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.STX 

 

MS. ERBE:  This week on “To the Contrary,” women bloggers, foul language, 

the Catholic Church, and the Edwards campaign.  Then, a new study shows immigration 



is pushing down the rate of interracial marriage.  Behind the headlines: Missouri 

Democratic Senator Claire McCaskill talks about her hopes for the future of stem cell 

research.   

 

(Musical break.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Hello, I’m Bonnie Erbe and welcome to “To the Contrary,” a 

discussion of news and social trends from diverse perspectives.  Up first, the politics of 

blogging.  

 

This week, feminist bloggers Amanda Marcotte and Melissa McEwan resigned 

from John Edwards’ presidential campaign after a week of major controversy began 

when they used vulgarities against Catholics and Christians on the web.  Catholic League 

President William Donohue called for their firing after Marcotte described Jesus’ 

conception in semi-pornographic terms.  We won’t repeat that here and refer you to the 

web for the particulars.  The women, both critical of the Catholic Church and its stance 

against birth control and lack of women in the hierarchy, were hired to maintain the 

campaign’s blog.  They both claim they quit and were not fired.  They say they quit after 

receiving volumes of hate mail.   

 

Irene Natividad, so what was the main issue here: the fact that they were feminist 

bloggers, the fact that they used vulgarity, or the fact that they were writing for a 

presidential campaign website?   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  In the bloggers’ world vulgarity is the norm rather than the 

exception.  The problem here is mixing up two employees’ personal points of view in 

their blog with that of a presidential campaign.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, there’s a place for everything and I think in a political 

campaign one can be a feminist without using vulgar language or being offensive to the 

population that you’re trying to draw from.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Everybody should beware.  Young people think that the 

blogosphere is the great West – Wild West, no rules.  But guess what?  They live in the 

real world.  And it’s not just presidential campaigns.  A lot of people are finding what 

they blogged about hurt them in the real world.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, this is all about free speech and they’re entitled to that, 

but with free speech comes responsibility and consequences.  And in this case they need 

to be held accountable for what they’re saying, and there’s no place for that in the 

presidential campaign.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So is anybody upset about the fact that the presidential campaign 

took a strong stand, hired some feminist bloggers and then ran away from it – either fired 

or thought about firing these women, and then pulled back, they stayed, and then they 

resigned obviously under pressure.   



 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, feminists are upset about it and people who think that 

the freedom of expression should be defended are upset about it, and clearly there was 

this guy William Donohue who was most upset about what the bloggers were writing 

about and – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And should the Edwards campaign have paid as much attention to 

him as it did? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, not only the Edwards campaign, the “New York 

Times” actually wrote an article about it, which was truly unusual.  We’re not talking 

about two women who are the campaign managers of the – I mean, they were not the top 

tier, if you will, of advisors in the campaign, so to out them so that they could then be 

punished as a consequence seemed like overreaching.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, I just want to say I think any person of faith – I read 

some of those blogs and I was personally offended by the language that was being used 

and some of the criticism.  I do think that these blogs – people can write and say 

whatever they want to say, but once you get into a political campaign where you’re trying 

to unify the country, that’s going to alienate people.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  But see, now everybody’s got a blog and so people think 

they have to be a shocker to get you to their blog.  You know, who can say in the worst 

way, which is – really everybody should take this a personal lesson: they shouldn’t do 

that.  What my concern is is I really worry that Mr. Donovan is concerned much more 

about their stand on birth control, family planning, and those issues.  And unfortunately, 

because of the vulgarity, people aren’t as sympathetic as if they had just been expressing 

those issues, and so it’s a lesson.  Again, be careful what you do.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  But we shouldn’t explain away what’s happening here.  I 

think another side of this is there’s a double standard when it comes to the left coming 

out and saying things that are vulgar, vile, and unacceptable in normal conversation as if 

you don’t – you would not hear the same type of critic – what if they had come out and 

said these same things about blacks, about homosexuals, of a conservative?  If this came 

from a conservative website, it was the other way around, there would be unbelievable 

outrage just from one side and no one would say, well, should we give them a pass 

because they’re black or white?  

 

MS. :  Whoa. 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  No, no, no.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No, wait a minute.  Why are we saying – why are we bringing 

up the issue that, well, maybe we shouldn’t be so critical of them because they’re 

feminists just expressing their freedom of sexuality.  I don’t think we should do that.  

