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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, is No Child Left Behind being left 

behind?  Then high-tech bosses spying on high-tech employees.  Behind the headlines: 

women and the Great Recession. 

 

(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, improving public schools. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  This week, the Obama administration unveiled its vision for 

improving America’s public schools presenting Congress with a blueprint to overhaul the 

No Child Left Behind Act.  Education Secretary Arne Duncan told Congress he wants to 

broaden the system used to evaluate student performance and do away with simply 

labeling schools as failing.  But former Education Secretary Margaret Spellings, who 

oversaw the passage of the landmark law in 2002, fears these changes may not be in the 

best interest of students. 

 

MARGARET SPELLINGS [Former Education Secretary]:  (From tape.)  There 

certainly are some things that are very positive about the administration’s blueprint but I 

do worry that we are potentially retreating from some serious accountability for up to 90 

percent of our schools.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Right now, one in three U.S. schools fails to meet the standards set 

out by No Child Left Behind.  The Obama administration wants to stop penalizing these 

schools and stop denying them federal funds.  Instead, it wants states to concentrate on 

fixing the lowest performing 5 percent of schools even if that means firing principals and 

teachers.  This has upset teachers’ unions who supported the president’s candidacy.  

Critics say there’s still too much focus on reading and math testing, this despite the fact 

the administration wants to do away with the mandate that all students reach reading and 

math proficiency by 2014 and instead focus on helping all students become college and 

career ready by 2020. 

 

FRM. SEC. SPELLINGS:  I’m very concerned that the Obama administration has 

walked away from the options for parents, the school choice opportunities that millions of 

families are now eligible for.  Today the law says that if your child attends a failing 

school then you can choose to go to another better public school or you can get help, 

extra help, tutoring for your child.  And millions of families are eligible for those 

services.  And I regret that they believe that they’re not needed because I’ve seen them 

work and I know that it’s helping lots of students. 

 

(End video segment.) 



 

MS. ERBE:  So, Irene Natividad, do you agree that No Child Left Behind has it 

hurt or helped low-income public school students? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I think it has hurt low-income students for the most part 

because the federal funding was denied to the schools that supposedly failed them.  So if 

there are no resources, how can you improve performance of the child? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Conceptually, No Child Left Behind was good, just 

impractical and low-income students may have suffered, may not have but federal 

overhaul bureaucracy in education is problematic. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  It’s hurt more than it’s helped because of two things: lack of 

flexibility and lack of funding.  You can’t just tell a school to be better.  You have to give 

them the resources to be better. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  And there’s absolutely no compelling evidence that higher 

standards and national standards actually have a positive effect on educational outcomes.  

The fact is you can’t find a one-size-fits-all government run program to help every child.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So Obama’s ideas on this, you support?  It’s relaxing the standards 

in the sense that no more penalizing the poor schools will – do you think that we’ll start 

to see, if federal funding flows back to these low-income schools, will we see test scores 

go up? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, hopefully.  You know, the Obama administration 

agrees with you that one-size-fits-all doesn’t fit all and so they have a multi-tiered system 

now for evaluating school performance and it’s not just if you don’t meet this grade 

therefore there’s no federal funding.  They’ve focusing, as the piece said, on the 5 

percent.  They’re also looking at beyond just testing of reading and math to a more 

comprehensive look at what are the skills that you need so that you could be prepared for 

work and prepared for college and then extending the time period for that.  They’re still 

emphasizing reading and math.  They’re still emphasizing accountability.  They’re still 

emphasizing data as a way of measuring bur rather than being punitive, they’re now 

giving resources a competitive bid for schools to improve themselves if they’ve got 

initiatives to improve performance. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER (?):  Look, I mean, school funding, public federal funding of 

public school has been going up steadily since 1970 and the test scores have remained 

absolutely flat.  There has been no improvement.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But let me ask you a question because that’s an important statement.  

How does it compare or how has it compared with funding for capita in private schools 

because are the schools that are working? 

