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.STX 



 

MS. ERBE:  This week on "To The Contrary," the Bush administration fails to 

sanction Saudi Arabia for not addressing human trafficking in prostitutes and child sex 

workers.  Is the trade here women for oil?  Then, a new ABC show may pave the way for 

a female president.  Behind the headlines, a look at why love may be ruining traditional 

marriage. 

 

(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, is the Bush 

administration trading women's freedoms for oil?  This week, on a trip to the Middle East 

Undersecretary of State Karen Hughes questioned the Saudi ban on driving for women.  

She told an audience of Arab women, Americans "take our freedoms very seriously" and 

as an American woman "the ability to drive is an important part of my freedom."  Hughes 

comments came less than a week after the administration announced it would not reduce 

foreign aid to Saudi Arabia for inadequately addressing human trafficking.  Four months 

ago, the State Department named Saudi Arabia as one of 14 countries not dealing with 

the trafficking of women and children as sex workers and slave laborers.  But, the White 

House claims the Saudis have made improvements.  All this as gas prices continue to rise 

due to the destruction of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 

 

So, Irene Natividad, is Karen Hughes right in that she's standing up for Saudi 

women's rights, or is the administration trading women's rights for oil? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I think both are right.  I think this administration is fighting 

for women's rights, but it may pull its punches given the fact that we depend on oil so 

much from that region. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Irene, I think the Bush administration has done more than 

any of its predecessors to advance political reforms, women's rights, and democracy in 

the Middle East. 

 

MS. BEYER:  I think that our ravenous desire for oil has made us abandon some 

of our core democratic values, and that's why our entire foreign policy, when it comes to 

the Arab world, is ripe with hypocrisy. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  I really have no doubt whatsoever that the Bush administration 

is wholly dedicated to promoting and supporting women's rights in the Arab Middle East. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But this administration has more sway with Saudi Arabia, it could be 

said, than any prior with the possible exception of the president's father.  Why don't they, 

of all administrations, sanction Saudi Arabia on this point? 

 

MS. BERNARD:  You know, there are different ways to get about getting the end 

result that you're looking for.  I guess it depends on what the best means to the end is.  



And we have to think about politics in the cultural context of what Karen Hughes actually 

said in Saudi Arabia.  She met with a group of university women.  The administration 

didn't choose the women that were in the audience.  They were picked by the Saudi 

government, by the university, to sit in and listen to her talk about women's rights, and 

the ability to drive, and that's an important freedom for American women, and something 

that she considered very important for her.  And I think we need to really think about the 

cultural context of Saudi Arabia.  That was a monumental statement to make in Saudi 

Arabia, on Saudi Arabian soil, and risk --  

 

MS. ERBE:  Saying what, that we enjoy freedoms like driving. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  Like driving, and that Saudi Arabian women don't enjoy the 

freedom to drive, or the ability to vote. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  When you're talking about a region, there are so many 

different countries that form part of the Arab world.  What is true for Saudi Arabia may 

not be true for Morocco.  In Morocco, there are incredible business women who are 

running huge things.  So the levels of freedoms, if you will, differ from country to 

country, and our approach to that region in terms of women's rights need to differ 

depending on the culture of that country. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Have we done as much as we can or should in Saudi Arabia where 

the Bush family has close business contacts, and has for a long time? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, we are trying to advance women's rights in a context in 

which many of the Arab world hate us.  So, that is a very, very difficult -- frankly, I think 

Karen Hughes is quite courageous in making a foray into a region that's not very 

accepting of Americans.  The only thing I fight her with, I do not drive, I don't think 

driving is an American freedom that I need to sell to Saudi Arabian women.  It is a 

symbol of the ability to move around. 

 

MS. ERBE:  You choose not to drive.  Nobody tells you, you can't drive. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  That is true. 

 

MS. BEYER:  I just want to make a comment about this entire tour.  I mean, this 

tour of Karen Hughes to the Arab world was to me like Evita's tour of Europe.  It's a 

seduction that failed, and it left everybody feeling kind of cheap.  I mean, to see those 

women in Turkey interview her and say, how can you come here and talk about the fact 

that we are somehow oppressed, or that we are upset with you because we don't 

understand American culture, you don't have to come here and tell us about Western 

culture.  Listen to what we think about what the United States has done in saying they 

want to spread democracy in the Arab world, and yet supporting this egregious 

dictatorship in Saudi Arabia, in weighing in with Israel as we have our conflict, and 

clearly siding with Israel, in their view.  Then, also, they say Iraq, you claimed there were 



WMDs, there were no WMDs.  You've slaughtered a lot of Arabs in Iraq, and now you 

have taken over control of that country. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You can't talk about women's rights separate from political 

rights. 

