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Speech to (Persuade)


TITLE

Attention Grabber:
At the current rate, it’ll take 217 years to close the economic gender gap. Just think – if nothing changes, true equality in the workplace won’t be reached until the year 2234. Only then will women have the same earning and leadership potential as men. Sounds like a good reason to speed up the rate of progress.

Thesis/Preview: I will inform my audience of what the Paycheck Fairness Act is and why it is being proposed. We will then look at (1) workplace discrimination against women and (2) the argument that the Paycheck Fairness Act allows for frivolous lawsuits.

Introduction to body of your speech: The Paycheck Fairness Act is a proposed United States labor law that would add procedural protections to the Equal Pay Act of 1963 and the Fair Labor Standards Act as part of an effort to address the gender pay gap in the United States. The Paycheck Fairness Act was first proposed in 2007. It was approved by the house in 2009 but not acted on in the Senate. The bill was brought up again in 2011 by the Obama Administration but was rejected again.

Transition to Body of your Speech:
The first area we are going to look at is workplace discrimination.

Main Point #1: The wage gap is mostly due to individual choices made by women, not discrimination.

State Point You will Refute: Some argue it is already illegal to discriminate against women in the workplace.

Tell How you will Refute it: I will show through evidence how this still happens. Present Evidence:
In a 2014 hearing of the Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions, Kerri Sleeman, began working at an engineering company in Michigan in 1998. When she was offered the position, they told her that the company did not negotiate salaries. She took the job and worked there for 5 years as a design supervisor. She managed several other workers, mostly males. She always received glowing reviews. Her company, an automotive supplier, was forced into bankruptcy in 2003. Not only was she out of a job, but the employees of the company had to go through bankruptcy court to get their final paychecks and back vacation pay. She signed up to receive updates about the court’s list of claims and was stunned by what she found. All the men she had been supervising while at the company were paid more than her.

In the same hearing, ReShonda Young serves as operations manager and corporate vice president for two family businesses based in Waterloo, IA. Alpha Express is a transportation and delivery company that hauls parts—machine parts, farm equipment—across the United States and into Canada, and Alpha Services is a contracting business that provides maintenance services to companies like John Deere. My father started the company 25 years ago and now they employ
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about 50 people. She also just launched a new business of my own. It’s a gourmet popcorn shop called Popcorn Heaven in Waterloo, IA. We started in February and already have 10 employees. We had a woman who had been with us for 16 years. She was the one who kept everything in order, yet she was only getting paid a little more than half of what male employees were making, even though she had a lot more responsibilities. I refused to allow women to be paid less than the value we bring to our company because of our gender. So, I stuck my neck out. I called our accountant and raised the pay of our women workers without authorization. I called our accountant and raised the pay of our women workers without authorization. She says, “Offering equal pay for equal work isn’t just about doing the right thing. It has a positive impact on our business, too. It boosts our employees’ morale and their respect for the business. It also boosts retention. Cutting down on turnover saves our business money. It also saves us a lot of stress to know that we have a stable team that we can count on to get the job done.”

According to a 1998 excerpt in the Journal of Economic Perspectives, there is strong evidence of a "family gap" in women's earnings; a gap between women with children and those without. The consensus estimate of the family penalty is 10-15 percent. Women with children systematically are paid a lower wage than women without children after adjusting for differences in human capital attributes. On the other hand, married men (who are much more likely to have children than unmarried men) receive a wage premium. Research shows that among workers 24 to 45 years of age, women without children receive wage rates that are 81.3 percent of men's pay, while women with children receive wage rates that are only 73.4 percent of men's pay.

Spell out Conclusion: Even though it is already illegal to discriminate against women in the workplace, evidence proves that it still happens.

Transition to your second main point:
The second area we are going to look at is whether the Paycheck Fairness Act will cause government overreach and unwarranted lawsuits.

Main Point #2: The Paycheck Fairness Act causing government overreach and unwarranted lawsuits?

State Point You will Refute: Some argue that it’s government overreach and allowing for frivolous lawsuits

Tell How you will Refute it: I will show how this isn’t true and acknowledges that this is illegal and fair

Present Evidence: By admitting there may be lawsuits, they are admitting what is happening is (1) illegal and (2) currently taking place.

According to Professor Deborah Eisenberg’s statement in the 2014 hearing of the Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions, this Act does not get the government involved in wage- setting at all. The Act does not dictate to employers which factors should be used in setting pay. It merely requires that pay decisions bear some relation to the job and business. This is not only about basic fairness for employees performing the same jobs and equal opportunity for women: it is simply smart business.

In a 2007 Supreme Court case, Lilly Ledbetter v. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. Over her nineteen- year career at Goodyear Tire, Lilly Ledbetter was consistently given low rankings in annual performance-and-salary reviews and low raises relative to other employees. Ledbetter sued Goodyear for gender discrimination in violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, alleging that the company had given her a low salary because of her gender.
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In another case, Victoria Barghout, et al., v. Bayer Healthcare Pharmaceuticals that took place in the United States District Court District of New Jersey in 2012. The plaintiffs were current and former female employees of Bayer. Plaintiffs allege that they have been subjected a systematic pattern and practice of gender discrimination and disparate impact gender discrimination by Bayer. Such gender discrimination is said to include: (a) paying female employees less than their male counterparts; (b) denying female employees development, promotion and advancement opportunities resulting in their relegation to lower classification and compensation levels; and (c) otherwise subjecting them to disparate treatment with respect to the terms and conditions of their employment through exposure to pregnancy discrimination, sexual harassment, and a hostile work environment with no viable avenues for recourse.

In 2004 another case arose, the EEOC and Allison Schieffelin v. Morgan Stanley & Co. The case started in November 1998 when Ms. Schieffelin filed a charge against Morgan Stanley with the EEOC alleging that she was discriminated against based on her gender in promotion, compensation, and terms, conditions and privileges of employment. Ms. Schieffelin later filed supplemental charges of discrimination and retaliation, including a charge of retaliation based on Morgan Stanley’s termination of her employment in October 2000. The EEOC investigated the charges and then issued letters of determination finding discrimination against Ms. Schieffelin and other professional women worldwide in Morgan Stanley’s Institutional Equity Division (“IED”) and finding retaliation against Ms. Schieffelin. In September 2001, the EEOC and Ms. Schieffelin sued Morgan Stanley in federal court, alleging a pattern and practice of discrimination against professional women in Morgan Stanley’s IED and alleging discrimination and retaliation against Ms. Schieffelin.

Spell out Conclusion: The Paycheck Fairness Act will not cause government overreach and hopefully lessen the “frivolous” lawsuits against businesses.

Signal ending of your speech:
The Paycheck Fairness Act might have a lot of backlash but when you look at the evidence, you can see that it is only here to help us.

Summary/Conclusion:
In conclusion, we looked at workplace discrimination against women and the argument that the Paycheck Fairness Act allows for frivolous lawsuits and government overreach.

“Clincher”:
I hope the information presented today helps you understand the Paycheck Fairness Act better and question why it hasn’t been enacted yet.
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