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MS. DEWEEVER:  This week on To the Contrary, first, as we await the 

president’s new jobs initiative, we’ll hear from the Department of Labor Secretary Hilda 

Solis about the outlook for women.  Then, newborn survival in the United States may not 

be as good as you think.  And we discuss a controversial T-shirt making waves on the 

internet.    

 

(Musical break.) 

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Hello, I’m Avis Jones DeWeever, sitting in for Bonnie Erbe.  

Welcome to To the Contrary, a discussion of news and social trends from diverse 

perspectives.  Up first, Secretary of Labor Hilda Solis’ dedication to women and jobs.   

 

In today’s challenging economy, women are facing unemployment and a stagnant 

job market.  They’re hoping for some good news next week, when the president reveals 

his jobs plan in a national address.   

 

Secretary Solis told To the Contrary Executive Producer Cari Stein the 

Department of Labor is working hard to help women succeed in the workforce.   

 

(Begin video segment.)   

 

SECRETARY HILDA SOLIS [Department of Labor]:  We see a lot of women 

that are losing jobs right now in the public sector.  And that seems to be the area that we 

haven’t been able to really be able to boost and keep those jobs.  And part of it is because 

revenues are down at the state and local government, so we have an overrepresentation of 

women in teaching jobs and in the public sector.   

 

MS. CARI STEIN:  Secretary Solis says there is also one female population that 

sometimes gets overlooked, but the Department of Labor is focusing resources on women 

veterans.   

 

SEC. SOLIS:  There is a large percentage of women that have served in the last 

two wars and they’re going to be coming home and they’re coming home now.  And so 

we’re trying to foster a better environment for them, so that they do have places to go for 

assistance if they need it, training that they’re going to need, and also bringing about 

better partnerships with businesses, so that they will hire them and also give them a 

chance at some of these jobs.   

 

MS. STEIN:  With African-Americans and Hispanic women having the highest 

unemployment rate, what do you suppose the reasons for that are?   

 

SEC. SOLIS:  I think some of it has to go back to the premise that not all of them 

have access to education.  So they may not have the appropriate skill sets or training 



available.  Many of these particular groups also have been heavily concentrating in the 

public sector.   

 

MS. STEIN:  Solis says unemployment insurance is an important program for 

many of these women.   

 

SEC. SOLIS:  We have attempted through UI Modernization to help provide 

protections for them, so giving them the support they need.  So this was a way of helping 

to provide an expansive safety net for them.  And that has to be again – how can I say – 

reauthorized and extended, especially now in this very hard economic time, where we’re 

going to see at the end of the year, people are going to be dropped off again unless we 

provide an extension through the Federal Unemployment Insurance Program.   

 

MS. STEIN:  Extending unemployment insurance is only one of the programs 

Solis is backing to help women move to new opportunities.   

 

SEC. SOLIS:  We have to look at what – where we can help them transition.  One 

area that I’d recommend they look at is in health care.  There’s all kinds of jobs that 

continue to grow, whether it’s on the front end, ambulatory care, emergency care, 

assisted living.  And I’m really excited about some of the things we’ve been able to do to 

help provide more support for women to look at alternative careers because some of the 

jobs that women lost won’t come back.  And we’d like to see many of them getting into 

renewable energy, in green jobs, or in apprenticeship programs that pay higher wages.  

Why can’t we continue to push more women into those areas, into high-tech, the STEM 

areas – science, technology, engineering, and math areas?  We still have a shortage of 

women engineers.   

 

MS. STEIN:  Have you been to any interesting training programs recently that – 

 

SEC. SOLIS:  For women?   

 

MS. STEIN:  – you would want to talk about.  

 

SEC. SOLIS:  Yes, I have.  In fact, I’m really excited.  Not too long ago, I was 

out visiting an auto plant, where they’re producing electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles.  

And many of the workforce – half of them, I would say, were women.  And they were 

there, explaining to me everything that they were doing and how exciting it was that they 

had a good job.   

