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BONNIE ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, first, women, minorities, and the 
right to work.  Then, gender violence in Afghanistan.  Behind the headlines: why it 
matters to you that there are more women on corporate boards? 

 
(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, diverse workers and the 
right to work. 

 
Against the cries of thousands of angry protesters, Michigan became the 24th 

right-to-work state this week.  This diminishes the rights of labor unions in a state built 
by the auto unions of the 20th century.  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
women and minorities in unions earn more than their counterparts who don’t belong to 
unions.  Another report estimates right-to work-laws decrease hourly wages for all 
workers by 3 percent.  This comes at a time when women’s membership in unions is 
increasing. 

 
So, Sam Bennett, does this mean in Michigan that there will be more jobs for 

women and minorities or just lower pay for the jobs they have already? 
 
SAM BENNETT:  The results in research speak for itself.  It means lower pay.  

Labor women on average earn 30 percent more than their non-unionized colleagues.  And 
there’s a lot of international research that shows that you can do a lot better for women in 
unionized situations. 

 
TARA SETMAYER:  And the statistics also show that there will be more job 

opportunities in Michigan.  Now that it’s no longer under the stranglehold of unions, the 
jobs will come back to Michigan.   

 
MONICA CEVALLOS:  It will mean lower wages.  Ultimately, this legislation 

has taken the power away from unions, who worked for equality and worked for higher 
wages I the workplace. 

 
SABRINA SCHAEFFER:  But it will mean a lot more for women, especially who 

don’t necessarily benefit from the sort of one-size-fits all compensation packages that 
they receive through union negotiations.   

 
MS. ERBE:  Is that true?  Have unions not caught up with work life (methods ?)? 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Nothing could be further from the truth.  If you look at 

everything from maternity leave, to healthcare benefits, to onsite child care, every single 
one of those benefits that disproportionately benefit women when they work, in the 



workplace, were all created by unions.  They weren’t created by corporations or 
businesses.  Unions fought for those rights, and made them, quite frankly, standard fare 
for the rest of the population.  They have been at the bleeding edge of making sure the – 
the bleeding edge of making sure that women have what they need to be effective 
members of the workplace. 

 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  But I have to say that increasingly Americans are viewing 

unions as only helping people who are members of those unions and that they are 
becoming a liability to non-unionized workers.  And I think that that’s significant because 
it suggests that people realize that they don’t have the kind of flexibility that they – 

 
MS. BENNETT:  Not correct. 
 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, a Gallup just did this survey in September.  It’s 

showing that 42 percent of Americans have a negative view of unions right now.  And I 
think in large part it’s because women, for instance, who may want those non-traditional 
work hours, maybe they want to work part time, they don’t have those benefits.  Some 
workers will benefit from the negotiations, but others will not.  It’s not across the board.  
Everybody has different situations. 

 
MS. ERBE:  But you said, for example, that unions are seen by people, women, 

persons of color in non-union jobs as only caring about the people within the unions.  
Now, people will be covered by union contracts and not having to pay union dues.  So 
how does this situation ameliorate the one you’re talking about? 

 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, I think the issue is that people still have the right to be 

as part of a union.  They still have a right to negotiate.  They still have a right to 
collective bargaining, but you can’t force people to pay dues. 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  In order to get a job. 
 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Right.  Right.  And I think that this is a step in the right 

direction in terms of giving women especially more freedom to make sure that their 
money is being used in the way they want it to be. 

 
MS CEVALLOS:  In regards to the minority community, I know, for example, 

unions – members of unions that are Latinos, they make 50 percent more.  I mean, for the 
Latino community, this is huge.  That’s where they get equal pay.  For Latino women, it’s 
even bigger.  I mean, there is a huge disparity with Latino women in the workforce.  And 
what we do is we tell them to go and join a union because that’s the only place that they 
will do equal pay for what they work. 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  Well, the problem with this though is that – you know, there’s 

private sector unions and public sector unions.  And, unfortunately, the economic 
circumstances of this country and what’s gone on in the last 10 years, the labor force has 
changed.   