 

MS. BEYER:  And they say, this is oppression, in the big picture this is 

oppressing Arab families and children. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  There's one thing that Karen Hughes has said on her trip, in 

addition to Condi Rice's trip in June, there is a great lack of understanding between the 

two cultures, between the Arab world, and between Westerners.  And if we don't have 

some type of cultural exchange, or start having these discussions, there's going to be 

more resentment and more animosity between the two. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What do you see is the bigger resentment at this point, the American 

women's view or the majority of American women's view that women in the Arab world 

don't have the rights that we have, or the Arab women, some of whom stand up and say, 

we're happy not to be able to drive.  We're happy to follow our men.  We're happy to 

have a separate culture.  In other words, they're educated, and they like what we see as 

oppression. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Where we're probably going to meet common ground is 

somewhere between the two.  But expressing where everyone is coming from, you know, 

what are the freedoms here, we can vote, we can drive cars, we can dress as we choose, 

we don't have to be completely covered from head to toe.  I mean, there's a complete lack 

of understanding.  Unless we understand each other's perspectives, it's going to be more 

difficult.  Karen Hughes did say, this is my listening tour.  Her job is public diplomacy, 

increasing our likeability in the Arab world, really around the globe, and the thing is, 

we're not held in such high esteem, but if they don't understand where we're coming 

from, and why we cherish our freedoms as women or as Americans, it will be 

problematic.  She's only the third person to have this job since 9/11, and I think it's been a 

tough row to hoe for every single person that's had it. 

 

MS. BEYER:  It is a tough job, but I have to question whether she's the right 

person.  It's sort of like Michael Brown being put in charge of FEMA.  This is a woman 

who worked on campaigns.  She was a wordsmith and spin doctor, and quite good at that, 

a very good PR person.  Why didn't we sent Colin Powell?  Why didn't we send George 

Herbert Walker Bush?  These women all clearly said to Karen Hughes, we want to talk 

substantively about this --  

 

MS. ERBE:  I want to get back to you, Irene, a democrat, a feminist leader, an 

early women's leader in the women's movement. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Still now, not just early. 

 



MS. ERBE:  I'm saying, started, you have a track record, an established track 

record.  Are you saying that the Bush administration is doing enough to help women in 

not only Arab countries, but also the third world, because most feminists and democrats 

are very critical of the administration's record in this regard? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  It can never be enough.  It doesn't matter which 

administration it is.  I do know, since I know some of the women involved in this, that 

they are sincere in wanting to advance women.  Whether it is enough is another question.  

When we talk about a dialogue, that dialogue has not happened at all.  It doesn't matter 

whether it is Colin Powell or Karen Hughes, no matter whom we send, the fact that we 

are Americans, whose culture they do not understand and currently despise, is the context 

in which you see women's rights. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  Very quickly, you're not hearing all of the voices of women.  I 

work with Arab women every single day of the week, and there are women in the streets 

of Iraq risking their lives every single day protesting because they want freedom.  They 

want democracy in their country, and they want women's rights.  So, what is being 

portrayed of Karen Hughes' visit is not the whole picture.  There are women who want to 

drive.  There are women who want to vote.  There are women who do not necessarily 

want to be cloaked from head to toe seven days a week, 365 days a year. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Power to those women. 

 

From selling women, to women in power.  This week, a woman is president of the 

United States on TV that is.  Academy Award Winner Geena Davis stepped into the role 

of the first female president on the ABC program Commander-In-Chief, but is America 

ready for a woman to take charge, even on prime time TV?  This past May, 72 percent of 

Americans said they'd likely vote for a woman in the 2008 presidential election.  And 

with women's names floating form both political camps, Condoleezza Rice on the right, 

former First Lady Senator Hillary Clinton on the left, the possibility may not be a far 

reach. 

