v’

nnciszi:"nisizi RS

E

. EB-160 507 . S e S | :sa 011 1?5' RN
BﬁTﬁDB : Gecas, V;ktot* nnifﬂtbers: ! ' "':> o y
TIILE ‘ - The Equal. Rights Amendment in Eashlngtcn State:. An

nalysis and Interpretaticr cf Voting Patterns.
SEéﬁf AGEHCI%“ Washington State Univ., Pullman. Cept. cf Rural
‘Sociology.; Washingtcr State Univ., Pulllan. Sacial
Research Center.

v

‘PUB DYTE" - §777 ' v ,
NOTE" 4 .22p. : ' -

' N L. ) N .

EDES PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$1,67 Plus Ecstage. oo,
DESCRIPTORS Attitudes; #*Behavioral Science Research; *Civil

. Rights Legislation; Data Analysis; Bqual Facilities;:
Equal Opportunities (Joks); Females; *Pclitical -

! LS Attitudes; Politics; Fublic Cpirion; #*Sex
LY Discrimination; Sex Role; Sex Sterectypes; Social
ngf Change; Social Discriiinatieﬁ-‘fzate Surveys. Tables_
. . (Data); *Voting . .
IDEH?IFIE?S ) Equal ‘Rights Amendment; Washington
» s = ’ . .‘ g\ﬁ £ =
ABSTRACT

A study was unﬂertaken ir Washington £tat€ to
investiqate voting behavior on the Equal-Rights Amendmgnt (ERA); )
wvhich yas approved Ly Washington state vcters in.1572., Specifically,

- researc} objectives were to determine whc was fcr or against the EEA,
to as=sess the nature of ijectlons to the ERA, and tc ccnsider

- implications "60f the ERA for iam;ly relaticnshipes. A random sample, of
over 800 Washington state residents was interviewed by teléphene in
Decenber 1972. Infczmat;on was obt ained on respcndents'. age, sex,
marltal status, cccupatlan, Eﬂucaticn, fallly éiZE, pelltical and

'Findinqs inalcaté& that men 'Were more iavzrable taiarﬂ “the ERléthan ;
vomen; single and divorced re=pandentz were more favorable than were D\
married respondents; young wvere more favorable than cld; vhite ccllar
wvorkers were more favorable than blue ccllar wcrkers; and individuals
with more ‘education were more favorakle than thcse with less
education. Favorable decisions regarding the ERA appeared to be
influenced by psychological variables (attitudes, values,
self-concept) and by situaticnal factcrs such as responsiltilities of

"women and men in the home and ouvtside esplcysent. Additional research
is suggested on the unequal division of lakor in the hcrEe as an
‘obstacle to sex equality and as a pajor reascn for Hﬂmen'é QEPQS;tlQn
‘to ‘the ERA. (DB) - _ _ it; :
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_ Réprcduﬂtlﬂns suprlied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* fram the Qr;§1na1 ﬁccument‘ *
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o ~ The Equal Rights Amendment and Fam11y Patterns:
’ Some Dbstac]es To: Institutional Change

fdvgcatés ngéquaTity'betyeen the sexes have long maintained that
changes will have to be made in the political, economic,. and FamiTy in- . -
stitutions before women gén share qua11y with men the fesppnsib%1ities )
and privileges in society. The problem has been to shéw how practices, B
policjes, and attitudes of people within these institutions.intéﬁact to
impede or facifitate change in the relationship betwegn the sexes. {Ee
women's movem§nt has reached a stage where key aspects 6f its refcfm *
program have. betome matters of voter concern. At this stége of deve10p=
~ ment it becomes easier to éetermine which segments of the pru1§tion.afe
in favor oF-change in the re1at%onship between the sexes, and what the .
obstacles tg such.change might be. o ! ' _—
The most concrete FE§ent expression of the mavémént toward sex equaiity‘\ o
“is the équa? Rights Amendment '(ERA). It has been approved by Washington
State voters (1972) and is stil] being considered by -a number of other
states. This referendum wcu?d amend'tée Cénstitutian to forbid any legis-
lation on the basis of sex, wh1ch means that men and wamen would be treated
equa11y befgre the law. To be sure, there is some doubt whether the ERQ
g would br1ng about grpater equa11ty between the sexes. But the measure
has taken on considerable-symbolic impértanée for ¢he women's maveme%t
and-has generated strong Eéactian, both pro and con. Voting behévigr on -
this issue, therefore, provides an'oppartﬁﬁity g@ dethminé who is FDFbéé_r
égaingt;the ERA, tg assess the nature katheaabjectiaﬁé‘ta the ERA, and 4

to consider the implication of the family relationships for the ERA.
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Samp1e and Prﬂcedures

