passage of this bill.

Susan Lynn,a student home economics teacher for the Home
Economics Department at the University of Nevada, was the
next speaker. She is interested in preserving the family
and assisting women with practical and technical problems
presented in the home situation. Her statement is attached.

Fran Feinhandler testified. She stated that she has the right
to fight for her country and die for it if she wants to do

so. She questioned whether she would be denied her rights

to do so.
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Mrs. Carol Horan addressed her remarks to the Committees
to the Catholic Church. She stated that the church is not
against ERA. She has a list of Catholic groups which
support the ERA.

Marion Sieber, League of Women Voters from Renb, spoke
about the discrimination in the area of legal .rights. The
ERA will provide equality under the law.Statement attached.

Suzanne York testified next. She spoke generally about the
draft and the marriage situation if the ERA is passed and
made further general comments which have previously been
presented to the Committees.

Phyllis Hansen, Legislative Representative of the Nevada
Nurses Association, reaffirmed the group's stand in favor
of ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment.

Martha Jessup, President of American Asgociation of Univer-
sity Women, Nevada State. Division,talked about discrimina-
tory thoughts which were present when the AAUW group was
first begun. This group has passed a resolution confirming
the passage of the ERA._Attached is her statement.

The next person to speak was Isabel Kimble. She is a house-
wife and briefly described some personal experiences, which
helped to put her in favor of passage of the ERA. Attached
is her statement.

Catherine P. Smith testified regarding the situation at the
University of Nevada. She hopes that with the ratification
of the Equal Rights Amendment, some of the complaints she
mentioned may be remedied. _Attached is her statement.

Next, Ross W. Smith, Chairman of the. Metallurgical. Englneerlng
Department at the University of Nevada, Reno, testified.

'He spoke about Social Security benefits, homosexual marriages,
rape laws, and other general topics relative to this questlon.
Attached is his statement.

Virginia Shane works in the airline industry. She spoke
about personal discrimination which she faced in the past
in the job market.

Vera Samon, a Certified Public Accountant in Reno and current
president of the Women's Political Caucus in Nevada, spoke
about her club's function in assisting women in obtaining
women's rights. She stated that the National Womens Politi-
cal Caucus endorses the passage of the Equal Rights
Amendment. The endorsement of the National Womens Political
Caucus is attached to these Minutes.
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Mr. Joe Braswell spoke in behalf of senior citizens and
as a representative of the American Indian. He related
some problems the Indians have. One example he gave
related to an Indian brother and sister. An Indian

man may marry a non-Indian, have a wife and children,
and he may collect government benefits allocated to the
Indians. An Indian woman may marry a non-Indian, have a
husband and children, and she may not collect government
benefits allocated to the Indians.

This was the end of all statements at this February 3, 1975
Joint Hearing which were favorable to the Equal Rights
Amendment and urged its passage. :

The Joint Hearihg was adjourned by Senator Close at 9:10 p.m,

Respectfully submitted,

L Trlles

Flora Miller ,
Secretary to Assembly
Judiciary Committee
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TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM ISAEFF BEFORE A JOINT HEARING
OFk‘ L
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTIES
| CARSON CITY, FEBRUARY 3, 1975

MR. CHAIRMAN, DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF THE SENATE AND AssEMBLY |
JUDICIARY COMMITTEES AND OTHER MEMBERS OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE:
MY NAME IS WILLIAM ISAEFF. T AM AN ATTORNEY AND A MEMBER
OF NEVADANS FOR ERA. IT IS BOTH A PLEASURE AND AN HONOR TO |
ADDRESS YOU TODAY ON BEHALF OF ALL NEVADANS - MEN AND WOMEN ALIKE -
WHO STRONGLY SUPPORT RATIFICATION OF THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT AS
THE TWENTY-SEVENTH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION.
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT IS A SERIOUS BUSINEssﬁ» IT 1S
" NEVER RUSHED INTO WITHOUT FULL SCALE NATIONWIDE DEBATE IN THE
CONGRESS, THE VARIOUS STATE LEGISLATURES AND THE HOMES AND OTHER
'MEETING PLACES OF AMERICANS EVERYWHERE. THIS IS TRUE, ALSO, FOR

THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT, WHICH WAS FIRST INTRODUCED IN CONGRESS

IN 1923, AND EVEkY SESSTON THEREAFTER, UNTIL CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL
CAME IN 1972, BY LOP-SIDED MAJORiTIES IN BOTH HOUSES. TO DATE,
HUNDREDS OF YOUR FELLOW LEGISLATORS IN 33 STATES HAVE ADDED THEIR
VOTES OF APPROVAL TO THIS FUNDAMENTAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS
KNOWN AS THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT. | , | :

NOT CONTENT WITH MERELY ADDING THIS GUARANTEE OF EQUALiTY‘
- OF RIGHTS UNDER THE LAW TO THE UNITED STATES'CCNSTITUTION, MANY
STATES HAVE ADDED A SEXUAL EQUAL RIGHTS PROVISION TO THEIR OWN
STATE CONSTITUTIONS UNTIL THE NUMBER NOW STANDS AT 15 STATE ERA'S



INCLUDING ALASKA, COLORADO, CONNECTICUT, HAWAII, ILLINOIS,
MARYLAND, MASSACHUSETTS, MONTANA, NEW MEXICO, PENNSYLVANIA, TEXAS,
VIRGINIA AND WASHINGTON. IT IS INTERESTING TO OBSERVE THAT UTAH
AND WYOMING HAVE HAD SUCH PROVISIONS IN THEIR STATE CONSTITUTIONS
SINCE THE 1890'S. I HASTEN TO NOTE THAT THERE ARE NO REPORTS OF
WIDESPREAD DISSOLUTION OF FAMILIES OR ANY OTHER SO-CALLED HORRORS
CITED BY OPONENTS OF THE ERA OCCURRING IN ANY OF THE STATES JUST
NAMED. | | |

ON THE CONTRARY, IT IS THE VERY EXPERIENGE OF THESE
STATES WITH THETR OWN ERA WHICH ALLOWS US TO PREDICT WITH CONFIDENCE
THE GENERAL SALUTORY EFFECTS THE FEDERAL ERA WILL HAVE ON THE LEGAL
RIGHTS OF MEN AND WOMEN THROUGHOUT THIS LAND. AND IT CANNOT BE
EMPHASIZED TOO OFTEN THAT WE DEAL HERE TODAY WITH LEGAL RIGHTS AND
NOT WITH SOCIAL OR PSYCHOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS EXISTING BETWEEN THE
SEXES. | :

THE THRESHOLD QUESTION IN ANY DISCUSSION OF ERA MUST BE
WHY DO WE AS NEVADANS AND AS AMERICANS NEED AN.EQUAL'RIGHTS AMEND-
MENT. WITHOUT QUESTION, THE SUBORDINATE STATUS OF ONE OF THE SEXES
HAS BEEN FIRMLY ENTRENCHED IN OUR LEGAL SYSTEM. AT COMMON LAW,
WOMEN WERE CONCEDED FEW RIGHTS AND WERE INSTEAD ENCLOSED IN THE |
BONDS OF A PROTECTIVE PATERNALISM. CONSTITUTIONS WERE DRAFTED ON
THE ASSUMPTION THAT WOMEN DID NOT EXIST AS LEGAL PERSONS. ALTHOUGH -
WOMEN HAVE BEEN GRANTED ADDITIONAL RIGHTS BY STATUTE IN sﬁBsEQUENT
YEARS, IT HAS REMAINED A SORRY FACT THAT WOMEN NEVER HAVE ENJOYED
THE SAME SORT OF CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION FOR THEIR RIGHTS AS



PEOPLE AS ARE ENJOYED BY BLACK AMERICANS, OR JEWISH AMERICANS, OR
SPANISH SURNAMED AMERICANS, ALL OF WHOM HAVE BEEN DECLARED BY THE
COURTS, INCLUDING THE U. S. SUPREME COURT, TO ENJOY MAXIMUM
PROTECTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTION, PARTICULARLY THE FOURTEENTH
AMENDMENT'S EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE.

DISCRIMINATION THROUGH LAW HAS BEEN APPARENT TO AMERICAN
WOMEN FOR MANY DECADES. THE DISCRIMINATION HAS OFTEN BEEN DEEP AND
PERVASIVE IN TERMS OF ENACTING LEGISLATION BASED ON STEREOTYPES OF
WOMEN, AND "A WOMAN'S PLACE". STEREOTYPES OF ANY HUMAN BEING -
WHITE, BLACK, MALE, FEMALE, CATHOLIC OR JEW - CONSTITUTE THE WORST
POSSIBLE BASIS FOR THE MAKING OF LAWS, SINCE THEY IGNORE - OFTEN
INTENTIONALLY - THE VERY REAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE MILLIONS OF
PEOPLE WHO COMPRISE THE CLASSES JUST MENTIONED. o

KNOWING THAT THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE OF THE FOURTEENTH
AMENDMENT HAD PROVEN A CORNERSTONE TO THE SECURING OF EQUAL |
RIGHTS FOR BLACKS AND JEWS, ETC., WOMEN NATURALLY LOOK THERE FOR A
LEGAL BASIS TO END DISCRIMINATION BASED ON SEX. BUT ONLY
DISAPPOINTMENT LAY ALONG THAT ROUTE. THE SUPREME COURT IN A LONG
CHAIN OF CASES CONSISTENTLY REFUSED TO FIND WOMEN TO BE INCLUDED AS
" A PROTECTED CATEGORY TN THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE. NOT UNTIL
1971 DID THE COURT RULE FAVORABLY FOR A WOMAN ON A FOURTEENTH
AMENDMENT CASE, BUT IN DOING SO THE GOURT GRANTED ONLY HALF A’ LOAF.
THE COURT IN REED V. REED, APPLIED THE LESSER OF TWO CONSTITUTIONAL

STANDARDS UNDER THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT AND THUS REFUSED TO
CONSIDER WOMEN'S RIGHTS IN THE SAME WAY IT HAS FOR YEARS VIEWED
EFFORTS TO LIMIT THE RIGHTS OF BLACK AMERICANS.



REBUFFED BY THE COURTS, WOMEN HAVE BEEN COMPELLED TO SEEK
THEIR OWN AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION TO ASSURE THAT THEIR RIGHTS
‘WILL BE ACCORDED THE SAME CONSTITUTIONAL RESPECT AS OTHERS NOW
ENJOY. ‘IN ADDITION, A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT, UNLIKE PIECEMEAL
LEGISLATIVE REFORM - WHICH SOME OPPONENTS OF'ERA SEEM‘TO PREFER -
PROVIDES PERMANENT PROTECTION FOR WOMEN'S RIGHTS, WHEREAS A STATUTE
"REFORMED'" TODAY CAN JUST AS EASILY BE "DEFORMED'" TOMORROW BY THE
SINGLE STROKE OF SOME SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATURE. A FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT GOES FAR TOWARD PROVIDING A SINGLE, COHERENT THEORY OF
EQUALITY OF THE SEXES UNDER LAW, AND FOR A CONSISTENT NATIONWIDE
APPLICATION OF THIS'THEORY.

FINALLY, THE ERA INSURES THAT EVERY PERSON - WOMAN OR MAN -
WHO FEELS HIMSELF THE VICTIM OF SEX DISCRIMINATION THROUGH STATUTE
OR ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATION WOULD HAVE AVAILABLE THE MEANS OF
HAVING HIS OR HER DAY.IN COURT - A RIGHT CONSIDERED SACRED BY‘MOST
AMERICANS. | _ '

THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT NOT ONLY PROTECTS EQUAL RIGHTS
UNDER LAW BUT IT ALSO REFLECTS THE CONCEPT OF EQUAL RESPONSIBILITY.
WOMEN TODAY HAVE IN INCREASING NUMBERS COME TO REALIZE THAT IF‘THE
LAW EXEMPTS THEM FROM THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES THEY CAN NEVER HOPE TO
TRULY SECURE THEIR RIGHTS. AND TODAY'S WOMAN DOES NOT SHIRK.HER’
OBLIGATIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES. FOR EXAMPLE, THE FOLLOWING
WOMEN'S ORGANIZATIONS IN NEVADA - COMPOSED OF YOUR CONSTITUENTS -
HAVE GONE ON RECORD IN FAVOR OF THE ERA: THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION
.OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN, LAS VEGAS AND BOULDER CITY CHAPTERS OF
BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL WOMEN'S CLUB, HENDERSON TOAST MISTRESS'



CLUB, THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, NEVADA NURSES ASSOCIATION,
SOROPTIMIST CLUB OF RENO AND THE WASHOE COUNTY DEMOCRATIC WOMEN'S
CLUB, TO NAME BUT A FEW.

