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MS. ERBE:  This week on “To the Contrary,” more American women are single 

than married. Then, womb transplants?  Yes, says a New York doctor.  Behind the 

headlines: Senators Kay Bailey Hutchinson and Barbara Mikulski, the deans of the 

Republican and Democrat women senators on their newfound powers as women’s 

numbers increase in Congress.  

 

(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, demographic 

changes.   

 

Married women are now a minority among American women, with many of us 

statistically likely to spend more of our lives single.  A New York Times study of U.S. 

census data shows 51 percent of women are living without a spouse, up from 35 percent 

in 1950, and 49 percent in 2000.  Women marrying later in life and those choosing not to 

marry at all, aren’t the only reasons for this trend.  Divorced women and widows are 

choosing to delay remarriage or put it off altogether, while men are more likely to 

remarry after divorce.  Many hope these findings will change attitudes and social policy 

on marriage, especially in the workplace.  

 

So what is the most important implication, Irene Natividad, of the fact that for the 

first time in American history, more women are single than married?   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, the biggest one is that clearly women will no longer 

see marriage as the institution to give them financial or emotional security.  They now 

know they can get that outside of marriage.  

 

MS. HEALY:  Bonnie, I hope it means that of group that are married and also the 

group that are single, that they’re happier and functioning better, but that remains to be 

seen.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  I would say, single women better get very political because 

number one, they still don’t have pay quality and, number two, they really bear un undue 

part of the tax burden.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I think it also means that it’s going to be more difficult 

to balance the families and the career paths that women want.  It also means that single 

women like myself are going to have to stay at the gym longer.  (Laughter.)  

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, since we have an African-American and Asian-American on 

the panel, one issue I wanted to get to right away: why 60 percent of Asian-American 

women are still married, more than any other group, 30 percent of African-American 

women.  What’s happening?   

 



MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, for Asian-Americans family is not just, you know, the 

immediate family is beyond that, and they’re seen as an economic unit.  They’re the ones 

who are running the small stores and it’s the grandmother and the aunt and everybody 

else.  So it’s not just a unit – a cultural unit, if you will – but rather one that generates 

income, especially for many of them because they’re newcomers.  

 

MS. ERBE:  But I don’t think you can say African-Americans don’t value family.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No, it’s actually – for me, and I’ve said this for a long time, 

and there are social studies that show this, that single parenthood is one of the most 

devastating effects in the black community.  And that stems from – well, as far back as 

slavery, when black men were ripped away from the families to be field slaves, and left 

the women to have to take care of the children.  And the byproduct of that, we still see it 

today.  And where the family unit in the black community was so strong during 

segregation, because you had no choice – that’s the way you were able to survive – but 

once the great society came in in the ‘60s, where the father was no longer important, and 

women were penalized for having a father in the family through the welfare system, now 

you see that there is a shortage of eligible black men for marriage.   

 

The Washington Post did a story – did a series on the plight of the black men in 

this country, and they also had an article by a professional black woman that is a teacher.  

And a student asked her, why do I need to get married?  He looks forward to being a 

father, but not being married.  That’s a scary thought to have and it’s something that 

needs to change dramatically or else there’s going to be a crisis continually in the black 

community in this era.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Is it happening – I see it happening an awful lot in my own life 

among young women that, just as Tara says, they’re willing to have a child with 

somebody but not willing to go the next step in their minds; in my generation that was 

backwards: if he wasn’t good enough to marry, he wasn’t good enough to have his kid.  

But they see it backwards.  Is that true now of older women, too? 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Well, I think you’re right.  I’m always stunned when a 

young woman says, I’m pregnant; I don’t want him for a husband, but he’s a great – and 

I’m like what?  But then for older women – I think a lot of older women it’s like been 

there done that, and they’re a lot freer.  They’ve got more money then they had in the 

past.  They don’t have to have a male to be able to get out anymore.  And I think they just 

figure: look, I’ve been married so many years, and now I can be a little more 

independent.  And a lot of older women really never lived alone.  They went from their 

family’s home to college or school and then they moved right into they’re husband’s 

house, and so suddenly it’s like: wow, this is mine.  (Laughs.)  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD(?):  I don’t have to make dinner.  

 



MS. HEALY:  Well, you know, there’s an interesting medical statistic here, 

which is married men live longer, single women live longer.  So how are we going to 

balance that one?  (Laughter.)  