 
And unions have been killing economic growth in these states.  Michigan is 33rd 

when it comes to business friendly states.  And the top – the nine of the top 10 business 
friendly states that have created the most jobs, particularly under Obama, are right-to-
work states.  So, you know, you look at Indiana –  

 
(Cross talk.) 
 
MS. ERBE:  Can you – can you compare – wait, wait.  But can you compare the 

jobs that women – the non-union jobs, compare those jobs with women in union jobs?  
Because what the economy is going to is more like freelance – you know, hourly work, 
no healthcare benefits, no paid vacation, no nothing.  So are you saying that the jobs that 
are being created in the right-to-work states have all those benefits, pay as much as the 
union wages do? 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  They have those benefits negotiated in a way that allows 

those companies to be profitable and to hire more workers.  They’re not locked into these 
contracts that bankrupt companies.  Look at what happened to Hostess.  Look at what’s – 
look at what happened in New Jersey with the teachers’ unions, and they – just having to 
restructure their contracts by a fraction of a percentage point for health care because it 
was bankrupting the state.   

 
So these are – these right-to-work states and changing these things, all of this 

doomsday stuff is just not true.  It’s giving people the option not to have to be forced to 
pay union dues and forced – not be able to get those jobs if that’s the case.   

 
MS. BENNETT:  And, Tara, you know I’m one of your biggest admirers, but 

everything you have just said is completely refuted by the research that exists.   
 
MS. SETMAYER:  It’s not disputed – (inaudible) – statistics. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  In fact, it is absolutely disputed.  The fact of the matter is – let’s 

be honest.  What’s going on in our country?  In the 1970s – something over 50 percent of 
Americans were unionized back in the ’70s.  What’s happened since then is because –  

 
MS. ERBE:  What’s it down to?  About 13 percent or less? 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Sixteen. 
 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Fourteen point seven percent.   
 
MS. BENNETT:  It’s 16 in Michigan and 11 percent – almost 12 percent in the 

country.  The bottom line is folks would who would seek to have a higher concentration 
of wealth in their hand and have lower – poorer distribution of wealth across the middle 
class have been driving this initiative.   

 



We used to have a middle class in this country.  That middle class was built by 
unions.  No one can refute that.  And these right-to-work initiatives are nothing more and 
nothing less than to have more money stay in the hands of wealthiest, power-holding 
Americans.  It’s absolutely true.  

 
(Cross talk.) 
 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  I think that far too often we are talking about unions as if 

they are a counterweight to big business. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  They are. 
 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  But unions are extremely politically –  
 
MS. BENNETT:  They’re the only ones.   
 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  – powerful.  They have massive coffers.  They have massive 

numbers of people on the ground.  They have driven all sorts of social science research 
on the political front.  The idea that unions are somehow these – you know, can be 
pushed over by big business has – I mean, that is disingenuous.   

 
MS. ERBE:  But wait.  Let me –  
 
MS. CEVALLOS:  This was a political move.  I mean, this was definitely a 

political move because there’s going to be more Democrats.  They know that if the 
Democrats were in the legislature, they wouldn’t have passed this. 

 
MS. ERBE:  All right.  And moving forward, why – is this going to energize more 

women – you’re stepped in women running for office. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  I hope so.  I hope so.   
 
MS. ERBE:  Have you seen anything – can you make any forecast? 
 
MS. BENNETT:  In truth, in fact, we have – we commissioned a research that 

shows that women when elected on both sides of the aisle, irrespective of party affiliation 
or value set, vote dramatically better than their male colleagues do on right, on working 
family issues as it were, 20 points better in fact.   

 
So the future of the labor movement, quite frankly, is a lot more women running 

for office and getting elected.  And you see that in growing – union growth in 
membership.  It’s all women right now.  So I agree 100 percent with my colleague, 
Monica.  For women and for minorities, union membership is essential. 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  No.  You know, I would like you guys then to, if unions are 

just so wonderful, explain to me why we needed the auto bailout in Michigan, why the 



right-to-work states that border states that are – that don’t have right to work, their jobs 
are hemorrhaging from those states into right-to-work states.  Explain the 90 companies 
that –  

 
(Cross talk.) 
 
MS. SETMAYER:  Ninety companies went to Indiana from Michigan. 
 
