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.STX 

 



MS. ERBE:  This week on “To the Contrary,” Judge Samuel Alito is set to go 

before the Senate Judiciary Committee.  What questions do women and communities of 

color want answered?  Behind the headlines, Court TV anchor Catherine Crier decries the 

direction of the American legal system.  Then, Barbie supports transgender?  One 

conservative women’s organization says yes. 

 

(Musical break.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Hello.  I’m Bonnie Erbe.  Welcome to “To the Contrary,” a 

discussion of news and social trends from diverse perspectives.  Up first, what’s ahead 

for Judge Alito? 

 

(Begin video clip.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Religious rights, civil rights, and abortion rights are all expected to 

take center stage when the Senate Judiciary Committee hearings for Judge Samuel Alito 

begin next week.  Judge Alito’s staunchly conservative record has given supporters and 

opponents plenty to commend and criticize him for.  Abortion rights groups are 

producing new TV ads attacking Alito’s credibility.  Meanwhile, religious conservatives 

are once again planning a national broadcast called “Justice Sunday” for January 8
th

, the 

eve of the hearings.  But the hearings will give senators the first public opportunity to 

question Judge Alito, and once again abortion is key. 

 

MS. JOAN BISKUPIC:  He has at least three statements on abortion that 

Democrats and other abortion rights senators find troubling.  First of all, the 1991 

dissenting statement he wrote in a case that became the important Planned Parenthood 

versus Casey decision, in which he said that a woman – Pennsylvania should be allowed 

to require a woman to notify her husband that she wants to have an abortion, so he wrote 

that.  He also then in the 1980s, when he was trying to get a job with Ed Meese’s Justice 

Department, talked about how he had always believed in very conservative principles, 

was proud of his work arguing against Roe versus Wade.  It was a very personal 

statement.  He was representing his personal view, not his views as a lawyer.  And then a 

third statement that came out involved his writings as a lawyer in the Justice Department 

helping the Reagan administration craft strategy in the Thornburg abortion case from the 

– from 1986. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Senators have promised to question Judge Alito on separation of 

church and state.  He supports expansion of the role of religion in public life, including a 

case involving a holiday display in front of city hall in Jersey City.  His record on civil 

rights leaves little ambiguity: he ruled against three of every four people who claimed 

discrimination as an appellate court judge, but this is in line with rulings of other 

Republican appointees to the bench.  He differs from other Republicans somewhat on 

employee rights, wages and benefits cases, and union rights.  He rules in favor of workers 

about half the time, which is in line with all federal judges, but above average for those 

appointed by Republican presidents.  This may give moderate senators a reason to 

support him. 



 

SEN. SUSAN COLLINS:  I had an hour-long visit with Judge Alito.  It was very 

helpful.  I was able to ask him about the many high-profile cases with which he’s been 

involved.  I asked him about specific dissents that had troubled me.  I asked him about his 

respect for precedent and I felt that I got a better sense of his judicial philosophy, but I’m 

going to wait until the hearings are complete before reaching a final decision.  I am 

convinced that Judge Alito has the intellectual capacity, the legal credentials, and the 

experience necessary to serve on the Supreme Court, but I still need to find out more 

about his judicial philosophy. 

 

(End video clip.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  So Ruth Conniff, what do women need to hear from Judge Alito? 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  They need to hear whether he now thinks that Roe v. Wade is a 

sudden law of the land after three decades, and it would be nice to know whether he still 

thinks that the police should be able to strip search a ten-year-old girl without a warrant. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No need to worry.  Judge Alito is a well-respected, 

accomplished jurist who doesn’t have a cookie-cutter approach to law, and he comes at 

cases with an open mind and he respects precedent. 

 

MS.  SOSA:  Unfortunately, I’m not very optimistic that these hearing are going 

to change the course of this nomination.  He has a very strong record against women’s 

rights, minority rights, and unfortunately I think his nominations look very positive. 

