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.STX 

 MS. ERBE:  Should the Bush administration elected with strong support from 

the pro life community edit government publications on medical science to adhere 

to that community's views? 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  My, my, is nothing even science, sacred from the reach 

of Republican ideologues? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  No administration should kowtow to any special interest 

group.  However, if medical science is in flux or changing, they have an obligation 

to say that. 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  That's why people don't trust their government, because 



they're not sure if they're actually getting the truth. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Publicly available scientific information must be current, 

relevant, and informative to those who seek it. 

 

 (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 in the news, the Bush administration riles women's rights advocates 

as it posts what some consider ideologically driven information about abortion 

on government Internet sites. 

 

 Then, holding mothers' responsible for crimes against children.  One case 

is drawing national attention to this growing and alarming trend. 

 

 Behind the headlines, women engineers.  Meet the women who are leading the 

charge to diversify this still predominantly male field. 

 

 Up first, ideology and science.  The National Cancer Institute's web site 

used to say, the best studies showed "no association between abortion and breast 

cancer."  It now says, the evidence is inconclusive.  The Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention's web site has also been edited, say critics, to conform 

to pro life ideology instead of science.  It used to say:  Studies show sex education 

which includes information about condoms does not cause earlier or increased sexual 

activity.  That statement, which contradicts the beliefs of abstinence only 

advocates is now gone. 

 

 Critics say those changes illustrate how the Bush administration plays to 

conservative constituents while minimizing the kind of attack that a legislative 

proposal or a White House statement might cause.  Fourteen Democrats on Capitol 

Hill protested to Health and Human Services Secretary Tommy Thompson calling the 

changes a way to "distort and suppress scientific information for ideological 

purposes." 

 

 But an HHS spokesman told the New York Times, there's nothing political about 

the changes.  So, Delegate Norton, the Republicans were the ones who came up with 

the term "junk science."  Are the Democrats now going to start using that term? 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  I'm afraid so.  Look, it was entirely proper at one point 

to put on the web site that there was some link between abortion and breast cancer.  

Then, a much larger study was done, and that's the way science works, the larger 

science, much larger, showed no link.  At that point, the way science works is 

you change what it says.  We're not saying it should never be changed.  But the 

notion of going backwards to the smaller study, which has since been repudiated 

is positively scary.  Look, I am pro choice, but if there is a link of any kind, 

I want that information out there so women can weigh it.  If they want to take 

the chance, that's their business.  The last thing I want to do is to go back to 

a study that has since been repudiated, and that is exactly what they have done 

when it comes to abortion and cancer, exactly what they have done. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  I've asked my doctors for years about this issue, about the 

link between abortion and breast cancer.  And the thing is, for the past five years 

she's said, we don't know.  There are so many studies on both sides of the issue.  

And she has said, it's inconclusive.  I come from a medical family where at least 

almost nine people are in the medical profession, and they say they don't know.  



I mean, medicine is not an exact science.  And the thing is, you're always learning 

more.  There are always going to be studies out there.  And, quite frankly, I don't 

have a problem with them saying, it's inconclusive. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  But a larger Danish study knows.  This is not a matter 

of talking to individual doctors.  And we've got to rely upon the latest study.  

The latest study shows no link.  That should be the end of it. 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  At a minimum, and this is really, Eleanor, your point is, 

this isn't about what your doctor says, this is about what the government puts 

on its official web site.  And I, for one, want to believe my government when I 

look on the web site. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  You were in the Clinton administration, did the Clinton 

administration ever do anything like this? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  I have no recollection of ever being in a situation in which 

the question of what was on the web site was colored by a particular ideology. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  I remember a case. 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  Give me a specific example. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  If they weren't sleeping in the Lincoln bedroom, the feminists 

definitely had -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Excuse me.  I'm talking, the question though is about scientific 

information, and it's a fair question, did the Clinton administration ever change 

scientific information because of ideological views and post it on a government 

web site? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  It sounds like according to the Congresswoman that during 

the Clinton administration the larger study took precedent that showed no link 

between abortion and breast cancer.  Is that when it happened? 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  I didn't say that at all. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  I'm asking for the timing. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  The first study showed the link, I don't know if it was 

