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MS. ERBE:  Is it politically incorrect to question whether gender differences 

account for men's greater achievements in science and engineering? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Free inquiry is intrinsic to academia, but who needs a 

bull in the university china shop? 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Not only politically incorrect, just plain wrong, particularly 

when the questioning comes from the president of the university whose ruminations are 

totally baseless. 

 

MS. GREENBURG:  Not necessarily politically incorrect, but it depends on what 

you mean by gender differences. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  Politically incorrect, perhaps.  Perfectly ironic, absolutely since 

the questioner professes to be a proponent of women's equality. 

 

 (Musical break.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Hello, I'm Bonnie Erbe.  Welcome to To The Contrary, a discussion 

of news and social trends from a variety of women's perspectives.  This week, Harvard 

President Lawrence Summers dodges a no confidence vote by his faculty and the release 

of a transcript of his controversial remarks about men, women, science and engineering 

brings him more support.  Then, with the U.N.'s Beijing Plus 10 Conference in New York 

next week on women's rights, will conservatives succeed in scaling back support for 

family planning?  Behind the headlines, Florida Republican Congresswoman Ginny 

Brown-Waite tells us what she and other women in Congress are doing to clean up the 

airwaves. 

 

Up first, Larry Summers.  Controversy continues to roil over Harvard President 

Lawrence Summers' comments suggesting differences in what he calls intrinsic aptitude 

could help explain why men are more successful at science and engineering than women.  

Since he made those remarks in mid-January, Summers has apologized numerous times, 

and created two task forces on women in academia.  This past week, he released a 

transcript of his remarks, which galvanized support for him and helped him dodge a no 

confidence vote at a meeting with faculty.  That's a big change from last week's meeting 

in which only one professor defended Summers.  The transcript shows that Summers 

added that "intrinsic differences are "reinforced" by lesser factors involving socialization 

and continued discrimination.  I would like nothing better than to be proved wrong." 

 

So, Cari Dominguez, now that the transcript is out, are the remarks as bad as 

everybody thought they were, or did the faculty at Harvard overreact? 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, Bonnie, I've read the transcript and, frankly, I believe 

that it's really a case of carelessness, insensitivity.  He's actually using the bully pulpit of 

being president of a prestigious university to ruminate over matters for which he has no 

supportive evidence.  I personally found it very troubling.  It's no different than having 



the chair of EEOC talk about these kinds of ruminations and not realize the impact or the 

power of those words.  And, frankly, it's nothing, if anybody knows the history of this 

country, it's nothing new, because years ago they were saying the same thing about why 

we didn't have enough blacks in positions, senior positions, genetically inferior. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Which remarks are you talking about?  Are you saying that the stuff 

about the intrinsic differences, or there were also other comments that came out in the 

transcript saying that maybe because they, Harvard, had used affirmative action in some 

sense to diversify the faculty that the quality of the faculty wasn't as good as it otherwise 

might have been. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, he actually made three points, the first one of which is 

that women don't really want to spend more than 80 hours a week working, you don't 

want to take your work home with you.  And I have yet to know any woman who doesn't 

take her responsibilities seriously beyond the 9 to 5 or the 9 to 9.  Certainly, all of us 

around this table can sympathize and share in that.  And the second point he made had to 

do with that.  And then, thirdly, he said maybe socialization, environmental issues, maybe 

discrimination, I happen to think he had it in the reverse order. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  And not one expert, take the intrinsic aptitude part, has 

stepped forward to reinforce what he said.  The most people have been able to do is talk 

about academic freedom.  Let me say this, political correctness has set in on both sides.  

The people who are talking about academic freedom are trying to say that nobody wants 

people to even look at this.  And the people who are insulted by the remarks, of course, 

are saying that's not the right thing to do, if I can characterize, vulgarly, what people are 

really saying.  This is as much about the man as the message.  This is a man who never 

would have been president of Harvard University if he had not been Secretary of the 

Treasury, and he was an accidental Secretary of the Treasury at that.  His reputation 

throughout Washington was very well known.  A man who is absolutely misplaced in a 

collegial environment where you have to work with people who are, in themselves, their 

own people, as every professor is, and then you decide to provoke.  No, what you want to 

do if you are a university president in that environment is to encourage.  You don't want 

to provoke people talking about aptitude, particularly when you're talking about half of 

your own university. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But with, Anna Greenburg, the reaction to the transcript coming out 

this past week, and a lot of rallying of support around Summers, a week earlier all we 

heard was negative reaction to him, now he's rallying his forces, are we entering an era 

where it's okay to say that it's politically incorrect to challenge efforts to diversify? 