 

So, Karen Czarnecki, is this liberal Hollywood paving the way for Hillary? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  They're trying, but I don't think it's going to help them very 

much.  From all the reviews that I've seen so far of the show, it doesn't do much to help 

Hillary or any other woman trying to run for president. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait a second, it won the rating.  I watched part of it, and I read the 

reviews that said it was awful.  I also saw the ratings, by the way, it won the night for 

ABC. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  You're right.  Of course, it was a new show. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I am not a softy, okay.  I never take Kleenex to even a sad movie 

because I don't cry.  I cried at her speech.  I cried at her speech, quite frankly, because I 



feel that women are starting to go backwards, and this was women can still move 

forward.  

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  True.  I took a poll of everyone who sits in my office, I said, 

what did you think.  The men hated it the most.  They said, it is patronizing because a 

woman couldn't get there on her own merits, it had to be a ploy, it had to be somebody 

dying in office, and they said it was a real cheap shot. 

 

MS. ERBE:  That's historically how women entered into congressional politics. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  No kidding. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  It was offensive to a lot of people who watched the show last 

night. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I didn't find it offensive.  Actually, I thought it was pretty 

good.  And I was thinking how hard it is for us to depend on the acting skills of Geena 

Davis in order to give this presidency a gravitas, so that people don't snicker at it.  And 

how we have to depend on the writers to put her in situations that aren't ridiculous.  So 

that, the perception by --  

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait, are you saying they succeeded or they didn't succeed? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I think they succeeded.  You're not going to love every part 

of it.  But I think the dignity, the intelligence came through, the way she held herself.  But 

I did think, what if she were short, not attractive, and her name was Mary instead of Mac? 

 

MS. ERBE:  I will tell you one thing I was bothered by.  Her kid, she's going to 

Capitol Hill to deliver her I'm the new president, and the baby, the youngest child spills 

juice all over her.  In the real world, first of all, with Martin Sheen, and would the kid 

have been in the limo in the first place?  Certainly not in the real world, and certainly not 

holding a glass of juice.  Was it too much mommyizing? 

 

MS. BERNARD:  It wasn't too much mommyizing.  I was more concentrating on 

the teenage daughter who I really thought just needed kind of like a slap in the face, she 

was so rude to her mother.  It wasn't too much mommyizing for me.  I think it's important 

to be able to see her as a mom.  I wasn't offended by this show.  I kind of found it to be 

corny.  I liked the speech.  It was one of the better parts of the program.  I hated the 

whole thing with the husband being brought into the First Lady's office, and it was pink 

and ladylike, and things like that I found to be kind of corny.  I don't know if the program 

is going to make it through the whole year. 

 

MS. BEYER:  There will be political consequences to this.  I mean, already, 

Martin Sheen set a pretty high standard for candidates.  I mean, I look at Martin Sheen 

and I think, why can't we find one like this.  I think Geena Davis is going to do about the 

same thing. 



 

MS. CZARNECKI:  This is Hollywood reality TV to me.  I mean, too many 

things are so unreal that I thought, this is really pushing.  It's entertaining TV, though. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Now, in New Hampshire, by the way, Condi Rice's supporters ran an 

ad saying, essentially, Condi run, Condi run.  Is it going to help?  Would it help Condi 

Rice as much as it might help -- 

 

MS. BERNARD:  I'd rather see Condi Rice as president than Mac whatever her 

name is, Geena Davis' character. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You're dealing with Hollywood, Condi Rice is not an actress.  

Perceptions do matter.  The way that media is able to break through barriers, it is 

important that this show succeed.  In my view, that is as important as having Bartlett be a 

terrific president, and raising the bar as to what the president should be. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What do we think about, within the last month or so there was a poll, 

76 percent of Americans said they would vote for a woman as president.  I saw that and it 

made me sick, because 100 percent would vote for a man.  Doesn't it really more depend 

on who the woman is?  But, doesn't that show that our culture is kind of retro, that only 

three-quarters of Americans would even consider voting for a woman? 

 

(Crosstalk.) 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  It is going to depend on who the candidate is, whether it's a 

male or a female, it depends on what their views are.  But the biggest challenge I think 

any female candidate has, whether it's for president or another office, if they don't have a 

track record behind them running -- serving as governor, serving in the Senate or the 

House, I think that is a huge detriment. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  That means Condi Rice can't run according to your 

prescription. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I don't know that she would run. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  I hope that she would run, honestly.  I'm a huge fan of hers.  I 

really think it depends on the candidate.  And what I was thinking while I was watching 

the show is, we've got Dr. Rice on one side, and Hillary Clinton on the other side, if this 

were reality, who would win, who would the American public feel the most comfortable 

with? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  But at the same time, they've had shows with women 

presidents since 1985.  This show may be more successful than any of its predecessors -- 

 

MS. ERBE:  What since 1985 where it was the starring role? 

