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MS. ERBE:  Welcome to “To the Contrary,” a discussion of news and social trends from 

diverse perspectives.  Up first, religious double standard?  

 

The case of an excommunicated nun has stirred up debate over the Catholic Church’s 

excommunication process.  Sister Margaret McBride was a Catholic hospital official who was 

excommunicated after seating on a panel that approved an abortion for a 27-year old woman.  

Doctors say the patient who had pulmonary hypertension would otherwise have died.  Sister 

McBride says she followed church ethical guidelines, which allow, in some circumstances 

procedures that could kill a fetus to save the mother.  But Bishop Thomas Olmsted disagreed and 

wrote, quote, “the unborn child’s life is just as sacred as the mother’s life and neither life can be 

preferred over the other,” end quote. Some question why the church has yet to excommunicate 

any of the priests who molested and violated children, while excommunicated Sister McBride.  

Although Pope Benedict recently said he would excommunicate any and all priests found guilty 

of pedophilia through an ongoing internal church review.    

 

Congresswoman Norton, does the Catholic Church have a double standard for its female 

officials?       

 

DEL. NORTON:  Gosh, Bonnie, the saintly nuns do seem to attract more tension and 

greater sanctions than the bad boy pedophiles.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Catholic Church has different punishments for different offenses.  I 

don’t think gender is the issue here.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  It’s actually worse than that because actually there are no 

woman officials in the Catholic Church, if you look at officials as being part of the hierarchy.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  No, it’s not – that’s not it at all.  Abortion is murder in the Catholic 

Church and just like our criminal justice system, there are severe consequences for the taking of 

a life and this is her just punishment.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Just punishment, so what should she have done, let the mother and the fetus 

die?   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Well, it’s a very difficult medical situation, but as a church official 

and as one of the head administrators of the hospital, if you’re a practicing nun at the Catholic 

Church, you don’t say that you turn a blind eye when something like this happens.  It’s an ethical 

and moral decision, and by her approval, she said morally was okay to go ahead and do this.  

And that’s not right.  That’s not okay.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  But that’s actually not true in the Catholic Church.  It’s – she 

was correct when she said that the church doesn’t expect women to have to die so that their 

children can live.  And the nun was within her rights.  I’m with you on this issue, as Bonnie 

knows, and we talked about a lot on here.  I’m very conservative in my prolife stands.  My mom 



does a ton of prolife volunteer work, working with helping pregnant women out who’ve already 

decided to keep their kids.  And I’m so proud of her for what she does.  And when I showed her 

this article, she said, “sometimes, Melinda, you’ve got to show a little commonsense.”  And I 

think this issue – this was a crazy one, she should not have been excommunicated.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Look, I think the Catholic Church has a rule about abortion that if you 

have an abortion, if you participate in any way, give money, aid, assistance, you are 

automatically excommunicated.  Now, excommunicated doesn’t mean you can never step foot in 

a church again.  It means you have to go to confession.  You have to confess your sin, admit your 

guilt, and then be given forgiveness.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Abortion is considered an intrinsic evil in the Catholic Church.  

But when a woman’s life is at stake, I don’t think that – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – your problems is, once the pope says what he’s – this is where I feel 

I’m not having an ordinary discussion – I’m dealing in an authoritarian church with you.  But 

this church – the pope gets to say – what I think we can’t say – I was plummets by the use of – 

the swift use of excommunication.  Yes, you can find your way back into the church.  But this is 

the ultimate sanction of the church.  And in my mind were all of the pedophiles, none of them 

excommunicated, and the notion of rushing forward immediately to excommunicate this nun.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, let me say right here.  I think all of those pedophiles should – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, they weren’t.  And how does the Church deal with that double 

stand?   