 

MS. GREENBURG:  Well, I don't want to overstate the impact of the transcript 

because much of what was going on is internal Harvard politics, and I can tell you, as a 

former Harvard professor, that Harvard professors don't like being pushed around, if they 

have tenure that is, by their president, and this comes on the heels of a series of events, 

including pushing Professor Cornell West out of the university.  And so this comes on the 

heels of that.  I think that there was a chilling effect over the faculty initially, and the 



faculty who have historically been supportive have kind of come out.  So, I don't know 

that the transcript really changed it. 

 

I think there is -- the one good thing that comes out of this is, let's have a debate 

about why there aren't more women in science and math and engineering.  I mean the 

numbers are absolutely appalling.  They're certainly appalling if you look at the --  

 

MS. ERBE:  But my question, is the debate over already because, people like 

Summers, conservatives who run American politics these days are saying that women 

want to stay home and make babies and not put in the hours. 

 

MS. GREENBURG:  I don't get a sense that the debate is over.  I actually think 

this is the beginning of a debate, and we have a number, if you look at the cover of 

Newsweek Magazine, the story on motherhood, and that book that's come out, and the 

choices that women make about their careers, and taking care of their children, balancing 

work and family, these are ongoing debates.   If anything, I think what this does is 

amplify the debate.  I don't think it casts a chill over it. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  Larry Summers hardly got into such an erudite discussion as the 

one you seem to want to engage here upon in light of the comments.  I only wish he had 

tackled such a lofty subject. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Erudite, I would characterize it as verbose as opposed to erudite. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  Exactly, it was verbose.  It was careless.  And, Eleanor, really is 

one of the only Democrats I've witnessed to be honest about Larry Summers on how he 

was regarded inside the beltway as Bill Clinton's Treasury Secretary by other Democrats, 

and how he is regarded at Harvard as ruffling some feathers.  The reports this week that 

when they're trying to honor the dead, he sort of twiddles his thumbs and looks down as 

if somebody is bothering him, taking away from his other to do lists. 

 

That's really important.  I think that's important beyond this one ridiculous set of 

remarks.  I mean, does Harvard University really want at its helm someone who does 

seem to be so insensitive, and so out of touch. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But doesn't he seem, at this point anyway, to have won that battle, 

he's staying. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  He may be staying, but his tenure, his legacy will never be the 

same.  People will always remember this about him.  So, he'll need to decide whether or 

not he can countenance that.  In the long-term, I do think it is ironic, though, that because 

he's got a big fat D after his name, those who are defending him are usually the vanguard 

of feminism, of attacking anybody who would call into question innate or intrinsic 

differences.  And, by the way, intrinsic aptitude, I think, was wrong grammar, so we 

should all be pouncing on him --  

 



MS. GREENBURG:  I haven't heard any feminists defending Larry Summers.  

I'm not sure where you're --  

 

MS. CONWAY:  I don't think they're calling for his head, Anna, the way they did 

when Dan Burton made a comment, or when Bob Packwood did what he did, or when 

they pushed Shannon Faulkner into the Citadel.  In other words, I think there are always 

conclusions with the feminists in search of evidence, and here they run into the trouble 

that here is a guy who usually shares their views. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  I have to share, take back the time as opposed to share 

time.  From academics to human rights. 

 

Women leaders from around the world are convening in New York this week for 

a United Nations session on the status of women.  At the fourth, and prior World 

Conference on Women in 1995 in Beijing, China, then First Lady Hillary Rodham 

Clinton made her famous speech declaring women's rights are human rights and not 

separate issues.  Those rights approved at the 1995 conference include increasing 

women's power in government and society, preventing violence against women, and sex 

trafficking, and bolstering reproductive rights.  The platform continues to be fiercely 

debated today. 

 

We talked to several women leaders whose groups are attending the upcoming 

meeting about the top issues there. 