MS. ERBE:  No.  No.  No.  No.  Tara.  Tara, wait.  I just to get to what you said –  
 
MS. SETMAYER:  They’re all exploiting their workers? 
 
MS. ERBE:  – what you said about the auto bailout.  What about the financial, 

Wall Street bailout? 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Thank you. 
 
MS. ERBE:  And they were completely non-unionized. 
 
MS. SETMAYER:  We’re not talking about that.  We’re talking about the auto 

bailout right now because it was the unions.  The unions bankrupted the auto industry.   
 
MS. BENNETT:  That is not true. 
 
MS. ERBE:  Wait.  Sam, wait.  Wait.  I just want to clarify – the auto bailout had 

everything to do with the Bush economy and nothing to do with unions. 
 
MS. SETMAYER:  That’s absolutely not true at all. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Tara.  Tara, you’re on national television.   
 
MS. SETMAYER:  That’s a different – that’s a different conversation. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  We’re on national television.  It is completely fallacious to say 

that unions had anything to do with the union bailout. 
 
MS. SETMAYER:  Are you kidding me? 
 
MS. BENNETT:  With the auto bailout, nothing to do with it.   
 
MS. SETMAYER:  We can have that conversation another day. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Nothing to do with that. 
 
MS. ERBE:  All right.  And last word, Monica. 
 



MS. CEVALLOS:  I mean, I just agree with Sam here.  I feel as though unions 
have definitely – I mean, and this was a political move.  I feel like that’s something that 
needs to be said as well.  It was done right before we were going to have Democrats in 
the legislature. 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  But the people in Michigan voted against an amendment to 

prohibit right to work from being not allowed in that state.  They wanted right to work to 
be an opportunity. 

 
MS. BENNETT:  It’s all political.  It’s the Republicans jamming –  
 
MS. SETMAYER:  Is that not true?  Forty-two percent. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  – something through before the Democrats came in. 
 
MS. ERBE:  OK.  We got both sides in.  Let us know what you think.  Please 

follow me on Twitter @BonnieErbe.  From women’s wages to women safety.   
 
Condemnation and growing concern continued after this week’s murder of the 

head of Afghanistan’s Women’s Affairs Department.  The United Nations criticized the 
Afghan government for failing to put into practice new laws that make violence against 
women a crime.  Afghanistan passed the law in 2009, but women are still targeted, and 
gender-based violence, abuse, and murder haven’t stopped.  USAID is commemorating 
the one-year anniversary of its National Action Plan on Women, Peace and Security, 
which focuses on combatting gender-based violence globally. 

 
So, Tara, do we have a – do we owe a duty to the women of Afghanistan to 

protect them from essentially the Taliban and all the gender-based violence that’s not 
only going on there now but is sure to follow when we leave? 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I think we have invested an awful lot in Afghanistan 

over the last 11 years.  The situation there is dire.  And I think the conversation of what it 
means, what do we need to do – keep troops there?  At what point do we need to leave?  
Who does what in Afghanistan to protect the rights of women?   

 
A lot of it has to begin within the Afghan society itself.  I mean, the situation 

there is something that we as Western democracy women cannot understand.  You know, 
87 percent of women there have either been sexually abused or physically abused.  
They’re forced into marriages. 

 
MS. ERBE:  Child brides. 
 
MS. SETMAYER:  Child brides.  I mean – you know, 80 percent of the women 

there are illiterate.  Only 1 percent of rural girls can go to school.  The Taliban – and, you 
know, something that’s interesting about Afghanistan is that women actually had more 
rights there and more freedom there under Soviet occupation.  This was – this all – a lot, 



the majority of this kind of oppression and violence started once Wahhabism and the 
Taliban came in post-Soviet era. 

 
MS. ERBE:  But that – you know, that’s absolutely true –  
 
MS. SETMAYER:  And it’s going to go right back to that. 
 
MS. ERBE:  It is going to go back to that, unfortunately.  But that’s absolutely 

true.  It’s true in Iraq, under Saddam Hussein who had female quotas in his parliament. 
 
MS. SETMAYER:  That’s right.   
 
MS. ERBE:  It’s true under – it was true in Egypt.  Women were better off under 

Mubarak than it looks like they’re going to be under Morsi. 
 
