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MS. ERBE:  This week on “To the Contrary,” up first, is there a federal assault on 

programs to fight sex discrimination?  Then, a dramatic jump in students using the 

internet to cheat leads some schools to say okay.  Behind the headlines, we talked with 

Republican Senator Susan Collins of Maine about predatory lenders targeting military 

families. 

 

(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, sex 

discrimination.   

 

Women’s rights groups are outraged at the Bush administration’s Labor 

Department and its second attempt to stop tracking sex discrimination in the workplace.  

This time, the Labor Department says federal contractors need no longer respond to a 

survey tracking women and minorities progress in the workplace.  The equal opportunity 

survey doesn’t, according to the administration, provide any “useful data” and it costs too 

much.  Last year Bush Labor tried to delete one question in a long survey of employers 

asking them to report the number of women employed and in what positions, but 

Congress forced it to be reinstated saying it’s a much needed source of information to 

track women’s progress in the workplace and to be used in sex discrimination cases.  The 

complaints aren’t just against the Labor Department.  These same groups say the Bush 

administration quietly watered down enforcement of Title 9, so it’s lost some or all of its 

power to require schools receiving federal funds to spend equal amounts on men’s and 

women’s sports.  A bipartisan group of senators has asked the Department of Education 

to report on how the change is affecting equal funding of women’s and men’s sports 

programs by March.   

 

All this while sexual harassment on campus seems to be rising.  A new poll by the 

American Association of University Women found more than half of college students 

have been victims of sexual harassment.  Forty-two percent admit to being the harasser. 

 

So Congresswoman Norton, is the federal government trying to limit policies that 

fight sex discrimination? 

 

MS. NORTON:  Oh, yes, Bonnie.  But the Bush administration is trying to avoid 

headlines by being sneaky but systematic. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  No.  When the government uses data, it’s supposed to make 

sure that it’s factually accurate and scientifically accurate.  And if there’s a problem 

they’re supposed to make adjustments accordingly. 

 

MS. BEYER:  Bonnie, I think this is part of the Bush administration “don’t know, 

don’t care” policy when it comes to women’s civil rights in the workplace. 

 



MS. BERNARD:  Here’s what we always know.  The proof is in the pudding.  

And what the Bush administration needs to do is make sure that the public understands 

the reasoning behind its actions. 

 

MS. ERBE:  How is it hard to understand the reasoning behind an action when 

you try to eliminate the gathering of data from companies about whether they employ 

men or women and how many in what positions, and now you try to find out how many 

women and minorities are hired by federal contractors and again, eliminating that data?  

Why is that unclear? 

 

MS. BERNARD:  Well, because what’s unclear is who made the decision.  Was it 

a political decision?  Was it a decision of a bureaucrat who probably worked – could have 

worked in the Bush administration, the Clinton administration, the Reagan 

administration, a whole array – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But how can under the – I don’t – 

 

MS. BERNARD:  It happened – 

 

MS. ERBE:  It happened under this administration. 

 

MS. BEYER:  It happened under the Bush administration, but from what I 

understand the decision was made by a bureaucrat who’s worked in more than one 

administration, probably the Clinton administration as well.  This is not a political person.  

This is somebody – 

 

MS. NORTON:  This is (not a ?) bipartisan scandal.  (Laughter.)  Can’t put this 

rap on us. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  But, no, I’m – 

 

MS. NORTON:  That’s the other rap.  This is the rap we’ve got.  (Laughter.)  We 

do too much of that, not that we eliminate such questions.  I can understand the difficulty 

with trying to explain this, especially since the question took a few seconds to fill out.  

Let me tell you what the – 

 

MS. BERNARD:  But corporations complained about it. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. NORTON:  Well, they always complain about data. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  But we should – 

 

MS. ERBE:  One at a time. 

 



MS. BERNARD:  But we should get the correct information out there.  This is a 

decision made by a bureaucrat, not a political person, and this person was getting 

information that made it appear that people were not answering the question or looking – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay, all right. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  – for these questions (in their ?) criteria. 

