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.STX 

 MS. ERBE:  With several Democrats now officially running for the Party's 

presidential nomination, and many more considering, are we surprised there are 

no women's names on the short list? 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Watch the pipeline, more than the Republicans, the 

Democrats have a rich pool of Senators and governors who could show up next time. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  Nothing surprises me in politics, but we haven't heard the 

short list for vice presidential candidates yet. 

 



 MS. ECHAVESTE:  The absence of a woman running shows how far behind America 

is other countries. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  The Democratic field for president resembles the Democratic 

Party leadership, white male millionaires. 

 

 (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, more and more Democratic presidential candidates are 

making their wishes known with no women among them.  We rate a second Bush 

administration versus the field of Democratic contenders on women's rights. 

 

 Then, Girls Behaving Badly is a new cable show on the Oxygen Network, and 

a new low for women on what was originally billed as high brow women's television. 

 

 Behind the headlines, children and environmental contaminates.  We'll show 

you what some researchers are doing to help prevent lead poisoning and other 

environmental problems among children. 

 

 Up first, and they're off.  An old joke in Washington has it, every member 

of the U.S. Senate sees a future president when he or she looks in the mirror.  

Make that "he," with South Carolina Senator John Edwards jumping in this week, 

there are now three Democratic contenders, and many more considering runs.  The 

arguably most famous Democrat Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton is not among them. 

 

 Then there's the question, who would be stronger on women's rights, and who 

will make the most successful bid for women's votes?  Senator Edwards, Senator 

John Kerry of Massachusetts, or Vermont Governor Howard Dean, all of whom are pro 

choice, or could it be the president himself who is pro life?  Also considering 

runs are former vice presidential candidate and Senator Joe Lieberman of 

Connecticut, the other Connecticut Senator Christopher Dodd, Senate Majority 

Leader Tom Daschle, Senator Bob Graham of Florida, and a host of others. 

 

 So, Karen Czarnecki, who would give the president the biggest run for his 

money in terms of the women's vote, and women's rights? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  At this point, I'm not so sure.  Aside from being pro choice, 

I don't know much more about these candidates and where they stand. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  You're not supposed to say that on national television.  Keep 

going, I'm teasing you. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  Other than that, I really haven't heard a lot of them talking 

about any of their platforms.  It's very, very early in the game right now, and 

I think a lot is going to happen in the next 12 months, then they're really going 

to show their true stripes, where they stand on education and healthcare.  So, 

I think the jury is still out. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Whether the pro-minority, pro-women, progressive Democratic 

Party, where is it?  Even when it came time to replace two Senators in Minnesota 

and New Jersey last time around, the Democratic Party went to their rich pool, 

if you will, of white men, who they replaced two white male Senators with two white 

male Senators, Fritz Mondale in Minnesota -- 

 



 MS. ERBE:  Let me ask you something though, I noticed you said that in the 

opening, but what about Nancy Pelosi, where does she fit? 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  What does it matter, she's not running for president. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  She's in the Democratic leadership. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Excuse me, excuse me, I mean I just have to -- 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  That's great, that's wonderful, but wait a second.  This party, 

they're all white male millionaires, Eleanor, and the fact is, when it came time -- 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  First of all, I've had enough of the pot calling the kettle 

black here.  The last time I heard, neither Daschle nor Gephardt were millionaires.  

So I don't even know who you're talking about. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  They're white men. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Yes, but you said while male Democrats, I mean 

millionaires, and obviously they're not.  And I'm not sure what -- I mean, when 

you get down to brass tacks, your examples flee you.  You know, there's one 

millionaire among them, Kerry.  The fact is that -- 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Edwards. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  Edwards is. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Lieberman. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Lieberman?  The fact is that if you want to look for rich 

white men, you're not going to go first to the Democratic Party.  The fact that 

the Democrats have not been better than they have been is something that Democratic 

women and Democrats from the inside have always been critical of their party for.  

But we're also proud of why we have the gender gap in the first place.  And the 

reason you don't see any difference among these candidates is because all of them 

are so solid on women's issues that you can find no daylight between them. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  In the last election -- 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  2002? 