 

MS. ERBE:  They weren’t.  And not only that, but they covered it up for three or four 

decades.  So why – so why – why is it that – again, Eleanor’s question – rush to judgment in this 

case, whereas cover-ups for the men?  How could it be any more blatant?   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  I am not going to defend the Catholic Church on the pedophilia issue.  I 

think they have made horrendous mistakes, sinful mistakes.  I think this pope is now trying to 

deal with, more forthrightly than his predecessor did.  But there is a difference.  I think that 

Karen made the point.  There is a difference in crimes here, if you will.  The pedophilia issue is 

akin to rape.  In the Catholic Church’s mind the issue of abortion is akin to murder.  We have 

different punishments for rape than we do murder.  And that is – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But let me as you this.  If you rape – I will in a second – but if you rape a 

seven year old boy, haven’t you ruined his life?   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Yes, but that is not the standard.  

 

MS. ERBE:  You may not take the life, but you ruin the life.   

 



MS. HENNEBERGER:  If I could just explain.  It’s – when you commit – you’re never 

excommunicated for a sin.  You’re not even excommunicated for murder.  That’s not why the – 

that you can be excommunicated for abortion.  It’s because it’s a dogmatic difference.  When 

you say, “I disagree with this teaching that is absolute in the Catholic Church, that’s what gets 

you excommunicated, not the sin.  So I may not agree with that because it seems – in a secular 

mind, it makes absolutely no sin whatsoever, but that – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But then wait a second.  Okay.  But remember when John Kerry ran for 

president and he was threatened with excommunication, but not excommunicated for also voting 

–   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  He was not ever threatened with excommunication.  He was 

with being refused the Eucharist.  But when he received the Christian – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  – people stood up and applauded, then that was crazy too.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  I do think one of the issues here – and we don’t know all the facts – 

pulmonary hypertension is obviously a serious condition.  But if this woman was able to undergo 

an abortion, why was she not also able to be moved to another hospital.  We have only the report 

that she wasn’t, but it strikes me that the problem was this was in a Catholic hospital.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, if you’re going to throw out questions, I’m throwing out one.  She was 

on a panel that approved this decision.  Why didn’t they excommunicate all of them?   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Well, because she’s the head – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  – she’s a leader in the Catholic Church and as a leader in the 

Catholic Church you have to follow the church rules and canon law.       

      

DEL. NORTON:  I think that’s the only answer here and that is what makes – 

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Canon law does not require women to die.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – yes, it does.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  It doesn’t.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  You cannot choose one life over another because there were two 

lives at stake here.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Final thoughts, Eleanor?   

 



DEL. NORTON:  The final thought is that – (laughs) – there needs to be this kind of 

discussion within the church, even an authoritarian church that doesn’t entertain much discussion 

of this kind.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right, from how the church works, to formerly working moms.   

 

Low income mothers across the country are leaving the workforce and turning to welfare.  

For many who were paid by the hour, it’s not a choice.  States coping with budget deficits are 

eliminating or cutting subsidized child care, leaving women with no one to watch their children.  

States are however continuing to provide the subsidy to families receiving public assistance.  

When welfare reform was signed into law in 1996, President Clinton promised the government 

would continue to provide health care and child care to women moving from welfare to the 

workforce, but the great recession is forcing the government to renege on that promise.   

 

President Obama’s ’09 stimulus bill increased funding for subsidized childcare by $2 

billion, but the extra money has done little to help states keep up with the growing need for 

affordable child care.   

 

So welfare was reformed, Karen Czarnecki, in the ’90s with the hope of moving mainly 

women – because it’s mainly women who are on welfare – from welfare to work.  Now, they’re 

moving from work to welfare.  What’s to be done?   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I think it’s a horrible situation.  I think it is a catch 22.  And I really 

feel for the people who’re in this position.  I served on a daycare board for three years.  And the 

costs of childcare are astronomical if you want good childcare.  And the two things that welfare 

individuals need more than anything, they need transportation and they need childcare or they 

cannot work.  So it’s unfortunate that in this horrible economy, where a lot of people are out of 

work, they’re cutting back on the programs that help the poorest of the poor.  And I think that’s 

not where you start cutting.  I think you cut other wasteful government spending.  This is not 

wasteful.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, we passed welfare reform at the height of the dot com boom 