 

MS. STEIN:  So what do you do for outreach?  How do you actually get out into 

the community and sort of help these women think about other options?   

 

SEC. SOLIS:  Part of it is by letting them know that there are tools available.  

They can go to our One-Stop Centers that we have.  We have 3,000 of them.  They can 

go online immediately if they have a computer at home or they can go to public library 

and get all this information, myskillsmyfuture.org, or just go to our website, dol.gov, and 



download and look at all the information that we have available for them.  We have many 

grant programs that address certain issues for women.   

 

MS. STEIN:  More outreach to companies?   

 

SEC. SOLIS:  Absolutely, always, always because government doesn’t create the 

jobs.  It’s the private sector.  So we need to branch out, work with medium, small-size, 

and all the diverse businesses that are out there.  They’re the engine of growth.  We want 

to see more jobs created.  We want to inspire individuals to get involved in our job 

training programs, to take advantage of what’s being offered right.  Putting out grants 

with community colleges and businesses to attract better training programs with 

credentials so we can guarantee a good work for us.  We want all Americans and 

individuals that have been out of work for so long to not lose hope and faith.  That’s what 

I’m looking forward to for the next – the next cycle.  But immediately, it’s about jobs, 

jobs, jobs.   

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  So Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton, what does U.S. need to 

do to get women back to work?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Avis, for starters, targeting the long-term unemployed in the 

jobs bill America is insisting Congress passes after recess would be a good start.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  I don’t think it’s what the U.S. needs to do.  I think it’s what 

women need to do to get themselves the right skills so they can get back to work.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I think we have to be very careful about what the fiscal 

policy that we’re seeing coming out of Washington, especially the Republican Party, is 

right now because women are being hurt through public sector jobs that are being cut.  

And so it’s counterproductive to say we care about women having jobs and yet we’re 

slashing jobs that women do have.   

 

MS. NEILY:  I’m going to throw the libertarian card on the table and I’m going to 

say: get the government out of the way.  Allow individuals and allow businesses to keep 

more money in their own pockets and let’s cut some of the red tapes, so that we can have 

small businesses start to create jobs that will be around for the long term.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Where were you when the tax cut bill got passed?  And you 

haven’t seen a growth bill.  The tax cut bill cut taxes for everybody, for the middle class, 

but especially for the wealthy.  If that would do it, we’d all have a job now.   

 

MS. NEILY:  The temporary cuts.  I think we need – we would need real, serious, 

long-term programs –  

 

DEL. NORTON:  Cuts for the wealthy forever, yes.   



 

MS. DEWEEVER:  But when you look at what businesses have right now, 

they’re sitting on nearly $2 trillion in cash right now and they’re not hiring people.   

 

MS. NEILY:  Because they’re scared.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Don’t we need to look them beyond the private sector, 

particularly as we’ve said here that women are disproportionately located in public sector 

jobs.  Doesn’t the government have some responsibility then to get people back to work?   

 

MS. NEILY:  I would love to shrink the size and scope of government.  I would 

love those women to have jobs in the private sector.  I think the federal government is 

doing a lot of things that the private sector could be doing more efficiently and more 

cheaply, so – 

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Why aren’t they doing it – if they have they money to do it, 

why aren’t they doing it?   

 

MS. NEILY:  Because the government’s in that space right now.  And businesses 

are sitting on money because they don’t know what additional regulations will be placed 

on them.  What will the shape of the health care bill look like?  What will the actual 

implications of Dodd-Frank look like?  I think there’s just – no one knows what the 

business environment is going to be in a year.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  She’s just made the best argument, then for some government 

spending.  If you care anything about women, if they’re sitting on it, if nobody else is 

helping them, if unemployment is stuck, then the only engine that typically in a 

democratic society steps up to the plate is indeed the government.  We have tried all the 

tax cuts in the world.  We have shown that that alone won’t do it.  So if you really care 

about the unemployed, you’ll stop talking about the talk we talk talk-points from the 