 



MS. SCHAEFFER (?):  Yes.  Private schools continually do more with less.  And 

in fact, the D.C. Opportunity Scholarship Program, which the Obama administration 

wants to do away with, was just shown by Georgetown University, they did a random 

assigned study, scientifically proven that they are having a tremendous impact on those 

students’ lives.  The only kind of education that’s really helping students is the one in 

which parents and communities have an actual voice in the kind of education their kids 

are getting, not one that Arne Duncan or Margaret Spellings is dictating.    

 

MS. MURPHY (?):  Well, I see your point but I think that probably the best thing 

that they’re doing is getting rid of the idea of taking one test on one day and deciding if 

that’s a failing school.  That has been so unfair to teachers and to parents and to kids and 

it has had this effect where you’re actually punishing the schools that can’t help 

themselves. 

 

MS. ERBE:  How about the emphasis on firing teachers and principals?  I mean, 

haven’t enough of them being fired already so the bad ones are weeded out? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, there’s so many aspects to this.  I think that we actually 

all agree that the federal solution to this isn’t working.  One-size-fits-all doesn’t work.  

And the federal government is not constitutionally mandated to fund or regulate public 

schools.  It’s always meant to be a state and local issue because the states and localities 

know what works best for their communities.  And I think that emphasis should remain.  

The problem with the teachers – and someone needs to be accountable.  There has to be 

accountability.  We cannot get away from no accountability.  Should there be some 

testing?  Yes, we’ve got to figure out where people are but that shouldn’t be the complete 

emphasis because then they teach for the test and then these kids – and then they weaken 

the standards or they make the tests easier just to meet a legislative mandate which that 

shouldn’t be the case.  They should be rewarding academic process, not legislative 

mandate.  That’s number one.  And just to follow up on your D.C. Opportunity –  

 

MS. ERBE:  But don’t get too local.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  No.  No.  No.  I won’t.  This is just an example of where 

public schools versus charter schools where localized solutions work.  In D.C., they 

spend $28,000 per student.  That is the most in the country per capita in public schools.  

They have almost a 50 percent dropout rate.  The charter schools where they spend 

$6,500 for a kid to go to school there and they’re more successful, they score higher on 

tests.  So throwing more money at the problem is not the answer. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Nobody’s throwing money at this point but there are – you 

know, you can overtime we’ve spent – been given money, no improvement but over time 

the population of the communities in which those schools are located have changed.  

There are things that have changed culturally as well that impact on school performance.  

So you can’t just say –  

 

MS. ERBE:  A lot on motherhood.  A lot more –  



 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Exactly.  So I think –  

 

MS. ERBE:  And a lot more immigrants, quite frankly. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Because we do rank as a country below many other Western 

industrialized countries in terms of academic performance.  This is an issue that needs to 

be addressed.  And you’re right.  Federal government shouldn’t be doing it and shouldn’t 

just be throwing money.  I think what the Obama administration is trying to do is to set 

up a competitive system where by states and localities can compete for moneys based on 

innovation that they were proposing.  They’re not telling each school district what to do 

and in how to do it.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  That’s enough.  I need to step in. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  And what’s crucial to know is we don’t know the details 

certainly on what they are going to propose.  We know what they’re getting rid of and 

they’re the least political popular, least popular in most of these communities.  It’s easy 

to get rid of stuff but it’s going to be crucial to see what they bring in instead.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And you cover Congresses that it’s going to pass. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  It has to pass.  It’s a reauthorization so yes, it has to pass.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  I’ll let Sabrina comment.  

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Okay because I just want to jump in.  This is a little bit of a 

myth that this is somehow voluntary on the states’ part.  This is money for Race to the 

Top.  It’s money taken from taxpayers.  They didn’t ask for this.  And then the 

government –  

 

MS. MURPHY:  But it’s not taken out of education funds.  It’s taken out of the 

general Treasury. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  But the federal government says if you want this money, first 

you have – in order to compete for it, you have to sign on to these new standards.  That is 

not – when all the states are going bankrupt that is not voluntary.  That is saying we’re 

hanging this over you head and it’s a (bribe ?).   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But if you’re agreeing that certain standards have to be met, 

then we all agree that accountability has to happen –  

 

(Cross talk.) 

