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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, financial reform’s family ties.  Then, 

mother justice, does the Supreme Court need another mother on the bench?  Behind the 

headlines, realistic images of women in the media.        

 

(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, Wall Street or Main Street.  

Are Republicans and moderate Democrats in Congress favoring banks ahead of working 

families?  Harvard law professor, bankruptcy expert, and consumer advocate Elizabeth 

Warren thinks so.  Warren says opposition to the Senate financial reform bill, in 

particular the portion calling for the creation of a consumer agency, proves senators 

didn’t learn much from the recent financial crisis.  The bill would create an independent 

consumer agency to protect borrowers from many of the lending practices that spun the 

debt crisis.  They include subprime mortgage and credit default swaps.   

 

Republicans favor an agency run by bank regulators, a big mistake in the eyes of 

critics who say regulators always rule for the banks and against consumers.  With 

midterm elections around the corner, members of both parties are eager to champion 

financial reform.   

 

So Congresswoman Norton, help us out here.  Who’s for the consumers and 

who’s for the banks?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, Bonnie, you’ll know them by their votes.  And the 

Republicans just spent a week blocking a vote on a bill to reign in the big banks.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Look, the principles of disclosure and competition, those will 

protect the consumer.  The idea of more big governmental regulations, that’s not going to 

protect anybody.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Republicans and a few pro-banks – bank-friendly 

Democrats too seem to be more concerned with protecting the banks.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Nobody’s for the little guy.  With the proposed legislation 

they’re talking with this consumer agency, it’s going to affect every single decision 

working families have to make and it’s going to affect them where they don’t want to be 

affected.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, let’s get to the bottom of this.  Really, giving mortgages, the 

so-called no-doc loans and then repackaging these knowingly bad mortgages and selling 

them as commodities on the exchanges, that’s where the problem lays.  What is any bill 

that’s being considered now, Congresswoman Norton, going to do to stop that behavior?   



 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, there’s some focus on the consumer regulatory part of 

this because we want to protect the people on Main Street first and foremost.  This bill 

has lots of stuff in it, including reigning in the derivatives.  Look, before this bill – in fact, 

during the time when this bill was writing to the floor, Mr. McConnell took the 

Republican – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Senate minority leader.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – the Senate minority leader, took the senator who heads the 

fundraising for the Senate this year for the Republicans – excuse me – in the Senate this 

year to a meeting with Wall Street.  Why did he take this fundraising senator with him?  

They’re trying to make a deal straight out and transparently, I must say, with the banks 

before the vote comes.  They’ve always been on the side of the banks and have no less 

now.  But they’re trying to do is to weaken the bill.  And the first thing you do is weaken 

the consumer part of the bill and make sure it’s put under the fed which regulates the 

banks.  Now, that is putting the consumer right in bed with the banks.  Look at where 

they are right now.   

 

MS. WOOD:  No, let’s talk about what happened here.  First of all, as you just 

said, Karen, and I think you would agree with this, there’s a lot going on in this bill.  And 

if they really want to do this right, they ought to take it piece by piece because there 

wasn’t just one thing – hold on – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. WOOD:  – but let’s talk about the situation what they want to do.  Look, the 

problem isn’t adjustable mortgages.  The problem isn’t whether everybody ought to be in 

a 30-year fix rate loan.  We ought to have – people have different needs.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Whoever said it’s like that?   

 

MS. WOOD:  You have this consumer protection agency they’re talking about.  

They’re coming and saying, “no, everybody ought to be doing this because this is a kind 

of mortgage that will be good for everybody else.”  Because frankly, you are smart 

enough to figure – let me finish – figure it out.  And the reality is anybody who’s looked 

at their disclosures last time they bought a house; it is kind of hard to figure out what’s 

going on in there.  We ought to be clarifying that, making it easier for people to see – if 

you sign up for this kind of loan, here are the different pieces that you need to know 

about that.  If you sign up for this situation, here’s the different kind of – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  So who’s going to be in charge of making sure that 

transparency exists?   

 

MS. ERBE:  The bank regulators.   