Republican Party.  We’ve heard that ever since they took power.  And what we have now 

is a jobs crisis for women.  We’ve got to target women.  We’ve got – every economist, all 

of the – any economist – and the interesting way is the bipartisan way that this is coming 

in.  The Fed says you’ve got to spend money in the near term for economic growth.  So 

those talking points died when we went on recess.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Yes, but let’s not overlook.  I serve on the board of 

Manpower, which is a temporary and permanent staffing global corporation.  They place 

over four million workers a year.  Their big issue is talentism.  In fact they coined the 

phrase talentism, which is replacing capitalism because they don’t have individuals with 

the right skills and talents to fill the kinds of jobs that we need.  So we need to do a 

tremendous educational effort, an outreach effort to let the workers know where the 

opportunities lie.  I think there’s a certain responsibility that we need to have to make 

sure that they – you know, health care is a huge market right now.  We need to get people 

trained in those skilled jobs.   

 



MS. CARNAHAN:  I think that’s very true, but I want to come back to what 

Eleanor said and what I said in the beginning.  And it is inconsistent to be doing nothing 

but slashing a budget, not increasing your revenue that is coming in, keeping the tax 

credits for the wealthy as permanent.  I was talking to someone yesterday who’s with the 

Rural Letter Carriers’ Association.  And he was telling me.  In the state of Wyoming 

alone, there’s proposals now that’s going to come to Capitol Hill, it’s in front of the 

Senate, and it’s for slashing in just Wyoming 100 post offices.  Now, think of the 

economic impact on a state like Wyoming, of 100 post offices workers, government 

sector jobs, which women typically are in, and then sit back and go but we have to 

retrain.  But let the – you know, let the private sector come in.  These have like domino 

economic effects throughout our entire society.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  No doubt about – 

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  And isn’t training itself an investment?  I’m wondering 

where is that money going to come from if at every turn that we take, we’re saying, oh, 

we can’t afford to spend a dime.  Yes, we do need to retrain.  We do need to make sure 

the public sector, I believe, is vibrant.  But all of that takes investments.  Where is the 

shared cycle here?   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  But this is a thing.  I think if the postal service is losing $6 

billion a year, I mean we need to then redirect our focus to the growth sectors of our 

economy.  You know, the whole environmental, the whole – and a lot is health care, 

information technology.  We can’t just keep superficially maintaining jobs that are 

obsolete.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, Cari, you have a good point about retraining.  We know 

that women are crowded in these women owned occupations.  By the way, women have 

done spectacular job of training themselves much more broader than everybody – we 

should give them a lot of credit.  But this is a question for the country at the moment.  

The question for the country at the moment is what are you going to do about millions of 

people unemployed now?  All that you may be saying about things to do in the long-term 

may entirely be correct, but we’ve got misery looking us in the face.  And we have an 

obligation.  When you have this many people across the board – yes, of all genders, but 

now we see disproportionately women, and the reason that’s important is that for 30 

years the only reason the standard of living for the American people has gone up is 

because women have been in the workforce.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Yes.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  They’re out.  You have no chance to getting back to even.   

 

MS. NEILY:  I’m really uncomfortable with that idea of the government being 

obligated to use their money to train people.  I think the people know.  I think the market 

will sort this out.  You know, people go to college because they expect to have a job 

when they get out.  And you know now, if you’re going to – there are not manufacturing 



jobs.  So if you plan a career, try to be in the manufacturing sector, that’s not going to 

work out for you.  And I don’t necessarily think that that’s the government’s obligation 

then to turn on and train you.  You do know where the growth industries are.  Is it in 

environment, is it in energy, is it in education, is it in health care?  That’s up to you as an 

individual.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  But what do you think the president’s prescription’s going to 

be, any prognosis here?   