 



MS. NATIVIDAD:  That’s not what’s being said.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  I think we’re both saying that the vulgarity did them in.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Okay.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  And the vulgarity would do anybody in on both sides.  The 

other interesting thing to me is when you see some of the people who attacked them 

viciously with e-mails, and part of the reason that they left – 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Used the same language – worse language.  

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  We don’t know if they were – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait, wait, wait.  One at a time or nobody gets heard.  Irene 

Natividad, what I want to get to is what are the issues here that they cared about that they 

– they meaning the two women – really ended up hurting by describing the birth of Jesus 

in the semi-pornographic way that they did.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, speaking as a Catholic who is also a feminist, I think 

they hurt the cause of having Catholics be open to the whole issue of reproductive rights 

– of people having the right to chose.  And because the focus was on the vulgarity and in 

the way they expressed their views, the issue disappeared.  And it was so much easier to 

attack them as a consequence.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  It’s like Howard Stern teaching sex education.  There’s a 

purpose to sex education, but you don’t want Howard Stern teaching it.  (Laughter.)  And 

I think that’s what’s happened here.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  And the Edwards campaign should have known better.  I 

mean, to me – it troubles me that a campaign, someone who’s running for president 

wouldn’t be more cautious about who they’re hiring and looking into it.  My boss looked 

at my blogs before he hired me to see what I’m talking about.  That’s the way it is now.  

That’s the way technology is with the internet, so the fact that they were this irresponsible 

– it tells me a lot about the campaign organization and what he would do.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, does it also speak to the power of editors?  (Laughter.)  I 

mean, in the journalism world you don’t – major journalism organizations or legitimate 

ones, anyway, you don’t get to broadcast or write or print anything unless a second, third, 

and fourth set of eyes has looked at it, and they will censor what they – or edit what they 

think shouldn’t be put out there.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  But you know, I am so concerned because – I mean, this 

was an interesting week where everybody was talking about marriage and reproduction 



and gay marriage, and all this stuff gets wrapped together.  And remember, this is the 

week or this is the time – I guess it was a couple of weeks ago –  Washington State 

someone introduced a bill saying if you’re married for three years and you don’t have 

children, the marriage should be null and void.  I mean, have we really gone totally nuts 

in this country? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD (?):  Wow.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  And I really think – obviously it’s not going to pass, but 

voices like these young women – we do need people discussing what is marriage really, 

and is it just about reproduction, and what do we do?  And that’s where I think the 

Catholic doctrine and the choice doctrine and everything gets mixed up.  And you don’t 

need vulgarity on that.  This is – 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  No, you don’t.  But you know what?  There’s an 

incontrovertible fact that these blogs are very popular because young people find them as 

an avenue for expression that they don’t find anywhere else.  How many times do you get 

a chance to air your views?  And so the way they say them is mixed up with how they say 

it – and the (content of the issues ?).  

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, I also think that there’s freedom of speech and we’re 

all for that, but at the same time there should be boundaries in terms of what is 

appropriate, what’s acceptable in any type of discussion.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But we didn’t know about blogs until just a few years ago.  I 

mean, the kids started it, and – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I don’t necessarily think that there should be boundaries 

if it’s on the free – if you’re free on the internet.  You can say whatever you want.  That’s 

the beauty of this country.  But when it’s in the context of a presidential campaign where 

you are – 

 

MS. ERBE:  So you’re saying they shouldn’t have – they should have Googled or 

–  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  They absolutely should have found out who they were hiring, 

sure.  That’s right.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Netscape explore these people beforehand.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  And realize – that’s right.  

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait a minute.  But the fact that they’ve written something semi-

pornographic before they get hired by the campaign, could the campaign then still hire 

them and say we disavow your prior work or some of your prior work and – 

 



MS. SETMAYER:  No.  

 

MS. ERBE:  – but you can’t do that when you’re here?   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Not in the game of politics.  I mean, if this were a private 

corporation and they wanted to take that into consideration – I mean, nowadays, what you 

put on MySpace, Facebook, employers are taking this into consideration.  It’s part of 

your résumé whether you like it or not.  So if that’s what you said at one point, then this 

employer needs to understand, well, we can not necessarily separate you from what 

you’ve said and expressed.  And they hired them for the same position.  They hired them 

to run a blogosphere – their blog – apparently because they were experienced in 

blogging.  So how can you – you cannot separate the two in this.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But, you know, it’s a new rule for presidential campaigns 

that just emerged.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  That’s right.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I mean, the last go around you wouldn’t have thought about 

looking at somebody’s past blogs, let alone past articles that you wrote.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes, but you’re running for president.  If you think you’re 

qualified enough to run for president, then you’d better know what’s going on.   

