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MS. ERBE:  This week on “To the Contrary,” up first: make way for motherhood 
rights.  Then, techno tracking of sex offenders.  Behind the headlines: righteous teens 
skateboarding for Christ.  

  
Hello.  I’m Bonnie Erbe.  Welcome to “To the Contrary,” a discussion of news 

and social trends from diverse perspectives.  Up first, the motherhood rights movement. 
 
The motherhood rights movement is gaining momentum, or should we say “mom-

mentum,” thanks in part to the grassroots online organization MomsRising.org and its 
new documentary “The Motherhood Manifesto.”  Both are mobilizing family rights 
activist to press for paid family leave for new mothers and fathers, workplace flexibility, 
and universal healthcare for children.  They also want to win workplace bias against 
mothers.   

 
But the movement is also generating strong buzz and opposition on the web.  

Some feel motherhood is a personal choice and the government shouldn’t subsidize 
parents to have children.  They also point to employers’ claims they have already shelled 
out more than $21 billion towards cost they incur from the Family and Medical Leave 
Act.  That law gives unpaid leave to American workers to care for a newborn or an ill 
family member.  

 
MS. ERBE:  Congresswoman Norton, with a Democratic House and Senate next 

year, is paid leave more likely? 
 
MS. NORTON:  Real necessity, Bonnie.  Actually, the Republicans have left the 

Democrats a bunch of neglected domestic priorities and a new deficit to pay down again.   
 
MS. WOOD:  There is no doubt that Nancy Pelosi and others will try to impose 

new regulations on businesses in the guise of helping families and workers, but in the end 
it will probably end up hurting many of the people they say they want to help. 

 
MS. GANDY:  There is no question we need paid family leave and the House is 

going to be a lot more family friendly under Nancy Pelosi.  
 
MS. BERNARD:  The only thing guaranteed with the Democratic House and 

Senate are higher taxes, but family paid leave, at least paid with federal dollars – that’s 
just not going to happen.   

 
MS. ERBE:  Can she – this is sort of the prototypical women’s issue at the 

moment, but because she is a San Francisco Democrat trying to govern from the middle, 
you raised the point that she will be more family friendly.  Can she really afford to be?   

 
MS. GANDY:  I think that this is an issue that is so important to women across 

the country.  We had to create a whole website around it, (unintelligible) org/mothers.  It 
has our whole mothers’ matters, care-givers count campaign and tens of thousands of 



people have signed onto the campaign because this is something they need to be able to 
live their lives and raise their families and it’s an area that government has to respond to.   

 
MS. BERNARD:  But, you know, if you want to be family friendly, you don’t 

have to incur new taxes.  Let’s make sure that the – 
 
MS. ERBE:  Could anybody do a better job of incurring – (laughter) – higher 

government costs than the present administration? 
 
MS. BERNARD:  I certainly hope not.  You know, what I would hope that I 

would do in order to be more family friendly is do things like lower taxes, do something 
about social security so that mothers have more money in their pocketbooks to bring up 
and to pay for childcare.   

 
I mean, if we impose government sponsored, for example, daycare centers, what’s 

going to happen to people who don’t want to put their kids in government sponsored 
daycare centers?  They might actually inevitably be forced to do that and that’s not what 
we want.  There are plenty of ways to be family friendly without taking more money out 
of my purse.  

 
MS. NORTON:  Let me get back to your question about family medical leave.  

The Family Medical Leave Act – unpaid leave – has been helpful to women fairly up the 
scale a bit who could afford to take the six or 12 weeks – whatever it was – off.   

 
Actually, I’d like to speak for the average woman and the average working 

person.  I think if there were a choice between paid family medical leave and paid sick 
leave, I would have to go for paid sick leave.  Maybe you could divide it between your 
own sick leave and if you had to care for a sick child, but I think it is positively inhumane 
to skip over that and go to other kinds of – 

 
MS. ERBE:  But let me get – California passed family paid leave in 2002.  It went 

into practice in 2004.  Last year, the first year for which statistics are available, it was 
very underutilized.  It only pays up to 55 percent of salary and up to something like – I 
forget – $750 or maybe a lot less than that.  I can’t remember.  But women and men were 
saying it’s not enough money for me to take leave.  So does California’s example show 
that it’s not really affordable to pay somebody’s full salary for six weeks? 

 
MS. ERBE:  Well, I don’t blame them for starting where they started.  It probably 

would have been impossible to start out – so but it makes my point.  Who can afford to 
take the kinds of benefits the United States offers to families?  The only people – not who 
we call the working public, it’s people who already have had some advantages, albeit 
they need the family medical leave.  Those are the people that use it.  My hat is off to 
them, but wait a minute: I thought we were supposed to start with the people who need 
things most.  