 

MS. ROBINSON:  I think a big focus will be his 1985 memo in which he seemed 

to favor restricting abortion rights incrementally.  I also think a big issue is civil liberties 

versus national security – where he sees the balance. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Linda Robinson of U.S. News and World Report, welcome to the 

panel.  What about the two Maine – the Republican women senators from Maine?  

They’re seeing as key in all this, and Senator Collins, as you just saw, said she’s waiting.  

Is there anything that could come up in the hearings, do you think, that could persuade 

them to vote against him? 

 

MS. ROBINSON:  Well, I think it’s hard to say since a lot of people are seeing 

him as all but confirmed, not perhaps as much as Judge Roberts, but that seems to be it, 

although there are questions about his view of respecting precedent, respect for privacy, 

and I think this issue of the 1991 case where he seemed to endorse spousal notification 

even though the court later ruled against him. 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  I think that the conventional wisdom is that the Democrats need 

to keep their powder dry because they’re in the minority and they’re not going to 

filibuster this nomination because – 

 



MS. ERBE:  Well, Schumer – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  – they need to focus on other things. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – of New York has not ruled it out. 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  They’re not ruling it out.  And here’s what I think, I think the 

big news of the last couple of weeks has been the NSA spying, how badly the war in Iraq 

is going, that Bush’s fortunes are down, and that civil liberties, as you said, is a number 

one concern for Americans.  And I think that the people who are concerned about Alito 

would be wise to point out how important this nomination is to that issue, and especially 

on warrantless searches, on favoring warrants in the most questionable of circumstances, 

saying that law enforcement should get the benefit of the doubt.  You know, what does he 

really think about, for example, this administration – executive power – this 

administration being able to wiretap Americans – spy on Americans without going to a 

court to get warrants?  Does he agree with his colleague – his Republican colleague who 

resigned in protest over that issue, or is he going to give the executive branch a blank 

check?  I mean, this is such a crucial moment for this, and it is possible to raise those 

issues in these hearings. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, and I think that the focus has gone from the abortion 

litmus test to civil liberties because of the NSA revelation.  However, we need to 

understand here though that Judge Alito is a very – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And where – 

 

MS.  SETMAYER:  – unpredictable –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Where do women and communities of color come down on civil 

liberties on – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I’m going to give an example.  The ‘91 case that 

everyone is up in arms over on the left, he did not necessarily endorse spousal 

notification.  What he said was that the plaintiff did not present with analytical rigor the 

undue burden test for the reason why spousal notification shouldn’t be included.  You 

have to understand that in that case the court upheld the parental notification, informed 

consent, 24-hour waiting period.  All of those other aspects were upheld.  But his 

reasoning was – he used Justice O’Connor’s undue burden test where she inconsistently 

has applied it in that case.  There are several other cases cited where – 

 

MS.  SOSA:  And he knew the impact of – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – she in fact doesn’t use it. 

 

MS.  SOSA:  He understood the impact of his decision.  But, again, I think this is 

a nominee that is of great concern to women.  We talked about it extensively here.  But 



particularly as a Latina and as a person of color, his nomination worries me profoundly.  

One of the areas that Ruth mentioned is apportionment – the issues of apportionment, and 

he’s on the record questioning apportionment.  And this is a very critical issue because 

this is a one vote, one man.  And this is the issue around – for example, the redistricting 

in Texas is around apportionment, so, I mean – 

 

MS. ERBE:  So do you think if he goes to the Supreme Court – 

 

MS.  SOSA:  Well, these – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – minorities are going to get less – 

 

MS.  SOSA:  Absolutely.  I mean, we’re on the – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – representation in Congress? 

 

MS.  SOSA:  – route.  We’re on the route.  I mean, it feels like there’s just a 

conspiracy in the long term for a minority of people, particularly white men, to maintain 

their power. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What is it that he said about one man/one vote? 

 

MS.  SOSA:  Well, when he applied to one of the jobs in the Department of 

Justice, he actually said that he had some serious issues – and this is in 1985 – he had 

some serious issues in a number of areas and one of them was apportionment, which is a 

very well-established area of the law. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Wait a minute. 

