
 
 

 
 

GUEST HOST: 

 

PATRICIA MURPHY 

 

 
 

 

PANELISTS: 

 

IRENE NATIVIDAD; 

 

TARA SETMAYER; 

 

AVIS JONES-DEWEEVER; 

 

JENNIFER MARSHALL 

 

 

 

 
 

 

SUNDAY, OCTOBER 09, 2011 

 

TRANSCRIPT PROVIDED BY 

DC TRANSCRIPTION – WWW.DCTMR.COM  

http://www.dctmr.com/


 

MS. MURPHY:  This week on To the Contrary with Bonnie Erbe, up first, Health 

and Human Services Secretary Kathleen Sebelius says women’s health care is under 

attack.  Then, Hispanic students vanishing from Alabama’s schools as the state’s 

controversial immigration law goes into effect.  Behind the headlines: former White 

House insider, Nicolle Wallace, on women in the White House, both fact and fiction. 

 

(Musical break.) 

 

MS. MURPHY:  Hi.  I’m Patricia Murphy, in for Bonnie Erbe.  Welcome to To 

the Contrary, a discussion of news and social trends from diverse perspectives.  I’m 

pleased to report Bonnie will be back for the show next week.  First, a war over women’s 

health. 

 

Many Democrats are concerned President Obama is afraid to take on Republicans.  

But one of his cabinet secretaries is not.  Health and Human Services Secretary Kathleen 

Sebelius spoke out this week against the Republican Party saying the GOP wants to roll 

back women’s health 50 years.   

 

In a speech before NARAL Pro-Choice America, Secretary Sebelius takes on the 

Republican attempts to overturn the Affordable Care Act and cuts to Medicare, Medicaid 

and Planned Parenthood which, she says, would undo progress women have made.   

 

She also says women have suffered discrimination by insurance providers.  

Earlier this year, Sebelius supported recommendations to require insurance companies to 

provide birth control to women cost free.   

 

Irene, do women need to be concerned about losing access to health care? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Absolutely.  Even in good times women have limited access 

to health care because they are not fully employed.  And so the very things that they 

depend on, Medicare, Medicaid, Planned Parenthood services are now under the knife 

according to the GOP legislators in a fever cutting mood. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, they should be worried about Obamacare and the effect 

that it will have on women’s health and on individual plans in and of itself, not because 

of anything that the Republicans are doing.   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Women need to be more than concerned.  They need 

to be mobilizing all across this country to protect health care not only for themselves but 

for their daughters. 

 

MS. MARSHALL:  What’s under attack are conscience rights.  The government 

is forcing private insurance companies to cover contraception, sterilization, emergency 

contraception, abortifacient.  And this is a blatant disregard of the conscience rights of 



many Americans who have moral and religious objections to these controversial 

practices. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  Irene, this health care law has begun to go into effect little by 

little.  What overall effect – what are your concerns about what’s going to happen with 

this law if Republicans start to dismantle it? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, a lot of the things that we applauded when it passed 

will now be taken away at a time when women, as well as men, are least able to afford it.  

This is high unemployment time and women are disproportionately affected by it.  

Because in the U.S. jobs are related to insurance coverage, many women don’t have it, so 

the majority of women depend on the very things that are now on the table, Medicare and 

Medicaid, as well as contraceptive coverage.   

 

A lot of Obamacare, if you will, was focused on – what do you call this – 

preventive care medicine, the idea being that you can then cut the cost of health care if 

more Americans got tested, got funded – preventive measures such as contraceptives.  

And that’s the reason for why it was supposed to cover contraception to begin with, 

because, if that is covered, then you have less abortion.  And it would seem to me, it 

seems like it’s – you know, obvious that if you were to fund that, then the objection to 

abortion would lessen. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  But why do we need to have it with no co-pay?  We can have 

the discussion about whether contraception should be covered, period, but now, without a 

co-pay, 93 million prescriptions a year are distributed for the pill.  It’s pretty much 

universally used now as it is.  It’s not as if access is a problem.   