TIME WILL NOT PERMIT AN EXTENDED DISCUSSION OF ALL THE MORE
COMMONLY DISCUSSED AREAS OF LAW WHERE THE ERA IS EXPECTED TO HAVE
AN IMPACT. HOWEVER, I WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS A FEW SUCH AREAS WITH
YOU NOW AND OTHERS WILL BE COVERED LATER IN THIS HEARING BY OTHER
SPEAKERS, I AM SURE.

WE NEVADANS HAVE ALWAYS ENTERTAINED STRONG FEELINGS ABOUT
PRESERVING THE RIGHTS OF OURSELVES AND OUR STATE WITHIN THE FEDERAL
SYSTEM. SOME OPPONENTS OF ERA, ATTEMPTING TO GCAPITALIZE UPON OUR
FEELINGS, ARE POINTING TO SECTION 2 OF THE ERA AND DECLARING THAT
IT WILL LEAD TO FEDERAL INTERFERENCE IN AREAS TRADITIONALLY THOUGHT
TO BE THE PREROGATIVE OF STATE GOVERNMENT.

SECTION 2 READS:

"THE CONGRESS SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO ENFORCE BY

APPROPRIATE LEGISLATION THE PROVISIONS OF THIS

ARTICLE."

IN OUR FEDERAL LEGAL SYSTEM, THE VARIOUS STATES HAVE ALWAYS ENJOYED
THE POWER TO ENFORCE THROUGH THEIR OWN STATE STATUTES AMENDMENTS TO -
THE CONSTITUTION. AND THERE WILL BE NO CHANGE WITH THE ERA. SECTION
2 MERELY MAKES CLEAR THAT CONGRESS, ACTING WITHIN ITSvAPPROPRIATE
'SPHERE, MAY ALSO ENFORCE THE AMENDMENT. 1IN FACT, SOME PERSONS

THINK THIS LANGUGE SUPERFLUOUS SINCE CONGRESS UNDER THE POWER
CONFERRED BY THE COMMERCE CLAUSE ALREADY CAN AND HAS ENACTED SOME
LEGISLATION ON THE SUBJECT OF SEX DISCRIMINATION SUCH AS TITLE



7 OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964.

IT IS INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT THE SAME LANGUAGE WHICH
APPEARS IN SECTION 2 OF THE ERA ALSO APPEARS IN SEVEN EXISTING
AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION: THE THIRTEENTH, FOURTEENTH,
FIFTEENTH, NINETEENTH, TWENTY-THIRD, TWENTY-FOURTH AND TWENTY-
SIXTH, AND NOTWITHSTANDING THE FACT THAT SUCH LANGUAGE‘HAS BEEN IN
THE CONSTITUTION FOR MORE THAN ONE HUNDRED YEARS, IT IS OBVIOUS TO
ALL THAT THE REPUBLIC STILL STANDS AND FEDERALISM INDEED THRIVES,
LARGELY BECAUSE THE COURTS HAVE CONFINED THE EXERCISE OF POWER BY .
CONGRESS UNDER THESE AMENDMENTS TO THOSE AREAS EXCLUSIVELY IN THE
FEDERAL REALM AS OPPOSED TO THOSE AREAS RESERVED TO THE STATES BY
THE TENTH AMENDMENT. 1IN SHORT, THE SO-CALLED STATES RIGHTS ISSUE
IS A FALSE ISSUE, PUT FORWARD BY THE UNINFORMED.

THE QUESTION HAS RECENTLY BEEN ASKED IF THE ERA WILL
AUTHORIZE SAME SEX MARRIAGES. THE ANSWER IS AN UNEQUIVOCABLE ''NO",
FOLLOWING THE DECISION IN STNGER V HARA, SZZIP.Zd‘1187 (WASH.7-18-

1974) IN WHICH THE WASHINGTON STATE SUPREME COURT HELD THAT THE ERA
PROVISION IN THAT STATE'S CONSTITUTION DID NOT IN ANY WAY SANCTION
SAME SEX MARRIAGE - SINCE WHAT WAS CONTEMPLATED WAS NOT A MARRIAGE |
AT ALL. THE NEVADA ATTORNEY GENERAL HAS ALSO TWICE TAKEN THIS
POSITION ON THIS QUESTION. |

- IN THE AREA OF DOMESTIC RELATIONS 1AW, THE IMPACT OF THE
ERA SHOULD BE TO EQUALIZE BOTH THE RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBTLITIES OF
MARRIED PERSONS. FOR INSTANCE, ALIMONY, IN AN APPROPRIATE CASE,
WOULD BE AVAILABLE TO MALES AS WELL AS FEMALES, AND STATUTORY
PRESUMPTIONS BASED ON STEREOTYPES OF THE MALE AND FEMALE ROLES
IN A MARITAL SITUATION WOULD BE ELIMINATED, LEAVING COURTS FREE -



TO BALANCE THE NEEDS AND ABILITIES OF THE TWO PARTIES BEFORE
THEM AND ARRIVE AT A JUST ARRANGEMENT.

THE SAME MAY BE SAID ON THE QUESTION OF CHILD SUPPORT AND
CHILD CUSTODY - EACH PARTY HAVING EQUAL RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
IN THESE AREAS TO BE DISCHARGED AS THE COURT SAID TN CONWAY V. |
DANA, 318 A.2d 324 (PA. 3-26-1974) ACCORDING TO THEIR CAPACITY AND
ABILITY. - PLEASE NOTE THAT NOTHING HERE SUGGESTS IN ANY WAY THAT
WIVES AND MOTHERS MUST SUDDENLY DESERT THE HOME TO SEEK EMPLOYMENT |
IF THEY VOLUNTARILY CHOOSE TO DO SO, THEY MAY WELL FIND THE ROAD
MADE SOMEWHAT EASIER BY THE ERA, BUT THE DECISION TO BE HOMEMAKER
V. WAGEEARNER IS ONE OVER WHICH THE ERA AND THE STATE COURT DECISIONS
APPLYING STATE ERA'S ARE SILENT. |

AFTER VERY CAREFUL ANALYSIS OF PRESENT STATUTES, THE
'LANGUAGE OF THE ERA AND RECENT COURT DECISIONS, IT IS POSSIBLE TO v
STATE THAT IN GENERAL A COURT IN THE FUTURE EXAMINING A LAW WHICH
CONFERS A BENEFIT, PRIVILEGE OR OBLIGATION OF‘CITIZENSHIP WOULD
STRIKE THE WORDS OF SEX IDENTIFICATION, AND EXTEND THE LAW TO
BOTH SEXES. OR WHERE A LAW RESTRICTS OR DENIES OPPORTUNITIES TO
WOMEN OR MEN, AS THE CASE MAY BE, THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT WOULD
RENDER SUCH LAW UNCONSTITUTIONAL. EXAMPLES OF JUDICIAL DECISIONS
INTERPRETING STATE ERA'S IN JUST THE MANNER SUGGESTED INCLUDE

PHELPS V. BING, 316 N.E.2d 775 (I11.9-17-74) and SCHREINER V FRUIT,
519 P.2d 462 (Alaska 2-25-1974).

ON THE SUBJECT OF THE WIDOV#g'S TAX EXEMPTION IN NEVADA,
THE ERA WOULD REQUIRE THE LAW TO BE SEX NEUTRAL. IF THE LEGISLATURE



IS CONCERNED ABOUT THE POSSIBLE REVENUE LOSS FROM EXTENDING THE
EXEMPTION TO WIDOWERS, YOU ARE ALWAYS FREE TO LIMIT THE EXEMPTION TO
THE TRULY NEEDLY WIDOW AND NEEDY WIDOWER, SOMETHING PRESENT LAW DOES
NOT EVEN ATTEMPT TO DO.

IN CONCLUDING MY PART OF THE PRESENTATION IN FAVOR OF THE
EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT, MAY I SAY THAT AS A MAN, A STATUS I HAPPEN
TO ENJOY PURELY AS AN ACCIDENT OF BIRTH, I AM PROUD TO SUPPORT
PASSAGE OF THE ERA. I CAN THINK OF NO FINER WAY TO CELEBRATE THE
TWO HUNDREDTH BIRTHDAY OF OUR COUNTRY THAN BY ADOPTING AN AMENDMENT
SUCH AS THIS WHICH OFFERS REAL AND TANGIBLE PROOF IN "THE HIGHEST
LAW OF THE LAND" THAT WOMEN DESERVE EQUAL TREATMENT BEFORE THE LAW.

AS ANN SCOTT WITH THE NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN
SAID THREE YEARS AGO: "IN ITS BEST INTERPRETATION, THE ERA MEANS
THAT THE POLICY OF THIS COUNTRY IS NOW TO CONSIDER PEOPLE FIRST AS
INDIVIDUAL HUMAN BEINGS, AND SECOND AS MEN AND WOMEN: THAT THE
OPPORTUNITIES - AND PENALTIES - THAT ARE PART OF BEING CITIZENS
WILL BE PARCELED OUT ACCORDING TO PERSONAL ABILITIES RATHER THAN
AS AN ADJUNCT OF THE ACCIDENT OF SEX." |

MORE THAN ONE HUNDRED YEARS AGO, OUR STATE - NEVADA -
PLAYED A KEY ROLE IN INSURING THE END OF SLAVERY FOREVER THROUGH
PASSAGE OF THE THIRTEENTH AMENDMENT. TODAY, THE SPOTLIGHT IS
ONCE AGAIN ON NEVADA AND YOU AS ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES OF THE
PEOPLE OF THIS STATE ARE BEING CALLED UPON AGAIN TO STRIKE A BLOW
FOR LIBERTY AND EQUALITY. DO YOUR DUTY - SWIFTLY RATIFY THE

EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT. THANK YOU.



PRESENTATION BEFORE THE

JOINT JUCICIARY COMMITTEE of the
NEVADA LEGISLATURE - 58th SESSION
FEBRUARY 3, 1975

By KATE BUTLER - STATE COORDINATOR

Senator Close, Assemblyman Barengo, Members of the Senate
and Assembly Judiciary Committees, Nevada Legislators, I am
Kate Butler, Coordinator of Nevadan's for ERA - a coalition
of Nevada citizens and organizations united in support of the
Equal Rights Amendment. We are a bipartisan, nonprofit,

. broadly based statewide coalition, We are financed through
dues and contributions of our members and other Nevada citizens.
The ma jor proportion of our work is based upon volunteer efforts,
Some of our member organizations have a long history of support
for the Amendment; others have more recently endorsed it., None
have done 80 lightly but in full conformance with by-law
directives and often after considerable research and membership
debate,

ﬁe are joined in support of ERA by many responsible
Nevada organizations. Some are represented here today; others

have choseh to present testimony at the hearings in Clark

, THE EQUAL RIGHTS
County. AMENDMENT

SECTION |
Equality of rights under the law
\ shall not be denled or abridged
. by the United States or by any
State on account of sex,
SECTION 1l
The Congress shall have the
power to enforce, by appropri~

ate legistation, the provisions of .
this article,

SECTION il

This amendment shall take ef-
BOX 1682, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 (702) 882-4029 fect two years after the data of

1021 BRACKEN STREET, LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89104 (702) 385-3286 - ratitication.



The list of Nevada organizational support for ERA
includes:

Democratic Party of Nevada

Republican Party of Nevada

American Association of University Women
American Civil Liberties Union

American Society for Public Administration, Las Vegas Chapter
American Women in Radio and Television
B'naj B'rith Women, Las Vegas

Clark County Classroom Teachers Association
Clark County Ministerial Association

Clark County Welfare Rights Association
Common Cause

Council on FPamily Relations

Family Counseling Service of Las Vegas
Franciscan Center

Henderson Toastmistress Club

League of Women Voters of Nevada

‘National Association of Social Workers
National Organization for Women

Nevada Federation of Business and Professional Women's Clubs
Nevada Federation of Women's Clubs

Nevada Girls State

Nevada Nurses Association

Nevada Parent Teachers Association

Nevada Publle Library Association

Nevada Veterans Movement

Presbyterian Church of Nevada

Reformation Euthern Church Women

Republican Women's Club of Las Vegas

Retail Clerks Local 1434

Southern Nevada Central Labor Council
Southern Nevada Home Economics Assocliation
Soroptimist

State Federation of Republican Women

State of Nevada Employees Associlation
Unitarian Fellowship of Reno

Washoe County Democratic Women's Club
Washoe County Teachers Association

Women's Democratic Club of Clark County, Nevada
Women's Political Caucus



We believe in equal legal risgshts., We believe these rights
must be secured by a Constitutional guarantee of equality,

We believe that the only trué commitment to equality under law
for all persons 18 a yes vote on ERA, e \

We are pleased to report that just today North Dakota
ratified the Egual Rights Amendment. There are now 34 of the
38 states required. We urge you to put Nevada in the column
of’equality throush pasgsage of the Equal Bights Amendment in

this 58th Session of the Nevada Legislature.