 

MS.  SOSA:  All these right-wing conservatives like there are people at the 

Heritage Foundation and other very conservative institutions have questioned 

apportionment. 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  Baker versus Carr – 

 

MS. ERBE:  I want to – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  – is the name of the decision. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But I want to – before we run out of time, Ruth, I want to get – you 

talk about his respect for precedent.  We’ve also seen a memo that came out when he was 

strategizing with I believe the Reagan administration about let’s not overturn Roe, let’s 

eviscerate it.  Many people would argue it’s already largely eviscerated.  There’s parental 



notification, 24-hour notification, spousal consent, spousal notification, et cetera, in many 

states. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  It’s upheld. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So just because he says that he’ll uphold it, does that mean anything 

– he would vote to uphold Roe if you can poke so many holes in it that it’s useless even if 

it’s legally standing. 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  It’s a genuine concern.  I mean, he spoke in those memos very 

specifically about his opposition to Roe, so, I mean, just that fundamental question of 

whether he respects the precedent is important.  But you’re absolutely right, there’s the 

erosion potential – the continuing erosion.  I mean, I think that this is an incredibly 

significant appointment and that people should not kid themselves about that.  And as far 

as saying, oh, don’t worry – I mean, the other issue that we’re talking about here with 

civil liberties, the strip search of the ten-year-old girl.  Judge Alito is way outside the 

Republican mainstream. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  But the American Bar Association – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  It was a Republican panel of judges that disagreed – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – gave (him a ?) well qualified – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  – with him. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – so he’s not out of the mainstream.  But just really quickly, 

why is it that we are bringing a different set of evaluations to Judge Alito than we did to 

Ruth Bader Ginsburg?  When you’re a lawyer, you’re an advocate for a reason, but when 

you’re a jurist you apply the law and you analyze the law.  Nobody was concerned about 

Ruth Bader Ginsburg’s advocacy work as an ACLU lawyer, and the reason she – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  I’m not talking about his record as a lawyer – strictly as a judge.   

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  We are.  

 

MS. CONNIFF:  No, let me be clear. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  She was a support – 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  Let me be clear.  It’s just as a judge. 

 



MS. SETMAYER:  She was in support of polygamy. 

 

MS. ERBE:  One – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  She was in support of polygamy and prostitution. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait a minute.  One at a time or nobody can hear anybody.  You 

finish, then you go.  Then we’re on. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  She was in support of polygamy and prostitution and she 

advocated very left-wing liberal causes as a lawyer, so why is it now that Judge Alito, 

who was very up front about his position as a lawyer, but he has proven his record as a 

jurist that he approaches each issue with an open mind? 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  But I do want to say justice – I covered the Supreme 

Court.  I’m not sure anybody else would agree that she was an advocate for polygamy 

and – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  Oh, that’s absurd. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No, not an advocate. 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  It’s patently absurd. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  She – no – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  What Tara is saying is patently absurd, but it’s also incorrect to 

say that Judge Alito’s record as a lawyer is under question here.  I’m talking about 

strictly his record as a judge. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And now – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  In the ‘85 memo he wasn’t a judge. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  And now we move on.  From the Supreme Court to all federal 

courts.  Behind the headlines, Catherine Crier is no stranger to the American legal 

system.  For the past decade, she has worked as an award-winning journalist and legal 

analyst for CNN, Fox News, ABC, and currently for Court TV as executive editor and 

host of “Catherine Crier Live.”  Prior to all this, she was a district attorney in Texas and 

then elected as a Republican state district judge.  Today, Crier calls herself a healthy 

independent and is speaking out about the direction of our legal system in her new book, 

“Contempt: How the Right is Wronging American Justice.” 

 

(Begin video clip.) 



