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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, a bill of rights for nannies and other 

domestic workers.  Then, health care reform may mean free birth control for women.  

Behind the headlines, a national museum of women’s history.   

 

(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, nanny protection.   

 

New York is heading toward becoming the first state to require workplace 

benefits for domestic workers.  A bill is on its way to the governor’s desk.  More than 

200,000 nannies, housekeepers, personal chefs, and other domestic workers work in and 

near New York City.  The law would require employers to give these workers paid 

holidays, sick and vacation days, two weeks notice in the event of firing, and overtime.  

Ninety five percent of domestic workers are persons of color, 93 percent are women.  

Opponents say the new law is mainly designed to help illegal immigrants, but will 

actually kill their employment as hiring them as domestic workers becomes unaffordable 

for most families.  Nonetheless advocates intend to lobby other states to follow New 

York’s example.   

 

So Dr. Jones-DeWeever, New York and California traditionally lead in this kind 

of new liberal legislation.  Will other states be following New York’s example?   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Well, by my estimation, this law is already 73 years 

late, so I certainly hope other states will step up to the plate and simply do what’s right.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, I hope we protect domestic workers, but we don’t protect 

them right out of their jobs.   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  I think the states need to step up, but the federal government 

needs to step up and include domestic workers in the Fair Labor Standards Act.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I don’t think that the other states are going to be jumping on 

to the bandwagon, but they will be watching it for two reasons.  Number one, like you 

said, Linda, whether it’ll put people out of work, but number two, to see if it will bring 

additional taxes into the coffers of state governments that are so desperately strapped for 

cash.   

 

MS. ERBE:  You mean the employment taxes that are paid by employers.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  And the taxes which will be paid by those employees who’ll 

then have to report their wages and no longer work under table.  It’s a really double-

edged sword here.  It’s all well and good to say that everybody should have protections, 



but right now, I think in New York City and particularly large cities, there’re a lot of 

people who pay workers under the table and don’t do it legally.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  And that’s the problem here because frankly, you already are 

required to pay your social security taxes, your unemployment taxes, and your Medicare 

taxes on – and workers comp on any employee, even if it’s only one person who takes 

care of your children.  The problem is so many people don’t do that and there hasn’t been 

a whole lot of enforcement of it.  And so my sense is that if you’re going to end up 

deciding if you’re a domestic worker, do I want the job and at least bring home some 

money, or do I force the employers to provide all these benefits, you may end up 

destroying some of those jobs.   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  Well, it’s interesting that in Jamaica they do have these kinds of 

protections for domestic workers and somehow employers are able to pay it and have the 

domestic workers anyway.  I really think in this country we’ll be able to do it.  And the 

kind of argument against Fair Labor Standards Act that was made in the 1930s, I’m 

hearing those same arguments again now about extending those protections – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Yes, but there is one big difference.  I never – when – the old 

minimum wage law arguments with Democrats saying, “we should raise the minimum 

wage,” and Republicans saying nay.  I never believed that that would destroy jobs 

because you’re talking about jobs that already exist that are only being – that are being 

paid by mainly major and not too many small business who have under 50 employees, 

but here you’re talking about families paying out of their pockets, and yes, the super rich 

in New York, in Manhattan, where I grew up, sure.  They’ll be able to afford it, but the 

middle-class families who are struggling to pay these jobs simply won’t.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, and that is the problem.  And I frankly think you should 

have time off.  You should have sick leave.  If it starts to come that you’re going to have 

to provide medical insurance for those employees, you will absolutely destroy – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And by the way, back to your point, Terry, about Jamaica, I suspect 

that a lot of those were at resorts.  So I don’t see a comparison between Jamaica’s 

economy and the U.S. economy at all.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  The one thing we have to remember – the internet has been a 

very liberating force for a lot of these nannies and babysitters, and having paid a lot of 

those taxes – Social Security, Medicare – as recently as a year ago, it is cost prohibited 