 



DEL. NORTON:  The banks or an independent consumer agency responsible to 

nobody but the consumer.   

 

MS. WOOD:  What independent consumer agency are we talking about if it’s run 

by the federal government?   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  How can you not be for clamping down on predatory 

loans?   

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. WOOD:  – but you don’t punish everybody in saying because everybody 

wasn’t a fraud.  And the reality is you ought to punish fraud, but you don’t do that by 

saying, “we’re going to basically limit everybody’s choices here of what kind of loans – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Where did you get that from?   

 

MS. WOOD:  – read the bill.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  They’re – (inaudible) – capping crazy fees for ATMs.  

This is a pro-bank group that wants to – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Here is the problem.  The banks have acted badly.  The 

regulators were asleep at the switch.  What do you do about it?   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  – well, don’t give regulators – 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I know somebody’s read 1,300 of those 1,400 or 1,500 pages 

of the bill and there’s a new goodie for somebody in there and it’s really going to clamp 

down to people.  Anybody who makes installment payments to your orthodontist, to your 

educational institution, if you’re paying college loans, anybody with four or more 

payments is going to be subject to this agency and government scrutiny.  I don’t know.  If 

I put something on layaway at T.J. Maxx, I don’t think the government needs to be 

involved if I pay in four, five, or 10-month installment.  This is all ridiculous.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Here is what I want to know.  Why is nobody talking about 

reinstating Glass-Steagall, which was put into effect after the Depression, which said 

banks cannot invest in Wall Street, in stock?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Excellent question.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Now, why – and it was after 70 years of lobbying by the banks.  And 

in the ’90s I believe it was.  It was repealed.  And here we are with a financial disaster.   

 



DEL. NORTON:  And let us be clear why, because the banks are keeping it from 

happening.  They banks have bought enough senators, all of the Republicans, and enough 

Democrats – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Oh, so it had nothing to do with their monetary policy going up and 

down all over the place – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait, wait, wait, wait, wait, one at a time.   

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – the Senate is a very bad place for money.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Amen.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  In fact, you got elected senators because it is said when they 

were appointed was such a corrupt – thoroughly corrupt body.  A lot of that has moved 

into the Senate now.  It is – and what we’re having – and I will concede that there are 

certainly Democrats in this group, but you have McConnell, leading the group, in bed 

with the banks and leading the movement against consumer protection agency.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Genevieve, a quick response and then I want to hear from Karen.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Well, I don’t – because I think this idea of consumer response, 

there’s two ways to protect consumers.  There’s a market based way and then there’s 

more regulation type of way.  And let’s just be clear about which rope we’re trying to go 

down.  The bill, the Dodd bill that we’re talking about here, this is about regulation.  It’s 

about coming in, limiting choices.  The government’s going to decide – it’s like health 

care again – the government is going to decide what kind of health care options you get.  

Now, the government’s going to decide what kind of loans and other kind of credit 

services you get.  I don’t think most people think when the government shows up and 

says, “I’m here to help,” that’s the best way to go.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Two quick points.  Mr. McConnell hasn’t had that many 

criticisms because there’re members of the president’s own administration who’ve met 

with those same banking folks.  And that’s been – so it is a bipartisan problem.  And the 

second thing is if you look at the all the money that’s poured into politics, you were 

absolutely right.  The financial services is at the top of the list, donating to every person 

that’s going to help them with the laws and the regulations.  So it’s a huge issue.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Melinda, last word.   

 



MS. HENNEBERGER:  When I hear Mitch McConnell saying he fears 

overregulation, I would laugh if that weren’t so sad.  I wish we’d had a little regulation 

that might have kept us from getting where we are today.  

 

DEL. NORTON:  This was a regulation free zone and the consumer paid the 

price.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right, from family finance, to mother justice.   

 

As President Obama considers potential nominees to replace retiring Supreme 

Court Justice John Paul Stevens, some say he should choose not only a woman, but one 

with children.  One top contender is Judge Diane Wood from Chicago.  She has three 

children and three step children.  Supporters say Woof would be a role model for the 

work-family balance and would have experiences that 20 percent of American women 

who are child-free have not had, trying to juggle work and family.   