 

MS. NORTON:  Let me say why I’d be willing to accept this as a mere 

bureaucratic error if it weren’t so systematic.  What we see this – what we see here is 

what we see throughout the federal government.  And when I say sneaky, the way we 

find it out is somebody slips it to a member of Congress, or, to give you a notorious 

example, something that nobody knew, the notorious Tom DeLay case has somehow 

brought to light the fact that in the redistricting case where DeLay redistricted – or tried – 

four Democrats out of their seat, the voting rights section, the career lawyers, 

unanimously voted against that change.  And of course, at the top of the bureaucracy in a 

day – one day – a change that took the career lawyers months to study, they simply 

turned it around.  This is one example. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  But that wasn’t sneaky. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Let me ask you this, Karen.  If in fact this was a bureaucrat, and still 

the administration in charge at the time is the one who controls the actions of that or any 

bureaucrat in any administration, coupled with the fact that the administration did 

eliminate categorizing by gender in a long list of questions – one question, gender, to see 

how women are progressing in the workplace, and that was overturned by Congress, and 

we have a weakening – a very quiet weakening of an extremely popular law, Title 9, 

wouldn’t it be nothing short of insane – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I don’t – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – to say that there’s a campaign, a quiet campaign going on – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  No. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – against women’s rights? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  This is not systematic discrimination to women.  With regard 

to the BLS information, what you were trying to point out was that the (peachy ?) 

economists at the BLS are not Republican nor Democrat.  And if they were looking – 

they look at the use of the data and – 

 

MS. ERBE:  So that the Republicans don’t control what goes on at the Labor 

Department today? 

 



MS. CZARNECKI:  No, there’s a political head at each department, but they take 

a lot of the recommendations from their career staff who’ve worked, at least in the case 

of BLS, for ten, 15, and 20 years. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, so is the – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  And when you look at – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – Republican administration then going to retract what this career 

bureaucrat has done? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  That was a career recommendation, which apparently they 

thought was a good idea.  Instead of spending the time and the resources and the energy 

on that question, people were already accessing data in one of their other surveys, and 

they would like to – oftentimes every five to ten years they like to update – 

 

MS. ERBE:  No, but this – again, I can’t – the detail is boggling my mind.  But 

I’d like to know, yes or no, is this category of – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  No. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – tracking whether women and minorities are getting equal treatment 

working for federal contractors, is that going to stay metered by the federal government, 

or is the federal government under Bush going to stop metering it? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  When you hire an outside firm to take a look at whether what 

you’re doing is accurate, you come back with a 93 percent false positive, wasting federal 

government – 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait, wait. 

 

MS. NORTON:  – men women and women men, and what could be the false 

positive on that one? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  No.  When the EEO survey – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Truly, I just want a yes or no answer.  Is the department going to 

keep tabs on whether women and minorities are hired and promoted in fair numbers by – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Yes, but they’re using a different system. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – by federal contractors? 

 



MS. CZARNECKI:  Yes.  What they’re going to do instead is to take the last ten 

years of their caseload and see where the repeat offenders are and the worst offenders and 

they’re going to use scare federal resources and target in those industries and those 

individuals.  They think it’s a better system by which to track those offenders. 

 

MS. BEYER:  Well, you know, I talked to the National Women’s Law Center, 

and they see this BLS case where they were – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Bureau of Labor Standards. 

 

MS. BEYER:  Bureau of Labor Standards – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Normal people don’t – 

 

MS. BEYER:  – simply keeping track – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – don’t have time to know what BLS is. 

 

MS. BEYER:  I mean, if you cannot quantify something you’re not going to know 

there’s a problem.  So if you don’t know – the reason they were keeping track of what 

kinds of jobs women had and how many women had jobs in certain industries is let’s say 

there’s a recession.  Suddenly, lots of people are fired.  Let’s find out if this is done on 

the backs of these women.  I mean, we won’t be able to track any of those things.  The 

woman at the National Women’s Law Center said to me, why not just get rid of the Civil 

Rights Bill if that’s what you’re trying to do.  If you don’t want to recognize there’s a 

problem – 

 

MS. NORTON:  Let me ask a question. 

 

MS. BEYER:  – if it’s too cumbersome – 

 

MS. NORTON:  Let me ask a question.  I wonder if this is literally how many 

women and how many men, so it’s hard for me to understand why that is complicated for 

businesses or anybody else.  But I wonder whether they’ve done the same thing for 

blacks and Hispanics, and that would tell us a lot – whether they thought they could get 

away with it on sex but not on race.  And if they leave it on race, then why take it off on 

sex? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I think you’re reaching way too far on all of this. 

 

MS. NORTON:  Well, is it on race still? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Now – 

 

MS. NORTON:  Is it on race still?  Do they still count people – 

 



MS. CZARNECKI:  I believe – 

 

MS. ERBE:  In the personnel survey. 