 

Why are we mandating this?  Are we going to mandate no co-pay for Lipitor 

because cholesterol – you know, it’s a cholesterol drug, and we’re trying to prevent heart 

disease and cholesterol is a problem?  Where are you going to draw the line?  I don’t 

understand why this is – it’s necessary for this to be a mandate.  Who do you think is 

going to bear the brunt of the cost when you do this?  The cost is going to go into the 

consumer.   

 

So people – we’re subsidizing something for people that aren’t doing it, you 

aren’t using the pill.  So you can’t have – nothing is for free in the insurance agency.  

That cost is going to be passed on at higher premiums. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  They’re now covering Viagra.  So why is that okay but it’s 

not okay –  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  With a co-pay.  I didn’t say – I’m not arguing whether it 

should or shouldn’t be covered.  I’m arguing whether it should be mandated for free.  I 

mean, you can go to Wal-Mart for goodness’ sakes and get a generic pill – the 

contraceptives for $ 9 a month.  So why do we need to do this? 

 



MS. NATIVIDAD:  There’s no medical necessity for Viagra in the way that there 

is for contraceptive devices or pills or whatever is necessary in order to control your 

reproductive health to begin with. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  But why no co-pay? 

 

MS. MURPHY:  And if conservatives want to have fewer abortions, why not 

encourage contraception by paying for it? 

 

MS. MARSHALL:  The fact is that we need to deal with the culture of safe sex 

that disassociates sex from its consequences and uprooting sex from relationships like 

marriage in which you have the stability and women are more likely to choose to keep 

their children.  So we need to get to a root problem there.  This isn’t the answer.   

 

But, more importantly, Obamacare has put us on a path towards less freedom of 

choice in health care.  We need a system of health care in this country that gives 

consumers greater choice – to choose an insurance plan, to choose coverage that matches 

their values so that they can have doctors that counsel them according to their 

convictions.  We’re moving away from that very drastically. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  But is there not still the same choice of insurance providers? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I was about to say we already have that. 

 

MS. MARSHALL:  We’re having mandatory coverage so that all insurance 

programs are now going to have to abide by the same rules.  So effectively there’s no 

choice. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Let me call this by the correct name: the Affordable 

Care Act, not Obamacare, but the Affordable Care Act is a law that makes it more 

possible for people to get the preventative care that they need.  It is an issue of 

contraceptive, but that’s not the only issue that we’re talking about here.   

 

Women are more likely than men to suffer from chronic diseases.  A lot of 

women who have lost their jobs or just plain in poverty – we’re at the record level of 

poverty in the nation right now, particularly among women, the highest level of poverty 

that we’ve seen in 17 years.  So, because of that, a number of people are not having 

access to preventative care that they need.  If we go in the direction that we’re going, it’s 

not just about contraception, even though that’s a very important issue.  Let’s get very 

real about this.  The GOP wants to dismantle the Affordable Care Act, period, that would, 

therefore, put much more people in jeopardy in terms of their overall health care. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  That’s because it’s not going to be affordable.  The Kaiser 

Foundation just came out with a report a week and a half ago that showed that premiums 

are going up.  The cost of health care is going to go up under Obamacare.   

 



MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  It would go up anyway.  That’s not even – let’s not 

even be –  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  I will call it that because – 7 to 9 percent inflationary cost 

every year, insurance prices go up, yes, we get that.  But when you start – people are 

going to lose – they’re not going to have the same amount of choice.  Employers are 

going to end up dumping people onto the government-run system because they’re not 

going to be able to afford it anymore with the way that all regulations and the mandates 

and everything.  It’s a nightmare. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  So you’d rather have millions of people totally – 

(inaudible). 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  That’s not what I’m saying. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  But this bill wasn’t the way to do it. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Wait.  Wait.  Wait.  The fixing right now seems to be just to 

cut the availability of Medicare.  No, no, no.  It is on the table that the last discussion we 

had about the budget bill had to do with cutting, cutting, cutting in Medicare, Medicaid 

are on the table as well as reproductive health services.   

 

So in that mood of cost cutting, sometimes maybe we are being pennywise and 

pound foolish, that in the long run we are probably endangering the health of the country.  