economy, as if it would always be that way.  There was a quid pro quo here.  And women rush to 

go to work.  Women are working at minimum wage.  They understood that this life is better than 

the life they had, even with meager wages.  But the quid pro quo of the government was, “we 

know we’re depriving you of the right to be stay-at-home moms, what all of us think it’s such a 

great thing to do.  So in return, we will make sure that your children are not worse off because 

you have been compelled to go to work.”  They are absolutely worse off and what do the states 

done?  The states have kept at level funding, even during the great recession, all of the benefits 

for these women.  Obama has added the first money since 2000, and he’s added money for, of 

course, childcare and the rest, but he cannot tax you up at this point.  And so what do they do?  

They go back on cash assistance, and so we are turn it on its head.  We got a rescue welfare to 

work.  I believe – I had problems with it, but I believe that in the long run it was the best thing to 

do to get women to go to work.  They weren’t given the right to get education.  They weren’t 

given – many of them did not have, even when it was provided, did not have childcare.  They did 



catch as catch can.  Would you watch my kid?  I have a job?  We haven’t kept outside of the 

bargain and I’m afraid that during a recession, we’re not going to keep it much better.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  And it also highlights the fact that most of the women who are most 

deeply affected by this are single moms.  And when you have a woman who is a single mom, 

there is not the support system.  If you’ve got a married couple, you do have more support 

system.  It doesn’t say that it doesn’t also happen occasionally, not even occasionally, but even 

more – 

 

MS. ERBE:  I don’t think married couples can go on welfare.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  – no, no, no, no, but the point is that you don’t have anybody there – 

right, you can’t go on welfare, but if you are a woman and you lose your job because of the 

recession and you got a husband, you still have one income coming into the family.  That’s my 

point.  And so what this highlights is that the total breakdown in the family that has occurred in 

black community, the white community, Hispanic community in the United States, this when 

you have a recession like that, you see what the consequences really are.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But let me – let me – I totally agree with you, but why isn’t part of the 

message that we’re giving to our young people is don’t have kids until you get your education 

and can afford them.  And this is how unglamorous – 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  And if I were you, I would add to that – and are married.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – well, certainly, but there’re also counter-indicated cultural messages 

saying otherwise, but at least get through – you don’t want to end up in a dump with no money 

and a child and nobody to help you.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  I think that these are very shortsighted cuts and it’s not a long 

term solution because Bill Clinton – I never agreed with ending welfare.  I thought it was very 

draconian.  And they didn’t ever really make good on their full promise of childcare.  And not 

that they’re having these cuts, women can only stay on that – there’s a lifetime cap of five years.  

So what happens when the cap runs out?  Then it’s going to be even worse.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Whatever it needs to do, there is no money.  There is no such thing as a 

government pot of money somewhere, where you just go and take out what you need.  It isn’t –  

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  This is where private philanthropy should step in.  We need more 

public – no, they really should.  We’re funding technology – 

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Maybe they should, but they aren’t.  

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  – in rural America, which is – it’s a worthwhile goal.  This is more 

critical.  I think it – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  They don’t have any more money than anybody else.   



 

MS. CZARNECKI:  – but there’re a lot of foundations to support communities and 

families.  And if – I don’t even know that they think this is a major need if they’re not associated 

with it.  There needs to be a public education campaign because if the government can’t be there 

to assist people, private foundations, community foundations, private, wealthy individuals may 

want to do that because – 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Churches, churches.  

 

DEL. NORTON:  Oh, goodness, churches are doing it now.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Childcare has never been prioritized in the way it should be.  

That’s just the truth.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  – that’s very true.  