for a lot of families.  And the thing is for a lot of middle income families it’s a real 

squeeze.  Does the wife, typically the wife decide to work or stay home with her 

children?  It really puts a huge debt in a woman’s career to have to think about paying all 

this.  But more importantly, on the internet right now, for the employers who are good, 

they already get paid vacations.  They already get paid time off.  They give them movie 

tickets.  If you want a keep a good babysitter or nanny – and for me it was for after 

school care – you’re going to offer it.  You’re going to know what the competitive wage 

is in the area.  You’re going to have a work agreement.  You’re going to legally abide by 



that.  And you do pay over time because they will take you to court.  And the last five 

years alone, nannies from all over the country have been winning judgments against very 

wealthy employers for not paying overtime.   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Well, if that experience in terms of having good 

employers was the rule, then we wouldn’t have a need for this law.  The reality is that 

there are horror stories out there of people being forced to work extremely long hours, not 

being allowed to take time off, even to take care of their own kids in the case of an 

emergency, of being kept in very unsanitary conditions, of actually being held hostage 

because their passports or their visas are being held by the employers, in essence 

indentured servitude.  And so that’s why we need to make sure that there is a minimum 

level of protection or all of our workers, including domestic workers in this country.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Avis, I agree with you, except I still think that those people who 

are perpetrating those kinds of abuses will continue to do so and they will never come out 

in the open.  And the fact is when you have big markets, like Washington D.C., I pay 

literally five times the minimum wage to the person who helps clean my house.  She gets 

two weeks vacation a year.  She gets sick days off and she gets holidays.  I do that 

because that’s what the market requires.  I don’t get somebody to work for me, who’s 

decent, if I don’t pay for that.   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  But if the market can do it, then I think the argument that all 

these people we’ve thrown out of work is really not a good argument.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  If they’re illegal, they would be.   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  Well, and that’s just not necessarily true.   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  But that’s why this law covers both legal and illegal 

immigrants.  It’s not a two tiered system.  It covers both.  And so that you can’t have the 

excuse that well, because it only covers legal immigrants, let’s just make everything 

underground.  At least in this circumstance, illegal immigrants would have a way – some 

place to go to make sure that they’re – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  – illegal workers because right now they’re working by a 

voice agreement.  It is nothing in writing.  Once you have something in writing, you’ve a 

contract that’s legally enforceable.  And once something is in writing, if you’re doing the 

job as the babysitter or you say something about the employer, they’re going to basically 

call the INS and tell them that you’re here illegally anyway.  I think it’s going to cost a 

lot of jobs.  It’s going to cost middle income families a lot more money, not just affect the 

rich.  I don’t think it’s going to affect them at all, like you said.  But I think it’s going to 

make people not want to hire those folks who desperately need work.    

 



MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  We know that basically what’s going on right is we 

pay roughly $2 an hour.  That’s just not right.  If you can’t afford to pay more than that 

for your nanny, then perhaps you need to consider other options for your babysitting 

services.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Instead you go to any nanny agency that will pay well above 

the minimum wage.  The bottom – if they’re working for $2 an hour, there’s something 

clearly wrong with that – 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  And that’s why this law is necessary.   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  But you know the reality in Montgomery County, Maryland, 

where I live, the reality – they passed a law there that said, “you have to at least talk to 

your domestic worker about a contract.”  The county felt that it didn’t have the 

jurisdiction to enforce the same kind of law that New York has passed, but it was to 

encourage employers and employees to have a conversation about wages and time off 

and sick pay and health insurance and all the rest of it.  and in fact, the experience there 

has been very positive, both on the part of employers and employees.  It gave them a 

baseline and a benchmark.  There’s a – the county produced a model contract that 

employers and employees are able to do.  And in fact, yes, there are undocumented 

workers who are working in homes and it has been a very positive experience.  So I think 

that the sort of, “oh, no, we can’t do this.  It’ll just tear up the system we have.”  The 

system we have it’s flawed.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  There’re a lot of free resources on the internet.  You can get 

those work agreements right now.  The Nanny Tax Service – I have to pay the specific 

Nanny Tax Service, so I can get all the accounting, so I wasn’t going to be charged by the 

federal government and by the state government for not paying my taxes.  They’re very 

helpful.  They’re very informative.  They give you all of those – I looked this morning, 

they’re all free on the internet.  You can do that if you want you to have a very good 

relationship.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  And it’s become easier.  It used to be you had to file quarterly.  