 

MS. CROUSE:  It's going to be a very hot conference, because we still are dealing 

with Hillary's -- the first lady's claim in the Beijing Conference originally that women's 

rights are human rights, whereas conservatives argue that women's rights are not human 

rights, it's rather the human rights of women, because women's rights include so many 

different things. 

 

MS. KISSLING:  I think one of the most important things will continue to be the 

controversy over abortion, and over sexual rights, those two issues which have really tied 

up so many U.N. meetings, and in particular whether the U.S. government will play an 

obstructionist role in attempting to undo the consensus that was achieved at Beijing about 

unsafe abortion as a public health problem. 

 

MS. ALBERT:  The major issues for women at the upcoming Beijing Conference 

include violence against women, education, and the promotion of basic human rights for 

women and girls. 

 

MS. SHARMA:  Ten years ago, hundreds of nations gathered together in Beijing, 

China, to assert and reaffirm their commitment to women's opportunity, women's self-

sufficiency, and ultimately for women's freedom.  And the most important thing that's 

going to happen in New York is that these countries are going to come together again to 

recommit themselves to this, and to push women's opportunity and freedom forward for 

the next 10 years. 



 

MS. ALBERT:  This is something that the treaty for the rights of women includes, 

it's a human rights treaty that the U.S. has not yet ratified.  It's been ratified by more than 

90 percent of the United Nations member states, and in the previous Beijing Conference 

that was held five years ago, the U.S. made a pledge to ratify the treaty, and it's time for 

us to live up to this pledge. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I see you shaking your head, you don't expect progress at the next 

U.N. meeting on women? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Not if this administration tries to stamp out the '95 

conference, and that could happen, if you see the way they've been behaving at 

international meetings. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What does that mean? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  The notion that anybody would debate whether or not 

women's rights are human rights, poor us.  The kinds of rights, for example, that women 

lack, the right to an education, the right to the same kind of autonomous decision making 

that men are granted in most societies, it would seem to be, per se, qualified as human 

rights.  So, if you start there with a disagreement, I don't know how you can get to really 

controversial issues like abortion. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Right.  Well, I would agree in terms of, for example, 

education.  I would think education is a civil right.  I think it is the key to economic 

opportunity, to economic freedom.  So, I'm frankly a little disappointed in terms of the 

agenda, because I would like to see more of a focus on the economic, entrepreneurship, 

and the economic development through education. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But that's in there, too, I should say, just so you know, we covered, 

To The Contrary covered Beijing in '95, and we should point out that since then a number 

of countries, particularly one or two Islamic countries that didn't give women the right to 

vote, now gave women the right to vote as a result of that conference.  There are 

economics in there as well, but I think the biggest story, the biggest change since '95 is 

the Bush administration X'ing out the $34 million that used to go from the U.S. to the 

U.N. for international family planning. 

 

MS. GREENBURG:  And it's unfortunate that we can't have a debate about the 

other things that are in that treaty around education, autonomy, because we get distracted 

by this conversation about reproductive rights and abortion.  And, I mean, we can have a 

very deep discussion about family planning, and those sort of things, but there's so much 

more going on, and it's unfortunate this administration will hijack the whole conversation 

because of those issues. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  It's a little sad that ten years after Beijing, in the wake of 

everything after 9/11, we're still focused on reproductive rights.  It was this 



administration that ripped the burkas off of the Afghani women.  That was not on the to 

do list coming out of Beijing.  It was shockingly absent as a charter, staple point coming 

out of Beijing.  You want to talk about women's rights?  Who was looking out for the 

women of Afghanistan? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  This administration surely -- we ripped the burkas off, 

but I didn't see them being for contraception.  And the thing that most determines life for 

a woman in the third world is whether she can control herself whether to have children or 

not.  And let's leave abortion aside for a moment, what about not having a say on whether 

or not you can use contraception.  I mean, if that isn't primitive, I don't know what is.  