 

MS. :  Well, now they know.  They know.  (Laughter.)  

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, it shows you the disconnect between some presidential 

candidates and the real world.  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ (?):  Well, it may be a generational disconnect.  I think 

people – 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Now from this real world and bloggers to marriage.   

 

Interracial marriage, that is.  A survey out this week shows a decline in interracial 

and interethnic marriage in the 1990s, which is counterintuitive to the experience of many 

Americans.  The study by Ohio State University sociologist Zhenchao Qian suggests 

increased immigration by Hispanics and Asians to the U.S. has led to more marriages 

within these groups and fewer marriages between these groups and white Americans.  

This change reversed two decades of an increase in interracial and interethnic marriages 

which began in the 1970s.  The study also found that interracial marriages involving 

African-Americans rose significantly during the 1990s, but still lag behind those of other 

minority groups.   

 



So Cari Dominguez, less interracial marriage – good thing, bad thing, we don’t 

care? 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, I don’t think there’s any sinister plan there to culture 

cleansing or anything like that.  Maybe a little culture revivalism is going on.  I think 

there’s a convergence of factors.  I think, first of all, with immigration you have a broader 

pool in which to socialize.  People tend to – you know, you have commonality of 

languages, you have commonality of cultures and therefore there’s a broader pool.   

 

There may be a little bit having to do with the legal status of individuals.  You 

become empathetic of the situation; you may marry within that group.  I also think there’s 

a cultural component to that.  I think women from Latin-American countries or from Asia 

still have that 70/30 housework balance, and men say, hey, I like this.  I don’t have to 

work as hard when I get home.  So I think there’s a blend of issues, but I think when it 

comes to matters of the heart it’s hard to say I’m going to go out and intentionally marry 

– 

 

MS. ERBE:  Yes, but what about the splintering of American culture.  I mean, 

we’re pretty divided as it is already.  It strikes me that this generation of immigrants is 

assimilating much less than prior great waves of immigration.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, speaking as someone who assimilated, married an 

Italian, has (unintelligible) and I’m an immigrant, I don’t see this as a problem to even 

discuss.  It’s not a problem, period.  It is just a period of time when people are choosing 

those who are like them because they feel comfortable with them, for one reason.  And 

just because a Chinese person marries another Chinese doesn’t make them feel any less 

American.  I feel as American as anyone I know.  I absorb the culture.  These are my 

values.  So for me it just – accidental.  I didn’t say, I’m going to marry an Italian or I’m 

going to marry a Filipino; you just fall in love.    

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  So we were talking in the cloak room before we came out.  

Okay, so what is the white people’s culture we’re trying to preserve: the chicken dance, 

the YMCA?  (Laughter.)  I mean, come on.  I really – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait a minute.  There is something to be said for Americans 

being able to – that you don’t move to a country and then recreate your own country in 

that country.  You become part of the country that you move to.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  But America’s more like a stew: you don’t want to put it all 

into a blender and have it be a mush.  You want it to be like a stew, where you get the 

different vegetables and the different meats and the different flavors.  And I keep 

thinking there’s no place else on the planet that could have had Elvis Presley, which is a 

blending of a lot of those cultures, or a lot of our sitcoms or a lot of the – and I think 

that’s why we’ve been so creative here, and I think we should keep that.  That’s great.  

 



MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I agree with Irene that I don’t think there’s anything 

necessarily wrong with that.  And the cultures that we’re talking – in the articles we’re 

talking about Hispanics and Asians, and they have a certain culture that they preserve 

within themselves.  It’s almost non-acceptable in certain places to marry outside of their 

race.  That’s still something that’s gone on for a long time that’s still a little – the stigma 

isn’t completely removed from that.  But in America, I mean – 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  But what Cari was just talking about, for example, where the men 

want more obedient women, and with the immigrants – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  It’s cultural.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay, but that’s not really a good thing for women in this country 

who fought really hard for equal rights.  

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  But when they get here, they change.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Right.  (Laughter.)  