Now, you do it on you own personal income tax.  They’ve made it a lot easier to abide by 

the law.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  From nanny protection to pregnancy prevention.  Free 

birth control could become standard on health care plans, at least that’s what Planned 

Parenthood and other reproductive rights groups are hoping, this as Congress moves 

forward putting the newly passed health care reform law into effect.  Under the new law, 

insurance companies must pay for many preventive health services, starting in 

September.  Just what qualifies as a preventive service is still being worked out, but 

Senator Barbara Mikulski says birth control definitely fits the bill.  This past winter, 

Mikulski worked a special amendment into the act, addressing preventive care and 

screening unique to women.  The U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops has already 

spoken out against it.  Some 90 percent of employer based health insurance plans help 



offset the costs of prescription birth control, which then cost consumers from $10 to $50 

a month.   

 

So will birth control make it into this list of preventive care that will be covered 

by the new law?   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I don’t think so because if you take a look at the list of 

preventive services right now, they typically talk about screenings and – for cancer 

screenings, a variety – vision screenings, cancer screenings.  And they talk about 

counseling services.  This is – doesn’t really fit within the 100 or so things that are 

considered preventive right now.  Preventing pregnancy means something to a woman, 

but in the larger scale of things, it doesn’t mean anything to a health care provider where 

you’re looking at someone’s long term risks of cancer or diabetes or anything like that.  

So you’d have to really change the definition for it to be included.  And I hate to say I 

think it’s a non-issue because of the low cost of birth control right now and the fact that if 

you go to a lot of clinics, people can get it for free if they cannot afford it.  So I don’t 

know why – it’s very clever of the – of Planned Parenthood to do this, but I don’t think 

it’s a major issue in the health care debate.   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  What if your health relies on not being pregnant?  

There could be a situation where pregnancy could be a dangerous situation for a woman.  

And in that sense, I think it’s commonsensical to say that this could be thought of as a 

preventative care measure and beyond that though.  We know that birth control is widely 

popular.  More than what – 70 percent of American women utilize health care on a daily 

basis.  Why not include that as part of the services that women are offered through this 

health care system.   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  Yes and at $50 a month, birth control is really not inexpensive 

and it’s not accessible to all women, especially low income women and younger women.  

And in fact, the rates of unplanned pregnancies would go down drastically if women had 

access to birth control.   

 

MS. ERBE:  I wanted to – there’s a new study out this week showing more teens, 

like almost 20 percent, are using the rhythm method.  And I read on – the rhythm method 

only works 25 percent of the time.  But if you are trying to – I’m sorry – yes, it’s 

effective 25 percent of the time.  If you’re trying to get pregnant and you have sex on any 

given day in a woman’s cycle, you have an 11 percent chance of getting pregnant.  So in 

other words, trying to get pregnant is more accurate than not.  (Laughter.)  But wait a 

second, like twice as likely.  But – so given these statistics, given the fact that there’s 

such a cost to society going on welfare and unwed motherhood and we’re really going 

down the tubes in terms of – teens are more likely to want to be unwed mothers and 

they’re going to stay impoverished because they don’t get their education and they 

continue the cycle of poverty with their kids, what’s 50 bucks a month to the federal 

government?   