 

 MS. ERBE:  No, no, no.  In the last presidential election, President Bush 

won the white married, the more well-to-do women's vote.  Former Vice President 

Gore won minorities and single women.  Which of these candidates, if any of them 

so far, or anyone in the party could do a better job of appealing to white married 

women who are the votes that Democrats need to get back? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  I think actually all of them have to really make sure that 

they don't think that courting the women's vote is going to be solely about whether 

they're pro choice or not. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  Agreed. 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  I think that the issues that are of concern to both married 

women and single women are issues like the economy, like investments in education, 

like prescription drugs, like healthcare. 

 



 MS. ERBE:  Well, Edwards, for example, bucks the party on taxes, generally.  

He's for lower taxes.  But he's also pro choice.  So does that mean he could help 

win back the white married women's vote? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  I think as each of them comes out with their plans and their 

proposals, my view is, I'm going to look at every single one of them and see what 

they're proposing, what's concrete that's really going to take on President Bush 

on where it -- because I think in 2004, we will now have a record on President 

Bush.  He sold us a line of goods for 2000, in 2004, we will have a record and 

we will be able to judge him. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  A majority of the country, 61 percent, including a strong 

majority of women, like the "bill of goods" the president sold.  But, look, anyone 

who is running for president of the United States who has a D after their name, 

whoever they are, has decided advantages among the nation's women.  This is part 

of politics. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  It's changing, though. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  It is changing.  That said, the big issue for women right now 

is the theme called "security," whether it's economic security -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  What about the economy? 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  That's economic security. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  I mean, now you see the president starting to pay more attention 

to the economy, obviously.  But, go ahead. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  I get a little tired as a member of the gender of hearing that 

women only care about gun control and abortion when, you know, for God's sakes, 

we know how to do the math.  We care about whether or not we go to war with Iraq 

or if Osama bin Laden is dead or alive. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  You're absolutely right.  And Democrats understand that 

they have got to be able to speak to the issues that concern women.  And, guess 

what, I disagree with you that Democrats have been running on abortion.  The fact 

is that choice is among the issues we run on, but the whole spate of domestic issues 

had been so captured by Democrats that Republicans have tried to get in on the 

domestic side of the issues. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  And doing fairly well on some of these issues. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  And they are.  And that's what Democrats have to be wary 

about, they're stealing all our issues. 

 MS. ERBE:  We have got to move on, but we will keep watching that. 

 

 From good ol' boys to bawdy young girls.  Call it television for women hitting 

a new low.  A woman walks down the street, her thong underwear visible above her 

low slung pants, hidden cameras catch the swivelled necks of passing men.  That 

same woman grabs a guys pants and yanks them down to reveal his underpants or less.  

In another segment, women fake orgasms in public, strangers gasp in reaction.  These 

are scenes from the Oxygen Cable Channel Girls Behaving Badly, now a weekend staple 

for the network that launched three years ago proclaiming itself as the home for 

smart working women. 

 

 Owners Geraldine Layborn and Oprah Winfrey promised to be different from 



what Layborn described as a stodgier competitor Lifetime, but even with this 

obvious ratings grab, Oxygen still draws less than one-tenth the almost two million 

viewers Lifetime boasted on average during prime time in November.  Oxygen defends 

Girls Behaving Badly as comedy controlled by women, although not all women are 

laughing, and the executive producer of the show is a man. 

 

 So, Congresswoman Norton, are you laughing at this?  Does this strike you 

as something women want to watch? 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  I'm not even clapping with one hand.  Look, I've considered 

myself for a long time a truly liberated woman, and I don't think this has anything 

to do with women.  First of all, I wonder who they're appealing to, maybe men.  

Secondly, what we see here, I think, is the last refuge problem.  This is a failing 

network and sensationalism is the last refuge in commercial ventures when you don't 

have anything else, and that's going to fail too this time, I hope. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Next up, a show called Geraldine Springer on the Oxygen Network.  