 

MS. CATHERINE CRIER:  Well, we obviously talk about the social issues first 

and foremost.  We talk about abortion and gay rights, affirmative action, these sorts of 

things.  But I really think that the social ultraconservatives are sort of the front for 

another agenda, an economic agenda that involves creating what the Federalist Society 

and others have called the “new New Deal.”  And this is to go back to the pre-New Deal 

era when your property interests were first and foremost, individual rights had not really 

developed as an interest to the courts so much, corporations ruled.  We didn’t have the 

social safety net, we didn’t have healthcare issues for workers, safety issues in the 

workplace.  We didn’t have minimum wage, child labor laws even – didn’t have a lot of 

regulations. 

 

MS. ERBE:  How close do you think they are to achieving that agenda? 

 

MS. CRIER:  Well, you’ve got to be, you know, a follower of case law and case 

development and change in the laws with varying judges who actually bring ideology.  

Now, all judges are going to bring some ideology – the most well-meaning will.  But 

more and more over the past 40 years I think that the ultraconservatives recognize how 

powerful the third branch of government is and they would like to see more ideologues 

on the bench that are actually carrying a political agenda.  So when you look at a lot of 

rulings, particularly I think in the last 20 years, when you begin to assimilate enough 

conservative power – ultraconservative – because I have a distinction here – power, you 

begin to see regulations cut back, of course affirmative action. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What about women’s rights?  What impact are these changes having 

on these issues? 

 

MS. CRIER:  When you talk about a very patriarchal point of view, but not just 

patriarchal but one from a specific biblical perspective, again ultraconservative – it isn’t 

all Christians, but a particular biblical perspective, it certainly has as part of the agenda 

limiting women’s rights.  But every citizen is going to confront the fact that they may not 

have rights that they anticipate in their own states but only if, in fact, they’re confronted 

with the federal government.  That can have a very, very tremendous impact.  White gays 

over 55 better worry just like a young African-American male or an Asian-American 

woman when they go in and are mistreated on that level and have no redress in our court 

system. 

 

MS. ERBE:  If President Bush’s next nomination to the Supreme Court, Judge 

Samuel Alito, is confirmed, if other, as you call them, ultraconservative judges are put on 

the federal bench – what impact? 

 

MS. CRIER:  You begin to see an increase in change; in the pace of change.  

Conservatives will incrementally move things toward that ideology.  Ultraconservatives 

are much quicker to push events, and you will see that in the writings of Scalia.  But you 

look at his willingness to go in and not narrowly decide a case, but look at the broad 

implications and decide in a Lawrence v. Texas, you know, that all of a sudden the court 



is adopting a homosexual agenda and we have to stop an agenda, rather than ruling on the 

constitutional right of two consenting adults to behave in a certain fashion in the privacy 

of their own home. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So are you saying the Bush administration’s legacy on the federal 

courts is a limitation of individual rights? 

 

MS. CRIER:  I’m concerned.  The average federal judge serves for 25 years.  The 

justices that are appointed now – and very wisely, politically, President Bush came along 

and appointed then Judge Roberts, a young man who could easily serve 30, 35 years.  

Judge Stevens is 85 right now.  You add Justice Alito.  You’ve got – Clarence Thomas is 

– what? – 65 now.  Antonin Scalia is a little older.  But you are talking about generations.  

I anticipate that he could well – the president could well have one or two more 

appointments, in which case you are going to see what has been a lot of five-four 

decisions in one direction easily become five-four decisions in the other direction for 

generations to come. 

 

(End video clip.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  So Linda Robinson, is she right?  Are ultraconservatives changing 

the American judicial system? 

 

MS. ROBINSON:  Well, she throws out a lot of very interesting statistics, and her 

book, of course, was motivated by the Terri Schiavo case in Florida that most people 

remember.  But 10 of 13 federal appeals courts are now dominated by Republican 

appointees, and that’s not just because a small group of conservatives with an agenda 

have proposed these people, but you have a Republican in the White House and you have 

a Republican-dominated Congress which approves those nominations. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So what impact on civil liberties? 

 

MS. ROBINSON:  Well, I think you will see decisions coming through that more 

or less reflect a conservative agenda, but it’s also important to note we have mid-term 

elections coming up next year, so it’s not necessarily a foregone conclusion that you will 

have Republican dominating both houses – both branches of government. 