 



MS. WOOD:  Well, what people need most are jobs and the reality is that many 
people don’t look at the cost of these things and what ends up happening is business says, 
look, we can’t afford to offer these benefits and keep the same amount of people on staff. 

 
So what happens?  A few people lose their jobs so that now you can offer more of 

these benefits.  That hurts those people that lost their jobs, which often is going to be at 
the bottom of the pay scale, not up – it’s not going to be the CEO who goes home, it’s 
going to be the other workers.  And the fact is there is nothing wrong – and I would 
absolutely agree that the government ought to encourage businesses to be more flexible 
and often more flextime and there are ways of doing that without mandating it, but when 
you mandate it, you don’t allow flexibility.  That’s not flexibility when you mandate it.  
And it mandates that every business has to do it this way; all businesses aren’t alike.  All 
businesses aren’t the same size and they can’t handle it the way IBM – 

 
MS. ERBE:  All right, but businesses are already saying with unpaid family leave 

they have incurred $21 billion of cost, so they – 
 
MS. GANDY:  But they’re not telling you about the savings.  They may have 

incurred that cost for temporary workers, but they also saved the salaries of the people 
who took unpaid leave that they didn’t have to pay during that time and, in fact, most 
businesses have found that the family and medical leave act was good business and good 
for business, because it helped them retain good workers. 

 
 As Delegate Holmes Norton said, when you look at the lower end of the 

economic spectrum where people are really living paycheck to paycheck, you have a 
heart attack and you’re out even for two weeks – it means you don’t make your mortgage 
that month, because you have zero paid sick leave.  You might lose your job from being 
out, but you don’t make your mortgage or your rent payment – 

 
MS. ERBE:  Wait a second.  Is it more important taking leave when your sick 

with pay or is it more important for mothers of newborn children, because in California 8 
percent of those who used the state program in 2005 were new mothers.   

 
MS. GANDY:  Well, most of them probably already had paid sick days from their 

employers, but the Family and Medical Leave Act, that’s the and medical part.  It’s 
family leave, but it’s also medical leave for your own illness or child’s or spouses.   

 
MS. NORTON:  I think they shouldn’t be competing with one another, but the 

notion around jobs – you know, this unproven point is raised always for the medical – let 
me try to be the bipartisan Congress that we hope will come – we Democrats want to see. 

 
The problem we have with employers and medical leave and employers with the 

minimum wage, but particularly with the medical leave, is that we put it all on the 
employer.  Health insurance in our country is done at the, quote, “expense of the 
employer.”  It’s part of your pay.  As long as we off put these kinds of essentially welfare 
state benefits on employers rather than spreading them – you can call it by through the 



tax system, you can call it through tax incentives, but we’ve got to give employers some 
relief that we want them to be part of this family friendly country we long for and that we 
haven’t gotten.  

 
MS. ERBE:  Okay, now I’ve got to get some relief and move on to the next topic.  

From mothers’ rights to sex offenders’ rights.  
 
Twenty-one states now use GPS tracking to keep an eye on sex offenders.  Some, 

such as Florida, Missouri, Ohio and Oklahoma, require lifetime monitoring, meaning the 
offender must wear a bracelet or anklet for the rest of his – usually his – life, even after 
fulfilling a prison sentence.   

 
The GPS device allows police, victims, even the curious to track the offender’s 

movements online in many states.  But do GPS tracking devices make communities 
safer?  Some experts say no, with one writing the newspaper Newsday “The hunt for 
released sex offenders, in particular child molesters, has become a moral panic, a mass 
mediated wave of irrational public fear.” 

 
Then there’s the question whether they violate former offenders’ civil liberties.  

That will be decided in a series of court challenges at the state and federal level next year.  
 
Michelle, you have two young children.  Would you feel safer knowing that a 

released convicted and sex offender who served usually his – usually his – time in your 
neighborhood was wearing a GPS attachment?  

 
MS. BERNARD:  I would feel safest knowing that they never got out of prison 

and I sort of say this in jest – I think I would feel safest if we almost had a penal colony 
and just sent all the sex offenders to the penal colony.   

 
Yeah, I want a GPS tracking system.  I think people who are saying this is 

violating people civil rights and this and that and it’s so expensive – what about the civil 
rights of all the children who are abused by these people over and over and over again?  
All of the arguments against the GPS tracking systems and against all the other things 
that states around the nation are doing to keep sex offenders out of places that are 
inhabited by children I think are absolutely silly.  I think lock them up and throw away 
the key.  