Remember the Affordable Care Act was put into place because of the rising cost of health 

care while many are still uninsured.  The two – it’s an attempt through preventive health 

care to make health care available to many and also to prevent a lot of the diseases that 

you would have to deal with at the extreme end when it’s much more expensive.  So 

unless there is another plan to somehow provide universal health care, okay, with all the 

options –  

 

MS. MARSHALL:  The good news is there is.  The good news is this Obamacare 

is not the only approach to addressing Medicaid and Medicare.  This is not the way. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You know what?  It’s demeaning to call it like that.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Oh, please.  He staked his whole presidency on it so he 

should take ownership of it.  And I’ll call it Obamacare.  Instead of focusing on job 

creation, he focused his whole political capital on that. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  He’s doing that too. 

 



MS. SETMAYER:  Now he’s getting around to it.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. MURPHY:  Okay.  No matter what you call it, we’ll have plenty of time to 

talk about this next week, but right now we’re going to move on from health care to 

immigration. 

 

Fear of deportation is making its way into Alabama’s schools as Hispanic parents 

are withdrawing their children and fleeing the state.  Officials say some 2,000 Hispanic 

students didn’t show up for school this week.  A federal district judge in Alabama refused 

to delay implementation of the state’s tough new anti-illegal immigration law while 

groups mount an appeal.   

 

Under the law, known as H.B.-57, state officials are required to check the 

immigration status of students in public schools.  The law allows parents to be detained 

and deported without letting them get their children.  School officials say most students 

are U.S. citizens but many have parents who may not be in the country legally.  

Alabama’s new immigration law is considered the strictest in the country. 

 

Tara, this is a very, very strict immigration law.  Do you think that Alabama has 

drawn the lines too closely?  Is it too strict of a law? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No.  I mean, the federal government has failed in this area so 

states are using their own mandate to protect their citizens and to implement laws because 

the federal government has failed to do it.  Now, the law is going through litigation.  And 

recently, a federal appeals judge just upheld many portions of it and struck down areas 

that she felt were not lawful.  But, you know, this just speaks to a greater problem that 

we’re running into here when it comes to illegal immigration.  And the fact that, first of 

all, the fact that they’re mandating checking the immigration status of students, they’re 

not required – schools are not required to turn the kids in.  This is merely for reporting 

purposes.   

 

(Cross talk, laughter.) 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  If we’re honest about it, the – (inaudible) – act of federal law 

doesn’t – it prohibits schools from denying children to go to school. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But it means the parents will be attached to the names of the 

students. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  We shouldn’t be educating illegal immigrant kids. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  The Supreme Court said that we can and should educate 

despite –  

 



(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Listen, ostensibly the law was passed in order to protect the 

unemployed in Alabama, which are now – is at 10 percent, sort of like many states in the 

United States.  I want to see what happens let’s say a few months from now to see if 

those jobs that are not going to be filled by the Latino immigrants are indeed filled by 

Americans, like picking fruits in the farms. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  We’ve seen in Georgia, in California that those fruits are not 

being picked.  They’re staying in the fields because they actually can’t find the workers 

to do it, because they’ve deported most of the illegals. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Don’t pay a pittance and Americans will do those jobs.  

That’s the bottom line.  I don’t want to hear that it’s the jobs Americans won’t do.  Yes, 

they won’t do them for $2 an hour. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  So should employers step up to the plate and pay more for 

American workers? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Absolutely.  Yes, as opposed to – that’s what illegal 

immigration does.  It bids down wages for American workers.  And yes, that might have 

been the impetus for why these laws were started in different states among other reasons. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  They’re also skilled in certain construction jobs that 

Americans aren’t skilled in now.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  That’s BS. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Oh, okay.  Well, let’s see – like I said, let’s see a few months 

from now whether the law does bring in employment for the 10 percent unemployed.  I’m 

willing to wager that you will also – you will also lose some skills and talents that the 

immigrants brought to the table, okay?  So that there will be businesses that will be hurt.  