I'd like to hear from the people who helped fund Oxygen Network, Oprah Winfrey, 

Paul Allen of Microsoft who went back and funded them twice, even after they had 

sucked all the cash out of the first funding, because these are people who are 

successful entrepreneurs in their own right.  And I'm wondering what they think 

about the kind of debauchery and content that's befallen this network. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Is Oxygen having such problems because it's run by and for women, 

or is it for other reasons? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  I think, it's a competitive world out there.  I mean, the 

media business is incredibly cutthroat.  And if you look at just what's being 

offered -- 

 MS. ERBE:  Layborn was a powerhouse.  She came from ABC, and she built one 

of the cable networks, Nickelodeon, I think. 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  And look at the major three networks, I mean, sometimes they 

have the touch and sometimes they don't.  And then they all copy each other, and 

put on the most ridiculous reality based shows that one could even imagine.  Women 

are not, women managers, women presidents aren't immune from the same forces that 

are asking them, okay, what's your product and what are you selling. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  The real unfortunate thing is, this is bringing up their 

ratings.  Their ratings were in the dumps, and now, because of this show, and it's 

the decade of the reality shows, if they think this is going to get them more 

viewers -- I don't know what kind of viewers.  I think you're right, I think they're 

probably male viewers.  I don't think women are going to watch this nonsense.  But 

if this is what they're trying to do to salvage, it's a shame.  It might not last 

long.  And I wouldn't watch it. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Shows like this make people feel better about their own sorry 

lots, I'm convinced. 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  It's comedy. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  Well, you watch people and say, gee, you know, I'm a couch potato 

who's a paycheck away from bring unemployed, but I'm not that bad, I wouldn't do 

that in public. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  I think these folks, too, have a Lifetime problem, a 

Lifetime Network problem.  And I think they're too narrowly focused.  If you define 



women as only romance episodes, and this debauchery, then you don't have any place 

to go.  Could it be that women have a wider circle of interests that may not look 

precisely like a "women's thing?" 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Do women need their own networks?  Do they -- you know, pointing 

at To The Contrary, do they need their own TV show? 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  They need their own sanctuaries.  They need their own 

sanctuaries.  And I think the marketplace is flooded enough that allows everyone 

to make choices.  But, look, the success of Lifetime TV, and even WE, Women's 

Entertainment/AMC American Movie Classics, is that they don't just show you reality 

as it's happening.  They repackage the classics.  They have on the Golden Girls, 

they show the Made-For-TV movies that have a broader appeal, and that make you 

feel less guilty that you're actually not folding laundry, surfing the Internet, 

cooking dinner, you can actually sit down -- 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Avoiding a book. 

 

 MS. CONWAY:  That's right -- and enjoy it. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  But, I mean, does this say, do you think Lifetime is doing it 

right then, and Oxygen is just doing it wrong, or is the whole medium of television, 

I mean, is it just always, except for certain networks, going to sink to the lowest 

denominator and do everything it can for ratings? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  They're always going to.  They've got to find the right 

formula, and they're struggling.  And, as you said, the investors are certainly 

going to be asking questions, like when do you find the right formula?  And 

they've -- Oxygen, I think, has tried to go after this niche of, you know, smart 

women, intellectual, educated women, and they're missing it.  And I don't know 

what their market research shows that a show like that couldn't possibly attract 

the women they're -- 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Essentially the stories written about it say their market research 

shows this is them sort of trying to find out who their audience is, and dragging 

in what the cat would normally have left outside and not even dragged in. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  What's a little troubling to me is the demographic target 

here, they clearly believe that very young women -- 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  They're not looking for you. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  And they're not looking for any of us. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  They're not going to find us either. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  We're out of time, sorry about that, but I do need to say, if 

ever there were a justification for intelligent television for women, that's it. 

 

 Behind the headlines, though the U.S. as a whole is less polluted than it 

was a generation ago, harmful environmental contaminants linger today.  Most 

especially lead paint in older homes in poor neighborhoods.  The Centers for Disease 

Control report, while less than 5 percent of American children have lead poisoning, 

the problem is concentrated among minority children, found five times as often 

among African American children, and twice as high among Hispanic children.  The 

good news is, researchers at Duke University's Children's Environmental Health 

Initiative are developing ways to find these children before they are exposed to 



lead-based paint. 

 

 Lead poisoning is a major environmental health hazard for young children, 

affecting almost two million American children age five and under.  Although 

lead-based housepaint has long since been taken off the market, children living 

in older homes are threatened by chipping or peeling lead paint, or 

lead-contaminated dust.  More than 80 percent of homes built before 1978 contain 

lead paint.  Children in poor neighborhoods are most at risk.  The impact can be 

devastating.  Learning and behavior disorders, hearing loss, decreased IQ to name 

a few.  And in most instances, the exposure is not diagnosed until puberty, long 

after the damage has been done. 