on the web site or not. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Let's presume it went on during the Clinton administration, 

the answer is yes.  Things were changed to amend that.  But let's be serious here, 

we're in a very litigation happy society, and I don't put it below or above anybody 

to sue the federal government if, in fact, there is some kind of link in that woman's 

health between abortion and breast cancer.  What happens then, Bonnie, is that 

all of a sudden you had a very unequivocal statement on the government's web site 

that says, there's no link.  You show up, God forbid, there is a link -- 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  I think the real issue here, I'm not going to go to the 

government for information.  I'm going to go to my doctor.  I'm going to go to 

the medical journals.  But the thing is -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Doctors are going to the medical sites. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  They're not going to the HHS site for this kind of 

information.  That's a personal thing that you'd want to know about. 

 



 DELEGATE NORTON:  So, you're saying it's okay no matter what's on there 

because -- 

 

 (Cross talk.) 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Why did they wipe off the better study from the site?  Answer 

that question? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  They updated. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  They back-dated it. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  No, the updated it. 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  All they needed to do, the way to put the information out, 

all that the web site has to say is, the following study, Danish study da-da-da 

says this, the following other studies say that.  And leave it like that.  Then 

it's just the facts.  What government should be doing is putting the facts out, 

and we can make our decisions based on the facts. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  I don't disagree with that.  But I'm also not running that 

division, and this is a decision they made.  Different political people, if they're 

the ones that are in charge -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Was it not a move to appease a group of people who have been very 

influential in helping them get elected? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  No. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Then what was the reason? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  These groups don't have that kind of influence. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  It wasn't science, so what was the reason? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  They don't have that kind of influence to change what is 

put up or not put up on a web site.  That is definitely not the case. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  I have enough influence to move us on to the next topic here.  

From reproductive information to parental responsibility.  Legal experts cite an 

increasing number of courts across the country holding mothers accountable for 

abuse of their own children by other people.  The courts say these women should 

have known their children were in danger and prevented the abuse.  These same 

experts tell the New York Times they know of no such criminal trials for fathers. 

 

 One recent case illustrates the point, Tabitha Pollack was released from 

prison after serving seven years of a 36-year sentence.  Her crime, sleeping while 

her boyfriend killed her three-year-old daughter.  The Illinois Supreme Court 

overturned her conviction.  Some lawyers say such convictions reflect societal 

attitudes towards motherhood in which mothers are held responsible beyond all 

logic.  Tabitha Pollack's parental rights to her other three children were 

terminated as a result of her conviction, and she has had scant contact with the 

children. 

 

 Kellyanne Conway, should we be holding mothers responsible for crimes 

against their children like this? 

 



 MS. CONWAY:  If parents, mothers and fathers, can not operate as the first 

line of defense in protection of their children, then who can?  So, I am for making 

parents face more responsibility that goes along with parental rights, and that 

goes for both mothers and fathers.  You know, the law recognizes the principle 

of constructive knowledge.  You don't need to see someone shaking your child and 

putting a gun to their head to recognize that you're in a position that you should 

have known.  And I think that the constructive knowledge standard has been abused 

in lots of tort litigation.  But here, when it comes to protecting a child that 

otherwise is defenseless, you, the parent, mother or father, the caretaker, should 

be responsible. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Kellyanne, you're right about the first line of defense. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  To fill in the audience not familiar with the story, the child 

had had bruises on it, the boyfriend had pretty obviously been abusing the child, 

and she didn't stand in and do anything, or didn't do enough to prevent what 

ultimately happened. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  And there are remedies for that.  But the problem in this 

case -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  And he's serving a life sentence for murder, by the way. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  And the problem in this case, and it would have applied 

to either a man or a woman, is they applied a negligence theory to a criminal 

prosecution.  And you can't use constructive knowledge in a criminal prosecution.  

And so, a human tragedy developed.  This woman perhaps should have had these 

children taken from her.  She perhaps should have had them adopted as, in fact, 

some of them were.  But she should not have been put in prison on a criminal remedy 

using a negligence theory.  And, therefore, I think that's off the table. 