, sysfemat1c sample of 1 066 teleéhone numbers was drawn Ut111z1ng;

d1rectar1es for every “community 1n the state of Nash1ngton. the te1ephgneﬁz Che

o

numbers were sampled in proﬁorticn to the popu]at1on of the.area cavered’
-by;eacﬁ directory TeTepthe interviews wére cnnducted dur1ng even1ng
fhuurs of the week of December 10 1972. Thé.person wha-answered the tele-
‘ phane was 1nterv1ewed provided she_(he)-was 18 years .of age or D]der 1

A confact was made at 920 of the 1 DES?hDusehQTds sampled; Of those
contacted, 1nterv1ews were camp?eted w1th 773, or 84 percent Those who
refused to be 1nterv1ewed (147) and those not reached even after thrée or.
more call- backs (146). were ma11ed a copy Df the quest1onna1re These (
quest1anna1res were retuﬁg@d by 15 Df the #%Fu sals and 48 of the no gonﬁac;s
(ra151ng the completion rate for thase contacted by phOﬂe to 86 pEFCEnt) i
The analysis 1§ bas = on 836 comp]eted 1nterv1ews and quest1onnairesg This
represents 78 perce#z‘of the number takeégfﬁ@hAtéiephéné books and 91 percent
of thQSe known to have been contacfed Inasmuih as Fema1es are somewhat more
likely to be homj or answer the phone, they Dutnumbered male respcﬂdents, 58

to 42 percent. f, , T 5'
Information was obtaiﬂeé on the respondents age, sex, marital status,

occupation, education, Fami1y size; p@1iticai and religious affiliation,

as Qe11 as on thgjr‘Qate (GF\att%tude) regarding the ERA. Several other

ﬁssues reTated(tQ sex FQ1§5 were also addreésed in the survey: rgsp@ndent%

‘attitudes tDwéFdrabﬂthOﬁgfstFmi public support of child (day care) centers,

and emp?@ymeﬁt of wives/mg}hers @utside the home. Findings on some of these

issues, although not the main focus of tnis analysis, will be used to

supplement the results of the ERA analysis.
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. SRR v{ika - - Findings

o

- Lii T 'Thé queStianQEESEﬁtéd;tD £he réspaﬂdent_dn thé'éRA was phrased as

fﬂl]ﬂws ” "It was prgpased £ﬁa the Nﬂvember 1972 géngraT election) that -

a new art1c1§ be added to the state chstTtut1Dn which provides that équality
' GF r1ght5 and respan51b111t1es sha11 nDt be den1ed or abridged on account

v fosex:- D1d yau vote For or aga1nst this proposal?" lf the respondent

[ :ff d1dn t vote, we asked whether they were genera]]y favorable or unfavorable

L "~ toward the amendment.- ; ' c o

o %3 Tab]e 1 shows the distribution of the ERA vote across yariguSQdemo;

¥ . ‘ g
graphic and .social éﬁaracteristics of resﬁandentsi2 . There are few SUFDFi$ES
in the results: sjﬁgje (iﬂei, neversmarr%ed, divérced; and widowed) res-

,; ii | pondents are more favorable toward the ERA than are marr1ed respcndents,
young are more Favcrab1e than D1d ‘those in "white coT]ar” occupationslmcre
so than "blue coltar" workers; those with zolTeéé-edq;ation more favorable

" than those with less; and Democrats more in favor than Repub1%can5 or Inde= .~

pendents. What these:f%ﬂdings show is that respondents who would be ex-

pected to'be more liberal, politically and philosophically, were found to be

more likely to support the ERA.

men (54%). This is consistent with the findings of several other recent
$=.Stucﬁesu' Chandler (197é), based on a national telephone survey, repafted

that 66% of men and 47% o?twmmen supported the ERA: Huber, Rexroat, and Sﬁitze
:]977) found a 58% to 43% difference betﬁ%en men and women, in‘théir survey

of I11inois residents; and a recent Ga11up Pall reported that 63% of men

and 54% of women favored the ERA (Gal]up Poll Index, 1975).