 

MS. ERBE:  But again, if women got educated and married, vastly preferably married, 

the data that I learned from a fellow conservative of yours is if you have a child, you’re 

unmarried, you don’t have a high school degree, and there’s one other factor, you’re not only 

going to live in poverty.  The data show you’re consigning your life – your child’s life to one of 

poverty.  So why aren’t we spending more – 

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Unless of course you’re Bristol Palin.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – right, well, but she was – 

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  Who’s making $15,000 to $30,000 a speech.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – but she was also born into a married couple family.  So – but why aren’t 

we spending more time on that message?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Actually, even on the Bush administration, we were spending more 

time on the education notion and the education issue.  And since this administration’s come into 

power, we poured a whole lot money, for example, into Pell grants, instead of going down and 

staying leveled, they’re going up.  What we haven’t done though is to say to these mothers, “if 

you want to go to school, that is the equivalent of work and we will support you if you can show 

seriously,” put standards on them, put time limits on them, “that you are getting a degree.”   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  But some states do that.  States like New York do have that.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, only the most progressive states do that.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines, ending violence against women.  The U.S. 

Justice Department’s office set up to end violence against women was created in 1995.  Its 

mission is to stop domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, and stocking.  In her first 

television interview as director of the Office on Violence Against Women, Judge Susan Carbon 



discusses the 15
th

 anniversary of the Violence Against Women Act or VAWA and where things 

stand on ending domestic violence.   

 

(Begin video segment.)   

 

MS. SUSAN CARBON:  When I think of domestic violence or sexual assault, teen 

dating violence, stocking, any of those crimes, I look at it from the trilogy of having prevention, 

intervention, and treatment.  Prevention being that we want to prevent these crimes before they 

happen.  Intervention being providing services to the victims of these various crimes.  Treatment 

is, well, somewhat similar to intervention, but treatment also can pertain to those who have 

abused women and children and another men, what kinds of resources can we infuse there to 

keep somebody who has been a perpetrator from recidivating.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Since Judge Carbon says VAWA became law 15 years ago; there’s been 

more government support for victims of domestic violence.   

 

MS. CARBON:  We know that there is an increase in access to services and that could be 

because people are now aware of the crimes and they identify with it once we have a common 

public understanding of what domestic violence and sexual assault, stocking, dating violence are.  

And when we give a crime a name, then people recognize it.  They start talking about it.  And 

when they then become aware the services are available, they start accessing those services.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Judge Carbon says even though second wave feminism heightened the 

public’s awareness of domestic violence, it continues to be a problem because media messages 

seem too condone it.   

 

MS. CARBON:  You look around our culture, and I would call it almost cultural 

schizophrenia, we have violence in our music.  We have violence in our sports.  We have 

violence in our language.  Bullying is part of violence.  We grow up with this.  And if we say to 

America that violence is okay in our music.  The misogynistic messages we’re getting in our 

music are okay and we’re going to continue to buy and we’re going to continue to produce them, 

and then we go on a football field or we go in a basketball court, or whatever it is that we go and 

we see violence there.  And then we see violence in public figures.  How do we draw that line 

then and say, “that’s okay, but this isn’t?”   

 

We need to be really clear and set clear guidelines and have a clear moral core about 

what is acceptable and what is not acceptable in our society.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Judge Carbon says raising awareness of teen dating violence is one of her 

top goals, since today’s teens are more likely than prior generations to be in abusive 

relationships.  One in five teens reports being hit, slapped, or pushed by a partner.  And one in 

three teen girls reports fear of being physically harmed by a partner.  The Justice Department 

collaborated with nonprofit organizations to create two websites, thatsnotcool.com and 

loveisrespect.org to answer teens’ questions about relationships and abuse.   

 



MS. CARBON:  I think it may be that they don’t define abuse the way that we as adults 

define abuse.  And part of that is just the developmental stages of teenagers.  Your brain is still 

developing until you’re about 25 years old.  Kids, when they’re teenagers, are also subjected to 

peer pressure.  That is such a critical developmental process for kids.  But if they don’t have the 

support of others to understand what is healthy and unhealthy, then they’re going to continue in 

some very unhealthy patterns.  They haven’t learned how to navigate relationships like adults 

have.  If kids look at thatsnotcool.com website, they can see other programming the kids have 

put together to help them see for themselves from their own peers what are healthy and 

unhealthy relationships.  It helps kids, if they can work with people of their own age to 

understand and learn from them more than sometimes older parents, adults because we don’t use 

their language.  We don’t use their technology.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Carbon is the first judge to serve as the Office of Violence Against Women 

director and she’s an expert in domestic and sexual violence training.  She says prevention is the 

key to decreasing violence against women.   