 

MS. NORTON:  The same form also has race.  Does that – does that – 

(inaudible)? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  To my knowledge, it’s still there.  But when the government 

has these – records this, it does it in so many different ways.  And it’s unfortunate that 

people weren’t accessing the survey and studies.  They were using this other data.  And I 

mean the bottom line is, you can do things in many different ways, but when you want to 

ask new questions and search out new information, for example, how many people are 

working from home, how many people are starting home-based businesses – whenever 

you add a question you’ve got to take something else away – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last question. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  – and they thought it was the best of their resources. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last quick question.  A survey just came out in Pennsylvania, less 

money under these new rules going to women’s sports at Pennsylvania colleges and 

universities.  Is Title 9 being weakened? 

 

MS. BEYER:  Well, you know what they do now is they’ve allowed since – there 

was going to be kind of a laundry list of things you could do to show that you were in 

compliance with Title 9.  One of them was you could do a survey.  They didn’t say how 

that survey could be done.  Now if you simply do an email survey of all the students at 

your university, if people do not respond to the survey in any way at all, whether negative 

or positive, they will assume that that means that everybody is happy with the programs 

and you don’t need to change.  Now, that to me is not an enforcement of Title 9. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  But one of the things we have to remember about Title 9 is, 

number one, the email is just – the email survey is one of many ways that you can look at 

to determine whether or not Title 9 is being complied with.  One of the things that a lot of 

groups absolutely refuse to do, and it’s a very valid concern on college campuses, is the 

number of male sports that are being obliterated so that women can be in sports.  Now, 

I’m a former athlete.  Women need to participate in athletics.  I absolutely, fundamentally 

believe that.  But why is it no one talks about football and all the – 

 

MS. NORTON:  The reason – 

 

MS. BERNARD:  – money that goes into football? 

 

MS. ERBE:  Quickly, Eleanor. 

 



MS. NORTON:  The reason that women’s sports is getting less money is because 

you have to keep hammering the male-oriented universities or else they will not in fact 

break what is the largest of all the activities, the activity the most discriminated against 

women was sports.  And unless somebody is on their back all the time – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And I’ve got to keep hammering.  We’ve got to move on.  From 

discrimination to cheating. 

 

Today’s tech savvy kids are turning to the internet for answers, even during 

school exams.  Is this cheating or research?  Duke University’s Center for Academic 

Integrity found 10 percent of college students admitted to internet-based plagiarism in 

1999.  Last year that rose to 40 percent.  A similar survey of 18,000 high school students 

found 60 percent admitted to cheating.  And today cell phones and PDAs make surfing 

the internet for test answers a snap.  The Wall Street Journal reports some schools are 

responding by changing the rules.  They’re letting students use laptops and handheld 

computers during exams.  A few schools are even allowing students to text message each 

other during vocabulary drills.  Some educators say students need technology skills today 

more than rote memorization.  Critics call the internet a crutch and wonder what happens 

when it’s not available. 

 

What’s the difference, to play devil’s advocate, because I know everybody finds 

this outrageous, but what’s the difference between Googling something or going on 

Internet Explorer and an open-book exam? 

 

MS. BEYER:  Well, I always thought that the open-book exam was ridiculous.  It 

was a like a timed research – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  So did I. 

 

MS. BEYER:  – project in my view.  That’s not really a test of what you know. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But they did it pre-internet is my point. 

 

MS. BEYER:  Yes, they did.  I didn’t agree with it then and I don’t agree with it 

now certainly.  And if we’re worried about these kids becoming tech savvy, I think that’s 

our generation’s hang-up.  These kids are tech savvy.  And the problem is, they’ve got a 

fire hose of information coming at them.  It will be more important for this generation to 

know how to synthesize, analyze, cull through and get their own worldview from that fire 

hose.  So I think it’s not less important today, it’s more important today, and ethics are 

certainly more important today. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  This is like the group hug.  It’s the group-think method of 

getting through life.  They’re trying to teach these kids tech skills and skills on how to 

research, and that should be done at a library course or an English class.  I mean, you still 

have to get through life on your own intuition and your own knowledge, not using a 

crutch of whether it’s the internet or any other technology that might be out there. 



 

MS. NORTON:  Yeah.  But there’s a difference between testing for analytical 

knowledge and skills and testing for knowledge.  The open-book exam, as one who still 

is a law professor, still teaches one course, is entirely legitimate.  I didn’t find the open-

book exam in law school helped me at all, because what they wanted to know whether I 

could solve a problem.  In order to solve a problem, I had to find certain kinds of 

information.  Now, multiple choice tests and open-book exam?  Who’s kidding who? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Yes. 

 

MS. NORTON:  So they’ve simply got it – it is – 

 

MS. ERBE:  So let me – your buttons are tapping the table.  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. NORTON:  How about a fist instead?  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  What about the digital divide aspect?  I saw nothing in any of the 

research that we did on this topic that talked about what if half the class has PDAs and 

the other half doesn’t. 