. Table | about here
{j Al
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It is Sufprﬁé%ng, ﬁﬁwever; how 1ittle of the;yariépéé'ﬁﬂ thé ERA*vote

islexp1ained by‘tﬁé§e égmagraéhic variaﬁ1e5; Qﬁrtregféssicn75n31ysis (Tabie 2) .
~ shows" that tHgSE'a%tecedent variables account for only 9 percent éftthe men's °

vote @n'thg ERA and:13-pereént of the womén's vote. This suggests that per-

haps the important intecedent variables to issues dea?%ng with sex roles are

psycho?agica1;i5uch:és,-attitudes, values, and Seifaccnceﬁ%%chéf iﬁubEF; et

al. (1977) tamé essentially to the same ébnc1usion in their éﬁé1y5i5 of

attitudesutaward thé ERA; _“EDur finding$-indicate tha%j respondents' views

of the EéA éré detéwﬁined'mare by their hopes and fears about thexcansequesnées

'tﬁan by'thgir 5Q¢%Qdeﬁ@graphic éttfﬁbutes“ (p. 13).

L

. . - Table 2 about here ;sfquegﬁ

5 —

'This suspicion gains suﬁpart in oyr ana]ys(; of the answers to severai
L T '_ follow-up quéSt%DﬂS. We asked=respoﬁdents to state their main reasons for
“voting for D;§§Qainst the ERA. The responses were content analyzed and coded
into a.number of categories. Those vating4in favor of the ERA almost uni-
E formly gave as a-reasan’their belief in "equal pay for equal work," or "all
people should be equal." But the reasons inen for voting against'the ERA
were more diversé (Table 3); Women's- responses are especially relevant here -

since more of them voted against the ERA than did men, and over twice as mény

women than men gave reasons for being‘aéaiﬁst the ERA.

- In‘examining the objections to the ERA, we vere struck by two main

themes reflected in the nine responsescategories. One theme deals with the
a ; ’
perceived "naturainess," or desireabililty of sex differences, and is evident .

" "

in such comments as "women's place is in the home, male/female differences

. should be maintained,” and "womren shouldh't take jobs away from men."
This theme, reflected in response cqtegories 1-6, accounts for 56 percent

\
\ of the negative responses §




of women. The second theme deals with the utility or efficacy of the
ERA in bringing about changes that would benefit women. Two categories

o ‘

of objection reflect\this .idea ahd account for 35 percent of the negative
responses: < The ERA would make thiﬁgs harder for women," and "The ERA ‘

is too vague; its meaning and imp]ications for women are not clear."

ki

These comments suggest two explanations Forzwgmen's opposition

to the ERA. One deals with sex-role saéia”lizatigni thé other with

the perceived relative. costs/rewards df the ERA for women. Conceptions
of what constitutes "natural" or desirable behévior for males and

females are part of the sex role stereotyping which is internalized
* L

early in the process of socialization as boys and girls develop gender

identities. Even though sex-role stereotypes and gender identities may
be as strongly held by ma1esﬂas females (they may even be more str@ng1¥
held, since thére are stronger sanctions against boys expressing "femiﬁine“ . &
charactezistics than there Q{eragainst girls behaving Tike boys, cf. Maccoby

‘ﬁg and Jacklin, 1974), there are several reasons why sex-role socialization

may be more.-of an obStacle to sex equality for womeh thar’ men. There is
- more pressure toward obedience, responsibility, and nurturance in th

socialization of girls, and more emphasis on the deve1meéE{;E;FZZhievement

and independence in boys. As a yresult, girls and women are more dependent,

suggestible, ﬂDﬂCDmDEtitiVE;:éﬁd responsible (cf. Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974;
] = :

. E
Janis and Field, 1959; and Walker and Heyns, 1962). These @Fefﬁﬁ?ﬁng]ity .