MS. SETMAYER:  Right.  Muslim Brotherhood, Sharia law – it’s about to pass 

in Egypt.  And this is – you know, it’s an oppressive culture there for women 
overwhelmingly.   

 
The more you educate them, like they educated women in Kabul, who came out 

of the middle-class structure that was there, you know, from the ’60s on – you know, 
they’re every powerful, very resilient.  They want freedom.  They want to be educated, 
but it’s how we go about maintaining that structure, I’m not sure.  Maybe this is the role 
of the U.N., but we’ve got to have NGOs, organizations in there that support this.  But 
how we secure them is a whole different question. 

 
MS. BENNETT:  Well, and I think, Tara, your point of there’s got to be structure 

and there’s got to be security, right, and how do you support that structure.   
 
MS. ERBE:  And education. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Well, the issue is – let’s not beat around the bush.  It’s a war-

torn nation and we have as culture that’s anti-woman, right, a basic, fundamental. 
 
MS. ERBE:  The Taliban. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Right.  So what you have to have is whether it’s NDI, U.N., 

structures on top of that that enforce and insist on women’s rights being protected.   
 
I just came back from Bangladesh last year where I spoke to the U.N. delegation – 

excuse me – Afghan women, parliamentarian, who were so impressive, brilliant women, 
well-educated.  And the stories that they’ve told about what their women have to deal 
with are horrific.  Do we have an obligation to help those women?  My answer is yes. 

 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, this is why, if I would just add, that Independent 

Women’s Forum this year launched a new project called the Real War on Women 



because for all the rhetoric that we heard during the campaign about the so-called war on 
women here in America, I think it’s – it makes my stomach turn to think about the real 
atrocities that are going on, not just in a place like Afghanistan but in Pakistan, in 
Southeast Asia with sex trafficking.  You know, a mother – a pregnant woman and her 
daughter were recently burned alive.  And we were writing about this.  I mean, there’s –  

 
MS. ERBE:  The Taliban shot a woman who was – well, not the little girl, but 

also a grown woman who apparently – she was married to a Taliban officer, and some 
other officer liked her and so they got into a fight, and they ended up killing her. 

 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  And for looking, you know, the wrong way at a man, parents 

killing their own daughters.  I mean, the atrocities can – we can list them on and on and 
on.   

 
And the question really is: how do you deal with this?  This is a cultural, a 

political, an economic issue.  I don’t think that necessarily just sending in more troops or, 
unfortunately, any more NGOs is necessarily going to be the way of the future. 

 
MS. CEVALLOS:  Yeah.  I agree.  In 2009, they passed a law that was pro-

woman in order to help women against violence.  And, unfortunately, passing the law is 
not going to do anything.   

 
You know, it really needs to come from a grassroots level, a public awareness 

campaign, not only to the women but to the men.  Those are the ones that need to 
understand that their women are being oppressed and that they’re doing this to them.  It’s 
a cultural issue.   

 
So it’s something that it’s not going to be changed by legislation, by moving 

military, by bringing it in.  None of that is going to change.  It’s the culture that you need 
to be able to start from the grassroots level. 

 
MS. BENNETT:  Yeah, but the problem is, Monica – I mean, I grew up in Saigon 

during the war, right?  My dad ran a plastic surgery there for wounded children.  There’s 
like no way for us to have an education campaign in Afghanistan.  That’s impossible. 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  Yeah.  They poisoned 60 girls in school two years ago. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  Yeah.  I mean, it’s impossible.  So what do we do as an 

American nation, right?  What do we do as women to make sure there’s some structure 
there, there’s some enforcement of that structure?  I don’t have all the answers, but we’ve 
got to do something. 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  Well, having the Taliban – a seat at the table in government is 

not the answer, I’ve got news for you. 
 
MS. ERBE:  Yeah.  Well, that’s certainly not the answer.   



 
Behind the headlines: corporate responsibility.  We’ve been reporting on the 

dearth of women on corporate boards for more than 20 years.  Recently, investment firms 
have been holding corporations accountable for increasing the number of women board 
members. 

 
(Begin video segment.) 
 