 

Others see the support for a mother versus a woman as yet another wedge 

between mothers and child-free women.  Wood would not be the first mother on the High 

Court.  Two out of the three women to serve on the Supreme Court thus far are mothers.   

 

So Melinda Henneberger, does the Supreme Court need another mother?  

(Laughter.)   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Well, we all need a mother.  (Laughter.)  But no, I think 

this is silly.  And when I was reading this piece, I thought does this guy even, the writer 

himself, take this seriously or is he just trying to be provocative?  He was saying, “any 

father who’s ever seen his girl gaze lovingly at Barbie knows the importance of a role 

model.”  It sounded like he was making Ruth Bader Ginsburg seem like Dr. Barbie – 

(inaudible) – competent position by night luring Dave.  (Laughter.)  We cannot say that 

being a mother can keep out of any job.  We also can’t say that that makes you better 

qualified for any job.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I thought this was a silly article too, but at the same time – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And we’re talking about an article on dailybeast.com.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  – but interestingly enough, women do have these 

conversations.  People do have them at the water cone in their workplaces, who’s suitable 

to what different type of job.  I personally don’t care if the person’s a mother.  I don’t 

care if they have – it doesn’t matter, as long as they’re competent, have got a good track 

record, and they’ve got good judgment to be on the court.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, yes, I’d agree with that because that’s the threshold 

qualification.  But I think the president is on to something with a different kind of 

diversity.  You’ve got a court full of people who’ve done nothing but serve as judges.  

We need some people who’ve had some experience in the real world where we are.  And 



if that means somebody who’s had to raise a family, so be it.  I wouldn’t want to be in the 

business of saying how many children you’ve had before.  I make sure that you are 

qualified to be considered for the Supreme Court.  But I am worried about – and I’m not 

nearly as worried, for example, about the fact that we have no Protestants on the court.  

(Laughter.)   

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – pro-choice get a little.  But that hasn’t really – and that does 

show you that religion is no longer what it was in American life.  You had there Jews.  

You had there Protestants.  And you were a little worried about having Catholics.  But I 

am worried about having people who spent their entire career on a district court, the 

Court of Appeals, and now on the Supreme Court.  All of those are very clustered places 

in our society.   

 

MS. WOOD:  But I think we have to be very careful – what’s a real world.  These 

are people that might have been judges by day in a district court, but they had families.  

This won’t be the first mother – (inaudible) – who’s ever set up there.  So it’s like they 

don’t face real world dilemmas of buying a house, paying bills, sending kids to school, 

dealing with education, and fights with their spouse.  These people live in the real world.  

I think we need to be looking for people who have the right competency and experience 

for these roles.  And lot of times, that means where is your experience?  Is it in the field 

in which we’re hiring you to take a place?  And I think – so I’m not saying it has to be 

somebody who’s been in a district court, but I don’t think that should be a strike against 

them.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I think it’s interesting what you say about diversity of 

experience, as opposed to – I’d like to see another woman in the court assuming she had 

the right credentials to do it.  But diversity and background is important to understand 

other people’s perspectives who might be before the court.  So it is an interesting way to 

look at it.  But again, typically the traditional career path has been all those different 

levels before you make it to the court.  So it’s hard to pick – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But let me ask a two-sided question here.  First of all, it seems to me 

that the idea of putting a mother versus a woman on the court is designed to drive away – 

(inaudible) – that’s between women.  Secondly, why would – somebody – they talk that 

way about men – would have to be a father, right exactly – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – it’s not like most women on the court have been mothers.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Sotomayor is child free as I have to say.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, but the other two women weren’t.  So I’m not sure what 

the controversy is.   