 
MS. GANDY:  One of the things that they are not doing is dealing with the family 

law and the family law system, because one of the things we know is that about half of 
the sexual predators are right there living in the home with the victim and the family 
courts don’t take these accusations seriously.  Even if they come from outside they say, 
oh, it must be – 

 
MS. ERBE:  So half of reported sex offenders are still living in the home where 

they abused the children?   
 



MS. GANDY:  Well, they’re not treated as sex offenders.  It’s a family member.  
They often aren’t prosecuted at all and sometimes they even end up getting custody 
because the protective parent is seen as someone who’s trying to keep the child away 
from the poor dad.   

 
MS. ERBE:  But why isn’t that a national scandal? 
 
MS. GANDY:  It ought to be a national scandal.  There have been a lot of articles 

about it, lots of documented cases of serious child molesting and child abuse where the 
abuser gets custody because the judge buys into this parental alienation – it’s serious.  

 
(Cross talk.) 
 
MS. WOOD:  And it’s like right – the majority of rapes are about people who 

actually know you –  
 
MS. GANDY:  That’s right.  
 
MS. WOOD:  And they may not be a family member, but it’s nobody you know.  

And the same thing with abuse: it’s the mother’s boyfriend or somebody else that’s 
involved in these cases.  But look, we rate movies in this country.  You know, R: got a lot 
of sex and violence in it.  Why on earth would we not rate child molesters coming out of 
prison by putting something on them that says this is what – we’re going to keep a watch 
on them because they may be a threat to your child.  People should know that.   

 
MS. NORTON:  Well, let’s come to our senses here.  By the way, if you put a 

tracking mechanism on every criminal, you probably would have a less crime.  This is 
America.  This is a very serious problem and we’ve got to find a way to deal with the 
problem without exploding ourselves into a 1984 society writ really large, where the next 
thing really would be why don’t we just – this is – technology is going to enable me to 
know almost what you’re thinking, so it seems to me what we ought to be doing is – 
because they themselves say, I think I would do better; very often they say if somebody 
helped keep track of me – these devices have yet to be proven, are very controversial, and 
yet no one is talking about them. 

 
MS. ERBE:  But with limited resources – I mean, all the social welfare agencies 

are – 
 
MS. NORTON:  These are very costly.  You have to keep track of people 24 

hours a day – 24 hours a day. 
 
(Cross talk.). 
 
MS. ERBE:  Wait, wait, wait.  One at the time.  Finish, then you.   
 



MS. NORTON:  It seems to me that some kind of mechanism – I would much 
rather have a mechanism where a person has to call in even if it’s on a line, because 
you’re keeping track of him, you’re reminding him about what is a real, apparently 
incurable problem.   

 
That’s what we have to – the answer, by the way, to my question is you don’t 

want to do it to other criminals because we don’t know that recidivism is incurable in 
them.  For many of these – 

 
(Cross talk.) 
 
MS. ERBE:  But that does not give the victims the sense of security.  Wait a 

minute.  Because a lot of these victims when they are alerted that the person has served 
his time – mainly him; again, there are some teachers having sex with their 13-year-old 
students.  They are sex offenders too.  But when they are released back into the 
neighborhood, these mothers go online and track where the guy is to make sure he is 
nowhere around their kids.  

 
MS. WOOD:  But I mean, she brings up a very good point, which is it’s not just 

knowing where somebody is, what are we doing about it?  Are we following them?  Are 
we watching them?  What are we doing?  And part of the problem – we’ve got judges 
letting some of these guys out way before they should get out – a second time offender, a 
third time offender?  They don’t get out.  You do not get out of that.  

 
MS. BERNARD:  And the key word that you used that I think all of us need to 

remember is incurable.  The Washington Post did a story a few months ago about a man 
who was a sex offender that was about to be released from prison.  He didn’t want to be 
released.  He said that he was constantly thinking about his next victim.  He borrowed a 
razor and he castrated himself in prison because he felt it was the only way to stop 
himself.   

 
(Cross talk.). 
 
MS. NORTON:  You know, Michelle, we already have – we already have a civil 

commitment from people who indeed are so seriously ill that should not be let out – 
 
(Cross talk.) 
 
MR. NORTON:  – anybody.  You want an authoritarian state?  If you want to 

catch everybody, I have a way for you to do it.  You’ve got to think these problems 
through.  These people need to be in constant touch with somebody to remind them.  