£ quo than with striving for change, even if change is perceived to be to one’s
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advantagé.r On the otherihand, éreativity and intelligence in wamen has

been cogsistently found to be associated with socialization which emphasized
- : ‘ ! £
"maseuline" behavior, such as being a "tomboy"s (Baumrind, 1972; Helson, 1965).

As a result, the’Equal Rights Amendment may be pérceiVed as more of a threat
o ) ,

by women  to their se}f-conceptions than by men.

! But there is another reason why women might consider the ERA

- more of a threat Ahan men. The ERA is more ﬁcnséqu2nti31 for women's

roles than for men's. If the ERA becomes law, it -is not likely to

drastically alter the behavior patterns and occupational orientations

j of men. To be sure, the moveme E?;Dwardiséx equality might puf greater
pressurénon men to participate more in running the household and raising
children, and perhaps there wiTivbe greager competiticn with women for
occupational positions. But, equality ha; more dFéStiiwimDTitatiGﬂS
for,women. Those who consider their main roles (and purpose in life)
as mothers and housewives would be threatened with occupationaixabsaiescenc§,

Ygﬁﬁé pressured to consider other careers. A number of social observers
’ff :and advocates for sex equality are pointing out that motherhood and house-
- teeping roles are rapidly bécomiﬂg_obso1eté. On the one hand, the threat
ofeggerp0pu1atiaﬂ is shifting the emphasis to smaller Fami1ie; (which
iﬂi -modern birth coétra1 technology and more liberal abortion laws is making
o % easier to achieve). On the other hand, science (and smaller families) has

‘ireduced housekeeping chores over the years. l!lhat this mean% then, as |

Bernard suggests (1970), is that a re-evaluation of women's roles is not
conly desirable, but it is ngcessary and inevitabfé. -
But, typically, occupational groups fight for survival when threatened

- with obsolescence. Binstock recognizes this as a source of resistance to

sex equality when she states:

.
.
L
%




. -7- ‘ : ’ ’

"We thus face the need to demand that the ancient
‘and honorable occupation ofcmotherhogd fall into'
disrepute; and that women commfﬁ'ihemseives tD 
other occupations. Women must éé ‘liberated’. to

enjoy the fruits of other occupations, whether they

want to be or not (1972:p. 100, emphasis added)." .
- ‘. . o o .
"~ .The more negative vote of women on the ERA, then men, suggests .that a

. [

substantial number of them majrbe’threatened.by the améndment, especially

%

~those who are unemployed, - more pgorjg educated, and have children.. We
“also found a smaller proportion of women voting for the liberalization

- of abortion laws (SC percent) than men (65 pé}gent)==an@ther measure

which has been strohg]y advocat;d by feminist groups éiieii "giving women

| the right to control their bgdies“);'and;oﬁe which céu?dmbe interpreted

Tas'threaten%ng the maternal r01e.3

The Cost of Full and Partial Equality

In cold exchange terms, the cost of sex,gquality may be perceived

as higher than the promised rewards. Agnumber f privileges and dis-
advantages which women havejhad vis-a-vis men wduld have to be relinquished.
Baumrind (1972), who has argued eloquently for gex equality, points to

"In order to achieve equality with men, women will
have f@ relinquish those privileges which they are
now offered and accept in compensatién for their
dependent status. Homéﬂ are ﬁxempt from the draft.

{
They leave it tH men to take “the initiative in

™

e



héterosexan‘ar%angements.i.They accept alimony.

In work éituations they benefit from the difficu1f&
men have in b@having in competitivé rather than
courtly fash?on;iiand are granted favors on the

basis of their sex ?ather than‘their merits' (piiQB);
Another advantage that women have {s thatimany of them (at least

‘ »married women) have a choice whé£hgr to be employed or not. Therefore,
45 complete commitment to a job br a career }s not required.” Even those
. who choose a job or career know that it ?S a choice which they can abandon.
ngﬁis is not to deny that many women are in the labor force because they
~ have no choice in supportfng themselves gnd their families. We simﬁii .
ﬁean to say that women in our society typically have more choice in the
mgtter of emp?qu&nt than do men. )
Full equality may be cést1y Fgr women , bﬁt there ére obvious rewards
which make the Pursuit_worthwhi]e. Parffai equality is even more costf&i

: It may bé’the pérceptf@n of the ERA as contributing to partial equality,

by 1ncreas1ng tﬁe pressure on women to seek paid emp1oym2ﬁt yet legving
the domestic situation re1at1ve1y unchanged and inhibitory to her pur3u1t
of Q?Eareer that is reflected in emments & and 9 in Table 3.