 



MS. ERBE:  One at a time.  Let Irene finish. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Then within that framework and structure which both 

administrations agree with, there’s still room for innovation. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last word, Tara. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Here’s an example.  We talked about changing cultural 

aspects.  In New York City they have very successful charter schools.  They have KIPP 

program which is Knowledge Is Power, they have the Achievement First in Brooklyn.  

These are successful programs where they focus on the paternal aspect of focusing on the 

kids, their culture.  They teach them how to sit up straight, ask questions, in addition to 

teaching them how to read, write and be successful.  And these are types of models that 

localities should be able to look at as successes. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But those may be funded in the future. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And we are running out of funding for this story right 

now.  From educating students to monitoring workers.   

 

From tracking social networking websites to monitoring e-mails and text 

messages, more employers are using technology to track employees’ computer practices.  

With inexpensive software, employers can capture workers’ computer key strokes and 

monitor the websites they frequent.  GPS enabled cell phones and small video cameras 

allow employers to know exactly where employees are at all times.  A recent poll reveals 

more than half of employers say they monitor workers’ Internet use.  Last year, 2 percent 

said they fired workers for content posted on social networking sites.  Despite this, a 

large majority of workers admit to using the office computer to send personal e-mails, 14 

percent admit to sharing work information with outside parties, 9 percent say they use e-

mail to transmit sexual messages.  According to a survey released last month, men are 

slightly more likely than women to use cell phones for business.  But there are no data on 

such usage of employer-owned cell phones.  According to federal law, employers have 

the legal right to monitor computer activity.  Next month the U.S. Supreme Court will 

decide on a case of employee privacy when using company-issued devices. 

 

I look at that figure that 2 percent of employers said they did fire people for using 

company-owned computers to send God knows what and then I look at Face Book and I 

see all these young American completely ruining their future careers by either they’re 

drunk, they’re naked, they’re saying in many cases racist things on Face Book.  What are 

they doing? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I saw an interesting statistics by an Internet-based 

group that showed 18 to 24-year-olds, 39 percent of them would actually consider 

quitting their job is Face Book was restricted at their job.   

 

(Cross talk.) 



 

MS. SETMAYER:  Listen, when you are on someone else’s dime using the 

company’s computers, they have every right to monitor what you’re doing.  It’s a 

productivity issue.  It’s basic economics. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Is the Supreme Court going to rule that?   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I’ll explain that in a second. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Because in another case, a court in, I believe it was Alabama and 

Georgia ruled that the employer has an affirmative duty to make sure they’re not going to 

kiddy porn sites and illegal sites. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Right.  Right.  Well, I saw another study that showed there 

was $185 billion in productive loss, productivity loss based on workers messing around 

on the computer during the day during work hours.  Also they say that 70 percent of the 

traffic to porn sites happens between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  So there are legitimate 

concerns for why companies monitor.  Now, the law on this is very convoluted because 

this is relatively new with technology.  But as a public employee, every single e-mail that 

I send over my Blackberry or my office computer as a federal employee is subject to 

FOIA request, Freedom of Information Act, and we can see every single thing that we 

send back and forth.  We’re also protected under the Fourth Amendment for unreasonable 

search and seizure as well though because of this.  There has to be a certain policy.  And 

in the private industry there needs to be a written policy explaining to the employee you 

will be subject to monitoring.  We can do this or that so the employee understands.  And 

that’s where the Supreme Court case comes into it.  Is it clear, do you have a reasonable 

expectation of privacy at the workplace?  And most people will probably say no. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Most people probably even using employer-provided devices 

don’t think that’s it’s somebody else’s.  They do use it for very private things.  And it’s 

not just productivity that suffers.  It could an avenue for sexual harassment, for civil 

rights harassment.  It’s also giving out data about what you’re doing that they don’t think 

may matter but does.  It’s intellectual property.  It is a way of communicating and linking 

with the outside world that may not be appropriate.  So it’s not just productivity that 

suffers. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So what is the solution?  Should employers just stop giving out 

computer and Blackberry usage? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  It’s very simple. 