 

 MS. MIRANDA:  Rather than waiting for kids to get sick and then going in 

and figuring out what made them sick, what if we sort of did some sort of an 

assessment that said, well, here are the places where there are likely to be 

exposures.  And let's go in and do something about the potential exposures before 

a child gets sick, especially in this area, which is a very high risk area, there's 

lots of these home daycare centers that are in here. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Here is Duke University's Children's Environmental Health 

Initiative, Dr. Marie Lynn Miranda and her research team have developed technology 

to find these children before lead poisoning takes hold.  They're using computer 

software called Geographic Information Systems, or GIS, to create computer models 

of neighborhoods and pinpoint homes that may be high risk environments. 

 

 MS. MIRANDA:  We know that there are a series of demographic variables that 

are important, like income, racial minority, poverty levels, those types of things.  

What GIS allows us to is to look at all those things at the same time in a spacial 

context. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Piecing together seemingly unrelated bits of information, Dr. 

Miranda and her team have zeroed in on several rural North Carolina neighborhoods 

that may expose children to high doses of lead or lead dust.  After finding them, 

she and her team go out and collect environmental samples. 

 

 MS. MIRANDA:  For example, in our lab model, we use information from the 

county tax assessor's office on how old the house is, when it was last renovated, 

whether it's a residential or commercial property, whether it's owner or renter 

occupied.  We have the data on every child who is screened for lead in the state, 

and so we can attack spacial location to all of that as well, as we're trying to 

think about who we want to outreach to, and who is living in these high risk houses, 

we can take advantage of that data. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Three factors make children more vulnerable to lead and other 

toxins.  First, crawling, sticking things in their mouths, playing on the floor, 

all put children in direct contact with lead paint dust.  Second, their organs 

and bodies are still growing.  Third, in relation to body weight, they breathe 

more air, drink more water, and eat more food than adults. 

 

 MS. MIRANDA:  So that if you and I were exposed to the same amount of some 

lead, for example, and so was my one-year-old, my one-year-old exposed to the same 

amount of lead as you and I would uptake nearly five times as much as you and I 

would. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Parents and doctors don't usually find out that home is where 

the hurt is until long after a child becomes sick.  Even then, it's tough to 

diagnose.  Throughout the population, there are some kids who have a higher hearing 



threshold, or a lower hearing threshold.  Some kids have a higher IQ and some kids 

have a lower IQ.  And so a pediatrician wouldn't necessarily right away be able 

to say, oh, this is a kid who's got a health problem that we need to look into. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Minority and poor communities are at highest risk, 22 percent 

of African American children living in older homes are lead poisoned compared with 

just under 6 percent of whites, and 13 percent of Mexican American children.  A 

large gap.  Advocates argue this compounds the problems these populations already 

face. 

 

 MS. MIRANDA:  These same kids may be living in neighborhoods where there 

is quite a bit of violence, and so there's a lot of single parent families, there 

may be poor educational systems, there may be abuse in a household, those types 

of things.  So, then you see this compounding effects between the social stressors 

and the environmental exposures, and the phrase I oftentimes use is, how many times 

are we going to hit these kids on the head with a hammer? 

 

 MS. ERBE:  The good news is that once detected, parents can protect children 

from lead poisoning.  They can paint over flaking surfaces with non lead-based 

paint, and use damp clothes to clean, so that lead laced dust isn't spread around 

the house.  They can teach children to wash their hands after playing outside, 

and before eating. 

 

 MS. MIRANDA:  What I always say about that is, we know where the lead is 

coming from, we know how it gets into kids bodies, we know a lot about what it's 

doing once it gets into kids' bodies.  We have some reasonable ideas about what 

to do for kids once it gets into their bodies, and we have some reasonable ideas 

about what to do to prevent it from getting into kids' bodies. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Dr. Miranda's methods can be used to detect and route other toxins 

besides lead.  She hopes to see the technology used on a national scale. 

 

 MS. MIRANDA:  So, how o we make this problem go away?  We decide as a community 

that the children are important to us, and that we're no longer willing to tolerate 

this type of an effect on our kids.  I had vowed, at least in the State of North 

Carolina, that we will make this problem go away in my lifetime. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Eileen Quinn of the Alliance to End Childhood Lead Poisoning, 

welcome to the panel. 

 

 So, why isn't this being done on a national basis?  What are the barriers?  

What can parents do to try to make sure their kids are not exposed to lead 

contaminants? 