- If women's primary’respansibiiities have been for housekeepiﬁg and
child care, then the family institution is not grganized in a manner to .
facilitate women's participat{on in paid employment on a basis comparable
with men. One illustration of this comes from the Soviet Union where

women have'been socialized to work and even strongly pressured to do so,

P
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18 percent pﬁysica1iy ab1e wamén aged-16ﬁ§4 ng;1uding s;udenis) refain
Eautéide the Tabor force (F1E1d 1968, pp 14-45). Dn1} ‘about one- tﬁ%rd B
of the profESSiona1, adm131st3at1ve, governmental and 1abar union positions
:are held by wg;;n and the propart1on at the h;gher adm1n15trat1ve 1eve1s is
much less than that. A1thnugh cons1derab1e progress has been made there
toward day care Serv1ces, the w1fe 5t711 carries a heavy, time- cansum1ng

set of household tasks w1th little help from her husband. Field (1968 " D. 45)

reports that the typical U.S.S5.R. woman davoted an average of 5 hDUFS

\ .+ minutes dai1y to housework and self-care campared to 2 hours and 43 minutes m
gby men. The average woman had 1 héuriaﬂd 43 minutes free time campare; to :
3 hours, 9 m%nutes for m;n.i Employed wgien devoted wmore than twice as much
time to housework and SéTfs;are as did'men and, had less than half thg.émount
of free time available to men. ! R o | x

In the United States, a recent Women's Bureau analysis (1971, p. 14)
disclosed that wives.employed more than 30 hours weekly averaged 5 hours
of housework daily compared to 1.6 hours daily at household tasks by *husbands.
The average work week for men.aﬂd women was about the same (employment and .
household tasks_combined) 63 FQFAwomen; 64 for men. However, nonemployed
women averaged an eight h@,r day, men during the work weekiaveﬁéged 9.6
hours while the fully empTéyed wifé worked a 13 hour day.

The picture which emerges is that the aQEﬁage man, after working
eight hours or more daily is willing to add to his PESPDﬂSibﬁT%t?éS only
arsg§11 proportion of the household and child care dutieséthat must be
perfa}med. In the U:S. it averages 1.6 hours. Although the data are not
préciEETy'camparabfé “the huéband in the mé{rapoTitan centers in the U.S.5 R
averaged about the same amount of time at hauseho1d +asks as the American =

husbands. ThereFDrei the wife, if she chose Fu71§time emp]@yment, added
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an average ef five hours of -home- centered werk onto her e1ght hour day.

= ( ;k
In this institutional m111eu it is not Surpr1s1ng that over half gf American

" ——

wives are not employed, and of those who_are, some ‘one- th1rd are -employed
K L 5

pert—t1me sfqr those who take emp]ayﬁent many’ f1nd Ehe comb1net10n e}
| work responsibilities too costly. In 1970 6.5 m1111on women who hed!
been eqp?eyed,-?eft emp1eymenti Th(; was ebgut 21 percent of those in
the fab;:‘{qgee that year. Half of theee.gfﬁ@dgheme enefsehGGT reepoﬂeia
bilities as the*reeeene (Women's Bufeeg, 1971, p. 21). ’ ‘

%hie perspectiye on femi1y divie{on-ef TeEOr ie u;gfe1; 1ikew{se.
fin explaining why the major-influx of women has been into relatively Tow
l]eve1 positions. EpStETH has ehewn that dur1ng the peﬁ%od 1940 to"1964,
- the propdrtign of grede school pr1n§1pe1eﬁipe held by women dec11ned
sharply from 55bpercent in 1928 to 38 percent in 1968. “Nomen held only
38. percent of all professional end techn1ee1 positions in October, 1966
compared with 45 percent in 1940" (Epete1n, 1971, p. 10). During

this period 1nr;h1eﬁ= he proportion of married wo%en empiéyed increased
dramatically from 15;§ercent’in 1940 to i? percent in 197D;§the largest,
increases came in:the "clerical end kindred Qorkerf“ DeCUpetiDHST categohy,
!rether than in’ the profe551ene1 and menagee1a1 pDSTt1DﬂS A]{hough parf,ef|
the reasongfor this lack ofdinefeeee in the more demanding eccupat1ene may j -
be due to sexual dieeﬁiminetiqmiin hiring practices, rJeeme of it may be the
result of women being handicapped by domestic obligations. Women who
devoted an average ée five hours daily to household taeke werefeeﬁheps

not eager or in a good position to take a professional or a managerial N

- position which would require evening and/or weekend commitments.

