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MS. ERBE:  This week on "To The Contrary," first, another liberal, yes liberal, 

media assault on working women.  Then, who wins the religious right or progressive 

women's groups on the next Supreme Court nominee?  Behind the headlines, the real 

estate boom is squeezing low income households out of the American Dream of owning a 

home. 

 

(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, setting women 

back.  Once again the so-called "liberal media" are trying to persuade well-educated 

women that the majority of them want to chuck their careers and become full-time 

homemakers after they have children.  For the second time in two years, the New York 

Times ran a front page story.  Two years ago, it was on the coverage of the Sunday Times 

Magazine, interviewing a random, not statistical sample of female Ivy League students.  

The Times story said, while the changing attitudes are difficult to quantify, roughly 60 

percent of 85 women who responded said they plan to work part-time, and about half 

wanted to stop work for at least a few years.  What experts tell To The Contrary is, highly 

educated women do "turn down the volume" on work when they start families, going 

part-time or using flex-time.  But very few leave the workplace for good. 

 

So, Kim Gandy, is this new news or concocted? 

 

MS. GANDY:  You know, women have always wanted to have it all.  The 

question for us now is, why do women have to do it all. 

 

MS. WOOD:  I think more and more women are making choices, especially in 

younger generations.  I think the biggest story here is that the New York Times is finally 

catching on. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  This is some rich women with professional degrees 

calling a time out, and hoping they can slide right back in. 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  I think at the end of the day every mother struggles with this 

question about career versus staying at home, and why not strike a balance. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But what about the media's approach to this?  First of all, are Gen-X 

and Gen-Y mothers, even accomplished, highly-educated ones more likely to say, I'd 

rather do the home thing full-time and forever, or are they not really doing it? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  First, you have to understand who the editors are and 

who the reporters are.  We're dealing with their own slim, thin slice of America.  And 

they are fascinated and in general people are fascinated if these women defy the 

stereotype.  The families were the stereotype.  I never understood the stereotype.  I never 

understood the stereotype in the first place.  So, the whole point was that women were 



barred from these professions, we wanted to break them open, not that everybody who 

got in had to stay in for life, or else you were a sellout.  Where did that come from? 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait a second.  This is the second, in two years the second time the 

New York Times has front page, first on its Sunday Times Magazine, now this past week 

on the front page of the newspaper, and in-between Time Magazine cover story, also 

Newsweek coverage, the fact that highly educated women are staying home, at least 

some of the time.  Doesn't it feel like a media assault on working women? 

 

MS. WOOD:  Can I just say that I love that you and you are attacking the media.  

This is wonderful.  I never thought we'd see this.  Look, I think what it is, they're looking 

for interesting stories.  I think this is an interesting one.  And I do think there's --  

 

MS. ERBE:  Is there really a story? 

 

MS. WOOD:  I do think it's real.  And not just -- obviously, it's probably 

happening most among people who have the luxury to do it.  Most families in this 

country need the mom and the dad working, unfortunately because of the cost of living.  

But, having said that, I think those who have a choice, and we do see statistical studies on 

this, that if women have a choice more and more of them in Generation X and Generation 

Y are making the choice to stay at home at least part of their working career life. 

 

MS. GANDY:  Two things.  Two-thirds of mothers work outside the home, yet 

we do 80 percent of the work inside the home.  That's the first problem right there, 

because women are being faced with untenable choices like this.  But, I also want to just 

take on the way the article was constructed, at least the headline, which was, Why aren't 

women getting to the top?  They choose not to.  But when you start reading the article, 

the first two women that you read about were in a situation where just as they were 

having their children, their bosses speeded up their workplace, and they were being 

expected to work 60, 70, 75 hours a week just as they were having children.  I don't think 

that was a coincidence.  And when they asked, could they cut their hours back, could they 

have some accommodation, and they were told all or nothing, stay or quit.  That's not 

choice. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Mercy, welcome to the panel, first of all, but you are a Gen Y 

mother of two young children, and you have a huge job.  Are you atypical for your 

generation? 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  First, thank you for having me on the show.  And I don't believe 

I'm atypical.  But I think, I'm not like these women who are drinking coffee at Starbucks.  