 

MS. MURPHY (?):  Mothers will implode.  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I think the most simple thing – I know a lot of people who do 

this.  They have a private cell phone and then they have an employer-provided one.  You 



use your private one for your private stuff and you can do porn, you can do whatever you 

want, you know, talk to the nanny. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, you can’t do child pornography.  That’s illegal. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Whatever.  What you do in your private life, but do not use, 

do not use something that an employer has provided to do all kinds of other 

communications. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  But there is a reality here.  There is a reality that there is this 

younger generation coming up that make no distinction between their public lives and 

their private lives.  They have no concept of actual privacy.  And even in my job we are 

encouraged to be on Face Book actually to sort of push out our content that we’re writing 

for “Politics Daily,” to be on Twitter, to let people get to know you as an individual.  So 

there’s actually a very fine line here.  And can employers say, yes, you should be on Face 

Book but don’t say anything offensive.  Don’t say anything that would embarrass us.  

That comes down to a big area of judgment. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And by the way, I understand all the commercial networks are 

urging all their correspondents to do this.  This is now routine in journalism –  

 

MS. MURPHY:  It’s not just that.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – that you have to have a Face Book page and a Twitter page.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But that’s – (inaudible) – to your profession.  That is 

specific.  That is not what is integral to hers or mine.  But even then you’ve got –  

 

MS. MURPHY:  But you have an entire generation that –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait.  Wait.  Wait. 

 

MS. MURPHY:  – is in and out of different offices and in and out of different 

corporate cultures.  This is a reality.  This is new mindset. 

 

MS. ERBE:  First Irene and then Sabrina.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But there’s also something called judgment and that’s 

something that many young people still do not have as to what is appropriate at work and 

what is appropriate in personal life.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And that’s up to parents to tech them, but last word, Sabrina. 

 



MS. SCHAEFFER:  This comes up to the issue of private contracts.  I mean, 

there’s a lot of attention in these kind of discussions about bad employers and they’re 

spying.  I think if things are laid out upfront, say, look, these are the rules.  And if we 

allow for a little flexibility, I think most employers want to accommodate their good 

workers.  They’re saying, you know, we understand life doesn’t stop when you walk in 

the door.  If you need to speak with your husband about who’s picking up the kids after 

school, everyone wants to make that possible.  So I think if we can find some middle 

ground, that’s what we need to look for.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines: women and the Great Recession.  

Dubbed a mancession by the media, there’s been little discussion of how the Great 

Recession is affecting American women.  They may have lost fewer jobs but that doesn’t 

mean women haven’t been impacted.  As a new jobs bill heads to President Obama, we 

take a look at women’s unemployment and the future implications of tighter budgets at 

the state and local levels. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

MS. :  This has been in many ways an equal opportunity disemployer (sp), this 

recession, because just about every demographic group has seen their unemployment rate 

double.   

 

MS. ERBE:  According to a report by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research, 

women’s unemployment rose by 4 percent during the last two years.  That means nearly 

three million more women are out of work.  At the end of last year, women saw the 

unemployment rate rise as the rate for men decreased.  This recession has affected 

women of all ages.  The Baby Boom generation is significantly hard-hit with 900,000 

women unemployed.  Although the stimulus package saved jobs in the education and 

healthcare sectors made up largely of women, future budget cuts at the state and local 

levels could increase women’s unemployment even more.   

 

MS. :  The federal stimulus package was wonderful for the economy.  I mean, 

it did a great job.  It really helped state and local government maintain those jobs, not just 

for teachers and nurses but also for firefighters and police.  And now those stimulus funds 

are spent.  Those dollars are going away.  So unless Congress renews it, all the pressures 

we’re hearing about at the state and local level are going to exacerbate over the next 

couple of years as their tax revenues remain low and we will see women being impacted 

more. 

 

MS. ERBE:  As men lose their jobs, more women are becoming the sole 

breadwinners for their families.  But that doesn’t mean their work ends there.  While 

unemployed men are taking on more care giving responsibilities, women still perform at 

least one hour more per day on household responsibilities than men. 

 

MS. :  Well, there’s a bit of concern that we’re moving toward matriarchy, God 

forbid.   



 

MS. ERBE:  (Video break) – some increase in construction and manufacturing 

activity, the unemployment rates between men and women are equalizing but women still 

lag behind in unemployment insurance and income to keep up health insurance coverage 

as well as food stamps. 