There will be repercussions, not just on the Latino community.  There will also be 

repercussions on the business – the small business end. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer, what about the humanitarian aspect of it, about the 

family aspect of it?  What is the conservative point of view there?  Is it something that is 

worth doing or is there any unease do you think among these local officials? 

 

MS. MARSHALL:  Well, I think that – first of all, the law requires, as Tara was 

mentioning, that schools aggregate the information and they report this.  That is merely 

what they’re doing.  They’re going to continue educating the children.  There have been 

assurances by –  

 

MS. MURPHY:  Who do they report it to? 

 



MS. MARSHALL:  They’re reporting it to the public.  And I think also they’re 

probably reporting to the DHS. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes, to the states, the feds so that Alabama can assess the cost 

of educating illegal immigrants. 

 

MS. MARSHALL:  So this is a state’s reasonable attempt to begin to deal with 

illegal immigration.  We have said as a country we need to start doing. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  It’s very expensive for local communities to educate, to put into 

hospitals an illegal population.   

 

MS. MARSHALL:  Yes. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Let’s also say that the law also allows for the 

deportation of those children’s parents and the permanent dislocation of those children 

from their parents.   

 

MS. MARSHALL (?):  It actually doesn’t. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Yes, it does.  Yes, it does do that.  And let’s also talk 

about the real impetus – let’s also talk about the real impetus for this plan.  You know, I 

grew up big hip-hop fan.  One of Public Enemy’s most famous albums was named “Fear 

of a Black Planet.”  The real reality of this law and laws like what happened to Arizona, 

laws like what happened even in Prince William County, Virginia, where I live.  It’s fear 

a brown America.  Let’s be very, very real about that.  That’s what’s going on here.   

 

And if we as a nation want to be competitive on a global scale, we need to make 

sure that every child who is here, brown, black, white, Asian, whatever, gets the 

educational opportunity that they need to make sure that we are competitive in the future 

– 2050, this law or not, this nation will be majority black or brown.  And we need to 

make sure that those children are prepared.  And we’re not doing it with laws like that. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And that’s what made America thrive.  We’ve had 

succession of immigrant groups – some legal, some illegal, and somehow they’ve 

become integrated, become part of the America that we know, and we brought the talents 

as well as the skills and hard labor of many people from all over the world.  Take a look 

at me.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Nobody’s arguing that.  Nobody’s arguing that.  No.  I mean, 

I’m so sick and tired of the racism card being thrown out in this discussion.  I mean, it 

costs $52 billion a year in this country to educate illegal immigrant children.  And this 

bankrupting costs $10 billion a year –  

 



MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Most of these children are citizens.  They just said 

that.  Most of these children are U.S. citizens. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  I’m not talking about them. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  The parents aren’t but the children are legal.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, birthright citizenship is something we need to change 

too because these illegals are coming over –  

 

MS. MURPHY:  It’s another topic for another show. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes, but what’s happening, the illegal parents are coming 

here, having kids and then the kids are now American citizens.  And then you run into the 

conundrum we have now with the parents being illegal, and it’s a slippery slope and it’s a 

cycle that we need to stop.  So birthright citizenship is another issue.  But racism is not 

the crux of this.  For some people may be a small smidge – no.  Truly the problem is – if 

you go to border states and see what illegal immigration is doing. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  So the part of the law that allows for policemen to 

racially profile people that they stop – do you really think they’re going to stop a white 

person and say, hey, can I see your immigration papers?  Did you come from Germany? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Can I see your ID? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  They’re not doing that. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But that’s – it’s in the law that they can do that.  They can 

ask somebody who can be suspected –  

 

MS. MARSHALL (?):  No.  It’s in the law that they may not racially profile. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  That’s right.  That’s right.  It’s reasonable suspicion and 

that’s the discretion.   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Well, I would love to see a white person racially 

profiled under this law.  I would love to see it.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. MURPHY:  I would love to move on to the next segment, ladies.  Behind the 

headlines: women in the White House.  Sarah Palin, the 2008 presidential nominee, says 

she won’t seek the Republican nomination for the White House.   