And if you really want to talk about Afghanistan, you would say, the women of 

Afghanistan ought to have the same rights we have, and saying that women, if they want 

to, that's all the administration could say, don't have to wear these burkas is hardly a vast 

improvement. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  I haven't surveyed the women in Afghanistan, other people 

have, but I would imagine the top of their list is not contraception.  I think autonomy is, 

and when they think about that, it would probably be economic autonomy. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  I was just going to agree with that, because I have seen 

some of the new entrepreneurship going on in Afghanistan, and the women owning little 

bakeries and that kind of thing, and it does give them new freedom.  To my vantage 

point, obviously, my interest is employment opportunities and access to employment.  A 

lot of women have been deprived that, number one, because they just haven't been 

allowed to get a basic education.  So, I would like to bring the discussion of the points in 

terms of priority as to what women really need, while there may be some issues about 

reproductive rights, I just don't think it's the top priority. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Is there an argument to be made that while the third world, 

developing nations, whatever the politically correct title is at the moment, are moving 

forward on women's rights, the U.S. is moving backwards? 

 

MS. GREENBURG:  Well, I don't know that there's a lot of evidence that there's 

been movement forward for women internationally.  There's been some increase in 

representation in the parliaments.  Other than that, if you look, for instance, at health, and 

AIDS --  

 

MS. ERBE:  Increased education, there have been U.N. reports that show more 

girls, not anywhere near as much as the United States --  

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Even Larry Summer said, the most important element of 

redevelopment can be seen in focusing on women.  What does that mean?  It really 

means that if a woman is able to control how many children she has, and what we have 

seen in the last ten years is a reduction in the number of children women in developing 



countries have.  That means better lives for their children.  That means these women can 

go out and do exactly what you said, get involved in an economic activity.  If you are 

sitting there having nine and ten children, and that is not your desire, and you can't do 

anything about it, it's hard to get to those freedoms, those economic freedoms of which 

you speak. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  This idea of contraception, first of all, for some of these women 

very little is being done to protect them from diseases, because the contraception that is 

being promoted does not protect them from disease.  The president himself came up with 

a very ambitious, very non-Republican, frankly, agenda to help AIDS victims in Africa.  

A lot of the Democrats pooh-poohed it. 

 

MS. GREENBURG:  If you look at the report from Uganda today, if you look at 

the report today from Uganda, the very program that the president is promoting is 

actually the reason that AIDS has gone down in Uganda is because of people dying.  

And, in fact, the abstinence programs have been completely unsuccessful in Uganda. 

 

MS. CONWAY:  I thought Bush was responsible for that, too. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And, on that note, behind the headlines, last year Janet Jackson's 

wardrobe malfunction at the Super Bowl had everyone talking, and many viewers 

screaming for action.  Now, a bill to create tougher penalties for indecency in 

broadcasting has passed the House and will make its way to the Senate.  Congresswoman 

Ginny Brown-Waite of Florida sat down to tell me why she supports the bill. 

 

REP. BROWN-WAITE:  Because constituents, as a result of incidents, such as 

the one during the Super Bowl with the "wardrobe malfunction" with Janet Jackson, that 

they wanted to ensure that during prime time, and especially when children are watching 

TV, the Super Bowl is a family event, that there would be some protections there, and 

some sanctions for people who violated normal decency laws.  So the bill increases the 

fine up to a half a million dollars per incident. 

 

MS. ERBE:  It was tried last year, it failed in the Senate, I believe. 

 

REP. BROWN-WAITE:  Yes. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Why is it going to work this time? 

 

REP. BROWN-WAITE:  I think in the meantime the public has clearly expressed 

that they do want some controls.  It's not just some members of Congress who got 

together and said, wouldn't this be nice.  The public also wants some controls out there.  

The best form of government, they petitioned their elected officials to do something 

about it, and this bill not only allows stations to be fined, the individual broadcast 

stations, but also individuals who participate in an event, let's say the Janet Jackson, it's a 

similar event, that if she had reason to know that was being broadcast, and that it would 

be offensive, then that performer also could be fined. 



 

MS. ERBE:  How do we know what's a violation of the law or not?  There are 

concerns, I guess, by some members of Congress about violating civil liberties, but 

there's -- it defines it as indecency, right? 

 

REP. BROWN-WAITE:  Correct. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So, how do we know if it's indecent or not? 

 

REP. BROWN-WAITE:  Well, first of all, a complaint would be made and a 

determination would be made that there was knowledge and that it was planned, that it 

was not an accident, because accidents do happen even with wardrobes, but rather that it 

was something that was planned and offensive to the general public.  And that's where 

really the decency comes in.  A family show, like the Super Bowl, I know my 

grandchildren watch it with their dad, and you want to make sure that there's wholesome 

TV out there. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And will this help?  Because I've talked to parents who've said, even 

in news programming, if you have young children, it's really hard to guard against them 

seeing something that might scare them, horrify them, or be indecent. 