 

MS. NEILY:  Spending.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, I think – yes, well, yes, spending.  And if you ask the 

American people where they are, they say three to one spending over deficit.  Do you 

know why?  Because people are hurting and because it was so accommodating to you, 

people, who wanted to do nothing, but cut taxes – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I want to just say really briefly to address this issue and it 

kind of comes under what you were saying.  You know, I just recently came back from a 

bipartisan trip to Germany, okay.  And one of the reasons this trip went there was to talk 

to the leaders of Germany about what are you doing right.  Okay, Germany has more debt 

than we do, you know, in proportion to what they’re taking in revenue.  They’re not 

worried about it.  They’ve got more growth than we do.  What else they have is they have 

the government working with the private sector on retraining people or steering people 

into jobs that the private sector needs.  And they work hand in hand.  So you’re not out 

there alone.   

 

So I really do think government has a role.  I mean if not helping your people go 

in a direction towards productivity and growth of this country, then what role should 

government have.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, why – why isn’t industry training people?  I mean if they 

need people, why aren’t they helping to train the very people we’re talking about?   

 

MS. NEILY:  Because there are government programs right now.  If there’s 

already a trade adjustment assistance program that is training people, why would I, as a 

business, start a program like that?  If we close that program down, sure I would.  

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  But businesses do train people.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  But unfortunately, they’re not at the scale that we need to get 

this economy moving.  So unfortunately, we have to move on now.  We can go on really 

forever on this one.   

 



Now, we turn to some shocking data on newborn mortality out this week.  

According to researchers at the World Health Organization and Save the Children, the 

United States ranks 41
st
 in newborn survival, behind South Korea, Malaysia, and Poland.  

This ranking puts the United States on par with Croatia, Qatar, and the United Arab 

Emirates in newborn mortality rates.  The 20-year study found overall newborn mortality 

rates are dropping worldwide.  But in the United States, the rates are falling more slowly 

than in other countries.  The U.S. is down by only 26 percent over 20 years, while 50 

other countries, including China, lowered their rates by more than 50 percent.   

 

Pre-term delivery, asphyxia, and infection are the leading causes of newborn 

death.  One in every eight babies born in the U.S. is born premature.   

 

So Deborah, why do you think America’s not number one on this respect?   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  You know, that’s a really great question.  I wish I had the 

answer to that because then we could solve it.  But I would like to point out that it isn’t 

surprising to me in many ways.  If we’re 27
th

 in the world, according to the World Health 

Association, in health care overall, why would we expect to be number one in this area?  

Obviously there’s a lot of work that we have to do.  And I think that there’re some 

confusing numbers out there as to what the rest of the world is doing and how they gather 

their criteria for ranking, what’s going on in their situation.  But we definitely need to 

work harder at taking care of mothers, giving them access to care prior to birth, and 

giving them access to care after birth, not just sending them home in two days from the 

hospital, get out.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  I agree with all of that, but I also wonder – I’m a little bit 

suspicious about how these rankings come about you know, because you have a 22-week 

old baby, who is all of a sudden saved, we don’t know what other countries do when 

somebody goes into labor when you’re 22 weeks pregnant.  We have the technology.  We 

have the tools where we can save these little babies.  I happen to have a friend right now 

who has a 22-23-week old baby who has survived.  So I don’t know if that could be 

counted as a miscarriage in another country.  I have no idea.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, but Cari, even assuming that, I don’t think we should be 

making any excuses for these rates.  For example, if we were to break down these rates 

by race, I think you’d stop making excuses because you would see the correlation 

between race, poverty, and infant mortality.  We stopped even talking about.  The word 

“poor” doesn’t come out of people’s mouths anymore, even on my side of the aisle.  But 

the fact is there is a direct correlation between race, poverty, and infant mortality, and 

that’s the children who are dying.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  You’re exactly right.  I mean if you look at the infant 

mortality rate, for example, for African-American babies, it’s four times that than is the 

case for white babies.  To me, these numbers are an indictment on inequality in America.  

I mean what’s to be done about that?   