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  But you know what?  I mean, we’re kind of joking about this, 

but there are serious long-term affects of this, I think.  I think a lot of it has to do with the 

fact that women are having more difficult times in positive relationships with men 

because so many people are coming from single-parent households.  There’s a reason you 

need to have a functioning relationship and a healthy relationship with your father, in 

order to be able to have one with a man, and vice-versa.  Two-parent households as they 

are now becoming less and less frequent, you see the social implications in behaviors and 

the way that people interact in relationships.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But let me ask you about another piece of data that came out of this 

New York Times survey, which was men after divorce, are much more likely to remarry 

than women.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Exactly, I think that’s right.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, because their social structure came from marriage.  It’s 

the women who created the social network in which they would navigate, but as was said 

earlier by Pat, the women don’t need that anymore.  And the largest group in the 

population right now are the boomers.  And among those, women boomers, who are a 

great big chunk of people, no longer need to express themselves through marriage.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  But there’s also many more older women, yes.  

 

MS. HEALY:  But marriage is more than just expressing yourself.  I mean, it is 

the creation of something that is more than just two people coming together.  There is an 

extraordinary relationship, there is health in that relationship, it is about children, it is 

about extended family, and so, I’m still for marriage.  (Laughter.)  

 

 MS. ERBE:  But let me ask you: the Bush administration has put at this point, or 

planning to put half a billion dollars into government sponsor programs telling young 

people to marry.  Is that going to convince any 20-something, or wouldn’t it be smarter to 

pay Madonna half a billion dollars to get married – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No, not her.  

 

MS. ERBE:  – before she had – well, all of those Hollywood types who started 

this, really.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, as the good conservative that I am, I’m always 

concerned any time the government wants to get involved in personal issues and put more 



money into things like this.  I think it becomes problematic because they may be well 

intentioned, and I think it’s important that people understand that marriage is a good 

thing and that we don’t want – and all of the negative byproducts of single parent homes.  

However, I think that we should be careful about equating these statistics of single 

women with empowerment, because – that we don’t need men.  I mean, men and women 

were created differently for a reason and we have relationships and marriage for a reason 

and most civilized societies have been successful because of the institution of marriage.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay, but one quick – very good point, but also, it seems to me 

young people have just lost faith in marriage for the most part, so government’s not going 

to restore it.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  We have a self-centered – selfish society.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay, but government’s not going to restore – Hollywood, those 

kinds of idols and role-models aren’t going to restore it.  What’s the answer to restoring 

faith in marriage? 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Bonnie, we need more fatherhood images.  I honestly think 

the part of the marriage problem is not having strong fatherhood images.  I remember, 

one father’s day I was going to go out and find a painting for my husband that kind of 

encapsulated – I couldn’t find anything except a male lion with its cub.  And you really – 

you look at these fatherhood courses, and they’re amazing.  There are young men who 

didn’t know their own father and now they are a father and they don’t know how to be a 

father.  And that’s part of the whole thing.  

 

MS. ERBE:  (Unintelligible.)  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  There are 3 million – I’ve heard this somewhere – there are 3 

million men who are now house husbands who take care of children.  So parallel to this 

it’s another development among this generation.  They want to father in a very different 

way and probably a much coherent way, than the fathers who were distant in the past, but 

they were supposed to be fathers who were never home.  

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  From love life to procreation.  

 

A new medical procedure could allow women whose wombs don’t work due to 

accidents, illnesses or hereditary conditions, to bear children.  Later this year, a surgical 

team in New York hopes to perform the first human womb transplant in the U.S.  

Ethicists ask whether this form of risky major surgery is worth it, since infertility is not 

life threatening, and whether there’s been enough research.  Doctors have yet to prove a 

primate could carry a fetus to term in a transplanted uterus.  The procedure would involve 

taking a uterus from a living donor, putting it into a recipient, who would undergo in vitro 

fertilization three month later.  Anti-rejection medication would have to be taken 

throughout pregnancy, which could create more risks for both mother and baby.  The 



baby would be delivered by cesarean section to prevent complications and so doctors 

could simultaneously remove the uterus.  

 

Your thoughts, Doctor Healy, good idea or bad idea? 

 

MS. HEALY:  I must say, I’m for women having babies – I think that’s 

wonderful, and women have the experience, but I think this is a really, really bad thing to 

do.  I think we are not there in terms of the research.  I think the risks to the mother are 

high.  The potential risks to the baby are completely unknown, and the experience that we 

do have with women for example who have had kidney transplants, are not entirely 

positive and they are certainly not ones that a perfectly healthy woman would want to 

take upon herself.  