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – women sometime.  And also, again, it goes to freedom: if 

that’s what they choose, that’s what they choose.  In America you can choose to love 

within your race or love outside your race and that’s fine.  I’m an interracial child and I 

was born in America.  My mother’s German-Italian, my father’s from Guatemala.  I’m all 

over the place.  But I am – 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  No kidding.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes.  But I’m a Jersey girl first, I always tell people.  But I 

mean, for me it’s interesting.  I can tell you that there are still presuppositions by white 

Americans that you want to stick with your own.  When people what to set me up, my 

white friends automatically say to me, oh, well, I have a really handsome black guy 

who’s a Republican that you’d like to meet.  And I think to myself, what makes you think 

that that’s the only pool of individuals that I want to choose from?  So there’s still a 

certain amount of division – 

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You’ve brought up something that’s very interesting.  When 

they have children, those Americans will bring something else – there’s an alchemy about 

this country that I find very valuable.  In this end, out of all this mess, this stew comes 

something called an American: somebody who absorbs those values of free expression, 



freedom, self-creation, and that is unique.  So it’s just a question of time.  I don’t see it as 

a splintering.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  Here’s the historic part of it: in Europe they’ve always said 

you are a German if you’ve been here 400 years and you’re Lutheran and then you’re this 

and you’re that.  There’s all these little checkboxes.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Except in Germany if you’re a Turkish and you move there to work, 

in which case you’re never allowed to become – 

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  You’re never allowed – well, that’s what I mean.  That’s my 

point, whereas in America you’re an American when you come over here and say “I’m an 

American.”  And you can get your citizenship and we don’t have a one size fits all, which 

is what I think has been so exciting about this country and why it’s been so dynamic.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  And has been so successful.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  And has been so successful.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  And that’s what it is.  And – (unintelligible) – society.  We 

fuse the best that each culture has to offer.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Europe is just now facing problems regarding diversity, as 

they call it, because they’ve had lots of foreigners on their land, but they haven’t 

absorbed them in the way that the United States has.  

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines: the Senate and stem cell research.  

Newly elected Senator Claire McCaskill is no stranger to the stem cell debate.  She 

helped voters in her home state of Missouri pass a constitutional amendment protecting 

and supporting stem cell research.  Her Senate campaign sparked a heated media debate 

after actor and activist Michael J. Fox shot an ad supporting her.  Now she wants 

Congress to re-pass the bill increasing money and relaxing limits on such research, over 

President Bush’s veto – the only one of his presidency.   

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

SEN. CLAIRE MCCASKILL (D-MO):  I would like to see our country take its 

rightful place in supporting medical research as a beacon to the rest of the world.  We 

have done so much in this nation to heal the sick, and I would like to see us move 

forward and support the research with federal dollars, with NIH funding, and Senate bill 

five will do that.  The problem is the president has indicated that he will once again use a 

veto.  It’s frustrating that I think this president – the only veto he has ever used was in an 

area where we can provide hope for cures for millions of Americans.   

 

We’re going to send the bill back to the president.  The House has already passed 

it and I’m confident that we have the votes to pass in the Senate; we may even have the 



voted in the Senate to override the presidential veto.  They don’t have those votes in the 

House, so I’m not optimistic that ultimately we will pass this legislation.   

 

MS. ERBE:  You come from Missouri, obviously, and one of the – the heartland 

of the Midwest.  Do religious conservatives in the heartland – are a majority of them 

opposed to stem cell research, too?  And I’m not talking about the sort of abbreviated 

version that the president approves of, but do they oppose it as much as this 

administration seems to oppose it?   

 

SEN. MCCASKILL:  Well, I certainly know of a number of leaders, including 

former Senator Jack Danforth, who is an ordained minister who’s one of the leaders for 

this research in Missouri, is very supportive.  I hate to draw the distinction based on 

religion because my faith – I’m a Christian – says that we should heal the sick.  And I 

think that there has been a lot of misinformation put out there that confused some 

Missourians about whether or not undifferentiated cells in a lab dish equate to a human 

life.  I think most Missourians don’t believe that they do, but I would say there were 

many that were involved in the religious community that were very active against the 

stem cell initiative in Missouri.  So there was a group of people highly organized through 

many of the churches, including the Catholic Church, that worked very strenuously 

against the initiative that we did pass in Missouri last November.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you see any hope for common ground on this issue? 

 

SEN. MCCASKILL:  I think as time goes on you will see more and more 

common ground.  I think ultimately the next president of the United States will support 

this research and I think it will move forward, and I think cures will be found and 

people’s fears will be put completely to rest.  But there is some fear mongering going on.  