 

 MS. QUINN:  The work that Dr. Miranda is doing is a critical tool, but it's 

only one of many that we need, to be honest, to find where the lead hazards are 

is incredibly important.  For too long, we've relied on finding children after 

they're lead poisoned.  So this is really important to make the switch to primary 

prevention.  We've got to find the houses, fix the houses before children are 

exposed. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  But if it's mainly older homes, isn't that pretty easy to 

pre-screen for, and make sure through the public schools, maybe through the 

kindergartens or earlier, that children living in older homes in poorer 

neighborhoods, their parents make sure that they take these precautions? 

 

 MS. QUINN:  Well, in fact, it's a federal requirement that children enrolled 



in the Medicaid are entitled to lead screenings at the ages of one and two.  The 

unfortunate fact is there's rampant noncompliance with federal law, and so children 

do not receive the testing to which they are entitled.  But I think it's really 

important to keep the responsibility where it belongs.  It does not belong on the 

parents.  This is a problem that parents have inherited because they've moved into 

housing that years ago was painted with lead paint.  The responsibility lies with 

property owners, with government agencies, to protect children and parents from 

hazards, and also with people who made the lead paint. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  How do you make them comply? 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  Well, you know, there was a lawsuit recently brought by 

the State of Rhode Island, I'm sorry that has not been successful.  It would have 

gone after the lead paint makers themselves on, I guess, know or should have known 

theory.  And I don't know if that group is still available.  I am discouraged by 

some of the physicians approaches.  Here we have something like over 20 percent 

of the possibilities here are African American.  Guess who those are, those are 

the worst off of our people.  Now, the notion that these people are going to go 

around scrubbing their floors, and being meticulous about their children is 

impossible for me to believe.  Most of us aren't that way who have been educated 

about this problem.  So, I get very discouraged when I hear that our remedies are 

as narrow as they are, because once the lead gets in the child's body, you can't 

simply get it out.  And if it's all about prevention, the reason I would be for 

a lawsuit is, if you get enough money then to go around and do the preventative 

work that nobody is doing. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  There have been at least 40 lawsuits against the former 

manufacturers of lead paint.  And the problem is that the money is lying in the 

pockets of the trial attorneys.  It's not going to people who have been hurt.  This 

is the truth when it comes to a lot of these mass tort claims, and these class 

action lawsuits, and that's what the lead lawsuits are. 

 

 I like community-based solutions, whether you go into the school, or whether 

you're targeting neighborhoods, I think that's a lot more effective, and it's not 

making rich trial attorneys. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  They get one-third of what they get. 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  They get very, very little. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  But what is it that you want to have done?  I mean, with 

these children from the least advantaged families, people who are -- who live among 

dirt, what do you want, what are you calling a community-based solution? 

 

 MS. CZARNECKI:  I think this is a wonderful idea to target the communities 

and find out about it that way.  She was discussing a little bit earlier that 

education in the schools is not the most effective treatment, so perhaps taking 

a very unique approach, and targeting the communities and the neighborhoods, and 

looking for it that way might be better. 

 

 DELEGATE NORTON:  What are you going to do when you find it? 

 

 MS. ECHAVESTE:  You need resources.  I mean, it's fine.  You kind of look 

for a community base and educate parents, but you're going to need resources.  

You're going to need people trained to be able to talk to these parents and say, 

look, we're going to have to paint this building, we're going to have to do this, 

this and this.  Where are those resources?  I mean I'm with Eleanor on this, if 



it's not coming from the manufacturers, is the government going to come? 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Eileen, where are the resources? 

 

 MS. QUINN:  The point is I want to make about the lawsuits is that they are 

very much alive, and there are still two dozen suits operating, including the one 

in Rhode Island, and there is now, the judge is considering motions from both sides 

to rule on the case as a matter of law.  If not, it will be retried. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  Okay, we're almost out of time, quickly, where do the resources 

come from? 

 

 MS. QUINN:  The point is that the responsibility is shared among the 

government, property owners, and the industry that created this poison in the first 

place, and all of that has to be on the table in order to solve this problem. 

 

 MS. ERBE:  All right. And we'll continue this discussion after we go to 

credits.  That's it for this edition of To The Contrary. 

 

 Next week, women engineers.  Meet the women who have propelled themselves 

to the top of this techie profession.  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.) 

 