 

 You first question, though, whether women are held more responsible than 

their husbands or their -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Or the fathers of the children. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  -- or the fathers, or their male partners is a very 

important question.  And I think the answer to that is clear.  And I think that 

prejudice showed up in this trial. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  I think you're right about that.  She did not have very good 

lawyers in that case.  And I think that, giving the same sentence to her that the 

boyfriend had for killing a child was really -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Well, her sentence was lighter, it was 36 -- and, again, I'm not 

arguing here, I'm laying out the facts.  She got 36 years, he got life.  But the 

point is, if there are hundreds of cases like this, or women being held responsible 

for physical abuse by other to their children, where are the hundreds of cases 

against men? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  You're right, it's a problem if it's just the people going 

after the women.  But what I see in this case -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  I mean, is it the judges, is it the prosecutors, is it society's 

attitudes, what is it? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  It's the jury.  It's the juries who are doing a lot of this.  



But in this case, if she -- I mean, if your children are showing bruises, and 

they're not playing active sports, whether it's soccer, field hockey, I mean, 

there's got to be a problem.  And if you don't face up to that problem, you are 

going to be held responsible for whatever might happen to your children.  My 

question is, what did she know?  I mean, how could she not have known if you're 

that severely abused.  Were they?  I don't know.  I don't know all the facts in 

the case, but I think she should have done something to prevent this.  It's very 

hard to get out of an abusive relationship, but at the same time if it's going 

to jeopardize the safety of your children, you will be held responsible. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Should the emphasis, though, Maria Echaveste, be on making fathers 

more responsible, held criminally or negligently more responsible, or making 

mothers held less negligently responsible? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  I think it's too complicated to have an easy answer to that 

because we're talking often in situations like this, we're talking about abusive 

relationships.  One, how many times have we asked a mother who has stayed in a 

relationship where not only is she getting beaten up, but her children, why do 

you stay?  I would think that if my children were being hurt, that would be 

sufficient reason.  But they don't.  So, the fact that the system seems to be holding 

mothers more accountable, I wonder also to what degree are fathers standing by 

while mothers are abusing. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  I'm sure that's true. 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  And in my mind, those should be held equally accountable 

within the framework of understanding that there's a lot more going on in these 

relationships, not as an excuse, but in terms of trying to understand, do you 

deserve a 35-year prison sentence when you were incapable, truly incapable of 

defending yourself and your children because you were an abused parent? 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Without knowing the numbers, perhaps there's a higher incidence 

level of children ending up dying in these situations where the father is removed 

from the house, I don't know.  But, you know, the state could have done something 

else, like they did with Hedda Nussbaum, and that famous Joel Steinberg case.  Lisa 

Steinberg, six years old, he beat her with a frying pan into a coma.  What they 

did with Hedda Nussbaum, the mother, instead of also making her sort of an accessory 

or criminally negligent, they made her the star witness against him.  They could 

have done that here as well.  Where, you know, you suffered tremendously as a mother 

losing your child, and the way to really convict the guy who has abused the child, 

in this case killed a child -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  It also makes you wonder, there's another question we didn't even 

address, which is people get into these situations having four children, why are 

they having four children when they can't take care of one in the first place. 

 

 Behind the headlines, improvement, invention, innovation.  The field of 

engineering propels society forward, yet it's a field where women's numbers are 

way less than half, especially at mid and upper levels.  To The Contrary introduces 

you to women who have made their way to the top of this industry while encouraging 

other women to do the same. 

 

 Don't be fooled by Suzanne Jenniches, behind a sweet exterior lies one tough 

woman.  As vice president of an $18 billion defense contracting company, she's 

part of a recent trend, women breaking barriers in the field of engineering, which 

is still predominantly male. 

 



 MS. JENNICHES:  I tell young women now, and women who are entering the 

engineering field, it's good to have rhino hide.  You've got to have really thick 

skin, because there may be people who say things that try to intimidate you, and 

try to see if they can scare you off. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Jenniches is vice president of government systems at Northrop 

Grumman, a global aerospace and defense company.  She supplies high tech 

communications equipment to the overseas clients of the U.S. government.  Jenniches 

is a leader in manufacturing innovation, starting with the B-1 bomber during the 

Reagan administration.  She pioneered new methods of robotic assembly.  She's one 

of many women in a field where the accomplishments of only a handful have made 

it into the history books. 