T
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. to the ERA. Without changes in family re%ponz#ﬁi1ities and dames

“ 4 Eoo
. - s . 9 [ \ »
= -t = > B i . N [ ;I\\’"!F . %
] *‘iéf; L Conclusion. < = .. | e
The Equa] R%ghts Amendkint has brnhth 1nto harper fﬁ£uf a number

Df the p;%b1ems‘fBC1ng sex equa11ty 1n Amer1ca “Dur survey of N\'h1ngtDn
f“"‘» ! e

Statee%és1dent5 1nd&cate§ thé% the ﬁ&?e poorly educated unemp]oyed

. marr1ed anénawha are maat upp@sag ta tﬂP ERA Th1J Suppqrt; earlier

A

C]a1mf that a major Dbstac1e to bV]nq1n€'abauf rhanqéf in the statu; of

) womeﬁ “will ba the %ppo 1t’%n nf women (Bernard, 1171; BFistgchj 1972).

.1t should be remembered, h@weverﬁ that the ERA was approved in Washington

- State, and tnat a majority of women who voted were in favor of it.

But, since 1972 the opposition t@ thé EBA has become more organized
. S L _ 2
and, not surprisingly,*it is coming p;imar11y from women. and not men.

The two explanations we have offered for women's opposition to the
N 13

ERA--sex r@]ef?ﬁ@{é1izati@n and an assessment of the ERA's cost/reward

ratio for women, 1éd us to a consideration of the .institutional supports
I . s .

&

for the maintenance of traditional sex roles, especially as these are

found*in the contemporary institution of the family. We conclude that

changes wi11K}SWE to occuivin the family to enable changes in the economic
and political institutions toward sex equality. In this regard, the

considerable attention which has been directed toward sex role.socialization
has already produced noticeable changes toward a single standard in that

area (such as ‘the imcréizi'g use of "non-sexist" literature in publis

zi\sghoals), Our focus has been mainly on the division of labor in the

home as an obstable to sex equality and a reason for women's appgr1t1an
x

obligations women may perceive more loss than gain in such legal nrovisions
' \

.as the ERA, since hey may increase expect at1nnf for lemployment Dut ide
Ed

the home without alleviating the women's lot at home.

“ )
. L o
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It is clear that attitudes toward sex roles, family roles, and work

by ' o e

<y & . , o L L ; ]
. rdles are changing toward a more egalitarian mnodel . (see for example,

Masﬁﬁ, et al, T , for changes in U:5. Women's sex —rul attitudes from
. L i 1 ; u, ' 1
1964492’4). It %\& also bemmma Clmr ‘zthat family and 1abm force rotes

are, rde apen dém@,faﬂd th;tﬁequa11ty in the oce upational Sp]ﬁré is

moving faster than it is in the famty sphere. Weghave Sspec culatad in

discrer pancy which is ¢ rea f}ng'gamESQﬂiqué .

h N .-
w$1&n Tni#ﬂmtEmpnra}y An@; rcan Sﬁfiety

é@ntfjbuting to their ‘b]g t1gn;grégard1ng the Equa] quhbt Amendmpnt
. . . . v , ot

N

i
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Footnotes

The use of telephone directories as a sample source has certain -
Timitations. 1In.1970, 91 percent of Washington households had
¥

telephones (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1972). Tho e house holds with-

out phones are most, likely to be of Tower SDC|D=ecoanic s@atusi

-

An unkﬂdwn ﬁgfceht of hDuSEHD1nghSVé€uﬂ1iStEd numbers. These

o ' "\

~hDu5éh®Td3 are most likely ta be of middte and upper income status

(Leuthha’d and .Scheele, 1971)!' ¢

# ¢

"The znalysis presented here is Dn19 With r'qard to the re DTth
) p

T

vote on the ERA. " Our examination of the attitudes toward the {

ERA of those who didnft vote revealed that the pattern was the

LRy ]

iz

m
I

same as for those who voted, but in ecach comparison it was

T
—
~+
3
[
t

what more strongly in Sgilart of the ERAi This may be the

of social desirability.

r“(

In November, 1970, the state of Mashington by vote of the public ¥
idopted one of the most liberal abortion laws in the United States.