 

MS.  SOSA:  I think her book is extremely important, and I think it’s important 

for a lot of people to read her book because the consequences that she’s talking about are 

very real.  You’re talking about judges that are making rulings – making decisions that 

are not with the mainstream, and I don’t think people fully understand.  And I think she 

clearly states what is at stake: that these people want to dismantle basic rights, agencies 

that provide basic services that the majority of the American public believe are essential, 

like the Environmental Protection Agency, like the Food and Drug Administration.  They 

really want to go back to the era before the New Deal.  It’s real.  I talked to these people. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Is it true from your perspective? 



 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, of course not because I’m on a conservative, so – 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Are you a conservative or an ultraconservative? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I’m a conservative.  I’m not quite – ultraconservative I 

think carries a derogatory connotation to it that makes it seems as though – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, yeah, but I mean there – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – you’re old-fashioned or something. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – there are ultra leftists, too, but I mean how do you – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, sure. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I mean, some – there are moderates, there are – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yeah, I mean there’s – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – left, right – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  I’m not – I’m not being – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – and then ultra left, right. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  A friend of mine said once that she’s right of Jesus, and I 

think that’s an ultraconservative.  I’m not – I wouldn’t say that. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Yeah, but Jesus – a lot of people would say Jesus – 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  He was a left-winger. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – was a liberal. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yeah, well. 

 

MS. ERBE:  He felt sorry for poor people. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Oh, goodness.  And we teach them how to fish.  We don’t just 

give it to them.  But anyway, no, I – but I see the other side of it, that there’s been a 

consistent turn to the left from the courts with judicial activism and with the ruling about 

taking “under God” out of the Pledge of Allegiance and certain other aspects of social 

liberalism that have come through the courts, so – 



 

MS. ERBE:  But isn’t it – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – I think it’s fair enough – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Isn’t it – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  It’s fair, both sides. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I mean, I know somebody quite well: a litigator who used to bring a 

lot of civil rights, sexual discrimination, sexual harassment, discrimination on the job 

against persons of color lawsuits, and I’m told that the federal courts now – it’s really 

impossible – it used to be tough, now it’s impossible to bring those lawsuits. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I think – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Is that a result of the conservative revolution? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – that’s – I don’t know, well, if it’s impossible.  That could be 

their view.  But I think what’s happening is that conservatives are sticking a little more to 

the spirit of the law – I mean, the letter of the law as opposed to the spirit of the law in 

issues like discrimination where they say, is this discriminatory act – is the cause – is the 

determinative cause discriminatory?  You have to prove that.  You can’t just say that 

because you feel like it or you guess or it’s a whim that discrimination automatically 

occurred.  And there’s a lot of people who have differing views on whether that 

determinative cause is proven well enough in a prima facie case or not.   

 

MS. CONNIFF:  I –  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  So and that’s the difference. 

 

MS. CONNIFF:  I think there’s – I mean there’s no question that conservatives 

are going to have to stop talking about liberal activist judges because what we have now 

are a lot of conservative activist judges, and activist judges used to be code for the civil 

rights era, and that era is over.  And if you count it up, as Catherine Crier has done, you 

can see how conservative the federal bench has really become.  But what’s interesting to 

me is that even for these conservatives, the Bush administration has gone too far on civil 

rights issues.  I mean, you asked Linda this question.  Well, look at some of the judges 

who are turning back the president’s argument that he should be able to take American 

citizens and put them in military prisons without access to a lawyer in the Padilla case.  I 

mean he –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Quickly, Linda, you –  

 

MS. CONNIFF:  – he suffered a rebuke from the most conservative court in the 

country in Virginia on that very issue. 



 

MS. ROBINSON:  That’s right.  And I just wanted to bring up – underline that.  