 

REP. BROWN-WAITE:  As a parent and a grandparent, I think that there really 

should be like a warning when, for example, on the 6 o'clock news, they're showing 

something that truly is violent in nature.  And sometimes even on the 6 o'clock news, 

when you're sitting around the family dining room table, those news events come up.  It's 

almost like there needs to be a warning that the parent might want to temporarily turn off 

that TV, but they always have the option to just not have the TV on at all. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay.  They have that option but, Kellyanne Conway, once this 

becomes law, as it looks like it's heading to become in the next couple of months, will 

you feel safer letting your children, who are still babies, your twins are babies at this 

point, but can they watch more television once this becomes law? 

 

MS. CONWAY:  With me as their mother, they really don't need the federal 

government to step in and monitor what they're eating, what they're watching, what 

they're doing.  I think we really need a lot more parental responsibility.  Too many 

parents today expect society and role models, whether they be celebrities, athletes, the 

FCC to help them raise their children.  I think that's an unfair burden. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Let's go back to the wardrobe malfunction.  You're sitting around 

watching the Super Bowl with your kid, and all of a sudden somebody's boob shows up.  

How can parents deal responsibly with that? 

 

MS. CONWAY:  I think we need to explain what that is, as much as if you're 

channel surfing and an image like that comes up inadvertently, you would need to explain 

that, or make sure you're not channel surfing.  And the fact is, Bonnie, I think that what 



bothers me most about all of this is, there are some really self-righteous people on Capitol 

Hill who think that by putting this to a vote, by assessing funds on a major network and 

its corporate sponsors, they're sending a message, they're being the vanguards to the 

public, and morality, and all that, when it's going to be very hard to enforce.  I think it's 

one of those laws that's going to be very hard to enforce.  I think there's too much smut 

everywhere on TV, in magazines, everything else. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  I couldn't agree with you more.  This stuff is in our face 

so that we all have to take exception to it. 

 

MS. ERBE:  You guys agreeing, that is history. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  This is such a slip -- we're already way down the 

slippery slope.  I can't believe this is still America.  I want to deal with this.  The way to 

deal with this is to get to the sponsors, not in a mini-second just a few people.  Getting to 

who is sponsoring some of this, excuse me, c-r-a-p on television -- see, I'm not using a 

bad word here, would be a whole lot more effective than asking the government to do it.  

And we really don't want to start on that slope.  There is no end to it.  And that's the only 

reason we allow free expression in the first place, because, as the Supreme Court has told 

us over and over again, it is impossible to draw the line. 

 

MS. GREENBURG:  I mean, we have to accept the fact that there's a market for 

this.  People are watching it.  If people weren't watching and buying, then we wouldn't 

have this on TV and in movies and magazines.  I personally watched the Surreal Life last 

night, and saw the fetish room that was featured in the segment.  So I think we also have 

to deal with the market.  And this is where I think Kellyanne's point is spot on.  It's up to 

parents to figure out what to let their kids watch and not watch. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But when you say deal with the market, how could you possibly 

organize American parents into one lobby to protest smut on television. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  You don't need that.  It took a very few complaints to 

the FCC to get their reaction almost instantly.  Somebody has done the homework on 

that. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  I agree, I think it's shared responsibility.  I think there are 

parental responsibilities.  There are also, I think, just like when you beyond a speed limit, 

there are certain things that there's got to be a cop who says don't do that again.  When 

you're watching the Oscars or the Grammies, and somebody comes out with the F word, 

or what-have-you, those are the kinds of things that are totally unexpected. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Also totally unexpectedly, we're almost out of time.  I'll come back 

to you after credits.  That's it for this edition of To The Contrary. 

 

Next week, I sit down with Governor Kathleen Sebelius of Kansas.  Whether your 

views are in agreement or to the contrary, please join us next time, and we want to hear 



from you, write to us at ToTheContrary@PBS.org, or visit our PBS Online Web site at 

PBS.org. 

 

(End of program.) 

 

 

 

 