 
 Sure they are incurable.  So is drunkenness incurable, alcoholism incurable.  So 

is drug addiction incurable.  We have learned ways to try to in fact deal with people 
besides becoming the new authoritarian United States.   

 



(Cross talk.). 
 
MS. ERBE:  All right.  Now we have – 
 
MS. NORTON:  I am very tired to hear these people not think through a very 

serious problem and to go to the kind of remedy that we have always said we would 
never do in this country. 

 
(Cross talk.)   
 
MS. ERBE:  All right, now we have to deal with yet another topic.  Behind the 

headlines: evangelical youth.  The words teen and rebellious go hand in hand, but what 
some of today’s American teens are rebelling against may come as a shock.   

 
Young people across the country are turning their backs on the secular world for 

fundamentalist Christianity.  In her new book, “Righteous: Dispatches from the 
Evangelical Youth Movement,” Lauren Sandler says these teens are leaving the material 
world and not looking back, but taking their faith with them wherever they go.   

 
(Begin video segment.)  
 
MS. ERBE:  They aren’t your typical conservative Christians.  They have tattoos, 

piercings, they go to rock concerts and skate parks.  They belong to the growing 
Evangelical Youth Movement changing the face of Christianity.  Fed up with the society 
they call empty and destructive, these young people are turning to God.   

 
Journalist Lauren Sandler believes our country is entering its next great 

awakening and evangelical teens are leading the way.  
 
LAUREN SANDLER:  It really takes a youth movement to have faith hit critical 

mass like it is right now.  In each instance of a great awakening in this country we’ve 
seen young people reinterpret Christianity into their own vernacular, into their own youth 
culture and that’s really how it spreads.   

 
MS. ERBE:  In her book, Sandler coins the term ‘disciple generation’ to describe 

the movement.  Members are confined to the Bible Belt.  They live in some of the most 
liberal cities in America and their religious practices are anything but traditional. 

 
MS. SANDLER:  But it’s a very anti-institutional movement, so a lot of people 

try to measure the number of faithful out there by youth group attendance – that sort of 
thing.  But many people that I met across the country don’t even go to church.  They feel 
like their whole life’s a church.  They feel like a rock show is church or a skate park is 
church or their basement wreck room is church and that they express their faith 
everywhere else.   

 



MS. ERBE:  Many in the disciple generation are pro-war, pro-life and what 
Sandler found most surprising opposed to women’s rights.   

 
MS. SANDLER:  One of the scariest things about this movement – I have met so 

many women who – really smart, really educated funky, funny, interesting women who I 
would be friends with and really connected with on many levels, some of whom have 
masters degrees and studied women studies and had independent careers, but they’re 
taught the submission doctrine, which means that women should serve their husbands as 
they serve the Lord and they are being taught that they need to stay home, have as many 
babies as possible, take care of the house, and really relinquish all of their other goals.  
That’s really shocking to me.   

 
I mean, this isn’t just going back to the 50s, it’s going back to medieval times and 

for women who know better just as I do – and if that’s their choice that’s one thing, but I 
did see a lot of what really felt like coercion out there.   

 
MS. ERBE:  So if they’re educated and they have their own financial means of 

support, why are they succumbing?  
 
MS. SANDLER:  Well, a lot of people talk about the alienation that they feel 

right now: fear in this time of global terror, the chaos in this media age and they feel like 
it’s really hard to find the answers and the sense of certainty, a sense of who they are and 
this is a whole movement which is furnishing those very clear answers and that very clear 
identity and I think that’s really compelling to people.  

 
MS. ERBE:  Sandler says these evangelical teens are living out Christianity 24/7, 

even organizing politically around it.  They have the backing of conservative politicians 
including the president, but a recent poll by the Barner Group finds their commitment to 
evangelism may not be lifelong.  

 
MS. SANDLER:  What I say in my book is I really believe that the secular world 

needs to step up our sense of meaning and purpose: how we reach out in daily life, how 
we are politically organized ourselves, how much meaning there is in our culture in terms 
of whether we are devoutly consumerist and devoutly entertainment obsessed or whether 
there is more to life that we can offer people.  

 
I listened to people all over the country say, I believe this because the secular 

world failed me.  I had no sense of identity or community or purpose until I was born 
again.  And I think that that’s really how we need to reach out.  I’m not someone who 
believes that we need to fiercely engage in the religion debate, but that we actually have 
to make the debate about something other than religion.  