We’re going to hear more from the José Padilla case because I think also the Supreme 

Court may decide to hear that as well, and I think it’s very important that they decide 

whether an American citizen can be treated as an unlawful combatant with no recourse to 

habeas corpus rights.  And also I think on the wiretap case, it’s very important for them to 

decide whether the president has the right to order warrantless searches against a foreign 

– an agent of a foreign enemy. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Last up, conservative women call Barbie a liberal. 

 

Barbie a transgender booster?  Yes, says the conservative Christian Group 

Concerned Women for America.  That after spotting a recent survey on the Barbie doll 

website.  In it children were asked their gender and offered three responses to choose 

from:  Girl, boy, and I don’t know.  Concerned Women for America says this ambiguity 

could lead to gender confusion and it proves Mattel, which makes the Barbie doll, 

supports gay activism.  But a Barbie spokesperson insists it was an oversight and the 

question should have read, “I don’t want to say.”   

 

Last month, another Mattel product, American Girl dolls, succumbed to similar 

conservative pressure.  Right-wing groups organized protests against the dolls “I Can” 

bracelet made by Girls, Incorporated.  It’s a non-profit organization whose left-leading 

mission is to empower girls’ self-esteem and self-reliance.  Girls, Inc. also supports sex 

education, abortion rights, and gay rights.  The partnership between American Girl and 

Girls, Inc. ended on December 26
th

 and American Girl’s new project, “Save Girlhood,” is 

viewed by some conservatives as a victory. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So Patricia Sosa, I have two questions really.  Who has time to go on 

websites and see whether Barbie asks children, are you a girl or a boy or I don’t know?  

(Laughter.)  The other question is, it worked with Girls, Inc., so is it going to work now 

with Barbie – the pressure from conservatives? 

 

MS. SOSA:  I mean, the first question is – the first answer is this is an illustration 

of the right wing going nuts.  I mean, this is extreme.  But at the same time it works as a 

grassroots motivation and mobilization strategy for them because we may think this is 

crazy but there are some people out there that agree with them.  It is really, really 

unfortunate what happened with Girls, Inc., because Girls, Inc. is a very credible 

organization.  They’ve been around for 140 years.  They do a lot of issues short of the 

reproductive right issues, so it’s very pathetic that that something so insignificant as a 

bracelet got them into trouble. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, what about – and by the way, I will say, looking at the website 

myself, are you a girl, are you a boy, I don’t know – my first thought was, dumb 

question, because if the child is old enough – I mean, maybe a six-month-old or a year-

old would say, I don’t know, but if they’re old enough to get on a chair, turn on the 

computer and go on the Internet – 



 

MS. SETMAYER:  And navigate the website. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – they know whether they’re a girl or a boy, right? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yeah.  I think that this is a little bit of a ridiculous argument.  

I think there are a lot of other more valid arguments that CWA could be fighting for as far 

as questioning transgender rights and the homosexual agenda.  There is a problem with 

lesbianism among young girls and promoting that from some groups, that they could – 

that’s a legitimate argument.  This right here, I think that it shouldn’t even be an issue 

when you’re four, five, six, seven.  I mean, when I was that age playing with dolls I 

wasn’t questioning my gender, I wasn’t – I didn’t even know what a transgender was, and 

I think that issues like this are – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Will it cost them? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  It’s a waste of energy. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Will it cost them credibility in conservative circles? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, the ultraconservatives may see this as a legitimate 

cause, but I think what they’re doing is that they’re really – they are wasting political 

capital on something like this.  The Girls, Inc. issue, it was more of that they didn’t want 

money going toward an organization that promotes abortion to young girls or 

reproductive rights.  That is a legitimate concern for conservatives and I think – but that 

argument was lost. 

 

MS.  SOSA:  But this is a corporation.  This is not the government.  I mean why – 

I mean, this is a corporate relationship, so it’s really incredible that they’re getting in the 

middle of that when, again, there’s so many issues – 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  It’s really incredible, but we’ve run out of time.  Sorry.  

That’s it for this edition of “To the Contrary.”  Next week, aging out of foster care.  

Whether your views are in agreement or to the contrary, please join us next time. 

 

(End of program.) 