As one of the chief spohsorsrof this resolution I feel
a deep responsibility - primarily as an elected representative
of the people. |

Persons unacquainted with the history of the ERA Amendment
deplore its generality and the abaence of investigation concerning
its impact. The models of the due process and equal protectioh
clauses should suffice to indicate that the wording of the
amendment is a thoroughly responsible way of embodying a fund-
amental principle in th e Consﬁitution. Likewise, opponents of
the amendment suggest the pursuit of alternate routes: particu-
larized statutes through the regular legislative process of Congress
and in the states, and test case litigation under the Fourteenth
Anendment. Only those who have failed so learn the lessons of
the past can accept that counsel.

The Frontiero v. Richardson Supreme Court decision, for the

first time, said that sex was a "suspect classification". However,
it is important to note that in a concurrent opinion in that case,
Justices Powell, Burger and Blackmun stated in part, "...in
characterizing sex as a suspect classification the Court would be
pre-empting a major political decision, the ratification of ERA,
which should be decided by the various state legislatures, not by
the Court."

All too often, however, state legislatﬁres do not exercise
their perogatives and responsibilities, even when given clear
opportunities to do so, then, outside intervention occurs. For

those of us who are sincerely interested in maintaining home rule
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we must accept the responsibilities of our positions and act in order
'o prevent outside interference in the affairs of Nevada.

Examples of this outside action in the absence of a state action,
would be the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Federal lawsuit now pending
against the State of Nevada, and, most recently, the Federal Credit Law.
The Civil Rights Act has resulted in a proliferation of Federal bux-
eaucracies trying to do a job that the states could dovbetter, if they

had so desired. The suit against the State of Nevada is a direct

result of our failure to do anything about Chapter 609 which has been

in violation for 10 years. Every other state, except Nevada, has acted
responsibly in tﬂis area of labor law. Finally, the Credit Law is an
attempt to end discrimination in the important area of credit--a task
the states could attend to themselves. |
Perhaps we confuse the state's rights or desire to discriminate

Qith the state's right to legislate décently in the areas of human

- needs. If anyone here means by state's rights bringing back the poll
tax, refusing the vote to blacks and women, the right to gerrymander
power to narrow, special interests; let them stahd.up and be counted.
Those aren't the kind of "rights" I'm interested ih furthering. It-is‘.
time we moved out of the myth of romantic paternalism and into the
realities of the 20th century. It is obvious from the many and sweep=
ing laws enacted by Congress over the past few years having to do with
every phase of our legal existence as citizens, if we do not assert

our rights as states
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Congress will continue to make sweeping laws~-which will be
tried in federal courts,

Only if we fail to do our job as Legislators in Nevada in
regard to jurisdiction over women's rights, domestic relations,
property laws, family support and privacy will those rights be
transferred to the hands of the federal government. |

We want our lawa passed by our Legislature, so if necessary
they will be tried in our own Courts. Then our Nevada legislative
process will not be weakened, our Nevada judicial system will not
be underminded, and Nevada's citizens can retain "home rule."

Had this body acted in the public interest two years age
and followed through on a study committee the Senate Judiciary
Committee would not be struggling as they are curfently with
issues of major portent, but unfortunately without benefit‘of
thoughtful attention from the many public-spirited Nevadans who
could provide insight and assistance. While no one of us may
be to blame individually, we are all to blame collectively if
we do not fully utilize the powers and responsibilities of the
'offices to which the people have, in good faith, entrusted us.

When the U.S. Constitution is amended, states retain the |
right to enforce the amendment‘as it effects state laws. After
ratification of ERA the states have two years to bring their
laws into compliance. Washington proved this is possible. Can

Nevada do less?



As a State Senator concerned deeply with states rights'and
my responsibility to maintain those Nevada rights ~ I deeply
resent outside interference--whether it be from the federal govern-
ment or other states--that occurs when we fail to fulfill ouf

obligations to Nevada citizens.

Respectfully submitted by =~

Mary Gojack, Senator
Washoe County



The Constitutional Need for E.R.A.

In 1848, in Senaca Falls, N. Y. this nations movement for
Womens Rights was gegun by several hundred men and women with the
Senaca Falls Declaration of Rights and Sentiments.

In, 1920, the U. S. Constitution was amended by the addition
of the 19th Amendment providing for equal suffrage for men and
women.

In 1972, after nearly 50 years from the time it was first
introduced, the ERA was passed by the 92nd Congress. (House 354 to
23- ; Senate 84-8}.

In these early months of 1975, ratification of ERA awaits
affirmative determination by 5 more states before becoming the
27th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. (By March 1974, 33 States
had ratified - total of 3/4 or 38 States needed before March 13879).

Action taken by the Nevada Legislature within these next
few months will tell whether the State of Nevada shall take its
place among those States which have chosen to ratify the ERA.

Why, we may ask, is thert a constitutional need for the ERA?
And why, we may ask further , should the 1975 Nevada Legislature
support such an amendment?

It is evident that evolution of the ERA--the right to equal

treatment under the law without discrimination based upon sex--

has been painfully slow.

127 years have passed since the nations movement for Women's
Rights was begun in Senace Falls. It is easy to say in retrospect,
borrowing from the now famous cigarette ad, "you've come a long way,
baby." It is more difficult to say, "we have not gone far enough."”
And it is most difficult to say to the opponents of ERA that the
only way we can insure the journey's successful completion is by
passage of the ERA.

The U.S. Senate Committee studying passage of the ERA made
the following observation in 1972: '

"While there has been some progress toward the
goal of equal rights and responsibilities for men
and women in recent years, there is overwhelming
evidence that persistent patterns of sex discrimi-

nation permeate our social, cultural and economic
life.” (Senate Report 92-689).



More recently, our own Governor while delivering his State

of the State message to the 1975 Nevada Legislature, observed:
"The fact is..... that discrimination based on
sex does exist in many segments of our society.
It is reflected in credit procedures and employ-
ment opportunities and in other areas as well."

The plain and simple truth is that the case-by-case attack on
discriminatory laws and regulations which has been waged in the
legislatures and the courts for more than 50 years has not
succeeded in erfidicating sex discrimination by federal, state and
local governments. There is little reason to believe matters will
significantly change unless major action is taken. Only a Cons-
titutional Amendment--with its massive legal, moral and symbolic
impact ~--can provide the impetus for the nécessary changes in our
laws.

Specifically, in answer to the guestions posed concerning the
need for a Constitutional ERA, I believe there 1% to be three

essential considerations supporting such need:

1. An absence of adequate Constitutional language or history
to guarantee equal treatment of the seMes.

2. Reluctance of the U.S. Supreme Court, lower federal courts,
and State Courts to stretch the present wording of the
Constitution or formulate a standaréd to absolutely prohibit
sexual discrimination.

3. Inadeguacy of Federal, Stete, or local legislation to

effectively safeguard a fundamental individual right to
be free from sexual discrimination.

1. The Constitutional Void (Existing Provisions)

The 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution provides that no
State shall "deprive any person of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its |
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws." The Federal
Government is similérly restricted frem interfering with these
individual rights under the "due process clause" of the 5th
Amendment.

Opponents of ERA will argue, based upon the'broad language of
5th and 14th amendments, that adequate constitutional safeguards
already exist to protect against sexual discrimination and to

guarantee equality of treatment. The fact, however, is that when
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the 5th Amendment was adopted in 179@ and when the 14th Amendment
was adopted in 1868, women were not considered equal to men. Hence,
there has been no constitutional history predicated upon these pro-
visions to support or guide either the State Legislatures or the
Courts in the adoption and interpretation of laws precluding dis-

crimination based upon sex.

2, The Supreme Court (Experience to Date)

The U.S. Supreme Court has decided a number of cases involving
claims based upon alleged sex discrimination. Except for those
cases based expressly upon certain federal legislation such as
Pitle VII of the Civil Rights Act, the plaintiff's cause of action
arises out of a claimed denial or violation of a constitutional
right, e.g. the right to due process or equal protection.

The standard for determining sex discrimination cases thus
far has been the "rational relationship" or "reasonableness test”
which provides that a law or regulation will be upheld if it bears
a rationai or reasonable relationship to a valid governmental
objective. Traditionally, great deference is given to the law or
regulation involved based upon its presumed validity. Unfortunately,
application of such a standard hés not always benefitted the plaintiff,
man or woman, insofar as meeting the burden of proving discrimination
based upon sex.

| Alternatively, the standard which the Supreme Court has come

close to adopting, but has yet to adopt by a majority of the Court

is the "Strict scrutiny test.". Frontiero v. Richardson, 411 U.S.

677 (1973). Under such test, classifications based upon sex, like
classifications based upon race, alienage, or national origin, are
inherently "suspect" and are subjected to strict scrutiny. In order
to withstand such scrutiny and overcome the "suspect" classification,
the law or regulation being examined must be found to support a
"compelling" governmental interest or objective.  The burden of
proof thus shifts to the governmental entity involved, allowing the
plaintiff to more easily prove his or her case of discrimination

based upon sex.
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In the most recent case, however, Geduldig v. Aiello, 94 S. Ct.

2485 (1974), the Supreme Court relied upon the "reasonableness test"-
holding that California's disability insurance program, which ex-
cludes any benefits for disability resulting from normal pregnancy,
did not violate the equal protection clause. At the same time,
three of the dissenting Justices who believed the "strict scrutiny
test" should have been applied, expressed fear that the Court was
moving backward in its analysis of sex discrimination cases.

The net result of such fﬁadicial juggking" has been to leave
the lawyers, litigants, and general public in a somewhat confused
and bewildered state -- never guite knowing what the law is.
Accordingly, the would be litigant is put to the necessity of
going to court on a case-by-case basis to determine his or her
respective rights ~- a process which is both expensive and time

consuming.

3. Legislation (Federal, State or Local)

Numerous attempts have been made at the Federal, State and
local levels to enact legislation which would remedy the evils of
discrimination based upon sex. While it may be possible to even-
tually achieve true sexual eguality through enactment of such laws,
experience has shown traditional attempts at legisltation to be
much too haphazard and much too time-consuming. Senate Judiciary

Comm., Egual Rights for Men and Women, S. Rep. No 92-689, 92d Cong.,

2d Sess. 4 (1972). .
entitrE€s

Given the multiplicity of governmental €utitxit¥és comprising
the various States, counties and cities, actual and proposed
passage of laws governing discrimination based upon sex have
resulted and will regult in less than effective piecemeal legis-
lation. Such legislation is insufficient to adequately safeguard
what should be regarded as a fundemental individual right.