 

 There was so-called "Lady Edison," Beulah Louis Henry's nickname in the 

1920s and '30s for the many inventions she patented.  A vacuum ice cream freezer, 

a carbon paper free duplicate typewriter, and a lockstitch sewing machine with 

no bobbin.  The book and movie, Cheaper By The Dozen was based on the life of the 

founder of the Society of Women Engineers, Dr. Lilian Gilbreth.  She devised time 

and motion studies that have saved companies millions by making them more 

efficient.  She used management of her voluminous family as the case study.  Grace 

Murray Hopper, Navy engineer and admiral who developed the computer program 

language COBOL.  Dr. Bonnie Dunbar, a Ph.D. in mechanical, biomedical engineering, 

and NASA astronaut helped develop ceramic tiles to protect space shuttles during 

reentry, and flew on four missions. 

 

 These accomplishments are all the more amazing given the percentage of female 

engineers.  The National Science Foundation reports women represented close to 

one-half of the U.S. workforce in 1999, but fewer than 10 percent of engineers.  

In some subspecialties, women are even fewer and farther between, only 6 percent 

of aerospace, electrical, and mechanical engineers.  These pioneers entered the 

field attracted by salaries that still pay women better than many other 

professional lines of work, but breaking those barriers was tough. 

 

 DR. COX:  When I went to my very first Water Environment Federation meeting, 

I went to register and they said, oh, spouses are upstairs.  I said, I'm sorry, 

I'm a member.  I'm sorry, all the spouses upstairs.  I said, I'm a he, sign me 

up.  I ended up being probably the first woman to chair a committee in that 

association. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Dr. Cox has spent the greater part of her life developing programs 

and regulations in the U.S. and abroad to make the chemical industry safer. 

 

 DR. COX:  When I first went to work, the man who interviewed me said after 

I left, and this was reported back to me, well, she's a woman, see if we can get 

her cheap, then we'll hire her.  And I never did achieve pay equity with the others 

at that point in time.  I never caught up.  I left. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  That wage gap, although considerably narrowed, still persists.  

The National Science Foundation reports in 1999, the median annual salaries for 

women engineers was $55,000, almost 20 percent less than men.  Why?  The NSF finds 

women engineers on average are younger than men, and so are less experienced.  They 

are more likely to work in education or in the social sciences instead of for private 

corporations.  They are more likely than men to venture in and out of the labor 

force, or work part-time while raising their kids, all of which translates to lower 

pay.  There are other factors, too. 

 

 DR. COX:  It is a traditional male field, and in some cases, we'll take the 



academic for instance, women don't get grants at the same rate that men do.  There's 

an ol' boys club operating in the funding area. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Cox says women are not only paid less, they're promoted less often 

than men. 

 

 DR. COX:  There's a certain amount of jealousy.  Men say, oh, well, she's 

going to get ahead because she's a woman.  They are coming up through the ranks.  

Hopefully when their time comes to reach the top level, there won't be the barriers 

that many of us have faced. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Cox and Jenniches say the key to changing the engineering field 

is to encourage more young women to enter it, and that starts in the classroom.  

Jenniches was the first and only woman in her engineering masters' program at Johns 

Hopkins University. 

 

 MS. JENNICHES:  The best career decision I ever made was going back and 

getting my engineering degree.  I wish that I had known about that when I was in 

high school.  But I have searched my memory, and I really believe that the first 

time I heard the word engineer was when I was 23 years old.  So, consequently, 

I spend a lot of my time out talking with young women saying, don't wait until 

you're 23 years old to find out about engineering. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  There are more women than in Jenniches' student days, but they 

still make up less than 20 percent of the engineering undergraduate student body.  

That's up, but slowly, from 16 percent 15 years ago, and at the upper levels, women 

earned fewer than 17 percent of graduate engineering degrees in 2001. Colleges 

and universities are working to steer young women into engineering and the 

sciences.  Cox and Jenniches say women in the field should help, too. 