I'm busy raising my kids, and striking a balance, and also working -- doing some work 

from home.  This gives us an opportunity to create a stable and secure environment for 

our children, if you do have that choice of staying at home.  Some women don't have that 

choice.  And we, as a community, need to help those women who don't have that choice 

to stay at home to make sure that their kids are growing up in the right environment. 

 



MS. ERBE:  Is what the media seem to be pointing here, whether concocted or 

real in these several situations that I've noted, is that women your age with young 

children are less ambitious than women of my generation, for example? 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  Well, that's interesting, but to a certain point you have to think 

that when I read these articles, I'm so fascinated by it because I see these women who are 

able to make these choices, but that doesn't mean that they're out of the career -- the 

workforce.  They do have --  

 

MS. ERBE:  But that is the implication in this article, that it's a permanent pulling 

back. 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  But it's absolutely not.  It's absolutely not.  Here we have the 

opportunity of well-educated women to have that option to say, I'm going to pull back a 

little bit, or maybe I'll start a business, or maybe I'll do something that's much more 

innovative for a working mom, or a mother who stays at home. 

 

MS. GANDY:  Even women in that situation don't have the kind of economic 

protections they need.  NOW has a national committee on the economic rights of mothers 

and caregivers, where women who are mostly stay at home moms work on these very 

issues.  How do we make it possible? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  There's a very valuable lesson here, and it's not what, 

it's why.  If these women who had everything, these are rich women, have decided that 

work is so much the workplace is organized so much around men that they sacrifice their 

children in very high power jobs if they don't come out for a while, the lesson is about the 

workplace, and the lesson is for men and for women. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I get incensed, Kim Gandy, and you as head of NOW, the largest 

progressive women's organization in the country, I think it holds the women who aren't 

going to make those choices -- i.e., the ones who will continue to work full-time, 

continue to try to make partners in the law firm, continue to try to be CEO -- they get 

stereotyped. I've talked to women who say, well, you know, you're 25, and even though 

you've got this great education, you're going to have kids and you're going to take time 

off, so you're not going to get that promotion. 

 

MS. GANDY:  But that's no excuse.  I mean, employers will use whatever excuse 

they can if they're looking to exclude women from the workplaces, sure, they'll seize on 

that, but they'll seize on something else.  Or, as soon as you have kids, they'll speed up 

your work. 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  What is our priority?  Our priority is the future of our country, 

our children, and being able to have that opportunity to stay at home with your child and 

be part of that developmental process, and part of it as well for these Ivy League mothers 

to have that chance to be part of that development is so important, I think, for the growth 

of their children. 



 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  From staying home to duking it out.  It's progressive 

women's rights groups versus the religious right on the next Supreme Court appointment.  

Justice Sandra Day O'Connor's swing vote was the deciding vote in many of the court's 

most contentious cases, including employment law, Title IX, abortion rights, and 

affirmative action.  People on both sides say they'd like to see the president nominate a 

woman, but disagree on what kind of woman.  Conservatives hope the president will 

choose a female religious conservative.  Women's rights groups want a moderate who 

votes pro choice.  President Bush is also under pressure to be the first president to 

nominate a Hispanic American to lure more numbers of the country's fastest growing 

minority group into the Republican camp.  But religious conservatives say Attorney 

General Alberto Gonzales, the most often mentioned possibility, is not conservative 

enough. 

 

Mercy, is the White House listening to women's groups on the next selection? 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  Well, the president is listening to all Americans.  He's had an 

unprecedented number of meetings with Senators, has welcomed their ideas and thoughts 

on this nomination process.  And, at the end of the day, he's going to vote on the most 

qualified candidate, the person with the best legal judgment, the person with the best 

legal ability to represent us in the Supreme Court. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Is there no burden as far as the White House is concerned to replace 

O'Connor with somebody like O'Connor, i.e., a woman or a person of color and a 

moderate politically? 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  I think he has the short list.  He's looking at it.  And at this point, 

he's going to have to make the decision based on who is the best qualified for that spot.  