JOE KEEFE [President and CEO Pax World]:  I believe we need to focus on the 

demand side, and that is to say stakeholders in these companies have to start demanding 
that they change, have to start demanding that they embrace gender equality, that they 
embrace women on their boards.  Shareholders have to start withholding support for all-
male boards.  Companies have to be forced to make this move.   

 
MS. ERBE:  And with investors taking notice, corporations are becoming more 

vigilant about inviting women and minorities into the board room. 
 
BARBARA FRANKLIN [Former U.S. Secretary of Commerce]:  What has to 

happen around the board table is that there has to be an understanding of why having 
women there and minorities there will contribute to the success of the company.  That’s 
the so-called business case.  That’s got to be understood.  And sometimes that needs to be 
discussed a lot before it’s understood. 

 
MS. ERBE:  The tipping point for women’s influence on corporate boards is 

widely thought to be three women.  Advocates say three is good, more is better, and it’s 
worth searching for them. 

 
SUSAN STAUTBERG [Co-Founder, WomenCorporatedDirectors]:  When 

you’re the sole person of a sex, of a religion, of a minority, it’s often very hard to be 
heard.  And so it’s often better to have several other people, then the ideas don’t seem so 
strange or different. 

 
MS. FRANKLIN:  You’ve got to go and look for such candidates.  And one of the 

drawbacks has been that I think companies and executive recruiters haven’t looked – 
they’ve looked in all the old familiar places.  They need to look sometimes in new places 
for people who could qualify for the board. 

 
MS. ERBE:  Why are women’s voices so important? 
 
MS. STAUTBERG:  The studies all show that not only do more women on the 

board make a company more effective financially, but they also show that women come 
very well prepared so the men start preparing more.  Women ask more questions so the 
presentations, you know, move along, and they really do say that they want to do the 
reading first.  They want to have dialogue at the meetings and not just have PowerPoint 
presentations.  So they really do sort of change the whole approach to the meeting, the 
questions asked, and the value offered. 



 
MS. ERBE:  These experts don’t refuse to invest in companies with fewer or no 

women on their boards.  They want shareholders to use their voices for change. 
 
MR. KEEFE:  My own view is that it’s not a very wise one because once you 

divest, you no longer have a seat at the table.  You’re no longer a shareholder.  The board 
of that company no longer represents you.  You no longer have a voice.  You put yourself 
on the outside. 

 
MS. STAUTBERG:  I think that every investor, whether it’s individual or a 

corporation, should take a look – what are the diversity goals and what are the strategies 
for carrying those goals out?  How does a company evaluate their directors?  And what is 
their process to look into the future, creating a matrix of kind of skill sets that they need.  
And whether you’re a corporation or an individual, you should take a look at those and 
sound off if you don’t like what you see. 

 
(End video segment.) 
 
MS. ERBE:  So, Sabrina, women who are even candidates for corporate boards 

are extremely well educated, very connected, very wealthy, usually, and those jobs pay 
incredibly well.  And they’re part-time – $250,000 a year for a part-time job.  You can sit 
on five boards if you know enough people.   

 
So the average woman, the woman who works – you know, is a member of the 

union in Michigan, we were just talking about, why should she care whether there are 
women on corporate boards or not? 

 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, I actually thought that this was a pretty compelling 

argument for why it’s helpful.  As much as I generally don’t sort of insist on gender 
parity, I think that – I do agree that the genders are different and that they can bring 
different things and that women and men see and organize differently.  And so I am 
certainly not blind to the idea that there could be some benefits from having greater 
parity.   

 
I think we have to be careful because if we look to Europe, which has been sort of 

consistently trying to enforce quotas on boards and they’ve suffered financially as a result 
of it, we need to be careful that we’re letting the market demand this.  And then I think 
we have plenty of women who are more than capable.   

 
I mean, look at our universities.  I was with a woman last night, she went to a 

university that’s 70 percent women because the women are scoring better on everything.   
 
So certainly there are women out there.  I think that we just need to make sure that 

it’s the market and the shareholders who are demanding it, and that we keep sort of 
government regulators out of micro-managing corporate boards. 