 

MS. ERBE:  So why is this doctor plunging ahead?  It’s manly one team of 

doctors out of New York.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD(?):  To make news.  

 

MS. HEALY:  Well, to – whatever.  Let’s hope that he is driven by a real desire 

to meet women’s needs, but one of my concerns is that the statement I keep reading again 

and again is, well, we want women to do what ever they want, and we are just here to 

provide that.  Excuse me, that’s not the role of a doctor.  The role of a doctor is to give 

professional advice and sometimes to say to your patient that is so adverse to your heath 

that I’m really going to tell you I just can’t do it.  Ethically is not right.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  There’s also a class component to it.  Who can afford half a 

million dollars to do a transplant and stay two weeks in the hospital and then the 

medication that you need to go through well after that.  So when I was reading about this, 

I thought who can afford this, and why should we pay for something like this, if indeed 

we end up the public paying for such a transplant?  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  I wanted them for men.  (Laughter.)  I really thought – I 

thought there are a lot of men with that uterus envy and this would solve – 

 

MS. HEALY(?):  Then it wouldn’t be an issue anymore.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  I really think the rejection drugs that you would have to take 

– to be very serious – I can’t imagine that that could do to a fetus.  

 

MS. HEALY:  Well, and even the current discussion – well, after three months of 

having that transplanted uterus in we’ll move right ahead with in vitro fertilization – well, 

excuse me – the standard guidelines for women who have had transplants, whether it’s a 

heart, whether it’s kidneys, is that they should wait two years – 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Yes.  

 



MS. NATIVIDAD:  Two years?  

 

MS. HEALY:  So to make sure that transplant is stable, usually their drugs are 

more stable, so they’re not even following the existing guideline.  So I’m very concerned.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  And I’m always concerned whenever we start tinkering with 

life.  Processes like these are – they’re risky to the woman, it’s almost like it’s a 

manufactured way of having children, and that women may – 

 

MS. ERBE:  So was in vitro fertilization.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, yes, but that’s not quite as invasive or as taxing to the 

body.  Well, a lot of transplants in general are costly; I mean, heart transplants are a 

quarter of a million dollars, so I mean the cost aspect I think is – 

 

MS. HEALY:  That’s to save a life.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Right.  Well absolutely, and this is to create one depending on 

how you look at it, so I – and plus, the research – they say it’s at least 10 years away from 

knowing if this is effective or not.  I don’t want people to jump into this thinking that this 

is going to be a panacea to these issues, and oftentimes I think that we’re pushed by 

certain agendas, by different doctors that want to win a Nobel Prize and say – the jury’s 

still out on this and there’s not enough evidence really to see how successful it is.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And I don’t know why they can’t adopt or why you can’t – 

or surrogacy, or have surrogates.  

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Surrogacy is very successful.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I mean, the exposure to the body, anytime you open it up, as 

Dr. Healy knows only too well, is such that you are prey to all kinds of other things: 

infections, et cetera, et cetera.  

 

MS. ERBE:  But I want to – is it just the transplantation of the uterus, or – in 

other words – would the woman who had such a transplant be having her own – a child 

by her own biological egg, or is it – 

 

MS. HEALY:  Yes, in fact the way they are proposing is that the woman already 

has frozen an embryo, which is presumably by her egg.  It could be another egg, but 

usually it’s her egg that’s frozen, and then this transplant is done.  By the way, the 

technical aspects of this transplant are probably more than even a heart transplant.  But 

more importantly, that uterus is going to be, until proven otherwise, a hostile environment 

because it’s on the risk of rejection.  And if there are surrogates uterus, whether it’s a 

sister or a paid surrogate, that would be a much healthier environment for that baby.  And 



those women have to know they are putting – they’re going to incubate, they’re bringing 

that baby that will be their lifelong baby into a hostile environment needlessly because of 

surrogacy.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Is there any chance that is this proves effective that it will be covered 

by insurance, which means everybody’s paying for it as opposed to – 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD(?):  Oh, please. I don’t want to know.  

 

MS. HEALY:  I think – first of all I think it’s a secondary consideration 

considering the magnitude of the health issues.  But I think the excuses that it’s too 

expensive to do surrogacy, this is a lot more expensive in terms of dollars and human cost 

than the surrogacy.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  And how many at this table thought surrogacy would be a 

much better idea.  (Laughter.)  I mean, why would you go through all of this – 

(unintelligible) – go through all of that? 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, I think that the answer would be because surrogacy – well, I 

guess you can do surrogacy with your own egg, but normally it’s not done with – 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  For one unique moment of pushing for hours?  