Legislative remedies are not adequate substitutes for funda-~
mental constitutional protection against discrimination. Any *
class of persons which cannot successfully invoke the protectiog
of the constitution against discriminatory treatment is by defini-

tion comprised of "second class citizens" who are inferior in the

eyes of the law.



Sex discrimination, like race discrimination, can be dealt
with effectively only through a broad permancnt national commit-
ment -- a Federal Constitutional Amendment. Passage of the ERA
will fulfill the need for a single coherent theory of sexual
equality before the law, and for a consistent nationwide application
of this theory. It will provide a definite national policy by
which judges, legislators, and all public officials can act -- a
policy which cannot be abrogated by the whim of any branch of
government. Most important, the ERA will serve as a great symbol
of this States, and this nation's, commitment to ending sex

discrimination against men and women alike.

REMARKS PREPARED BY ASSEMBLYMAN ROBERT E. HEANEY FOR
SUBMISSION TO THE JOINT HEARING ON THE PROPOSED EQUAL
REGhTZ AMENDMENT BEFORE THE NEVADA ASSEMBLY AND SENATE

JUDICIARY COMMITTEES HELD FEBRUARY 3, 1975.



ERA Joint Hearing before the Committee on the Judiciary
Nevada State Legislature
2/3/75

The Z22 and ¥evada's Community Property Lows
o

Margo Piscevich, Attorner at Law

4 % S w— - 4 -
Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Sentlemen:

1- Husband's Exclusive Control.

The present status of the law is that the respective
interests of the husband and wife in the community property during the
marriage are "present, existing and equal" (NRS 123-225)
subject to the exception that the husband has "the entire management
and control of the community property with the like absolute power
of disposition" as if it were his own estate. (NRS 123.230). The
husband can mismanage or otherwise disapate the property (stocks, bonds,
cash) without the wife's consent with the exception of real property
(NRS 123.230(2).

The historical justification for this is the wife is
the homemaker and the husband the breadwinner. However, as of
1972 approximately 42.4% of married women were employed, thus
the traditional justification for the husband's exclusive
management is no longer supported by the facts. (5 Pacific Law
Journal 723,724).

The main objective of the ERA is to equalize the rights of
the husband and wife in their community property. Each would have
an equal right to manage, control and obligate the community
assets: The wife would have the same powers as the husband and
either would have the power to bind the entire community whereas
presently this power exists only with the husband.

2-Wife's Written Inventory.

Under our present laws, women upon marriage must file a
written and acknowledged inventory of her separate property with the
County Recorder where she resides and where the property is located.
NRS 122-140). This is not required of men. If the wife fails
to file, her property is presumed to be community property.

3- Wife's Separate Earnings.

The earnings and accumulations of the wife and the minor
children living with her is her separate property provided she is
living separate and apart from her husband. It is interesting to note
that while they are separated the husband's earnings are community
property. (NRS 123.180)

If the husband gives written authority to his wife to use
her earnings then it is presumed a gift to her from him and
the same is true of the wife gives written authority to her
husband. (NRS 123.90)

The wife has managment and control of her earnings when
it is used for the care and maintenance of the family. (123.230(2)).
However, once she deposits her pay check in the joint checking account,
or otherwise comingles it, her earnings are subject to her husband's
controlk,

4-Death of a Spouse.

One-half of the community property belongs to each spouse
which either can dispose of at will (NRS 123.250). However,



if the wife dies first the husband has the same power to sell,

manage and deal with the community property as if she were alive.

If the wife leaves her one-half to her husband no probate is required
except as to hexr separate property. However, if the husband

dies first, then the entire community estate, both his and

her half, must be probated. What this means is that the woman must
see an attorney. The ERA would mandate that community property pass
from one spouse to another without court intervention and that either
would be abke to deal or manage the community property during the
first 40 days after death.

S5-Lawsuits.

Neither can a married woman sue or be sued alone unless
the suit concerns her separate .property, her claim to the homestead
property, is an action by her against her husband, or has
obtained her husband's written consent, or has been deserted by her
husband. (NRS 12.020) If the wife is injured by the negligence
of another she may sue alone or jointly with her husband. If she
sues alone, the entire award is her separate property; if she sues:
jointly with her husband, any award from her pain and suffering
is her separate property but all monies awarded for medical and out
of pocket expenses are the separate property of her husband. The
statute is silent as to recoveries for an injured husband, but :
under the community property concept all monies awarded him, whether
for pain and suffering or out of pocket expenses are his separate property

These are a few of the glaring inequities in our .
present system and I will txy and answer any questions or otherwise
offer assistance to this committee.
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Ladies and Gentlemen
Myr. Chailrmar:

Phyllis Halsey Atkins, Attorney, private pr&ctiée in
Reno for 3 years. Married, ome child 3 Years old. I have handled
aboat 200 divorce cases in this time. ‘

There have been fears voiced'bzopﬁonents that if the
ERA is ratified, women: and childrem will lose their right to have
their husbands and fathers support the family, and that women will be
forced to take jobs whethex they wish to;or not to provide d&e~ha}f
“the support.

Since Nevada is a community property state, and since
husband and wife have equal pyesent and existing interests in the
commurrkty earanings of the other, irrespective of the SOutce of incomé;.
vbath parties are already coﬁfributing 50% té the family income“by
legal definition. (MRS 123. 225)

There is no snecxflc statute directing the husband te.
suppoxrt the-wife‘and no procedure whatsoever in the law whereby
eithex can enforce support rights against the other while they live
together. v 4 | | '7 '

Otheﬁ than for the SUpport of the childfen, fqr'whicﬁ bqth‘
paxents are civilly and criminally liable; the only support statutes
that might affect an ongoing marriage where the Darties 1ive.tomethef
is the ome requiring the wafe to support the husband from her separate
property if he is umable to work, has no separate pronerty, and tngy
have no community property. This_cduld be enforced even if he has

_abandonad her. (MRS 122.230(2)  Yet, the hushand doss nsot have oo

k]

support his wife if she unjustifiably aﬁanﬁons him. (MRS 123.110)
A husband cam be criwinally liable for déserting his wife and noﬁ_
supportlno hex only if sbo is destitute. . (NRS ZOIVOZQ)

Undex the ERA both partles or neither party could recelve,

akimony. The same type of circumstances which wouldrdlcﬁate~that a




wife receives alimony would allow the husband to receive aliaangy Pre-
sently, a husband canmot bea gxanted»allmony under ‘Hevada law,
In some 200 divoxce cases, I have h;n&ied net more than

a dozen wives received alimony.  In every case but one, it was

-negotiated because of children and the tax deduction. Less than

10% of my clients have evén asked me abaut alimony and fully one-
fourth insist they do not want even'child‘éuppott} just out.

The present statutes on‘child custa&y and support will
not change under ERA. The courts are empowered to decide on a case
by case basis which parent shoukd have custody, who sﬁould pay suppoxt
and educate the children. The hest interests ﬁf the child iS»tﬁE‘
controlling pwincip&a‘reccgniZed by &avada Courts.

However, if the wife ware ordexeﬂ to pay support and sne‘
is remarried, she could not comply, ‘because her new husband,’ havxng
control of their community, wcﬁld not have to allow her to pay even from
het own earnings.. .

" In a study made af 163»cases where child support was -
ordered, it was found that at the end of the first year, 42% of the
fathers were not complying at all. By the emd of the lﬂtks#@ar,"
79%  weye not complying at ail. (23 Hasting Law Review) o

The suppart rights people are afraid of lasxn often are
only papey rzghtsianyway _ ‘

I am sure you undexstand the tnree minute severely lxmlts

ny remaxks on the subject ofvfamxly lav. I have pxeparedva paper

which I would like to give youfﬁgg, uh&refaxen I am willing to

consult with any of vou or answer any qveg -iong as - to tha -ff@

the ZRA might have upon this area of law,




Text of testimony of:E;;én D. Dennison;>£sq. before
the Joint Session of Sena embly Judiciary
Committees on February 3, 1975:

In 1971, the California Supreme Court in the case of Sailer Inn

vs. Kirby stated:

"The pedestal upon which women have been placed has, all
too often, upon closer inspection, bheasn revealed as a
cage." . .

The invidious discrimination against women which has beéen perpetu-
ated behind the guise of protectionism is no where more evident than in
our community property laws which virtually deny a married woman any
control over the community property which is not real estate. Frankly,
I fail to see how our community property laws in any way protect a
married woman. "

The "power of the purse" which is given to the husband as the
managing partner of the marriage totally precludes a married woman who
does not have a sizeable separate estate from obtaining credit without
hexr husband's consent, excludes her from the decision-making as to what
debts they shall incur - although her earnings are liable for those
debts - and, perhaps the most shocking of all, denies her the right to
be given notice of a lawsuit which could affect what is theoretically,
"her half" of the community property, notice that would otherwise be
reguired as the most fundamental element of our concept of due process
of law.

1. A married woman in Nevada then, cannot readily obtain credit
without her husband's consent.

Since the wife has no legal power to spend the community
earnings, including her own earnings to the extent she spends them for
the support of herself and her children, she therefore has no legal
power to charge the community earnings with a debt. Unless she has a
sufficient separate estate, a lender has no assurance that the debt will
be repaid. Obviously, no lender is going to extend credit to one who
does not have the ability to repay the debt. [1.]

2. Further, a married woman is totally excluded from the decision-
making as to what debts she and her husband will incur during marriage.

If her husband is a poor manager of the community funds, or
simply squanders the community earnings, (and again, I emphasize he may
sguander her earnings as well, through his power to incur debts) her
only recourse is:

(a} To obtain his written consent that her own earnings
(if she has any)will be her separate property and subject
to her control (if he will give such consent), or,

(bY To apply for sole trader status — if it is economically
feasible for her to start her own business with $500 of her
capital, coming either directly or indirectly from her hus-
band (which presumably includes all the community property
since it is under his control) and with no borrowing power
against the community property, or,

Hale and Belford
Attorneys and

Counscllors at Law
vida 89501
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(c} To get a divorce. I make this last comment some-

what sarcastically only to point out that the deeply-engrained
policy in our law of preserving the marriage and family unit

is being thwarted, not promoted, by our community property laws.

3. Finally, a married woman, bscause she lacks substantial
control over the community property need not be served with notice of
a lawsuit which could affect the entire community property which is not
real estate, not just her "husband's half". [2.]

In conclusion, I urge your ratification of the Equal Rights
Amendment as part of the constitutional framework within which our
community property laws, as well as other laws which classify on the
basis of sex, may be tested. The guestion is often posed - cannot we
correct this ineguality between the sexes through state and federal
legislation? To take this naive approach that our rights will always
be protected through legislation is to say that we have no need for
the Bill of Rights nor the other constitutional amendments which protect

' our individual freedoms. Our country is based upon the concept that
we need a constitutional framework under which our laws may be tested
through the judicial process.

It is all too evident from the most recent U.S. Supreme Court
cases involving sex discrimination that the equal protection clause
affords us no such test to eliminate discrimination on the basis of
sex.

Accordingly, I ask for your affirmative vote on the Equal Rights
Amendment. :

Karen D. Dennison, Esq.

[1.] Harrxah vs. Specialty Shops, Inc. 67 Nev. 493 (1950)

{2.] Randono vs. Turk 86 Nev. 123 (1970)

Hale and Belford
Attarncys and
Counscllors at Law

Reno, Nevada 8950t
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Pebs 3, 1975
Statement to the Judiciary Committee of the Nevada State Senate (in favor of ERA)

I would like to acknowledge that there are persons, including women,
who are sincere in their opposition to the proposed Equal Rights Amendment.
But please note that thmx most of the arguments against the amendment are
contrived misrepresentations of the facts. These seem designed primarily
to create fear of ERA rather than to inform.

STOP ERA says Social Security benefits for women would be eliminated by
ERA. This is not correct, as you have already heard earlier in the day.