And, again, I believe he's going to look for the one that is the brightest legal mind, the 

one that's going to represent America, and I think that's where he's going to move. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  I hope he doesn't take the cheap way out of it, which is 

to appoint a woman that's so conservative that all of us have to oppose her.  Look, again, 

another stereotype, if it's a woman or if it's a black, depend on us to have to hang back.  

Do not try that. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Would someone say that some of the Senators hung back, Leahy, for 

example, in this nomination of Judge Roberts. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Yes, Leahy is the ranking member, and he may well 

have felt that in preparation for the next nominee, he needed to seem entirely reasonable 

this candidates, with the problems that many of us had with him was not the most 

reasonable candidate we've seen before the court.  You have to understand the politics of 

the committee as well.  I'm not sure about the other two Senators who voted, the other 

two Democrats, I'm not sure what their agenda was. 

 



MS. WOOD:  I think what this battle is going to come down to, it's going to be 

conservatives versus liberals again.  I mean, whether you're male, female, child, whatever 

it happens to be, and the reality is, I think President Bush has already shown, look, when 

he first nominated John Roberts, it was for Sandra Day O'Connor's seat.  At that point, 

Judge Rehnquist was still on the court.  So, I think it does show -- 

 

MS. ERBE:  Didn't he have an easier time getting Roberts through once he was 

elevated, once Chief Justice Rehnquist died, and he elevated him to that? 

 

MS. WOOD:  I think John Roberts is going to perform very well, as he did during 

the hearings, and you're going to have a tough time keeping him off the bench for any 

reason other than just a political reason.  And I think that's why you had three members 

of the Senate Judiciary Committee vote for him on the Democrat side. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Anybody who looked at John Roberts knew that from 

the beginning he was being groomed to move to the Chief Justice's seat.  And that was 

the least surprise I had in the whole process. 

 

MS. GANDY:  I think that history is going to judge this decision harshly.  I think 

that we will see John Roberts, he may not do it right away, but I think within a few years, 

he will be actively arguing to overturn what we've worked for for the last 30 or 40 years, 

and history is going to judge harshly those Senators that disregarded what we know about 

him and put an empty shirt. 

 

MS. WOOD:  I don’t think anybody is going to be surprised if John Roberts turns 

out to be more pro life than pro choice, and I think that's one reason why voters elected 

President Bush, that was their view as well, and they knew that that was the kind of judge 

that he would appoint.  When history has spoken to a certain extent, yes, there's a lot to 

see, but I don't think people are going to be surprised by Roberts. 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  I don't think they're surprised talking about history about 

Supreme Court nominee Ginsburg during the time when she was in her hearing, and she 

basically -- you look at her record, I mean, the ACLU attorney, you're talking as well that 

she believed that prostitution should be legalized, and the Republicans got this process 

moving smoothly and got it through.  And we expect that from the Democrats as well.  

We are going to move forward on not only Roberts nominee, but on the next nominee 

that's coming for the Supreme Court. 

 

MS. ERBE:  How much influence will the religious right have in selecting the 

next nominee?  In other words, Gonzales, a conservative, liked on most fronts by 

conservatives, but disliked because he wrote one opinion from the Texas Supreme Court 

bench calling another judge activist in her approach toward overturning Roe versus 

Wade. 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  Well, if you know the president, the president is his own man, 

and he has obviously looked extensively into the background of all the nominees that he's 



looking into.  But you're looking here that at the end of the day he's going to pick the 

most qualified person for the bench. 

 

MS. ERBE:  With that in mind, is his goal to make the religious right happy? 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  The goal is to get the best person for the job.  And, as we know, 

when you look at what at what the --  

 

MS. GANDY:  Like with Clarence Thomas. 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  Like with the D.C. Bar Association, they sent members to the 

Judicial Committee, both Democrats and Republicans saying that Roberts is one of the 

brightest minds, and he has argued cases, 39 cases in front of the Supreme Court, he has a 

strong record.  His credentials prove it, his experience proves it, and I believe President 

Bush is going to do the next thing with the next nominee. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Kim, go ahead. 