 

MS. NORTON:  Well, I don’t understand why people have to take tests – all tests 

with a computer.  Since when was that not the norm but the requirement?  Pen and pencil 

for certain kinds of test, tests that test knowledge.  Here we’re going to be right back 

where they say our kids are.  They say we test for what everybody ought to know who’s 

graduating from high school near the bottom of the list.  How are we going to get 

anywhere if we tell each other the answers?  And would somebody explain to me how 

tele-texting answers to your next-door neighbor while taking a test – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Yeah. 

 

MS. NORTON:  – increases either analytical knowledge or factual knowledge? 

 

MS. BEYER:  Or ethics. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  On this digital divide, I mean, the last time I was in school, 

which thankfully was a long time ago, there are computers in the library so if you don’t 

have your own computer you can use one in the library. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Yeah, but my point is, what if you own – what if you – a kid who 

owns a PDA or a wi-fi laptop versus a kid who doesn’t have that and there is none in the 

classroom? 

 

MS. BERNARD:  The kid who doesn’t have one is probably in the long-term 

going to be better off from the kid who does because they’ll know how to think on their 

own.  You need to be able to do math without a calculator.  You need to be able to reason 

and read a book and not have your homework or your exams – 



 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Write sentences. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  – emailed to you during your exam. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, I have another question, too, which is why didn’t the schools 

that are allowing this or think that it’s okay, and we really don’t have any solid data on 

percentages – how widespread it is – but why don’t they just have a separate class on 

internet research? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  They should.  That’s exactly what they should – and what 

they ought to do is survey their own parents and see what they think.  I think you’ll see a 

lot of more people fleeing to the private and parochial schools and a lot more home 

schooling if they learn this is actually going on in the classrooms. 

 

MS. BEYER:  I am worried about this generation because already they’re in this 

culture of instant gratification.  Just look at the consumerism, the materialism.  And now 

it’s instant – 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. BEYER:  – good grades.  Instant good grades. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  You know what, you’re not cheating – 

 

MS. BEYER:  Google – brought to you by Google. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  – if your teacher says it’s okay.  I mean, it’s the most bizarre 

thing I have ever seen. 

 

MS. BEYER:  And these are the kids who are going to have to compete in a 

global economy where, believe me, there’s no instant gratification for people in some of 

these countries who are hungry, who are hardworking, and these are the people they’ll be 

competing with, and they will not be ready. 

 

MS. NORTON:  But you asked how – what about those who don’t have a 

computer.  It’s interesting that the literature said that these are mostly private schools and 

upper-scale schools that are doing this, not your everyday public schools.  So I say to 

everybody else, look, just keep doing what you’ve been doing. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So what’s the answer, outlawing it? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I think it’s outrageous, and I think somebody ought to have a 

conversation with the teachers associations and the school boards and everything else.  I 

was not aware of this until you brought it to our attention.  I think a lot of us felt that way.  



I was stunned to learn that this is beginning and it’s being considered acceptable and 

normal. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines, predatory lenders and military 

families.  Loan and insurance agencies are moving their businesses close to military bases 

and offering servicemen and women policies the government already provides them.  

This can lead to military families wasting money on policies they don’t even need.  

Republican Senator Susan Collins and Democrat Senator Hillary Clinton have introduced 

a bill to protect and educate servicemen, women, and families about these predatory 

practices. 

 

(Begin video clip.) 

 

SEN. SUSAN COLLINS:  What our bill would do is require the Department of 

Defense to provide basic financial information, financial education, to our troops, and 

also make clear that the Pentagon is not endorsing any private-sector products.  In 

addition, we want the Department of Defense to do a better job of educating our troops 

about the products that are available exclusively to members of the military.  Many of 

those products are available at a very reasonable price.  They provide a very good benefit 

level and they make sense for members of our military. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What kind of problems are there with predatory loans and life 

insurance policies being given to, in the case of the loans, and being sold to, in the case of 

the life insurance policies, people in the military? 

 

SEN. COLLINS:  The military essentially gives these insurance agents easy 

access to our servicemen and women, and in some cases our troops have thought that the 

military was endorsing certain private-sector products when in fact of course there was 

no such endorsement.  In addition, the military already has access to the Service 

Members Group Life Insurance Program which is a very good insurance program that’s 

available at a very reasonable premium, but we found that a lot of our service members 

aren’t really familiar with the insurance products that are available to them and sign up 

for insurance products that they’ve been sold that they really don’t need, and which are 

very expensive. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I heard something to the effect that some of them were buying 

investment policies, be they insurance or not, that didn’t even pay anything for the first 

seven years. 