 

MS. HEALY:  You don’t know they do C-sections?  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Oh, great.  

 

MS. ERBE:  They do C-sections and they take out the uterus.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  So basically you’re putting an incubating machine in.  

 

MS. HEALY:  It’s technology wild.  

 

MS. ERBE:  It is.  All right.  Behind the headlines: women’s leadership in the 

U.S. Senate.  Senators Barbara Mikulski and Kay Bailey Hutchinson may belong to 

different parties but they work closely together to improve the lives of American women 

and families.  The two are the longest serving women from each of their respective 

parties in the Senate.  They are two of the now 16 women in the U.S. Senate united by 

gender, if not by party.  

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

SEN. KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON (R-TX):  I can’t think if an issue where we 

have all agreed that we haven’t already been successful.  But having said that, certainly 

16 women now means more coverage on committees, it means bringing up the issues that 

we have felt.  We’re not a caucus, we represent very different states, and we never ever 



pressure each other to take a position that is just not a fit for each individual.  But where 

we have been able to come together, we have been very powerful.   

 

SEN. BARBARA MIKULSKI (D-MD):  We’re also willing to buck the tide.  

And when we say buck the tide, often that when we look at some of these issues 

conventional wisdom says, oh, they can’t work together.  One of the things that’s been 

characteristic, I think, of the women in the Senate is that we have worked to be a zone of 

civility.  

 

MS. ERBE:  A zone of civility – what does that mean? 

 

SEN. MIKULSKI:  Well, for example, one of out colleagues, Senator Boxer, is 

very green, is Senator Cantwell of Washington State, and doesn’t want to drill on 

ANWAR in Alaska.  Well, one of our leading women senators, Senator Murkowski, is 

from Alaska.  But even though they duked it out on the Senate floor, when the day was 

over we were having one of our women in the Senate dinners talking about life times and 

how we can be helpful to one another.  So we’ve worked in this zone of civility.  And 

then the other is – what Senator Hutchinson said: we’re not a caucus because we can not 

be in lockstep with each other, but we can be a force; we can be a force.   

 

And we’ve just seen this: when we established the Office of Women’s Health, we 

then enabled Bernadine Healy, then Dr. Healy at NIH, to do the famous hormone 

replacement study.  Well, look at the impact on this.  Most recently, the work that shoes 

that breast cancer has dropped in four years because of the results of the hormone report.  

This is working together.  Democratic and Republican woman with the good guys who 

are the Galahads, with a very talented director of NIH, we created a the legislative frame 

work, she created the scientific research, we made sure she got the money, and now we’re 

saving lives a million at a time. I think that’s when you say making a difference.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Nancy Pelosi, first woman House speaker.  Has that given you more 

power as women in the Senate?  

 

SEN. MIKULSKI:  First of all, Nancy Pelosi, the first woman speaker, went to 

the same Catholic girls’ high school that I did.  We were a product of an all girl 

education.  

 

SEN. HUTCHISON:  So much for the argument that (we ?) can’t make it in the 

real world.  

 

SEN. MIKULSKI:  So much of that drama and debating – yes, they said it 

wouldn’t prepare us to be ready for the rough and tumble.  Well, look at Pelosi and 

Mikulski.   

 

SEN. HUTCHISON:  What I see is a great achievement by her.  What she has 

done is a mile stone, getting the leadership position among a group of leaders is really an 

incredible feat for her.   



 

What has happened since I started in politics is women have served in offices 

from county commissioner to mayor to state representative, and they’ve moved up.  And 

each time they have, more and more we are being judged on what we do, what we 

produce, how effective we are, and how we represent our states or our districts.  It means 

really pretty soon we’re going to be at a point where no one comments on the first 

woman anything.  They’re going to say, I like what she did or I don’t like what she did, 

and people are not going to think of it as a woman speaker.  They’re not going to think 

about us women senators.  They’re going to think of us as great senators from Maryland 

and Texas, which is what I think is the ultimate goal that we should have.   

 

SEN. MIKULSKI:  The fact that the speaker is the highest position in the House 

of Representatives – it puts her third in line to the presidency.  It is an enormous position 

and one of great power, which I’m sure she will wield judiciously.  It will also empower 

other women to think about doing the same, as well as those girls that she had up on the 

podium with her holding the gavel.  But in terms of power for the women in the Senate, 

the great thing – it doesn’t give us more power.  Maybe a little bit more limelight, but 

that’s temporary.   