 

MS. GANDY:  And he has a radical judicial philosophy that will turn back the 

clock on our rights.  The fact that he has a law degree from Harvard, and he's argued 

cases on the court does not mean that he is --  

 

MS. ERBE:  Let's get to the next -- very, very quickly, Kim Gandy, next nominee, 

cut from the same mold, do you think, as Roberts? 

 

MS. GANDY:  The next nominee is cut from the same mold, not replacing 

Rehnquist, there's going to be a huge fight. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Let me tell you why he'd better not be, this president is 

down about as far as you can get, and all he's got to do now with his poll numbers is 

come up with a far-right candidate, and then he'll see what being down is all about. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Now, we've got to move us on.  Behind the headlines, more 

Americans own their own homes now than ever before.  But, housing prices continue to 

climb, this April the median single family home sold for $203,000 according to figures 

from the National Association of Realtors.  So, a significant moderate to low income 

group is finding itself priced out of the housing market, and they are becoming 

increasingly frustrated. 

 

San Francisco's housing costs are among the highest in the country.  According to 

the San Francisco Federal Reserve, they've been hot for the past four years.  The median 

priced single family home in the Bay Area has appreciated 30 percent per year to 

$330,000.  Margaret Li, an environmental consultant, has been looking to buy, but San 

Francisco real estate prices squeeze even middle class professionals such as Margaret out 

of the market. 

 



MS. LI:  What would be my dream?  A little piece of land would be good.  I 

dream of owning, have a two-bedroom condo unit to start off.  I've been just looking in 

the newspaper, a lot of the properties are out of my price range. 

 

MS. ERBE:  In recent years, people who already own homes have seen their 

equity skyrocket.  The Center for Housing Policy, a homeownership advocacy group, 

released a study this summer showing the median price U.S. home costs $225,000, up 20 

percent in a year-and-a-half.  Assuming a 10 percent downpayment, a family needs to 

earn $71,000 per year to buy the median priced home, and that's way above the median 

family income. 

 

Until quite recently, Baltimore, Maryland, was considered an affordable city.  But 

an Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Report released this June shows that housing 

prices in Maryland rose 21 percent this past year alone.  In Baltimore, they rose 20 

percent.  A median priced house is now $90,000.  This is an economic boon for the city.  

It's revitalized neighborhoods, and drawn residents back into town from the suburbs.  

But, it's a disaster for people such as LaShonda Mitchell, a renter looking to buy a home.  

She's the mother of three daughters who left the welfare rolls and has worked for the 

Public Defender's Office for five years. 

 

MS. MITCHELL:  We have definitely outgrown this house.  I have no space at 

all.  We don't have a basement.  It's only a three bedroom.  I do need another room. 

 

MS. ERBE:  She needs not just more space, but a safer neighborhood for her 

family. 

 

MS. MITCHELL:  Drugs, violence, you name it, we've got it, pretty much. 

 

MS. ERBE:  The St. Ambrose Housing Aide Center is in a rundown section of 

Baltimore.  St. Ambrose counsels low and moderate income families, helping them 

through the home buying process.  St. Ambrose is run by Vinnie Quayle, who has been 

involved in housing issues for the poor for more than 20 years. 

 

MR. QUAYLE:  Our typical client is a single mom with a child or two who works 

at an area hospital, or a nursing home, earning between $18 and $35 thousand, that's our 

typical client here, and there are tons of these folks all over the place.  They pay their rent 

faithfully, but they have no savings. 

 

MS. MITCHELL:  Just about everything that I like is a little too high, because 

even though I was pre-approved for a certain amount, it's not really like I can afford that 

amount. 

 

MR. QUAYLE:  The market today is a seller's market.  In a good neighborhood, a 

house goes up for sale, and there are six or seven contracts submitted. 

 



MS. ERBE:  Both women, and millions like them are caught in the current hot 

market.  What crated this market is the rising number of newly formed families looking 

for homes, and increased U.S. population, low mortgage rates, and large numbers of 

young people looking to own rather than rent.  And personal incomes aren't keeping up 

with home prices.  Between March of last year and this year, home prices outpaced 

income growth in 38 states and the District of Columbia by nearly 7 percent. 