 



MS. CZARNECKI:  Where there was a woman serving as president.  It wasn't as 

a starring role, but they were showing a woman president.  My research showed that, 

literally, in 1985, it was considered a joke back then.  I think this show has come 

probably pretty far in showing that it is a possibility.  Maybe not in the next five years, 

but maybe 10 years, or further down the line. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  What's sad is that in other countries they would laugh at us 

for thinking about the impossibility of a woman president.  They've had two in the 

Philippines already.  They've had Margaret Thatcher in England. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  But look at the TV we're beaming across the world, the 

image they have of us is being sexual, hungry, and the Desperate Housewives, and 

everything else that's on TV.  They get a pretty bad impression of us as it is, if this helps 

increase our popular image, that's wonderful.  But I think we've got a far way to go before 

a woman is president here. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  I hope not. 

 

MS. ERBE:  We have a ways to go.  Behind the headlines, love and marriage.  

Despite what most think, the two didn't go together until quite recently.  For centuries, 

laws and economics prevailed over love when it came to marriage.  And the case could 

be made that love is the culprit in many of the controversial issues regarding marriage we 

face today. 

 

Author and historian Stephanie Coontz' new book "Marriage:  A History" 

explains how love conquered marriage, gave women more rights, and what love means to 

modern relationships. 

 

MS. COONTZ:  Two hundred years ago were the ideals of the enlightenment that 

the older generation and the state shouldn't dictate to young people.  The French and the 

American Revolution, the pursuit of happiness, people began to be respectable and even 

preferred for young people to make their own decisions, and for them to do so on the 

basis of love.  And what's really interesting is that no sooner did this new idea get 

invented than conservatives of the day, defenders of what was then traditional marriage 

said, oh, my goodness, love is going to be the death of marriage.  This is going to be a 

real problem. 

 

And they were right.  So the divorce rates started to rise, but slowly, because 

although all of the ideas that if you marry for love you should have the right not to marry 

if you're not in love, and if you love each other, people were worried about this as long 

ago as 200 years ago, people that we don't want to marry -- at the time, it was poor 

people, but of course the parallels to gay and lesbians were already in some people's 

minds, how will we stop them from marrying if they say marriage is about love, and we 

love each other. 

 

MS. ERBE:  How did women's roles change after the marriage revolution? 



 

MS. COONTZ:  It's really only since the 1970s that women have been defined as 

equals in marriage, and they don't have to play one particular role.  A woman has an 

equal right to negotiate within the marriage.  And, of course, also with the increase of 

women's work, and the gains that they've made in wages, women now have an economic 

ability to leave a marriage.  The result is that we are having to rethink all the rules of 

marriage that were there for thousands of years.  You know, all the things that we used to 

think we knew about who marries, and what makes for a good marital equality is 

changing.  For example, in the 1950s, the men who believed in traditional gender roles, 

you know, I'm the breadwinner, he was actually more likely to be a stable husband, and 

have a stable marriage than the man with less conventional ideas.  That's not true 

anymore.  Today, men with traditional gender roles are more likely to divorce, or perhaps 

I should say to be divorced.  So, one of the key challenges to modern couples is to really 

rethink marriage in a way of real equals, and also real friendships in a way that was never 

necessary in the past. 

 

Actually, one of the interesting findings that sociologists have discovered is that 

an egalitarian marriage is a happier marriage, and not just for the woman, but also for the 

men, men report higher marriage equality and more happiness.  The bad news is that 

marriage will never again be as stable as it was when it was based on economic necessity 

and coercion. 

 

MS. ERBE:  With so many people living together nowadays, is marriage as 

important as it once was? 

 

MS. COONTZ:  In some ways, marriage is more important to people.  It used to 

be that marriage was the way you started off your relationship, and you began your life.  