 



MS. CEVALLOS:  You know, what’s interesting, just like you mentioned, I 
mean, basically – and there was an article on “Businessweek” that just came out that the 
woman that is coming out of her MBA – her first job out of her MBA, she’s earning five 
cents less to the dollar, and that’s where the gap starts.  The gap begins there and it just 
gets bigger and bigger as you go into the corporate board.  So even though we are – you 
know, we are saying that women are more educated, we’re getting to the point where it’s 
still happening even if you’re graduating from an Ivy League school. 

 
MS. BENNETT:  Well, I have to disagree with everything you just said, Sabrina.   
 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Everything? 
 
MS. BENNETT:  The research shows – and this research is coming out of Europe 

and America – that having women on your board is one of the most important pre-
indicators of superior financial performance for those businesses.  And that’s unequivocal 
research that has been coming out of, again, both Europe and the United States.   

 
So bottom line, we live in a world where sometimes quotas are the only way 

you’re going to see progress.  So, for example, we just finished talking about 
Afghanistan.  Afghanistan has more women in their parliament than we do.  Why?  They 
have quotas.  So very often, when you’re trying to affect very difficult social change that 
has real structural impediments, as we do in this country, to have women truly advance, 
quotas are extremely helpful.   

 
Now, are we going to see quotas in America?  Not in my lifetime.  It’s not part of 

our DNA. 
 
MS. ERBE:  I just have – I have a question though because you said – because we 

have been studying this issue for 20 years.  I’ve never seen a situation where women on 
boards made the company less profitable but you mentioned some.  What is some? 

 
MS. SCHAEFFER:  Yeah.  Well, in Norway, they used to have women highly 

underrepresented on corporate boards.  They passed the law saying that a corporate board 
had to be represented by at least 40 percent women.  And, for whatever reason, the 
University of Michigan did do a study and they found that those businesses were actually 
– the bottom line was dropping.   

 
And they couldn’t figure out exactly why.  And they thought perhaps it has 

something to do with the fact that Norway also has an extremely generous sort of 
maternity policy.  Many more women are dropping out of the workplace earlier so you 
have fewer women to choose from.  Ultimately, you have not as good candidates in 
Norway.   

 
Now, Norway is different than the United States.  We don’t have some of the 

same policies, but that’s why I sort of warn against micromanaging too much.  I think 



that we have plenty of women who have plenty to offer and businesses should think 
about this.   

 
I think in that book, “Womenomics,” by Katty Kay and Claire Shipman, they do a 

great job of showing how businesses who employ more women have a higher bottom 
line.  But I think we need to let the market direct those researches. 

 
MS. SETMAYER:  I agree with Sabrina 100 percent.  And many times we’ve had 

this conversation on this show where I’m – you know, all for more women.  You know, 
we’re fantastic and we perform when we get there, but quotas for me at this point I don’t 
think are the way to go.  I understand the value of quotas before, you know, with 
affirmative action in the past.  That was a necessary evil back then, unfortunately.   

 
But I think we need to start phasing away from the quota part of it and start 

looking at absolutely the free market-driven reasons for why we should have quality 
women on boards. 

 
MS. BENNETT:  But we’ve never had quotas in America and we’re not going to 

have them.  So I think the argument is what do we need to do to make sure – and what I 
love hearing the comments about investor pressure, because investors want to see higher 
returns.  So if that pressure – per your point, Sabrina – is coming from investors because 
they want to see higher performance –  

 
MS. SETMAYER:  That’s a market thing. 
 
MS. BENNETT:  – that’s a good market thing, and I totally would roll with you 

guys.  But the point is – and we need to remember this – that boards that have more 
women have better decision making and higher returns.  And that’s important to hold on 
to. 

 
MS. CEVALLOS:  These types of reports are extremely discouraging to that 

younger generation of women that are working up the ladder and trying to – you know, 
trying to look forward to having a board position at some point.  Seeing that the numbers 
are so low, it’s discouraging and disappointing. 

 
MS. ERBE:  All right, but keep up the fight anyway.  That’s it for this edition of 

To the Contrary.  Please follow me on Twitter @BonnieErbe and #tothecontrary.  And 
check our website, pbs.org/ttc, where the discussion continues.  And whether you agree 
or think to the contrary, please join us next time. 

 
(END) 
 