 

MS. ERBE:  You are at 16 women now in the Senate.  Are you at critical mass?   

 

SEN. MIKULSKI:  Well, what gives us power is the Constitution of the United 

States of America.  In the Senate, we are all equal.  So whether you are an old time guy, 

or a new time gal, you have the same power of voting, of being in the committees.  And 

that’s the great thing about being in the Senate.  So everything we do, we do in the 

national interest, we represent our states.  But if there’s a chance to see does it have an 

implication to help the women in this country, you bet we do it.  

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  How long ago did you leave the U.S. House?   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  I left in 1996. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So about a decade ago.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Absolutely.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Would you say that women are at critical mass yet?  I don’t know 

what the numbers – 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Oh, there’s no flaming way.  (Laughter.)  No, no, no.  

There’s a lot of debate on what a critical mass is, but no one says it’s 17 percent.  I mean, 

some people hold out for half, and other people say no, a third to 40 percent – whatever, 

but it’s – no one’s advocating this.  And I think it’s – 

 



MS. ERBE:  Well, what does it men that they can get done now versus when and 

if they – everybody assumes women will, but when they reach critical mass? 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Well, when I was dean of the women for so long, what we 

did is we had a bipartisan caucus, very similar to what they have in the Senate, and many 

of them were in the caucus at that time, and we found the only way that we could get 

anything done was there was this notion in the cloak room that women are all like dogs: 

we wanted to be man’s best friend and we fought among ourselves.  (Laughter.)  So we 

had to absolutely take that and turn it around, and say no, no, no, we are united on this.   

 

And while we weren’t a critical mass, which meant we had enough votes to kick it 

through no matter what, it made it very difficult for them to deny it.  They preferred 

saying to us what would you girls like that wouldn’t cost anything, that would make 

women all over the world love us?  We’d say there is no such thing, sorry.  There is not 

such thing, get over it.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Dr. Healy, when you saw this interview for the first time, just now, 

and when I did the interview I thought about, God, I know Dr. Healy has done incredible 

things for women’s health, but I didn’t realize it was the women in Congress who made 

that possible.  Tell us more about that.   

 

MS. HEALY:  Well, first there’s no question about it.  And by the way, Pat 

Schroeder was on that list along with Olympia Snowe and Barbara Mikulski – real 

champions.  And it was a case of women working together.  There is no way we could 

have done the Women’s Health Initiative, by the way, because it cost a lot of money – 

almost $1 billion.  It’s one thing to open up an office, to say nice thing; it’s another thing 

to say, we need money to do this, and it’s going to take a little bit of pain and maybe 

money away from some other things.  But the women in the Congress made it possible.  

And I’ll tell you: there’s a little secret, that after I left NIH, and I made sure before I left 

40 centers across the country were all funded.  When I left NIH there was a big 

movement to try and cancel the Women’s Heath Initiative. 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  She’s absolutely right.  

 

MS. HEALY:  And do you know what made it possible?  Who sustained it?  

These same women in Congress.  And I remember having a conversation with the 

secretary of HHS and she said they really want me to cancel it.  I said, you do and you’re 

going to face Barbara Mikulski and – (laughter) – (unintelligible).  You are going to be 

dead.  Don’t do it.  Besides the fact, it’s the right thing to go forward with it.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  They really – I mean, I’ve got stories forever on that.  We 

literally had to brake into the conference committee.  There were no women on the 

conference committee between the House and the Senate.  And both Houses would have 

it in and it would disappear in the conference committee.  And you say, how do you do 

that?  That’s totally against process.  And they just look so upset: what are you doing in 

here, you’re not supposed to be in here.  And we say well, we just want to know how this 



disappears when both sides agree with it.  It was really amazing.  We had to do some 

things that weren’t too ladylike, but we got it done.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, I have to tell you, as the former head of the National 

Women’s Political Caucus, 16 percent looks pretty good, but it is nowhere near, as Pat 

Schroeder said, to be the critical mass.  Every piece of legislation affecting women 

positively came from a Congressperson who happens to be female.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And I have to affect us negatively.  That’s it for this 

edition of “To the Contrary.”  Next week, moms keeping dads below the diaper ceiling.  

And please join us on the web for “To the Contrary” Extra.  Whether your views are in 

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

 

(END) 