STOP ERA says that ERA requires every wife to contribute 50% of a family's
financial support. This is the opposite of support obligations spelled out in
the report on ERA by the Judiciary Committee orf the United States Senate. By
STOP's guidelines, secretaries would have to marry secretaries; news reporters,
news reporters. Absurd, and not at all what ERA would do.

Rape laws would be eliminated by ERA, according to the opposition. If the
Nevada Legislature wishes to repeal rape laws, it may do so, but ERA has nothing
to do with the presence oI absence of laws on sexual assault and battery.

Homosexual marriages permitted by ERA? Only the Leguslature may legalize
these if it chooses. Under ERA, such marriages would have to be permitted for
female pariners and male partners both —- if they were permitted at all.

STOP ERA has used one Colorado court case to predict that the husband's duty
to pay child support would end with the adoption of ERA. Actually, in that case
the court upheld the husband's duty to provide support. Nevada statutes already
make both parents responsible for child support anyway.

Are ERA proponents federaily financed, as 3TOP claims? No way. Money spent
on ERA in this state has been raised by Nevada citizens by such means as payment
of dues, contributions, mountain climbs, bracelet sales, and the like,

Does ERA eliminate a woman's choice to be & mother supported by her husband,
as STOP says? No. ERA deals with laws, not private relationships. Married
couples will continue to determine the role of each pariner in the marriage.

Iaws do not make good husbands or good wives or good marriages —- and that includes
widely ignored laws about child support. ERA won't affect thate But the best

of husbands will be happier with ERA's legal protection of wives and children.

We do not seek or need the present crazy quilt of laws that give ue more rights
than our wives have in many areas, and fewer in others. Wives need the legal
protection ERA would give in situations such as the death or disability of the
husband, so that they would have the legal tools to sustain the integrity of

their families, 22 y

" Ross W. Smith
1730 O'Parrell
Reno, Nevada 89503



NATIONAL WOMENS POLITICAL CAUCUS

EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDIIENT RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, a 50-year struggle to obtain Constitutional affirmation and

protection of the equal rights of women and men is close to victory, and

VHEREAS, ratification of the Egual Rights Amendment is vital in orxder to

assure first-class citizenship to all persons, and

WHEREAS, the 27th Amendment to the U,S, constitution has been approved

by Congress and has been ratified by 26 of the required 38 states,

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that completion of the ratification process be

a top priority of the NUPC amd its state and local caucuses, and

Dy
s

BE IT RESOLVED that the NWPC calls on all women and men of goodwill,
political, relj.ious and other leaders, including the President of the
U,5,, to use their prestige and influence to help achieve final adoption

of the’tnual Rights Amendment, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that members of the NWPC will not support for

reelection any members of state legislatures whd vote against ERA,



E.R.A Hearings
doint Judiciary Committee

February 3, 1975
Marriage Laws: Testimomy of Kathleen Worley

Mr, Chalrman, Ladies and Gentlemen,

I am here to discuss the inequalities in the treatment of
the two sexes in present Nevada marriage laws which would
be rectified by passage of the ERA., I will give three
basic examples which show rather clearly that the bases
for distinction between the sexes are blatently 1lleglcal.

#1. Under Nevada law (NRS 122,020) males of the age of

18 and females of the age of 16 may be married. Before

the woman reaches 16, however, she must gain parental
eonsent from her father (unless the mother has legal
custody er the father is incapacitated, dead, or long gone).
One important thing here is the fact that net only are the
ages for marriage unequal but also that the age difference
1s based partly on the idea that women mature earlier than
men and are therefore ready for marriage at an earlier

age.

#2. However, once this woman who was more mature, ready
for marriage earlier than her husband does get married,
whether it be at age 16 or 46, she suddenly becomes in-
capable of functioning on her own. This intelligent little
person, by reason of becoming a wife, is suddenly unable
to coenduct a business under her own name without going
through a court hearing to explalm what in the world could
possibly have induced her to attempt such a veature,

Under the sole trader's act (NRS 124,010 and 124,020) a
weman lnterested im engaging in busimess by herself must
declare under oath that she 1s doing this for the sole
purpose of supporting herself and her children and that
not more than $500 of her husband's money has been used
for the establishment of the busimess. This i1s true even
if she was engaged in a like business before marriage.

How many women have worked to put husbands through sehool
and or used inheritances etc. in setting up husbands'
businesses without their husbands ever having to disclese
theilr source of funds?



-De

#3. Not only do inequalities in law strike at the man

and woman, but they affect children as well. 4 sterling
example has to do with the eligibility for benefits umder
the statutes governing the Nevada Industrial Commlissioa
(NRS616.510). For a husband to be :8ligible to collect
benefits payable upon injury or death of his wife, he

must be totally unable to earn a living and therefore be
presumed to be totally dependent on her. A wife 1s just
assumed to be tetally dependent ox her husband., Thils
discriminates against all persons involved. 4 wife should
know that the money paid to NIC by her employer will go
toward the support of her children if she dies or is dis-
abled on the job, Her husband and children will be affected
Just as much 1f she dies as 1f her husband does. He will
need money for babysitters and/or housekeepers in order to
keep on working. The chlldren are equally entitled te
benefits earned by both mother and father, If what an
enployer pays in for a married female employee goes for
nothing, why should he bother to pay 1it?

We are all entitled to be treated as individuals, not
discriminated against - none of us - by illogical and
inconsistent stereotypes as to what a man or woman,
husband or wife, should be or do in a family relationshilp.



I am William Thornton. I ambanvattorney who has been
in private practice for 14 years.

In at least 907 of the divorce cases I have handled,
‘the support paid by the father is inadequate to cover even half
of the support needed Ey the children. 1In most of those caées,
if the wife is not alfeady working, she is forced to do so or
is forced to go on welfare, 1In a majority of thoée caseé the
couples simply can't afford to divorce because they can't afford
to support two householdsv The ERA cannot change those facts.

Those opposed to the ERA have clalmed that a Colorado

case, People v. Elliott, 525 P.2d 457, dec1ded in August, 1974

states that under the ERA all wives will be forced to work to
provide 50% of the support for their famllles The case was

not decided under Colorado's ERA and does not stand for that

proposition.

Colorado's Equal Rights Amendment became éffective
January 11, 1973. Mr. Elliott was charged with a felony for not
~having supported his minor children for abouf 3-1/2 years under -
the 1893 Colérado non-support statute whiéh applied only to
men. He claimed that the statute was unconstitutionél under
Colorado's ERA because it didn't also apply to women.

The Colorado Supreme Court summarily rejected the
»argument Eecause the amendment was not retroactive. By the time
the case was argued, Colorado had éhanged the statute to anply
to women; but it wasn't retroactive either.

The court decided that the statute was not unconstitu-
tional under the equal proteétiou clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment either. |

Mr. Elliott also claimed that the application of the

statute was an' arbitrary and unreasonable classification and

\



have forced wives into the job market.

viblated’the equal protection clause of the Foﬁrteentb Aﬁehdment,
which the court also rejected saying'the passage was a policy
determination by reason of the respective culturai, social and
economic differences between the parents,‘the father &as better
able to provide support than the mother, -whose primary duties
were the care and malntenance of the chlldren and home. To en-
sure that the father carriedout his duty, crlmlnal penaltles  ’
were 1mposed to protect the child's well-being and prevent~h1$
becoming a public charge; | | | :

The court found that the ‘'gender-based" classificatiom

was not an arbitrary‘classification because 'the proposition that -

men generallz are moreeconomically favored. . .is not an obsolete .

concept . . because ”whether from overt- dlscrlmlnatlon or: from
socialization procees of a male-dominated culture ‘the. job market‘

is inhospitable to the woman seeking any but the lowost pald

JObS " (quotlng u. s. Supreme Court Kahn v. ShEVln 40 L. ED. 2d
189, 94 S.Ct. 1734) o

It should be noted that in NeVada, the criminal non-

'support‘stwute has applied to both parentsyfor‘mahy years.

(NRS 201 020) . It has not forced w1ves to go to work because

1mpllc1t in the statute is the ability of elther parent to pro-

vide such support. Only desire to do so and econom1c;c1rcumstances




STATE %SNT OW FR. LARRY DUNPHY O,F.lM, AT JT. HBARING OF NE SYADA SBHA&& AND ASSEMBLY JUDICIAPY
COMMETTESS, CARSQY . CITY, F“BQJ&; 3, 1975. : : :

H onorable Senators and Assemblymens : ‘
At this particular hearing, I am speaking:in my own name and am not éfficially
speaking in the name of any of the gréups I normally ﬁrepresent here, However, 51nce.
I am a Catholic priest and since some distorted views of the Church's ‘thinking on
thiz matter have been introjected, I have decided fo speak prlmzrlly from a theologmcal
orientation. First of all, neither the Catholic Church in the United Stateb nor the ‘
Catholic Diocese of Nevada .has talen an official position in this matter, Pa:tiéulér,';
organizationa‘within the Church presently stand on both sides. _ Some heaifcncy to '
spaak for the matter has undoubtedly been generated by the erronsous stance of soms _
£0 make ths ERA equivalent with an unlimited Tight to abortion. The d¢51relto grant f"
Women"afgﬁarantcé of equal civil rights in the constitution doss not mean that'they'  »
are to be given a license for irresposible conduct; é vote for ERA is‘in no ﬁay.a’vote'a" 
for abortion. . : ' ( (R s  ,v
A number of attewpts have been made to use the Bible agalnst the ERA. The Bibla gnm;'
out of cultures which gsnerally held women in an inferior social, economlc, andpolltzcal
position; the lanugage, examples; stories and even laws of the Bible cannot hslp but ‘
reflect that. cultural ?fajudice. However, the best scriptural scholars of todsy, ihéist'v
that it is not the intent of the Bible to teach or approve those cultural mbras. In .
fact, it should be quite ¢lear that the Christian era is %0 put those prejudxces aside
as 3t, Paul ert‘&. "There does not ex1st SMONZ JOU o o o Dale nor fcmale. You are all
one in Chr13u Jesus, (Gal. 3/28)
= Hore positively, howsever, the Judeo-Christian tr adltlon from whlch much of -cur -
Consitution and legal tradition springs proclalms dlgnity, vorth and rights of each
individual person without disbtinction as to sex, Our traditions see that human worth L
snd dignity éé realiped in  practiec s most fully when each person is allowesd the fuliﬁcss‘\V°
= of responsible and_lové¢guided use of freedom, The highest Value thaﬁfahy society csn ;
give to its citizens a freedom rooted in reaponsibility, and in reapect and 1oving éoncerﬁ
for individuals, Indeed, socieiy may and must protect the individuals within iﬁ who k
are too weak.or immatute to obtain their own rights, but this duty;to protect the weak
ﬁust never be imposed indiscrimnately on a whole class of personseA : The mature female
iz an equal partner with the male in building the future of this nation and world; the :
femalé doss indsed have her ﬁod~endowcdyd1§ferenccs and characteristics; but to be  : Y
different is not theieby to be either superior or inferior; qﬁnlity is not saman~ss;f” \f\\\“
Woman can be that equal but different partner with man in building jthe future of this
nation and of this globc only if ths discriminstory and needless legal roadblocks against
her are removed& by responsible governments, ' R i ”
Although we ars able %0 "expound upon the equal- dlgnlty of all perdons, whether mﬂla or L
fetiale, a3 viewed in tha Judsao~-Christian tradition, we know from the\\ther cxperience &

of this country that such VAlues aTrc never raallnad in thes concrete without th- G

S
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. s helping force of civid and copsitutz‘agﬁml 1lav. . : .
Therefore, it is appropriate’ I acoepdawith- the thrse Jeusit scholars w# wrote  in

the ‘doaument "The Quest for Justice™: “"Moreover, the Church as a 'voice of conscience' :

for our culture, should vigorously espouse the full equality of women in civil society,” .