 

Senior advisor for the McCain-Palin campaign, Nicolle Wallace, recently told To 

the Contrary she did not expect Palin would enter the race.  Wallace told us that when we 



sat down with her, with the political strategist and best-selling author.  She explained how 

time on the campaign trail influenced her new novel featuring a woman president and 

what today’s female candidates can learn from the 2008 election. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

NICOLLE WALLACE [Former Bush White House Communications Chiefs]:  As 

women, we shouldn’t have to choose between being crazy, bitchy, or dumb. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  Former communications chief for President George W. Bush 

and senior advisor for the McCain-Palin campaign, Nicolle Wallace, acknowledges 

women still feel stereotyped in politics.  But she believes Michele Bachmann has gained 

insight into candidates who came before her. 

 

MS. WALLACE:  I think that there is a case to be made, and I’ve made it, that 

Michele Bachmann has actually learned from some of the more obvious mistakes of 

Hillary Clinton’s campaign and Sarah Palin’s campaign.  She took some notes on the 

value of preparation and she seems to show up at the debates very well prepared to make 

her points, to get in her sound bites.  She makes news at those debates.  It’s how she was 

closer to the top of the pack.  It’s how she was getting the attention of the media, by 

really preparing.  And she’s not someone who will ultimately be the nominee of the 

Republican Party or the president, but she is a woman candidate on the national stage 

who seems to have improved upon the missteps and failures of the Clinton and Palin 

campaigns in 2008. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  The 2008 campaign also had a major impact on Wallace. 

 

MS. WALLACE:  In the aftermath of 2008, I was on the losing campaign, but my 

wounds extended far beyond losing a presidential election.  As a woman, I felt like, 

whether you loved or hated Hillary Clinton, whether you loved or hated Sarah Palin, and, 

frankly, whether you loved or hated Michele Obama, you felt like you’d been through the 

wringer.   

 

So I sat down with all this bottled-up aggravation and pent-up emotion about what 

we’ve been through as a gender that we never had an enlightened discussion about being 

a woman candidate and women couldn’t stand up for themselves in any capacity that 

connoted a weakness.  So if anything sexist was uttered, we felt like we just had to prove 

we were tough enough by taking it.  And I just felt like creating somebody out of whole 

cloth, somebody fictional who borrowed from this ability to tolerate the indignities of 

public life.   

 

MS. MURPHY:  Wallace says she expects to see a woman in the White House 

during her lifetime.  But until then, she’s focused on her fictional female president in her 

novel, “It’s Classified.” 

 



MS. WALLACE:  It centers around the explosive revelation that the vice 

president, who is also a woman, is hiding a debilitating mental illness from the president, 

from the White House staff, and from the public. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  Wallace, whose clashes with Sarah Palin during the 2008 

campaign have been well documented, says her vice presidential character is loosely 

based on the former Alaskan governor. 

 

MS. WALLACE:  I was inspired by behaviors that struck me as wildly erratic 

during the 2008 campaign from Sarah Palin, and many of those played out in public.  She 

also I think exhibited behaviors in public that were very impressive and very exciting.  

She had obvious stumbles in public in situations like the Katie Couric interview.   

 

But in private, there were behaviors that were alarming enough to those of us who 

witnessed it that we made campaign decisions around our concern for her.  We removed 

her from the campaign trail so that she could be shielded at moments of extreme stress 

when we were deeply concerned about her behaviors.   

 

And while I don’t have any, it would be absurd for me to diagnose Sarah Palin.  It 

did spark a creative process in me and made me wonder what if someone ascended to the 

vice presidency who wasn’t fit for the office she had attained. 

 

(End video segment.)  

 

MS. MURPHY:  So, Jennifer, she couldn’t diagnose Sarah Palin, but she did base 

a fictional insane person on her.  (Laughter.)  So I don’t know if that helps or hurts 

women’s hopes for the White House.  But what do you make of the way she’s even 

treating Sarah Palin in this fictional book? 

 

MS. MARSHALL:  Well, having not read it, it’s hard to say, but clearly there’s a 

lot of experience and personal exchange that goes behind her treatment.  What I’ll say to 

the question about her expectation that we’ll see a woman president in our lifetimes, I 

think qualifications are the answer to that.   