In the present collection of data (Movember, 1972) respondents .
were asked the following questioﬁs: "1 would Tike to ask you about

a proposal to legalize abortions in Ylashington State placed on the

ballot by the legislature as a referendum in the 1970 general

election. Did you vote for/against this prap sal’ For those who

~, ) s
didn‘t vote in that election, didn't vote on the Ye crendum or .

Ccouldn't remember how they voted, the additional jﬁesti@n was asked:

“A1ihough you Edids%at vote/are not sure about having voted), I would

still 1ikei§é aék th you feel about the Tegalization of abortions

in Yashington. [a you feel generally favnrab]e or unfavorable?"

2
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The results presented. here are for the combined vote and attitude =f’§
' T : /

v . T ) ) . - . .
toward thé\?ié§;§1izaticn of abortion. §
‘ . s
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" TABLE 1

MEN'S VOTE

Vote on ERA by Selected Characteristics of Respondents

WOMEN'S VOTE

* FOR AGAINST N FDB AGAINST I
Marital Status: '
Married B4 367 2040 497, 51 243
- Single, Widowed /75 25 - 52 63 37 G224
or Divorced
"~ Age:
Under "3§_ 72 28 87 56 44 86
++35-44 ) 66 24 44 58 az . 86
45-59 , 64 36 37 56 44 59
60+ ! 59 41 59 A8 52 . 96
e j
Weman's (Wife's) :
Employment Status: AN
Ewployed 64 36 29 60 40 206
Mot Employed 67 33 188 47 53 160
Woman's (Wife's)
Occupation:
Blue Collar _ " 50 50 10 54 46 28
Lower Vhite Coliar 62 38 52 .59 41 114
Professonal 74 26 27 64 36 64
Mar's (Husband's)
Occupation:
.Blue Collar 58 s 42 36 38 62 L 37
Lower Yhite Collar 58 #A 42 117 49 51 102
Professonal 75 25 13 56 a4 97 g
Education:
High School or less 57 43 . 3 48 He 185
College 72 24 172 61 39 178
Politicat Freferance:
Democrat 72 28 28 63 37 133
Independent cr 60 40 129 48 52 141
Other
Republtican - 71 29 55 51 49 86
Total (Voting) 55_66 347 277 L4 agy 367-
Total (Sample) 335 475
Q * The reason the Ns vary across variables is because "Refusals,” "Don't Know,"
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TABLE 2 Regression fnalysis on Fhual Rights Amendment

INDEPENDENT MALES | FEMALES

 VARIABLES _ MULTIPLE P BETA MULTIPLE R BETA

CHURCH ATTENDANCE 085 -.08 ' 013 L.03
AGE o de0 St s g
MARITAL STATUS 180 100 208 .18
WOMAN®S 0CCUPATION 87 05 223 .07
MAN'S OCCUPATION " .282 20 252 4
NO. OF CHILOREN .305 4 300 - 17
EDUCATION | 306 02 s 6

POLITICAL PREFERENCE ** . 306 .01 359 .06

** The cofgng on-this variable was as follows: 1<Pepublican: 2=Tndo-
» 3=Democrat, ’

oo
ko




TABLE 3 Reasons Given For Voting Against ERA

wrt

[N

Traditional division of Tabor (women in the home)
.as natural order of things -

ERA would lead to family breakups Rae
< . b
Support traditicnal sex roles: competition with men.’
is unfeminine, male/female differences should be
maintained '
ERA would lead to gay marriages, women being drafted,
unisex bathrooms, and other such forms of moral decay.
Vlomen shouldn't take jDBS away from mén. ! /
There are jobs women physically can't or shouldn't do.
ERA is unnecessary, women are already equal.
ERA would make things harder for yomen.

[RA too vague, meaning and implications not clear

f’f’)