. that T as a Catholic priest urge that Nevada lLegislature vote the passags of
' the 27th Admendment %o the United States Constitution,




Testimony pro E.R.A. submitted to the Joint Judiciary Committee Feb. 3, 1975
by Iris Bletsch, Legislation Chaimman, B.P.W., 1641 Foothill Dr.,Boulder City,
Nevada 83005,

Mr  Chairman, Members, I am Iris Bletsch, Legislation Chairman of the Nevada
Federation of Business and Professional Women, and I ask you in this capacity

to vote for ratification of the Equal Rights Amendmentin Nevdda.

The B.P.W. is an organization that has worked since 1919 to elevate the
standard of women in business and professions (all working-'women). We are
not a Iiberal, radical, newly formed organizatipn. We are made up mostly

of conservative women who over the years have found it necessary to fight
discrimination on every hand. Some have been successful regardless of unfair
laws and unequal practices. Woman who have attained this status have a duty
to cother women, to make those places safe for all women who might choose to
reach out. To make sure they have the equal legal '"tools' to carry out what-

ever life they wish to persue as individuals.

IThe sruggle has been long, in 1923 B.P.W. was part of the group that got

the Equal Rights Amendment introduced in the Congress of the United States.
And, every session thereafter, for 40 years... 40 years...before the first
legislation toward the goal of equality on any basis was passed, the Eq.al
Pay Act of 1963, followed by Title VII of the Civil Rights Act (with the word

SEX added by a Southern Congressman who thought it might kill the whole bill.)

Finally, éfter L8 years of study, on Oct. 12, J97lithe U.S; House of
| Representataives passed the E.R.A. 354 to 23, and March 22, 1372 the Senate
followed with a vote 84 to 8, with affirmative votes from Nevada! Ratification
of the States followed until far left organizations and newly founded groups
such as Stop E.R.A., formed solely for defeat of the amendment popped up to
cloud the issue with myths,lemotionaJism and scare téctics...all which réally

have no bearing on 'equal legal rights''. And, sadly enough, Nevada a pioneer



Pro E.R.A. - Iris Bletsch - Page 2

STATE, with a fine heritage of humanism and spirit went down in a wave of
~ theatrics in 1373 with crocadile tears and satin pillows. Few were the
stalwert women who came West, worked and fought beside their men, that had

much time for tears and satin pillows!

The Equal Rights Amendment is supported by our able Governor Mike Q'Callahan.
He cited in his State of State message the impressive figures of working
women in our state, with 14,000 wamen heads of households. "It is only fair,"
he said,'that women who through experience have shown they are willing to
share the obligations and.responsibilities should be entitled to a full

share of the rewards.!

The Equal Rights Amendment will be ratified by the necessary 38 states,
probably by April 1975, and surely by March 1979. The Gallup Poll shows

79% U.S. citizens in favor of E.R.A.

B.P.W. has worked for more than‘50 years for equal legal rights, we are

patient, persistent and PREPARED, to work as long as it takes, on all levels,

I ask you, ladies and gentlemen, to join the long list in our state as well
as country, of outstanding people and organizations who support the Equal
Rights Amendment...E.R.A. is the American'Way....Stand up and be counted,

Mevada, Vote Yes!



© SUSAN HANNAH IN FAVOR OF RATIFICATION OF THE "E.R.A." - Feb. 3, 1975

GOOD AFTERNQON LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: I AM SUSAN HANNAH. I AM PRESIDENT OF THE
 SOROPTIMIST INTERNATIONAL OF SPARKS, NEVADA AND A RESIDENT OF SPARKS. 1 WAS BORN
. IN ELY AND RAISED IN PIOCHE AND CONSIDER MYSELF A NEVADAN TO THE BONE.

I AM SPEAKING TODAY IN FAVOR OF RATIFICATION OF THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT TO THE
UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION.

FIRST LET ME DEFINE WHAT T CONSIDER TO BE A RIGHT. A RIGHT IS AN ACT WHICH AN INDIVIDUAL
CAN PERFORM AND WHICH IS PROVIDED PROTECTION BY THE GOVERNMENT. HISTORICALLY AND
CORRECTLY, THE VEHICLE FOR PROVIDING SUCH PROTECTION IN OUR SYSTEM IS THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION. IN SIMPLE TERMS, THE CONSTITUTION IS THE PROPER DOCUMENT TO PROVIDE

- GUARANTEES OF RIGHTS.  IT PRESENTLY, AS YOU KNOW CERTAINLY BETTER THAN I, PROVIDES US

- WITH GUARANTEES OF SEVERAL RIGHTS. EXAMPLES OF SUCH ARE THE FREEDOM OF SPEECH, FREEDOM
OF ASSEMBLY, FREEDOM OF RELIGION, THE RIGHT TO HAVE AND BEAR ARMS. OUR PRESENT U.S.
CONSTITUTION GUARANTEES OWNERS OF PROPERTY THE RIGHT TO KEEP THAT PROPERTY AND NOT HAVE
IT TAKEN AWAY BY GOVERNMENT, WITHOUT DUE PROCESS OF LAW.

SOME OF YOU LEGISLATORS HAVE TOLD ME THAT THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT IS UNNECESSARY
. BECAUSE THE 14th AMMENDMENT FORBIDS STATES TO "DENY TQ ANY PERSON WITHIN ITS JURISDICTION
EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS". HOWEVER, THIS AMENDMENT DOES NOT PROVIDE EQUAL PROTECTION
FOR CLASSIFICATIONS OF PEOPLE OR THINGS. FOR EXAMPLE, SOME STATES MAY IMPOSE SOME
TAXES UPON LOCALLY OWNED STORES AND DIFFERENT TAXES UPON CHAIN STORES. THESE LAWS HAVE
BEEN UPHELD IN THE COURTS. OR, CONSIDER THE FEDERAL INCOME TAX LAWS WHICH CERTAINLY
CLASSIFY BY AMOUNT OF INCOME. AGAIN, THE COURTS HAVE CONSIDERED THESE LAWS CONSTITUTIONAL.
OUR OWN STATE CERTAINLY CLASSIFIES ITS CITIZENS BY AGE AND BY SEX AND LEGISLATES
~ ACCORDINGLY. WE HAVE AN ENTIRE CHAPTER, CHAPTER 609. COVERING "WOMEN AND MINORS".
- THEREFORE, I STATE THAT THE 14th AMENDMENT DOES NOT FORBID LAWS WHICH ARE DISCRIMINATORY
BY CATEGORY.

LET'S CONSIDER ONE EXAMPLE ONLY OF OUR STATE LEGISLATION CONCERNING THE FEMALE SEX.

(MY EXAMPLE IS CONTAINED IN CHAPTER 123 OF THE NEVADA REVISED STATUTES.) SECTION 123.190
OF NEVADA REVISED STATUTES STATES THAT MY EARNINGS BELONG TO MY HUSBAND AND ONLY IF HE
GIVES ME WRITTEN AUTHORITY CAN I SPEND MY OWN WAGES. ALSO IN CHAPTER 123 IT EXPLAIKS THAT
1 MUST FILE AN INVENTORY OF MY SEPARATE PROPERTY BEFORE MARRIAGE WITH THE COUNTY RECORDER
IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE CONSIDERED MY SEPARATE PROPERTY AFTER MARRIAGE. WHERE IS SUCH

‘ "LEGAL PROTECTION" FOR MY HUSBAND? '

AS T MOVE FROM STATE TO STATE, I DO NOT FEEL THAT I SHOULD HAVE TO GAIN LEGAL TRAINING -

IN THE LAWS OF THAT PARTICULAR STATE IN ORDER TO KNOW WHAT HOURS I CAN WORK, WHAT WASES

I EARN MAY BELONG TO ME, OR WHAT I AM ALLOWED TO DO OR NOT DO SIMPLY BECAUSE I WAS CREATEE
4A FFEMALF RATHER THAN A MALE.
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SUBJECT:  FAVORABLE RATIFICATION OF THE EQUAL LEGAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

Mr. Chairmen, Members of the Senate and Assembly Judiciary Committee:

I am Kathryn Kelly, resident of Reno, Nevada; Chairman of the Status
of Women Committee of the Soroptimist International of the Americas,
.Inc., Southwestern Region, This Region comprises the states of

. Hawaii, California, and Nevada. Hawaii and California have
ratified the Equal Rights Amendment and now we look to the Nevada
Legislature to also ratify the Equal Legal Rights Amen&ment.
Since I own a private Employment Agency and Temporary Employment
Service in Ren?/ My remarks will be addressed to Employment and
"Proﬁective” Laws.
Many states have so-called ''protective' Legislation which applies
only to women; restricting the number of hdﬁrs they work, setting
limitations on the pounds they can lift? restricting night work,
providing for special seating arrangements, prohibiting their
employment in certain occupations, etc, While these laws were

. . originally enacted to prevent women from being exploited,

commiTree. The Status of Women ..
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they now serve to restrict employment opportunities by keeping
women out of jobs which offer higher pay or advancement. Women
do not need protection against oppressive conditions which have
ceased to exist, Rather, they need the same things men workers
need: broad coverage by federal wage and hour legislation,
adequate guarantees against occupational hazards, eté;
Consequently, state ''protective' laws for women impose additional
considerations for the employer who hires them. If all other
factors are equal, and if an employer has to supply additional
benefits to a woman worker, he will be more hesitant to hire

her, and give her options open to men. Given current employment
practice and health standards, such laws create an expense to the
employer and offer no benefit to women that is not just as
desirable for men,

Many of these state "pfotective" lawé are being struck down because
they are incompatible with Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, which prohibits sex discrimination in employment where

sex is not a ''bona fide occupational qualification''. The Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission has found that ''such laws and
regulations do not take into account the capacities, preferences
and abilities of individual females and tend to discriminate

rather than protect."
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Women today work for the same reasons as men -- namely, to
support themselves and other dependents. And increasingly,

women are testing the validity of state ''protective' laws.

Olga Madar, Vice President of the United Auto Workers, has pointed-
out that it is not'the professional or business women, but |
the '"real! working women in the factories, with or without the
support of theirvunions, who are bringing suits charging the
state protective laws with discrimination based on sex.

The Equal Rights Amendment would have one of two possible effects
on such laws. Where there are restrictions on women only, such
as limits on the number of hours the? can work, the laws would
most likely be nullified. Where special benefits apply only

to women, the law would either be held invalid or be extended

to men and women equally. Examples of laws which may be expanded
include those providihg for rest periods of health and safety
protections. Men are now sometimes denied the very real benefits

these laws offer.



STATEMENT OF ASSEMBLYMAN BOB BENKOVICH
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I would like to make just two points for the
record. '

First, in American society, there is no place
for the partialing out of rights.

The issue here is who we will legally define
as a citizen.

If we really want a democracy, there is no
decisicn to be made on the Equal Rights Amendment.

So, the questions really is, do we REALLY, REALLY
want a democracy.

My second point is this: It has already been men-
tioned that a recent Gallup Poll showed 79% of Americans
supporting the Equal Rights Amendment.

Well, I conducted a survéy”in my Assembly District,
which runs from Reno north to the Oregon border, and 77%
of the votes backed E.R.A.

Now, I'm not talking about lobby-generated mail or
a newspaper questionnaire--I'm talking about a scientific
survey using many of the principals I've learned in my
graduate education.

I am convinced, as a legislator and as a social
scientist, that 77% of the votes in North Washoe County
want the Equal Rights Amendment passed.

Thank you.
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I am Don M. Busick, a husband and father, and a five year
resident of Nevada. I support the Equal Rights Amendment
and urge that the Nevada Legislature ratify it.

I am employed as a pilot for Pan Amerdcan World Airways,
serve as a lay minister and a member of the Vocational
Relations Committee of the Nevada Presbytey, the governing
body of the Presbyterian Church in Nevada, which has gone
on record supporting ERA and has ordered its Clerk to write
the legislature urging its support of ERA:

This morning I address you as a father and husband who wants
equal protection under the law for women. The amendment reads:
Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or a-
bridged by the United States or by any state on account of sex.

It is brief and to the point. It is time to change sex-role
based discrimination that keeps women from achieving social
and. legal supports. Less will informed legislators believe
that removing laws discriminating against women would also
remove laws designed to protect women. Yet "protective!