 

We seek presidential candidates who are committed to the constitution, who have 

experience governing according to its principles and who are able to lead this great 

country according to her ideals.  And, as we increasingly see women with those 

qualifications rising to national attention, I think it’s all the more likely that we’re going 

to see one of them successfully make it to the White House. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You know, Hillary Clinton had a lot of experience.  She was 

six years in the Senate, got reelected and Republican and Democratic fellow senators said 

she was a very good senator; got reelected with 60 percent of the vote in New York, a 

very tough state; and had as a first lady extensive experience in advancing causes that put 

her beyond the tea and cookie type of first lady.  So putting her in the same breath as 

Sarah Palin drives me insane. 



 

MS. MURPHY:  Well, Obama didn’t have much experience either.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, know there are people who said that she – there were 

pundits who said she won the 23 debates.  It wasn’t even being smart enough, even being 

better prepared, as prepared as – I mean, Michele Bachmann has only had a few years as 

a congresswoman.  Hillary brought a whole lot more than that.   

 

There is a deep-seated still antipathy towards women leading at the highest level 

otherwise we would have more women governor.  There are only five right now, which is 

why it’s hard to get a woman presidential candidate.  Sarah Palin was one of the few 

women governors we had.  She didn’t even finish her term.  So, you’re right.  

Qualifications matter.  We had one with terrific qualifications and it still wasn’t enough.   

 

MS. MURPHY:  It wasn’t enough that time.  I think it’s fascinating that on the 

House side the kind of the new energy among female legislators, because on the 

Republican side there are nine freshman Republican women.  What do you see on the 

House side or even in politics here in Washington?  What are the struggles that women 

still face just because they’re women in Washington? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I mean, it’s still a good old boys’ network.  That’s the 

reality of it.  And I’ve gotten into many, many, many arguments with conservative male 

friends of mine about the whole Sarah Palin obsession.  And I’ve said to them many 

times that a lot of it has to do with the fact that she’s good looking.  Okay?  Nobody 

would – I mean, if she were not good looking, with the exact same record of 

accomplishment or –  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Lack of. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – lack of, to some people, would she even be considered a 

force in the conservative movement.   

 

MS. MURPHY:  Would she have been the vice presidential nominee? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No, she wouldn’t have.  And we need to be real about that, 

unfortunately because the world is still run – it’s still male dominated and it’s – you 

know, women, we are objectified all the time.   

 

What Hillary Clinton went through, as much as – you know, I was not a fan of 

hers before, I gained so much respect for Hillary Clinton through how she handled those 

situations, what she’s done as secretary of state.  She is really a phenomenal woman.  

However you feel about her politics, she’s a tough cookie, and she endured it, and good 

for her.   

 

But people like Sarah Palin, for me as a conservative woman, it takes away from 

what we really do accomplish and what we are really out there to do because it is so thin 



and very superficial why she is such a success, or why she’s such an obsession, really in 

the conservative movement it annoys me. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Tara, you know, one of the things that really sickened me 

during the campaign, the last presidential campaign, there were in some states 

nutcrackers that were sold at airports that had Hillary’s body figure.  Why was that okay?  

And why was she referred to as Hillary by some of the commentators who were at the 

debates as opposed to Senator Clinton, Senator Obama.  So, you know, those are little 

things that show you some of the attitudes that Tara is talking about that are still 

pervasive.  And it’s not just men.  There are still women not used to the idea –  

 

MS. MURPHY (?):  Sometimes women are the worst defenders in terms of 

discriminating against women. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But, you know what?  Hillary got most of her support from 

women voters, at least some of them were supportive of her, many of them. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  Okay.  Well, that’s it.  That’s it for this edition of To the 

Contrary.  Next week, former Michigan Governor Jennifer Granholm and her husband 

discuss how they flipped traditional family roles during her days in the state House.  

Check us out on our website for the “TTC Extra” where we’ll discuss the three women 

who won the Nobel Peace Prize for their work to secure women’s rights.  And whether 

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

 

(END) 

 

 