 

MS. :  The states set the eligibility requirements and a lot of states set a higher 

earnings quarter requirement meaning you must have high earnings in a particular 

quarter.  You must have consistent earnings over four or five quarters and this is not the 

way women always work.  They may move in and out of the labor market more and they 

have lower wages.  They may work part time.  So there are a quite a number of things in 

the unemployment insurance system that tend to be biased against women, biased against 

lower earners. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  So is this mancession going to turn into an equal opportunity 

womanrecession (sp) once the state had local governments start getting hit, which they 

already are? 

 

MS. MURPHY (?):  They already are.  I think that government needs to be 

focusing on stimulating the economy and creating jobs for everyone.  Yes, women face 

particular challenges that are unique to women but the best way to help women is to help 

the whole economy.  And if we can allow businesses more opportunities to hire people, 

hire people who they want, not like in this jobs bill which will encourage businesses to 

hire people who have been out of work sometimes the longest, we want to allow 

businesses the most freedom to hire the best person for the job.  And if we allow that, 

then women are going to be a great position. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER (?):  I want to actually – when we talk about women being 

hurt in this economy, I think it’s important to focus on single women in particular 

because a woman who is married and her husband isn’t working, then there are a lot more 

options.  If you have childcare they need to take care of, if you have a parent you need to 

take care of, for single women there is almost no safety net there so I think that’s 

something crucial for women. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well – (inaudible) – growing older of which there are quite a 

few. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER (?):  Yes.  I mean, it’s true.  So I’d like to see public policy 

focused a little bit more on single women and how can they go to work and take care of 

their kids and take care of an elderly parent and kind of do everything they need to do to 

get through this recession.  I think that’s important to keep a special eye on. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I think women are hurt every time the economy goes down.  

They’re hurt even when the economy goes down.  They’re hurt even when the economy 



is great because they’re not getting paid as much as men are for the very same jobs.  And 

many of them aren’t able to access unemployment benefits because they work in part 

time jobs or contractual or jobs with no benefits to begin with that pay less.  So when the 

economy is bad, everybody suffers, men and women.  And when the man’s out of work 

and the woman who earns much, much less is the sole breadwinner, plus comes home 

and the guy is depressed, he hasn’t done anything all day and she has to come, fix the 

food, get the kids ready and all that, the burden is even much, much more because clearly 

this recession has been longer and deeper than anyone has ever expected.  And if it 

causes depression among a lot of men, it is not surprising. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I agree with Sabrina that obviously the solution that we 

have now, you can’t spend your way out of a recession.  We need to do things to 

stimulate the economy so that all businesses including small businesses which women are 

very successful most of the time when they start their small business and that type of 

incentive needs to be there and in place so that – you know, we can’t spend our way out 

of this.  And for the government money –  

 

MS. ERBE:  But you’ve said that twice now.  I’ve got to come in and ask you –  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  – what would you do?   

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait, wait, wait.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait.  The data all show that the stimulus bill worked pretty well. 

 

MS. MURPHY (?):  Temporarily. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes, for a little spike because we had some roads, a couple of 

bridges built and some roads.   

 

MS. MURPHY (?):  I think people are taking what they can get right now. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  It was more of an earmark bill.  We spent $800 billion and we 

still have double-digit unemployment. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Solutions.  Solutions.  Actions. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER (?):  Let’s talk about long-term solutions.  Let’s keep taxes 

low.  Let’s cut the corporate tax rates so we can encourage growth, research.  Let’s 

reform entitlements and get rid of this $940 billion healthcare bill that we’re talking about 

that will bankrupt this country. 

 



MS. SETMAYER:  And kill jobs. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER (?):  Let’s reform education like we were talking about so that 

states are not spending – yes – 100 percent of their budgets on public education. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Thirty seconds to the left. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Taxes, cutting taxes?  That’s the only money we’ve got right 

now and we need to use those taxes to make the jobs happen.  And the jobs that have 

been available so far in construction, for instance, road building, et cetera, didn’t affect 

women at all.  Okay? 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  So we now need to get a jobs bill that actually helps women. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And we need to end the program.  We are out of time.  

That’s it for this edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, the conclusion of a three-part 

series on genetic mapping and finding cures for children with rare diseases.  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) 

 