. legislation does not protect women, but does help keep working
women from higher-paying jobs. This is a critical issue for
the large number of children who are dependent on a mother's
income, either because of illness of the father, or death, or
divorce. : -

I know that anxiety about social change is natural and in-
evitable. Yet, I also know that when patently false rationali-
zations are used to support oppostion to needed social change,
that anxieties about such change often lie behind the opposition.

As legislators, you can lead or react. Nevada in the past has
not been a leader of social change. Unfortunately the image of
this fine state has been clouded by :emotionalism, confusion,
and false rationalizations.

The Equal Rights Amendment will become the law of the land.

It is up to you whether Nevada will lead in the development
of this much needed social change on behalf of women's rights,
or be dragrged Into it as one of the last bastions of sex dis-
crimination.

(\\ N\

NN -
: \\\,»\\'\'& @(vi;/\ wq

. Don M. Busiock
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Mr. Chairmgn, Members of the Senate and Assembly Judiciary
Committees, and Members of the 58th Session (1975-77):,

I am Hope Roberts, residentvof Reno, Nevada, since 1948;

married, the mother of one son, blessed with three grandsons,

a business~woman, who has invested in the Social Security

Program since its inceptioﬁ (which fact does not apply to

my husband who lacks 36 years investment.to present time); and

who chose to begin a sixth career in 1973, following 24
years of self-employment in a business which catered

exclusively to divorce clientele (both men and women -

the majority being men, who had to resolve the same

problems related to the dissolution of the marriage

contract as the wOmed) |

Since appearing during the 57th Session, eep¥-ofthat

ded-—tomriris-presentatdorn Legislators
have asked '"Why do we need a Constitutional Amendment?

Aren't women covered by the Constitution now?
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It's true there is no wording in the Constitution which

says that women are not covered. But it has been said

that the Constitution means what the Supreme Court

says it means. The Supreme Court has never held that
discrimination based on sex, unlike discrimination
based on race, is inherently '"'suspect'. In fact, the
Supreme Court has upheld many laws which plainly dis-
criminate against women.

In Minor v. Happersett (1874), the Court held that the

14th Amendment's equal protection clause did not give
women citizens the right to vote. It took a Constitutional
Amendment 46 years later to do that.

"reasonableness' to laws which

Applying a standard of
discriminated on the basis of sex, the Supreme Court in
Goésartvv. Cleary (1948) upheld a Michigan law prohibiting
all females (other than the wives and daughters of male

licensees) from being licensed as bartenders.

It was not until 1971, in Reed v. Reed, that the Court

for the first time struck down a law which discriminated
against women, But in doing so, the Court did not
overrule earlier cases ‘and did not hold that sex dis-

crimination is "suspect' under the l4th Amendment.
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In 1973 (Ezzptiero v. Richardson), the Supreme Court
nulified provisions in Federal law which discriminated
against women members of the Armed Forces. While an
eight-to~one majority of the Court agreed that the
statute deprived women of due process, only four of

the Justices went‘furthervand held that classifications
based on sex were 'inherently suspect'., Three others
believed that it was inappropriate to decide the issue

at that time in part because the Equal Legal Rights

Amendment had been submitted to the states for ratification.

Thus, there was not the Court majority needed to establish

a fundamentally new constitutional rule.

Where does this leave women? It leaves them bearing the
burden of proof in each case to prove that governmental
action perpetuatinglséx discrimination is unreasonable,
And thaﬁ is a heavy burden to carry.

The Equal Legal Rights Amendment will make it clear that

the burden is not on each woman plaintiff to show that

sex discrimination is illegal. It will, instead, assure
all men and women the right to be free from discrimination
based on sex,

Hope Roberts



@

e F-'ELL_OWSHIP

°

2;504%//2/7] e «2’;/77;;

W//? 45% %ﬁﬂug/ UWDER Lo 1 ré//U%LMN’/?L/ 7
mzm/u /)OL/ TICH . VD LhEBAC. 5747’ =0 Y7
é{/ﬁ‘% HAmzricAn coomen) ARE /Ké%ui/L/ REEATED
o pirreRlon wESHz_ STaus in 7HE ConfriTuziosoF e

Yn\rED SIRTES, 777
w/g,qgfzg /-%w P2 @ é&z//?z_ /@5//3 /Mé/umzzcv’ ;

5 e prereRE THE Y
BE_ /T THEREFPE ¥ W?/ 7T //m@aeff

¢ R r ﬁ?’éﬂw@mj o THE /(/4////’??//(/1.) Femvsaos65 a3

oF //45 /Z)g JADS- D> ERER PRNOUAEE THEIR_
Prlrovac_ oF-ryeR A #VP OO FURTIER. WpsE (75
ff’ff/z‘ W 7on 7%;/ //,é: f c:/*/r%”/c‘:f ,%/2/27 /5’:*5:%_49%

WQ/L{;E%\L

| UNITARIAN FELLOWSHIP OF RENO /& édf—(ﬁée

: .Meetings: Sunday at 10:30A.M. - YWCA Btdg iao/ey Rd..



°

the

Episcopal
Church ,
\SenatclnllNﬁ%a@aa Barengo, Members of the Judiciar Committees.

I am Wesley Frensdorff, Bishop of the Episcopal Diocese of Nevada.

The Rt. Reverend

Bishop of Nevada

The Equal Rights Amendment, in my mind, will be a positive force in
bringing greater equity and justice to our society.

Passage for this amendment can be urged on many grounds,but I would like
to commert on its effect on Marriage and Family Life. Opponents often
glve the .impression that equality between the sexes has a negative
effect on marriage, parenthood and family life. I do not believe that
such is the case.

For some years now we have been in the midst of many forces of cultural
change.. some of these have related to the role and status of men and
women. Confusion and pain, understaudably, are part of such change. It
1s my conviction that the positive aspects of these changes must be max-
lmized, and passage of this amendment would help to do so.

Marriage, in the Christian view, is the mutual and total commitment of
a man and a women to one another for mutual love, support and personal

‘rowth. Such a relationship can most fruitfully develop if it is a real

ove partnership between two mature and free persons. The ultimate in
human relationships is inter-dependence - not either dependence or in-
dependence.

Far be it from me to deny the mysterious differences between male and
female. But, in the past these differences have been too tightly drawn
and sterotyped - men and women have been put in very small pigeon holes
The potential of the marriage relationship lies in the infinite variety
of person which make up both the male and female of the species. Rather
than affirming these differences between sexes as part of human mystery,
the Western culture has forced them into rigid patterns - often with
destructive effects. Whatever the value of these rigid roles may have
oeen in the past to either sex, or to society as a whole, the time has
come to loosen these bouds and seek fresher ways for the human potential
(both male aund female) to be realized.

Thus it is my conclusion that we need to press for the greatest amount
5f equity between men and women to streugthen the marriage bond We
2lso need less rigidity with regard to roles of parents within the fam-
ily dynamics. Rather than having a negative effect or children and
families as a whole, it would more likely have a beneficial effect as
soth parents can expmss their love for their children in ways that are

less controlled by stereotypes and mae by individual gifts and abilities.

[f the basic convictions of our American society are valid, that all

‘uman beings - though infinite in their variety - are equal in the sight

Of God and of one auother, then the Equal Rights Amendment is merely a
long-overdue affirmation of that principle.

% % % % %
k Post Office Box 6357 * 2390 West Seventh Street * Reno, Nevada 89503 * Telephone (702) 747-4949

Wesley Frensdorff\

/
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Statement to Judiciary Committee of Nevada Legislature - February 3, 1975
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I am V1rg1n1a Ca1n of Reno, a working homemaker. I have been married 30

years to the same man, am a mother of three and a grandmother. I am pro-
fessionally trained and employed. I have personally experienced discrim-
ination in hiring practices in Nevada. I believe in the sanctity of the

home and preservation of the family unit. I am convinced that passage of
the ERA will reinforce this.

As Legislative Chairman of Reno Business and Professional Women, I have
been directed by the membership to urge the ratification of the Equal
Rights Amendment. The National BPW has worked since 1919 for equal rights
under the law, regardless of sex. They have raised and appropriated ‘
$250,000 to be used to educate the public and to effectively lobby for

the passage of the ERA. Women are not legally persons under the constitu-
tion and we will not be until the ERA is ratified. We understand the need -
for this protection for all women because many of us are housewives, as
well as successful business and professional women who handle money, and
property, and in addition raise families.

The Reno Democratic Womens Club has also directed me to urge your support
of the Governor's request to pass the ERA. We women are entitled to this

protection.- Don't let down the women of Nevada; your wives, sisters,
. daughters, and granddaughters. Protect them under the law. Ratify the ERA.

/ Lo

27710 %M&)ﬂ?
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TO: All Legislators of Nevada

FROM: Louise C., Lightner

Honorable members of the Judiciary Committee I am Louise C. Lightner,
a concerned citizen of Nevada who speaks in favor of the Equal Rights
Amendment.

As a person employed to direct programs for the senior citizens of
Nevada, I am concerned with inequities which create problem situations for
these elderly people. May I add, that the senior citizens comprise a larger
percentage of our population each year.

Women who have had. fewer educational dpportunities, and as a result
more limited job experiences do not have adequate benefits to support themselves
in their retirement years. The option of drawing on their own social security
benefits or on those of their husbands does not really provide them much -
option. On the other hand, widowers do not even have the option to draw on
their wives benéfits. Living on fixed income is problematical at best but
in these days of inflation it is particularly difficult.

Many of the senior citizens will not live to benefit from the advantages
which Ehe Equal Rights Amendment could provide in the future. Just as many
people who fought so hard for women's right to vote never lived to exercise
that privilege.

But, if women, through the benefits that the Equal Rights Amendment would
provide, could avail themselves of equal educational opportunities, equal
employment opportunities and equal pay, they could move through life sharing
responsibilities with their husbands. Perhaps, by this sharing, men could be

spared the early heart attacks which leave a high percentage of widows among

our senior population.



I have spoken to many of our senior ﬁomen who express interest in the
passage of the Equal Rights Amendment in order that younger women will be
able to have broader options than they themselves have had.

Therefore, I request that you give favorable consideration to the passage
of the Equal Rights Amendment so that all of our citizens in the senior

years may have a dignified life in an environment of her own choosing.



s teol

wore

J, Y

. on the ;
ssutﬁticn 
:thiéalij.
'iape.'
o 't?‘.";v‘«:
sCirnes

r-—ﬁn du”t a3

volnnt and rean

nsa_or*

more



dmayabb
Original


ng - to _eyeryOon
e al
for:e




&W}ndw Dare nf a

Members of the Judiciary Committees:

. A home economist, by training, must be vitally interested in kevery’aspect/ N
of home and family life, She is a perennial student and practitioner., And most
of all.she believes in and helps families cope with constant technical éndb TP
social change,

Satenig St. Marié, immediate past president of the American Home Econémics
Asgociation says, "a healthy family builds a sense’of fémily solidarity through
shared expe?ienees and activities....: ‘Homg beeémes}-a significant vexperie.nce to’ *
create an énvirdninent in ‘wt"yict_l éeopl‘e’ llve both as ihdj,w;‘iduals and members of a
family..,that can influence each'in'di‘vidual to gfow and dévelop t;a his self-f
actualization can he be a rforce‘ in improving sociéty and the world around him,"
ERA can help women and men achieve this self-actualization. |

In a new docmented study of marriage in the U, S., Redbook Magazine (Feb, '75)
flatly states marriage is flourishiﬁg again. Among 384 cbﬁples, and 239 leading 7

. marriage authorities, commitment is the primary word uséd to describe‘_ the turn~
around from living togethér. Couples are more mature, marrying as two honest and
g_q\_m_l individugls within a partnership. 'l‘his’ new trend is attributed to the
‘Women's Movement because woaén{ are ﬁérrying from choice ﬁot necessity, Sh:a has
options. A Boper Poll in,di.cates women want ’chiibldren--only one in one hu{xdred
does ‘not, The family will remain a basic unit of Aﬁérican éo,ciety_.