 

MS. CZARNECKI:  But Sandra Day O’Connor raised her children and then went 

back to law.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, most people do.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  She took a 10-year period out.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  One point that this article may have had that is true I 

think is that these justices, just like all men in high places, get so much credit to men 

there for attending their child’s birthday party, wow, that is inspiring, for being there at 

certain moments of their child’s lives.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But doesn’t the fact that, in addition, we pointed out in the setup 

piece, that 20 percent – that only 20 percent of top level government officials are female 

and a lot of them are child free.  So what should the message here be to women who try 

to combine career and family?  You can do it?  You can do it as well.  Or you – 

(inaudible) – at your husband who – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. WOOD:  Well, that’s an ongoing debate we’ve had on this show many times, 

but I’m not sure it’s the debate that we ought to be having when we select our Supreme 

Court justices.  That’s a whole different – 

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  The message should be, “this is the most qualified 

person and I’m not sure how (well ?) it would it would be.”   

 

DEL. NORTON:  That doesn’t get us very far.  You know why?  Before the 

world is full of very qualified people and you’ve got to look beyond that to make you 

choice.  Because nobody’s going to be put up there who isn’t qualified.  I think it really 

does matter.  You’re right about the wedge, but I think most women want to be a mother 

at some point.   

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  Nobody can’t be heard – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  – because I don’t think we’re in disagreement here.  I think the 

reason that these top women have had their children and gone, they were in fact working 

with their children when they were young.  But when you get to the Supreme Court level, 

you have to be in the field, to have a lot of experience, a lot of reputation.  At that point, 

yes, your children are going to be grown.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Last point.   

 



MS. WOOD:  Yes, probably that’s right.  Well, I was just going to say.  I think 

qualification and experience absolutely does matter.  I want a doctor who’s been a good 

doctor in the medical field, not also, “well, I also flipped burgers and I also did this and 

that.”  Like yes, but are you a good medical doctor?  We’ve got to be asking these 

questions to people going to the Supreme Court.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines, young women and body image.  

Today’s high-tech teens are constantly bombarded with conflicting images of how 

women should look and behave.  This leaves some worrying about the effect of media 

portrayals of women on girls’ self esteem.  One such person is West Virginia Republican 

Shelley Moore Capito, who serves in Congress.   

 

(Begin video segment.)   

 

MS. :  I think many things are glamorized and they’re not actual portrayals of 

what women actually look like.  I think that a lot of the media sort of sexualized a lot of 

the visions or the visuals of women in the media.  And I think really what we’re looking 

for is a balanced approach here, where young women can feel good about themselves and 

realize that they really are in the mainstream.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Working with Democrat Tammy Baldwin of Wisconsin, Capito 

introduced the bipartisan Healthy Media for Youth Act.   

 

MS. :  This legislation takes a three-pronged approach to the issue – education, 

research, and advocacy.  We want young people to media literate, to understand that 

sometimes they’re looking at an unrealistic image, something that’s been Photoshopped 

or highly distorted.  We also want to further research this topic because we know that 

sometimes these images have dire consequences.  We’ve seen the serious of 

consequences of young people with eating disorders – anorexia nervosa, bulimia, young 

people who are constantly dieting trying to aspire to a body image that is idealized in the 

media.  And lastly, we have an advocacy role in this bill to hold out voluntary standards 

for the media to say we want images of girls and young women that aren’t stereotypical 

that allow young women to develop positive self esteem.   

 

MS. :  And for me, it’s a personal issue, having a daughter who’s now 24 and 

watching her.  Her friends go through those periods of uncertainty with the way they look 

and – when to me, they look just great.   

 

MS. ERBE:  A research survey by the Girl Scout Research Institute finds nine in 

10 girls believe the fashion industry and the media place pressure on teenage girls to be 

thin.  While nearly half of girls surveyed say fashion magazines influence their body 

images, 65 percent believe the body image represented by the fashion industry is too thin.   

 

MS. :  You look back at the paintings in the 1800s and women were a lot of 

times unclothed in very voluptuous bodies and maybe that was the image that was the 

preferred image of the day, but unfortunately the image of the day today is a very thin, 



very hard to attain body figure, no matter what your body type is like.  And I think with 

the available tools that are available on the computer and you can take all the blemishes 

out and all the cellulite off and all the things that we consider to be negatives about us, 

you can portray women as almost looking perfect.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Overseas there’s been talk of regulating edited magazine images.  