And nowadays, I think a lot of people see marriage as the culmination, the final thought, 

the thing you do when you're absolutely sure that this relationship is going to work, and 

you're economically set.  And we can debate whether that's a good thing or not.  I, as a 

historian, just have to say, it's a real thing.  That's not going to change.  So, we'd better 

learn how to do marriage better, yes, but also how to help people do other kinds of 

relationships well as well, because they're all going to coexist.  Marriage is certainly not 

dead, but it's never again going to have the monopoly over organizing people's lives. 

 

MS. ERBE:  You know what's most amazing to me about what she said, Megan, 

is that a man in the '50s who had a traditional role of marriage was most likely to 

succeed, and now the same guy is most likely to fail.  So, what's happened? 

 

MS. BEYER:  Well, as she said, love is the death of marriage.  I think what 

happens is, you have this traditional guys who have these roles in their head, and they 

want the wife to meet that role, and she doesn't want to do that.  We are being driven by 

our wants and desires, the pursuit of happiness, it was democracy that brought love into 

the marriage equation.  I loved hearing that history.  I think that's great. 

 



And I think about in modern times how we have seen that conditional love match, 

or the conditional marriage match, and the love match in the marriage of Princess Diana 

and Prince Charles.  Remember the first interview they said, is this a love match?  And 

she said, oh, yes, it is.  And he said, well, what is love today. 

 

MS. ERBE:  The new meaning of "is". 

 

MS. BEYER:  And he was that guy that you're talking about.  He had this 

traditional idea that, well, now I've married her, she should be happy and we're going to 

move on, and it's really not all about love so much. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I don't think we should use them as an example.  I think 

they're, you know -- he's wacko.  I think economics has great impact on marriage still.  

Were it not for women entering the workforce and getting their own money, there would 

not have been equality in the marriage the way we know it now. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But you sound like the conservatives who say, because of feminism, 

feminism destroyed marriage.  Is that true? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I don't think it destroyed it.  I think it brings equality to a 

marriage. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But is that also responsible for declining rates of successful 

marriages, which --  

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  A lot of men will say that's the truth.  They will say, because 

women are in the workforce taking jobs that men should have, that's why marriage and 

relationships don't work. 

 

MS. BEYER:  Instability. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I think that's ridiculous.  I think it's just a sad excuse for 

people not being able to succeed or be what they want to be in their professional and 

personal lives.  But you're absolutely right about that.  When women became 

economically independent, I hate to say they didn't need men, but they didn't need to only 

rely upon that and stay in a good situation, a bad situation, a boring situation, whatever it 

might be.  I hate to say it was feminism that liberalized it all, but -- 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You should say it. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Modern technology, things do evolve over time.  And these 

people, it's your own economic independence which will say if you're going to be happy. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But the flip side of that is that it allowed men to enjoy family 

in a way that they hadn't, to derive pleasure from the children in which they could not in 



the past.  And the burden of it, to have to bring in the income for the whole family was 

lifted from them. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  I find the whole thing fascinating, but I think the bottom line is, 

with economic freedom, and it doesn't matter in what context we're talking about, it gives 

all human beings a choice, either stay or to leave. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And let me ask you this, are human beings comfortable with that 

choice, because the religious right is, in essence, saying, no, we want to go back to the 

time when gender roles were more defined, and there was less choice. 

 

MS. BERNARD:  I think the most important thing to take away from this is that 

all of us have the choice.  You can either like it and decide to stay in a marriage where 

you are either happy or unhappy, or you can decide to leave. 

 

MS. BEYER:  And, Bonnie, you say this has been bad for marriage because the 

numbers -- people aren't staying married as long? 

 

MS. ERBE:  I'm talking about the rates of divorce, and the percentage of 

Americans who have been divorced. 

 

MS. BEYER:  And that is a quantity kind of assessment.  I think what we're 

seeing now is a quality kind of assessment, and the quality of a marriage where there's 

trust, and love, and give and take, and all of those wonderful qualities. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Equal power within the household.  There are other people 

who are marrying, gays and lesbians, et cetera, who want the institution of marriage and 

the permanence that it implies.  And so marriage is being redefined now in other ways, 

not just in terms of quality, but who gets married. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And we are out of time.  We'll end on that note.  That's it 

for this edition of "To The Contrary." 

 

Next week, how predatory lenders are scamming billions from women and the 

elderly every year.  Whether your views are in agreement or to the contrary, please join 

us next time.  

 

(End of program.) 

 

 