 
MS. ERBE:  I’m curious because there are two schools of thought here: Sandler 

thinks this group is growing.  Clearly it’s bigger – it’s getting more publicity than it did 
10 or 20 years ago, but the Barner group, which researches this issue, says that only 4 
percent of these kids are going to continue their beliefs into their adulthood.   



 
MS. WOOD:  Right.  Well, I think in some cases it depends if it’s kind of real or 

not.  I mean, is this just a phase that somebody’s going through and kind of a rebellious 
thing or is it for real and it lasts?   The research does show that people are much more 
likely to be religious later in life if they were religious as young people, teenagers, and so 
forth.  But, you know, I don’t know how much of this is a phenomenon or it’s more the 
people – just kind of the media thought, oh, let’s do something on this.  There’s been a lot 
of study of religion in the past year.  

 
MS. ERBE:  Well, I mean, come on.  But the religious right has taken incredible 

political power in this country in the last six years.  
 
MS. WOOD:  Right.  So I mean there’s been a lot more attention on the religion 

kind of in general, but, you know, this idea that she was talking at the beginning that 
these kids are living this out in every part of their life – well, that’s what Christianity 
teaches.  You don’t just do it on Sunday morning, you are also supposed to take it to the 
office with you on Monday and – 

 
MS. ERBE:  But this is going to hurt the mega-churches who want you to do it on 

Sunday and contribute as they pass the plate.  
 
MS. WOOD:  Well, maybe so, but I think what Christianity teaches is fellowship 

and that you don’t face the world alone: you need people to help you along the way and 
so that’s why you need community.  Now, whether you all dress up the same on Sunday 
morning to have it – I go to church on Sunday night – it doesn’t matter.  

 
MS. NORTON:  It’s hard to be critical of people’s beliefs and that’s why – if it’s 

their beliefs, I think we have to stand back from it.  What I wonder about is the 
commercialism that they have bought into.  They complain about and they have brought 
into it the same methods, the same people in order to attract people.  

 
One is inclined to believe with very young people, particularly teenagers, that this 

is a phase.  And those who proselytize them say you go to where they are and bring them 
to you.  Look –  

 
(Cross talk.). 
 
MS. NORTON:  They are anti-drug and they stay off of the vices of the you 

today, it’s hard to say they you are terrible people.  You’ll go to it, you’ll pass through 
this, you’ll mature, maybe you’ll become ordinary Christians, maybe not, but as long as 
you’re not bothering anybody, hey.  (Laughter.). 

 
MS. BERNARD:  It’s a very interesting phenomenon.  I was thinking about some 

comments we were talking about earlier and even thinking about some of the rappers that 
have become sort of Christian rappers.  I don’t know if you would call them evangelical 
rappers, but MC Hammer and others and, you know, I mean, more power to them if this 



will get people to sort of turn their lives around.  I have to completely agree with you: if it 
will keep you off the streets, keep you from doing drugs, keep you from committing 
crimes, more power to you.  

 
MS. GANDY:  I am a life-long Presbyterian, but I grew up in the deep South with 

southern Baptists who really subscribed to the doctrine of women submitting to their 
husbands and I know they had a dramatic impact on those women’s lives.  It’s part of 
their –  

 
MS. ERBE:  A good or a bad impact? 
 
MS. GANDY:  A bad impact – a very bad impact.  
 
MS. NORTON:  Look, this is the part that won’t last.  (Laughter.). 
 
MS. ERBE:  What makes you say that?  Or it won’t last until they’re too old to go 

back to college and get a profession? 
 
(Cross talk.) 
 
MS. NORTON:  They can get into the workforce.  These people are between 15 

and 21.  The part that makes them submit to, quote, “whoever these men are,” when in 
fact everything around them says the opposite, including the lives they’re going to lead, is 
not the part I think that’s going to stick.   

 
MS. WOOD:  But Bonnie, let’s be clear: it’s the Southern Baptists and a lot of 

other evangelical type churches – the conservative churches – that are the fastest growing 
in this country.  It’s the mainline denominations that are quickly sliding downhill.  And 
submission sounds like a big, bad, ugly word, but basically what the Bible says is submit 
to your husband, (ask ?) the husband to put his life on the line for his wife –  

 
(Cross talk.)  
 
MS. ERBE:  All right.  I’ve got to put my life on the line for this show right now.  

That’s it for this edition of “To the Contrary.”  Next week, a look back at women’s 
impressive gains in 2006 and a look ahead to 2007.  Please join us on the web for “To the 
Contrary Extra.”  Whether your views are in agreement or to the contrary, please join us 
next time.  

 
(END) 