 

 DR. COX:  Quite frankly, most of my mentors, especially early in my career, 

were men.  But now, more women are mentoring.  We in the sciences and engineering 

have to reach out to the young women and tell them the wonderful joys that we have 

in our careers, that the hard work really pays off. 

 

 MS. JENNICHES:  Young women sometimes think that engineering is boring.  

Nothing could be further from the truth.  You design and build things that people 

need either to protect them or to make their lives better.  I can't think of a 

better career for women. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Can you think of a better career for women, Karen Czarnecki?  Again, 

I'm joking with you.  But what do we do, the numbers in this day and age, when 

we're all equal, or that's the cultural myth, it's pretty crazy that women earn 

way fewer than 20 percent of the profession, especially the worse it gets the higher 

you go. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  A lot of people say it starts in the schools.  I think it 

starts in the home.  I have encouraged my two daughters to get involved, we watch 

Bill Nye The Science Guy.  I am the one that does all the studying for the science 

tests. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Only the PBS versions. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  Absolutely.  I really think the parents have to have the 

desire to encourage the children.  I tell my children, you can do whatever you 

want to do, so long as you study hard and get good grades, and nothing else will 

matter.  One of my daughters, I think, will be an engineer.  She loves to take 



things apart, and she doesn't really put them back together, that's my job.  The 

other one is into dolls, and that's really what she wants, that and sports.  So, 

I think the parents have to be encouraging and not say, oh, it's better for you 

to do this, more social science stuff.  If they want to build rocket ships, they 

can build rocket ships. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  That's an important point.  But remember, engineering is 

probably the last frontier of science for women.  It is the most male-oriented, 

certainly, of the applied sciences because of the way it is structured. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Becoming all the more important in the last decade or two because 

of technology. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  With high tech, we can't afford to have this field closed 

off to women, or their feeling it's closed off.  What is more worrisome is the 

data that shows a decline in girls taking computer science, and being interested 

in computers, because if that can't interest you, that stuff which you can play 

with, you're not going to get to engineering. 

 MS. ERBE:  I want your thoughts on this, do you think girls are just naturally 

less interested in techie issues, techie subjects than boys are? 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  That could be, there could be something congenital here.  I 

do think it's part of the socialization process to almost discourage women away 

from the math and the sciences.  And even in the polling profession, which you'd 

be surprised by looking at all the media polls, but it is a science, there are 

very, very few women involved in polling because it is, although not engineering, 

it is part of the sciences.  And women are taught, I think, from the time they're 

little girls, to go into the education field, or the healthcare field, and all 

that stuff.  What I think is nice is -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Or, when they go to corporations, they're steered into public 

relations, and human resources because they don't give them a factory to run. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  You know, we probably have a whole population of women who we 

haven't really addressed here right now.  It's not so much the young ones, the 

six-year-old who you're encouraging nicely at home, and in the schools, and even 

those like the women we saw profiled who have made it in engineering, but that 

whole class of women who maybe have a bachelor's of arts, and a science, even in 

social science, who can be encouraged to go back to school while they work in the 

social sciences to get a more hardcore engineering master's degree. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Since we're struggling to maintain or become the most dominant 

country, I'm not even sure which, in terms of engineering and technology, is it 

the government's job, the way other governments spend a lot of money on education, 

and particularly education in engineering? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  I think there is a role for government to play with the 

National Science Foundation, and other institutions encouraging, finding ways to 

encourage women to stay -- to look at these professions as possibilities, and to 

give them the kind of support.  I think it starts early.  And I do think there's 

a little -- there may be something about girls being more social, computers, for 

example, which is very troubling.  Computers are the future, if you don't know 

how to computers, maybe we need to find ways in which girls can share working with 

computers so it's more -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  And I've got to share the air time with you.  We'll come back 

to that in a second, after we go to credits. 



 

 That's it for this edition of To The Contrary.  Next week, combining family 

and career, an ongoing challenge for men and women.  One researcher wants to change 

the way we manage careers to help families juggle.  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.) 

 