Lawmakers in France and Great Britain have proposed legislation that would require 

advertisers to include a disclaimer on any fashion ads where women had been airbrushed 

or digitally altered.  But Capito and Baldwin don’t believe a mandate is necessary in the 

U.S.   

 

MS. :  If it’s voluntary, would anybody put it on there?  Probably not, but I 

think what they might be encouraged more to do is to make more accurate portrayals with 

the visuals in the media, where maybe you’re featuring different racial types, different 

hair types, different body types to present a more accurate picture of the American 

woman.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Which will go a long way in helping boys as well.   

 

MS. :  When you have stereotypical images in media, it affects relationships 

between young women and young men.  When you have unrealistic stereotypes and body 

images and relationships, when women are in passive roles in the media, you are creating 

expectations out there that just aren’t real.   

 

MS. :  Some people might ask, I think, why would Congress want to get 

involved with something like this?  And I think it’s important because we have a voice 

that is a unique voice.  We’re able to express our opinions and shine a light on topics.  

And I think this is something that we need to talk about.   

 

(End video segment.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  Would voluntary regulations, Karen Czarnecki, be enough to get the 

producers of this – these images of women that are so far fetched.  They’re not even 

appealing like the Ralph Lauren ad that we showed just a moment ago.  It’s not – she 

looks sick and unappealing the way they Photoshopped her.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  No, simple answer no.  No, but I – having said that, I still 

take issue of the fact that you have to have an active Congress to force people or 

voluntarily ask people to do the right thing.  This is where I want to know where are the 

Al Sharptons in the world or the women in the feminist movement to say, “we’ve had 

enough.  We’re not going to buy your materials.  We’re not going to patronize you 

anymore.”  I think it’s hard to do, but I think it needs to be a public advocacy campaign, 

more so than an active congress.  Otherwise, nothing will really happen.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  I think that is happening more.  You see Michelle 

Obama certainly out leading that parade, talking about healthy eating and I think that 



she’s an example about that.  And that’s right.  And some of those, when they talk about 

negative body image and low self esteem about that, I just see such different examples of 

that, having two middle schoolers myself.  There were girls in my kids’ middle school 

who were involved in a sexting scandal for distributing topless photos of themselves.  

And I think that’s another kind of low self esteem.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, but it’s the same thing.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  But it is.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  It is the same thing.  They’re looking at their bodies and they 

actually think this is attractive.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  It’s another way that that expresses itself.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  But the point Karen was making I think is important one to nail 

down.  This isn’t really regulation.  And this is a bipartisan – two of my very good 

colleagues, one Republican, one Democrat, they recognize they free speech implications 

here.  And by the way, in Britain and France they’re saying Photoshop stuff you can’t do.  

They don’t have the same kind of stretches on free speech we do.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And they also have much lower problems with obesity, with 

anorexia and bulimia and teen suicides.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, they have less of that.  But what this bill does is quite 

benign.  It trains – it’s basic it’s no regulation at all.  You could apply for grants to help 

sensitize and train – (inaudible) – yes, so that they know how to look at the ads.  And I 

guess they look at the ads about themselves and the ads about, for that matter funny 

through regulation.  They look at all kinds of different ads.  (Laughter.)  And more 

research and it’s – it’s so benign that if it ever got to the floor, I don’t see who could be 

against it.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Well, the only way, look the only way that you’d make anybody a 

smart consumer, whether it’s for their bank loans or whether it’s what they buy or the 

magazines is you’ve got to bring the right values to it, right?  At the end of the day, it 

comes back to what is the family and the community around are instilling in our young 

people as far as values go.  And it’s not about how great is your body.  It should be a 

healthy body, yes.  But it’s not how great do I look and – that’s not the point.    

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  That’s it for this edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, 

we profile a mother of six who for more than a decade has risked her life to help the 

women and girls of Afghanistan.  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) 