 

MR. PARREN:  What we're experiencing in Baltimore City is that the 

appreciation of houses has gone up tremendously within the last two years.  And is 

steadily going up quarterly in Baltimore City.  So, for the people that want to purchase a 

house in the 70s, 75s, and 80s, it's becoming obsolete. 

 

MS. PETTY:  People are having a hard time going from paying a house that 

should have been probably $500 a month to paying $800 a month.  It's a huge jump, and 

we just haven't grasped it yet. 

 

MS. ERBE:  New types of financing, such as interest-only mortgages, or 40-year 

loans, are qualifying more people who otherwise might not have been able to to buy 

homes.  Home financing is easier to come by than at any time in the past.  This is both 

good and bad for people with no savings, and no equity trying to buy homes. 

 

MR. QUAYLE:  We show them what their affordability really is, and we start 

with what their rent is.  If they're paying $400 rent, and they have no savings, we try to 

tell them, what you can afford it a $400 mortgage, you know, not a $750 mortgage. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Many cities offer programs to help people on the wrong side of the 

housing affordability index. 

 

MS. LI:  There are programs that the city will give you $80,000 that you can 

borrow at zero percent interest for moderate income buyers. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Despite the shortage of affordable housing, LaShonda and her 

daughters continue searching.  They're looking in neighborhoods that were affordable as 

recently as six months ago. 

 

MS. MITCHELL:  I believe there's something out there waiting for me.  I believe. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Should there be more government assistance for people in this 

situation, or should there be housing price caps?  What could you do when, for example, 

La Jolla, California, the median home is now $1.9 million? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Understand, it seems to me what the hot housing market 

has done and what's caused it.  We have had low interest rates now for a very long time, 

and what it has done is enable people who already owned a house to buy another house.  

The average middle class family, this was a poor family you concentrated on more, 

they've been out of the market for a very long time, the average middle class family are 



who doesn't have a house, can't afford a house in America today.  Indeed, as we know, 

their children move back in with them because their children are not in the same 

economy that they went, and they moved back with them because they can't afford a 

house.  They moved back with them because they have college loans. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What's the solution? 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Remember, we don't subsidize housing the way we do 

healthcare.  The solution really lies in far more creative thinking like trust funds that say, 

if you're going to build a certain number of units for high income people, a certain 

number of units must also be built for low income people, and middle income people.  If 

we don't do that, then you'll have Park Avenues all around the United States. 

 

MS. WOOD:  Amen to everything she said.  And I want to say, Delegate here has 

done a lot in the city of D.C. as far as getting more people to move back to the city, and 

some of that is caused costs to go up, but overall it's improving the city.  But what we 

have to do is make sure it doesn't push people out.  And that means, look, we're going to 

have public housing. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But what's the incentive --  

 

MS. WOOD:  We shouldn't put all public housing over in the bad area of town.  I 

mean, sorry, but Katrina exposed a lot of that.  The people that were hurt there, a lot of 

that was public housing which showed that way doesn't work.  Those folks should have 

been able to live in other areas as well.  I agree, we have to be more creative with our 

housing policies. 

 

MS. GANDY:  I agree.  As a New Orleanian, really, Katrina exposed something 

that those of us in New Orleans already knew, there is a lot of concentration of poor 

people, predominantly women --  

 

MS. ERBE:  Women-headed households. 

 

MS. GANDY:  Most of the poor are women. 

 

MS. SCHLAPP:  You're looking at initiatives like the homeownership voucher 

programs, things like that, that we close the gap, so that more minorities can own homes, 

and we are seeing some progress.  We noticed 1.9 million minorities now own homes, 

you know, from 2002 to 2005, we've seen that increase.  We need to do more, and I think 

we are going to do more. 

 

DELEGATE NORTON:  Katrina can really teach us how to do it, the whole city 

is gone, middle income people, poor people.  The only way to build now is for rich 

people.  So, the government is going to have to come in and say, we want housing build 

this way, they'll probably use incentives, those who can build will have to build for the 

rest. 



 

MS. ERBE:  I have to come in and say, that's it for this edition of "To The 

Contrary." 

 

Next week, how love revolutionized marriage.  Whether your views are in 

agreement or to the contrary, please join us next time.  

 

(End of program.)  

 