 



MS. NEILY:  Well, I mean the health care reform bill was enacted in hopes of 

addressing this.  Unfortunately, I don’t think that it necessarily will.  And I know my 

friends here will disagree with me on that, but I worry that in trying to share costs among 

everyone, I think the quality and access to care will decline for others as well.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, I don’t think it’s just access to care.  I think you’ve got to 

get a hold of – remember, we’re talking often about very young girls who probably 

shouldn’t be having babies at all.  It’s about getting hold of these mothers when they are 

very young, when care costs very little, when even the Republicans might think we ought 

to give some care.  It saves gazillions of dollars.  For example, you talk about babies that 

are saved, a lot of money, all because we’re not putting a little bit of money in there when 

the baby is just being formed.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  But we’re talking about, you know, the richest country in 

the world.  We’re the richest country.  So how can you associate being the richest country 

in the world with ranking 37
th

 or 40 whatever – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Because we don’t have as good a system.  I mean France is 

number one.  Italy is number two.  They have a better system.  They have the health care 

system that’s accessible to all people that it isn’t tied to your paycheck.  It isn’t tied to 

whether you’re employed or not.  It isn’t tied to whether an insurance company wants to 

say you’re too much of a cost risk for us.  You have a preexisting condition.  We’re not 

going to cover you.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  You’ve got to be – and if you want to be more ashamed, we 

spend more money than all of them.  Not only are we at the bottom, but we’re spending 

more money on health care.  And one of the reasons is because we don’t have a system 

that shares – that everybody is in the system.  All of these countries have national 

systems of one kind or the other.  They vary, they vary in many ways, but everybody is in 

the pool.  That’s cost shared is a whole lot cheaper than putting us all in individual little 

insurance pools.  And look at the result we get, despite spending more money than any 

other country on health care.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  And looking at the 45 industrialized countries, American 

ranked 41 in infant mortality.  We can do better than that, can’t we?   

 

MS. NEILY:  We certainly can do better than that, but I think – you know, if we 

do have a national health care system – we do have a national health care system now – 

we have to decide where and how we want to spend our final health care dollars.  Do we 

channel it towards infant mortality?  Do we channel it towards end of life care?  Do we 

channel it towards cancer care for middle of life?  These are tough choices that we have 

to make, and who will be making those choices?  And I think that’s really important.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Well, thanks.  We’ll have to, once again, move on, but it’s a 

very important discussion.   

 



From health care to homework, sort of.  This week, outraged customers 

successfully flexed their online petition power over a controversial shirt they say sends a 

sexist message to girls.  They convinced JCPenney to stop selling the T-shirt that reads: 

I’m too pretty to do homework, so my brother has to do it for me.  More than 1,600 

people signed the petition on the website change.org.  Many moms complain the shirt 

reinforces gender stereotypes.  The T-shirt marketed to girls seven to 16 was sold 

exclusively on the company’s website, but has now been discontinued.   

 

Agreeing that the shirt doesn’t sent an appropriate message, JCPenney issued a 

statement saying, “our merchandise is intended to appeal to a broad customer base, not to 

offend them.”   

 

So Deborah, what do you think about that T-shirt?   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Was a woman involved in making this decision, JCPenney?  

(Laughter.)  I mean really?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Fire the buyer.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I’m telling you.  (Laughter.)  You know, besides the fact that 

we have really good data now showing that women have higher IQs than men overall and 

girls are getting better grades.  It should be, I’m too dumb.  I have to pay my sister to do 

my homework.  (Laughter.)  Maybe they should put that one out.  That’d be fine.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Oh, my God, I don’t know what to say to that.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  That’s how ludicrous it is.  I mean that to me is – I have two 

sons and I love them and they’re very bright boys, but that’s how ludicrous it is to me.  

Would we put a T-shirt out like that?   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Exactly.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, have you seen the T-shirts lately?  I mean there’s all 

kinds of things out there.  It’s not just – we’re picking on JCPenney.  And by the way, I 

happen to have audited them.  They’re very, very proactive, very progressive company.  