But no one wants human cloning – no one – and we all want strict ethical guidelines in 

this area.  And I think as time goes one, and the people who are speaking out against 

these research are proved wrong about the evils that they think will come to pass, I think 

you’ll see the country coming together in support of it.   

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  So, Pat Schroeder, will it take having to wait till the next president of 

the United States to get a more expanded version of stem cell research.   

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  And will I live that long?  (Laughter.)  I have one of those 

little keychain thing that counts down and I get up every morning and throw it at the wall.  

I’m afraid so, because we haven’t figured out how to do a veto override in the House.  I 

think we can get it through the Senate; I don’t think we can get it through the House, and 

I think that’s very unfortunate.  So what we’re going to see is meanwhile other countries 

are going to move ahead of us, and the leg up we’ve always had in scientific research and 

stuff – we’re really going to be risking that as we turn into this flat-earth, creationism 

whatever it is.  That scares me to death.  

 



MS. NATIVIDAD:  We were talking last week about the vaccine against cervical 

cancer and isn’t this terrific.  Well, to delay the possibility of a cure for a whole host of 

diseases because of a veto really is appalling.  Korea was almost ahead of us, except they 

faked the source of stem cells.  But there are countries that are racing, too, because they 

know the possibilities for making a lot of money and curing a lot of diseases with stem 

cells.  

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  And creating jobs.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And creating jobs.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  I think that this is going to bring – there’s a lot of public 

confusion still as to what it means, and still, people making all kinds of allegations and 

accusations about what it is and what it isn’t.  And I’m hoping that this Congress will 

clarify and inform and educate the public as to what exactly is that we’re trying to do 

with the embryos and with everything else that we’re trying to accomplish.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  And we need to understand that there’s not – it’s not like 

there’s no research going on.  I mean, there’s research going on.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, existing lines of stem cells, which most reliable scientists have 

said is relatively useless and not the kind they need.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes, and then they’re looking for alternative methods – adult 

stem cells and hair follicles and whether that can work.  I mean, they’re looking for all 

different ways to see how we can do this.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But I know – 

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait a minute, let her finish.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Because this is an issue about life, and whether people like it 

or not there is a significant amount of people in this country who believe that you 

shouldn’t have to sacrifice the potential lives of some to help others.  And that’s a real 

debate.  And to dismiss those concerns and to dismiss people who are pro-life who feel as 

though they have a conviction about this I think it’s unfair just because of a potential 

scientific breakthrough here on other – 

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. ERBE:  Pat.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  – federal funds and federal money – 

 



MS. ERBE:  Wait, wait, wait.  Okay, Tara, Tara, enough.  Pat.  

 

MS. SCHROEDER:  We’re not being dismissive; we’re saying – here’s what I 

don’t understand.  Obviously there are millions of these embryos coming from in vitro 

fertilization.  I think every one of us at this table know people who’ve gone through that, 

and we know that the process is and there’s all sorts of it.  Now, they aren’t going to all 

be used.  Let’s be perfectly clear about that.  And so we have just this humongous source.  

Now, no one’s talking about shutting down in vitro fertilization, and so why are we going 

to waste this resource?  Maybe they’ll find other ways, maybe they’ll find – but that’s 

what’s really confusing to me.  It’s not like we’re going to go out and harvest them and 

create and do all the things that you hear.  There is a source there today in every state in 

the union that’s huge, way beyond anything the scientific community needs, and we’re 

shutting it down.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But it’s not even just – it’s not just a source.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  The issue is public versus private money.  If privately they 

want to finance this is research, I think then there’s a different discussion here.  But 

because we’re talking about taxpayer dollars going toward this, the American people and 

those organizations and the folks who are – the pro-life side of this issue – our president 

and myself; my boss has a different view, but for myself I think that there’s a real and 

honest debate because of public money going toward this and because of the issue of life.  

And private money, they can spend all the money they want.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  When you talk about like, you forget about the lives that 

could be potentially saved.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Potentially.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And it’s not as if this is hypothetical.  There is strong 

scientific evidence that we are near, but the problem is the source of enough embryonic 

stem cells so that you can reach the point where you could actually apply the cure.  When 

you’re applying public funds, the potential for reducing costs in terms of healthcare 

because of a possible cure outweighs other costs at the outset.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And we are outweighed by being out of time.  That’s it for 

this edition of “To the Contrary.”  Next week, a period free existence?  Young women are 

doing it.  We explain how next week.  And 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) 