 

MS. CARBON:  I would say that our major priority would be around prevention because 

we’re always going to need money for services and need money for treatment.  Until we start 

frontloading those services, the funds, to prevention, we’re going to have women in hospital 

rooms and in morgues unless we have wellness centers to prevent the violence from happening.  

So it’s critically important that we start frontloading our work around prevention so that we 

won’t have victims.  My own personal priority is to use this office as a launching pad to say we, 

the federal government, we all of our communities need to totally be together on taking the stand 

against violence and ending violence once and for all.   

 

(End video segment.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  Congresswoman, I’m just flabbergasted that 30 years ago we first started 

seeing police departments, local police departments trained in how to handle domestic violence 

situations.  They were pretty much hutched up before that.  But since then, the society has gotten 

more violent and teens are subject to more violence.  Why when we’re progressing in one 

direction, we’re regressing in the other?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  You make a very important and sad point, where the culture has 

overtaken the remedy.  I was in Congress when VAWA, as we call it, was passed.  We were 

focused on married couples, frankly.  That’s where the complaints were coming from.  Recently, 

look at how this has gone across the ethnic and economic lands.  This young woman, whose last 

name ironically is Love, who was the – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Courtney Love.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – Courtney Love, who was a wonderful athlete at UVA, her – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Yardley.   

 



DEL. NORTON:  – oh, was Yardley, whose boyfriend beat her head into the wall.  How 

could this spread across the classes this way, it seems to me, speaks to – excuse me – the homes 

from which they come and what they’re not getting, but also to the overwhelming cultural 

sanction that says, “this is the way we do things these days.”   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, you do look at the culture.  Look at the video games.  Look at the 

movies and look at – 

 

MS. ERBE:  What’s the answer, censorship?   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  – well, look self censorship, I’m perfectly happy to have self censorship.  

I’d like Hollywood to censor itself.  I don’t want the government to come in.  That doesn’t mean 

that you have to be putting out this trash.  It’s like a company that’s polluting.  Nobody thinks – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But everybody knows that every business in Hollywood is an industry, will 

create what sells.  They’re not going to take leadership positions and decide this is the wrong 

thing to do.  If it’s the bottom line and it’s increasing profits, it happens.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  – if you want to talk about what sells, violent, R rated movies have less 

people going to them than PG movies do.  So it isn’t a fact that this stuff sells.   

 

MS. HENNEBERGER:  I do think, though, that it’s obviously market driven in that we 

all have a responsibility, just like the thing about Yardley Love.  One of the most disturbing 

things about that story is that kids who knew them had seen these violent incidents and let it go.  

And we’ve all become so inert to this.  And I agree with you on the culture.  Violence in the 

culture is hardly new, but it has gotten worse, I believe.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  But parents and schools aren’t talking to their kids, especially in the 

teen years, the formative years, just like the judge was saying.  Where are they going to learn it 

from?  They typically have one class on this, possibly at high school, during the gym class, 

instead of – this is where you throw everything to the gym classes and it’s supposed to be a 

lifetime worth of information that they’re supposed to learn from this.   

 

More positive messages in the media and the culture, it’s got to come from families.  It’s 

got to come from schools.  But a more comprehensive approach – I think what they’re doing at 

the Violence Against Women Office is great, but I question whether kids are actually going to go 

to two websites unless they’re told to do it for a school project.  They’re not going to go on the 

Department of Justice website.  So I don’t know how else you do it.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, you tell your three daughters, who are around teen – their teen years 

now, what it means and what not to put up with.  That’s it for this edition of “To the Contrary.”  

Next week, the push for a museum of women’s history in the nation’s capital.  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)  



 