 

SEN. COLLINS:  We found all sorts of abuses in insurance products.  We found 

policies that had extremely high premiums and essentially duplicated the coverage that 

the service member was already receiving through the Service Members Group Life 

Insurance Program.  We found policies that were extremely expensive and had very little 

payout.  We found policies that were investment-style policies that simply weren’t 

appropriate for a junior service member who was not making much money.   

 



But what really bothered me were the cases where members of the military were 

buying these policies, particularly life insurance policy, right before they were being 

deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan, thinking that this was the best way to ensure that their 

families were taken care of should anything happen to them.  And the idea of an unethical 

insurance agent taking advantage of our troops at a time when they’re vulnerable, when 

they’re about to be deployed and are worried about their families’ future and financial 

security is just untenable.  It’s really unconscionable. 

 

(End video clip.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  And as unconscionable as it is or seems to be, whose fault is it?  Is it 

the lenders or is it the Pentagon for letting these people have access to military families? 

 

MS. BERNARD:  Well, it’s everyone’s fault.  First and foremost, it is the lenders.  

I mean, they are absolutely preying on the weakest of the weak.  It doesn’t just happen to 

people in the military, but when we talk about the military, these are young kids.  They’re 

going off to war.  Sometimes they’re 18, 19 years old.  They’re straight out of high 

school.  They don’t know anything about the real world.  And you’ve got these predatory 

lenders coming at them at a time when they don’t know how to protect themselves.  It’s 

the military’s fault also because the kids need to be better educated about what benefits 

they have as members of the United States military. 

 

MS. NORTON:  I guess I ought not be surprised, you know, the military that 

exposes people to Rush Limbaugh, but not to the other side, exposes people to fly-by-

night insurance companies.  But at one level I am surprised because the military, because 

they have control over of course the people who are there, usually do a better job of 

watching out for their people and what they’re doing here.  And I don’t think this is 

conscious at all.  And I think it ought to go far beyond education.   

 

I think people ought to be told, whatever you do, do not go to a pay loan.  I have 

to say this, that I think part of the problem is the same problem that drives military 

families to being on food stamps, that you do have people for whom military pay is not 

yet enough.  And they’ve got to learn, you’re absolutely right, given their age, how to live 

within their pay, but one way to do it – yes, we’ve got to educate them, but the other way 

to do it is to not say, “here are your choices, but don’t take that choice.”  Let them know 

that the Army frowns on that choice, that DOD says that choice – you’re a free man, 

you’re a free woman, but that choice is the choice not to take, and you will hear – I think 

they will listen to that. 

 

MS. BEYER:  The average person who borrows from that paycheck lender ends 

up paying $800 for every 325 that they borrow, and that 99 percent of them have to come 

back that next week and kind of redeem that loan again, and then the interest goes up.  I 

mean, it is a terrible racket.  It’s a $25 billion business.  And what kills me is there are 

only 14 states that have outlawed it.  There should be more states that have outlawed it.  

And then they go to states where it’s legal and they set up kind of a farm system, and they 

go into states where they shouldn’t be.  I mean, we have to put an end to that. 



 

MS. ERBE:  Well, it seems to me that since interest rates are pretty much 

national, why aren’t there national laws to prevent all of this? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  These are regulated by the states, as Megan was saying, and 

the difficult is you’ve got – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But there was a bill before Congress.  Ney-Kanjorski as a matter of a 

fact, but with Congressman Ney involved in the Abramoff scandal, it’s probably not 

going to go anywhere. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  But insurance practices – a lot of this stuff is regulated at the 

state level, and you’ve got Republican and Democrat supporters on both sides who 

support this saying it’s part of the free market.  I think it’s not part of the free market.  It’s 

the free market gone astray.  You have to have more people step up to the plate and say it 

is a problem.  And DOD does have responsibility in their packet of information to 

provide the alternatives.  If the Navy Federal Credit Union or the Pentagon Credit Union 

can provide a short-term loan for all these families – I mean, they just need to make those 

other resources out there and available for them.   

 

The other difficulty is so many people when they leave to go overseas or on 

extended tours of duty, it’s not for their one month or two months in the National Guard 

or Reserve, it’s for up to a year.  And if you go from a $50,000 job to a $17,000 or 

$18,000 job in the military, families are trying to make up the difference, and that’s why 

this has become so prevalent. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And that’s it for this edition of “To the Contrary."  Next 

week, historically black colleges face challenges in the aftermath of Katrina.  Whether 

your views are in agreement or to the contrary, please join us next time. 

 

(End of program.) 