ve find through study of ERA and living of family life that ERA-dbes nbf.
interfere with personal marital and famlly relationshi.ps. ERA does' not 'foréé a
woman to leave- motherhood and home to work. ERA does not threaten fam.ly h.fe, : |
but boosts the name "Ebmemaleer" to legal economic status,

Student ‘Member Section—--merican Home Economics Association, ﬁniversity of Navada

Reno, Unanimous support by secret ballot,
‘ .)A;/a@ru ﬁ;?/ W At oo

Gl e




SCU00L, CF . IME BCUHoOMICS
University of Nevada -  Reno
Student rember Section
‘merican ome Beonomics Association

‘» 1/30/75

The amendment reads as follows:

ECUAL RIGUTS ALENDIENT

1. Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged
by the United States or by any State on account of sex,

2. The Congress shall' have the power to enforee, by appropriate
legislation, the provisions of this article, /

3, This amendment shall toke effect two years after the d&tg of

ratification,

Resolution about the Bqual Rights Amendment:

thereas, tUomen and wen should have equal opportunities to reach their

full potential in every way, and
' ihereas, Discrimination on the bazis of sex and marital status exists
ir the legal aystem, in education, business, industry and government; and

Whereas, ERA does unot threaten home life, but provides for the
affirmative commitment to equality in the home, or in work, or both;
therafore, be it ‘

Lesolved, 7hat the Student ewmber Seection, /merican llome Econonics
hssociation, University of Nevada-Reno, supports beth gevernmental and private
Aefforts to eliminate diserimination on the basis of zex and marital status in
the legal system, education, business, industz‘y and goveraments; asnd be it |
further ) |

Resolved, That the Student lMewmber Section, smerican liome Ceonomics
Agpociation, Uniwversity of Nevada-Repno believes inm it's profession, in the
Eamily, and in the equality of women and men and supportse the ratification

. of the Squal Rights seenduens in Nowada,

T FAVCR OF THE RESOTION 7
AGATEST THE RESOLUTION .
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I am Marion Siuber,‘rcpresontinq the Leaque of Womaen Vnters, Pana-Snarte,
The League of Vowmen Vnkors, after extensive skudy 8% all

asoeats, strangly
suuports the Boual Rights Amendment, |

. . o . N
Overwhelming evidence, throroudhlv dncumentoed hv Ennarecasimpal hearinae,

shows that sex diserimination under the 1aw eoxists, vhurki~nlaelv in the
areas of legal riqghts, cducation, canlavment and Finapcial ontinne,
Discrimination in the avea of lecal rightz is disturbing hernare it roatvicts
Jbasic rights and responsibilitics of sur daencratic ststem, Frwever, —

sex discrimination in education, cuploviment and craedit ie evon rinre dia-
turbing, becauze it affocts the maiority of women and thelir Funilies

in this country, and beeause these detrimovlul offeeis last “or a Vi Fotine,

The ERA as worcded, savz verv siunply that nnu;?;F! 0 wichhs undey the
.law siiall not he denicd or akridaed hy the Tinited Stabtes ox hw onw Blaie
(e

n account of sex." In other wﬂvdn, it will wvreovide canalitis unday the
law through a Censtitutbi sull warantee of emunl ricnts and renagl franbront
For both sexes.-- Thistis a flr:t.~ f'heve 12 an oiaro in the Vﬁ?*nﬁ~
Statan »on"t’Ll ] - an B

r Hion Ay in any miior conxd decision,  that coleawd o
fte general principle that digcrimivation on the hasie of aoxn 4q iTieaal,

S A

ot

. '~;N . .
A Constitutional Amendment is the best means ~F brinaing ahead chanann

in the framowork of cur laual svaten, Since the PRa doos o avint Pho

~ . » ’ . i . . .t R »
Fedaral Govermsent cxcolusive enforcoment vowecs, sbabos vebain thekr 3
avthericy to imulenent the E?A's pwov1 tjoms. States vould hove The epiors

tunity to affoct their omm Phna» es For a veriod of By venyt ofter vatis
Eication of BHA, g i '

Mo ame ndmeut or atatute could wmmw11utelvlsolve tho thele srehlem of
discriminatien bascd en sex. The bulk of tha predudiion and unairacss
agaivst wemen does uot stem from the command of s sactFie ginfaten, Tt
is much more 3ubt]e;‘ It comes frem the socially {zu“"iriihjﬂﬂv“ ahent:
the so-called '‘proper rola of woman!, vhxvn are kaooewing i Jvma ds v01¢n~
ing L~q&fu]1 notcntan] " But the passage of this amondiment will go a
Jong way towasd providing the Llrd~o£ dmgnxty dnd lecal status to which
every American is ent iiled. '

1‘!

.!rm_ arguments. l‘nvo bonn zeywai ed and delm&och but th2 hasic isruve remains

the same-- lagul equalibty with the choicees, rights and rﬁunnnn-ﬁi]wtlns
off full citizenship for men and wvoanen. -




AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN
NEVADA STATE DIVISION

February 3, 1975

‘I am Martha Jessup, President of the Nevada State Division of
the American Association of University Women, speaking in behalf
of the 850 members statewide and the 195,000 members nationally.

AAUW was founded in 1881 by a group of university graduates
who had overcome great discrimination to obtain their degrees and
then met continuing discrimination. The accepted view of women
and education was that it ruined their health, their brains were
not equal to it, and it destroyed the grace and charm inherant in
young women. AAUW was formed to research the truth or fallacy of
these views and to work actively to abolish the laws and practices
which upheld these views of women as a group.

The AAUW legislative program is drawn from proposals of the
membership and is adopted at each national convention. The overall
emphasis is the human dignity of each individual. Our organization
studies and supports legislation in the areas of education, commun-
ity, foreign policy, and individual rights.

AAUW worked for the passage of the 19th Amendment, which
provided women the right to vote. AAUW opposed the view of the
suffrage opponents who stated that giving women additional respon-
sibilities to that of wife and mother, in this instance the
responsibility to vote, would be destructive to the American family.
It took 50 years of activity for women to achieve the right to
vote and required an Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

In 1971 at the National AAUW Convention, the resolution was
passed by the approximately 2,000 delegates in attendance that
priority be placed on passage of the ERA without crippling
amendments. AAUW members recognized that rights and respon-
sibilities go hand-in-hand. We do not want to be partial citizens,
we each want our own first-class citizenship. Any attempt to
dilute legal equality by writing in protections for women as a
group fails to recognize that each woman is an individual. Just
as the United States Congress had to approve the Civil Rights Act
to prohibit discrimination based on race, color, religion,
national origin or sex in employment, so it has proven necessary
to add the ERA to make it unconstitutional to catagorize based on
sex in all other matters.



February 3, 1975 .

Page -2-

It is hard to understand why it is taking so long to recognize
women's rights as individuals. The American Association of University
Women urges each of you to ratify the Equal Rights Amendment, a
commitment to the human dignity of each person, man or woman.



My name is‘Isabel Kimble. I am a housewife.

Ve were asked today to be unemotlonal aﬂd to llmlt our remarks

to legal queetloqs. Mg peroonal hlstory w1th the laws OA Gallfornla

and Nevada is as follews , i - :
Dhoruly after I ”Ot out of the serv1ce at the end of World War IIL;

I marrled.e;The marrlage la ted three years and one em@ﬁ son was the:f;f

,issue‘cf‘that marriage. | | i .

| Whenelkgetvmy divorcell waived allmony. &% of women in S

California waive allmoay and figures in other states are comparable. ;v 
For chlld sunpcrt I was supnosed to recelve 510 per week.y In ~

a two year nerlcd T oollected about $200 and 1n the remalnlng 14

yemrs- | nOlleCted nOthlng* A study by the Amerlcan Bar Aseoclatloﬁ'ffe&

in 1965 lndleaues that my experlence is typlcal.

The bqual nghts Amendment hopefully w1ll equallze the load
earrled by~d1v0reed women. - Bven if it doesa‘b and women contlnue
to carry tne maln burden then that represents no change, not a
'change for the worse. g | L

I am a natlve of Callfornla and my‘son was born and ralsed
in California. He had never left the State and as a natlve o?
Cdlifdrnia he‘wa entltled to attend the Uﬂlver 1ty ef C‘raxll;Eo:ic'zz:x.‘a.,;'-zrjs,"“i’?”;"i

A

as a native. ‘He was caarmed 3?400 in oat~of—otate fees because-foh

Font e T e m -8 @ g m T marrled a Nevad& man. ’l‘he

legal reason for this gross miscarriage of gustlce 1s that ae a 1}[2{'

e aa§§§%~emgz~marrled woman;:lest my S

~ right of domicile.

I alao lost my credlt of fifteen years standlng., The lemal
reason for thlu 15 that both in Callfornla and Nevada\a married :
woman has no manaperlal rights of the famlly meney; éﬁﬁtdﬁﬁuﬁﬂe
@ﬁﬁﬁrigﬁﬁzaamezﬁ 1kaﬁx 33?:ﬁa&a§&'§aa-z&ﬁﬁLaaggnﬁﬁEak eﬁfﬁﬁhﬁ‘iﬁiﬁﬁ@g

"W& m iy W m o ,*,W..,...m ’ m_ ' T o
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Also, for this same'reaSOn I may not start a business Wiﬁhout‘°

my husbands consent. I am also exoluded from the retmremen* plan
which Congress passed last year. housewmves are now v1rtually the‘

only group within our socieﬁy who may not legally;start a tax~exempt‘

retirement~plan. o1d WiddW@d houseWiveS'formAthe hardicorasgfb
‘xtxﬁme poverty in our country.

We naed thn Equal Rl@hts Amendment 80 that respon31ble womehf  :

may function as adults whether thej are marrled or 31ngleaﬁ Iﬁ,'“

have peroonally found that the laws are much more - panlshlna dfﬁj,\§* 




Feb, 3, 1975

Statement to the Senate Judiciary Committee of the Nevada Legislature in favor
of adoption of the BEqual Rights Amendment

An out-of-state spokeswoman against ERA, Fhyllis Schlaffly, said recently
that discrimination on the basis of sex has been abolished in academic institutions.
That statement is certainly not true for the University of Nevada, Reno, as the
following figures will showe These figures are drawn from the 1973~74 UNR Catalog,
because the University has failed as far as I can tell to publish the reports
required by the Civil Rights Act concerning distribution of academic and professional
appointments by sex. *

There are NO women with academic rank in the Colleges of Mines, Engineering,
or Agriculture (according to the 73-74 catalbg.)

In the College of Arts and Science, there are 182 persons with the rank
of Professor, Associate Professor or Assistant Professor, Ten (10) are women: 53%

Ten of the twenty-one departments in Arts and Science list no women in any
kind of professional appointment. (Art, Biology, Chemistry, History, Journalism,
Criminal Justice, Military Science, Philosopy, Physics, Speech and Drema,)

In the field of biology, for example, slightly over 20% of the Ph.D. degrees
granted nationally in general biology through the 1960's went to women. Yet in
our department of 15 members, there is no woman at all.

The master's degree is considered sufficient preparation for teaching in
the Department of Music. Nationally, about 48% of the master's degrees in music
go to women. Yet none of the seven full-time members is female, Women occupy
only the part time, marginal, and low paid positions.

In Arts and Science, there is one female full professor out of 62 overall;
four female associate professors out of 65 overall (6%); five assistant professors
out of 55 overall (9%). No wonder women professionals seeking jobs are unemployed
at a rate 2 or 3 times higher than men! (source, On Cempus with Women May 1973, p. 4,
from Association of American Colleges, Wasnington D.C.)

The present laws to remedy such discrimination all involve federal bureau~
cratic intervention. The bureaucracies involved all have backlogs of thousands
of complaints, and years of delay may awaimt the complainant and the university
in any given case. It is hoped that ERA will simplify this present tangle of
federal red tape, to the relief of everyone involved,

* I have more figures than those given here. The University itself should be able
t0 provide more complete and up to date information.

Mrs, Ross W. Smith P

(Catherine P. Smith)
1730 O'Farrell St.
Reno, Nevada 89503