So somebody in the marketing department said they looked at all those T-shirts and said, 

okay, well let’s try this and see if it sells.  But I do think we need to revisit everything 

that’s been – we’re putting on T-shirts because a lot of the things that are out there are far 

more offensive than what JCPenney’s put out.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, somebody has found out that these kids like to wear T-

shirts.  And – T-shirts, they usually advertise nothing in particular.  You know, the team 

and the rest.  And so they said, wow, that’s another whole new market to get into.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  That’s right.   

 



DEL. NORTON:  Now, what – there are a gazillion ways to get into that market.  

You could put all kinds of pretty things on the T-shirt.  Wouldn’t that really get the girls 

quicker than anything I can think of?  Writing – the reason they want to write things is 

because they see that on T-shirts things are usually written.  It’s your team or the likes.  

So somebody is too clever by a half.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. NEILY:  I think it sounds that the fury over this is a little bit overblown 

because at the end of the day, I as a parent would not allow my child to wear that.  

Period.  So – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, then you’ve got a very good point.  And what happened 

was that the parents went online.   

 

MS. NEILY:  Parents got upset.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Very democratic, very market oriented.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I do want to make a confession – I really think I have to 

make this confession – 

 

MS. NEILY:  You own one.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  No.  (Laughter.)  In the ’70s, in the ’70s, and I was a paper 

girl in the ’70s, and I would wear this T-shirt, as I did my paper route, and it said, a 

woman without a man is like a fish without a bicycle.  (Laughter.)  And it was a huge 

slogan in the ’70s.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  I remember that.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  So I thought, you know, I would like to say this has been 

going on for a while, okay?  But it didn’t say guys were dumb.  And it didn’t say I’m 

dumb.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Right.   

 

MS. NEILY:  Well, for this it seems like people are upset that it’s sending girls 

the message that you can be pretty.  You don’t have to be smart.  You know, that – but I – 

in my mind, that is a little bit overruled.  Like you said, we know girls are smarter.  We 

know girls are going to college at higher rates.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Right.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, but girls who are seven and eight don’t know that yet and 

we really don’t want them falling in love with a T-shirt that deprecates themselves.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Right.   



 

DEL. NORTON:  But the way to do it is just like you say.  Don’t buy the thing.  

And I – the way to don’t buy the thing is to get a lot of other people also not to buy the 

thing.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  One of the things we’ve been working hard to do over the 

last decade has been to build up a girls self esteem.  You know.  And anything that 

attacks and undermines that I think it’s a problem and an issue.  And I agree with you.  I 

think it’s the parents’ responsibility to make sure that they develop that self esteem and 

not to allow them to purchase those types of products.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  What’s really interesting, though, I head that there’s a 

counter-petition going on now to bring the shirt back.  I wonder who’s signing on to that.  

(Laughter.)  Is it a bunch of men that wanted sort of – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Mainly men – 

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  – mainly men.   

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Oh, my goodness.  I don’t know what we’ll do with that.  I 

don’t know.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, you know, T-shirts don’t need to say much in order to 

attract kids.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Yes.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  So why not try putting – you know, if you want to really be 

cute, try putting a foreign language and seeing if you can get children – I wish children 

would learn Spanish in our country so that we would not be this dumb monolingual 

country.  Having your little girl wear something in Spanish.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Exactly, something to promote learning.   

 

MS. NEILY:  English first people would jump on you for that one.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  That’s true.   

 

MS. NEILY:  My mom never let me wore anything with a brand.  She said unless 

I was being paid by a company, I would not have a logo.   

 

MS. DEWEEVER:  Yes.  That’s a good policy.  (Laughter.)     

 



That’s it for this edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, Senator Kirsten 

Gillibrand’s campaign to get women off the sidelines.  Check out our website for TTC 

Extra, and whether your views are in agreement or to the contrary, please join us next 

time.   

 

(END)  

 