 



MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, the point is – and I think Karen made the point is that there 

are actually much lower costs alternatives available.  Condoms aren’t going to cost you 

50 bucks a month unless you are really, really active – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Which teenagers can be.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  – and you have groups like – 

 

MS. ERBE:  God gave teenagers raging hormones.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  – well, you were talking about rhythm method and teenagers.  I 

think most teenagers think the rhythm method means you don’t have sex while you’re 

dancing.  (Laughter.)  Look, I do think the way it has worked up until now is that these 

were the decisions that were made by personal contract, by the contract between the 

employer and employee.  Most employers do provide such service in their employer 

provided health insurance.  When the government gets involved, then you start getting 

questions about whether or not it’s going to conflict with one group or another or moral 

ambitions.  And I think that’s why we’re having this debate.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I think Senator Barbara Mikulski in proposing this 

legislation did hit upon one point that we should probably talk a little bit about.  And 

that’s the fact that when you look at out-of-pocket cost for both men and women, women 

pay a disproportionately larger number of out-of-pocket costs for co-pays et cetera than 

men do.  And I think there is a problem with that.  I don’t know if it’s two times more or 

three times more, but that was one of the reasons for putting this forward, if this is an out-

of-pocket cost for women and – 

 

MS. ERBE:  We did check, by the way, to find out whether Viagra or vasectomies 

are covered on this list and they’re not.  But are there other – are there other 

disproportionately pro-male items included in this list or not, so that birth control, which 

is disproportionately used by women should also be included?   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  Look, the point is that birth control is a necessary and normal 

part of a woman’s reproductive health care and it is preventive.  Clearly preventing 

pregnancies is important to many women’s health.  And the truth is that co-pays and 

deductibles – of course, we hope that with the new health care law insurance companies 

will not be able to charge more for co-pays for women’s reproductive health than they 

charge for men’s health in other ways.  And we hope that that will stop.  But I don’t think 

that there’s anything – it just seems to me that there’s – that it makes sense to include, 

along with the mammogram and the Pap test, birth control in helping women stay healthy 

and keep their reproductive health care.  And you know, women are paying $300, $500, 

$1,000 per month for their health care premiums.  This is not free birth control for 

women.  This is simply taking away that co-pay which very often has been unfairly high 

for people.   

 



MS. CHAVEZ:  But isn’t it in the insurance companies’ interest to make this 

available at low costs?  It costs a lot less to provide a woman birth control pills than it 

does to pay for her obstetric care and for the delivery of the child and for the care of that 

child who becomes a dependant.  So – 

 

MS. ERBE:  When they got the Catholic bishops screaming down their necks not 

to do it, I would think – right?   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  – these are private companies.  I don’t think they’re all that 

affected by the Catholic bishops.   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Yes, the Catholic bishops do not like this, but I don’t 

hear them screaming about Viagra either.  (Laughter.)  Maybe they need to turn their 

attention to that.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  I’m not sure the Catholic bishops really have any more 

outstanding talk about birth control and reproductive health care for women, not with 

what they’re facing right now.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right, behind the headlines, the National Women’s History 

Museum.  Backers of an actual women’s history museum in Washington have been trying 

for more than a decade to make this dream become a reality on the National Mall.  In the 

meantime, they noticed the dirt of American women’s history available online for 

students and launched a cyber version of the museum.  President Joan Wages hopes 

Congress will approve a building site later this year.   

 

(Begin video segment.)   

 

MS. JOAN WAGES:  We decided to launch a cyber museum online when we 

began to plan this museum.  And we knew it was going to take a few years to lobby 

Congress to get the site, which it has indeed.  We’re very close to getting that permanent 

site now.  But this cyber museum has been a wonderful asset.  It has provided us the 

ability – we have 19 cyber exhibits now on various topics on women’s history, whether it 

is about women getting the vote, about women’s efforts during the progressive era, about 

women’s roles during World War II on the home front, women spies.   

 

MS. ERBE:  The museum is dedicated to making sure Americans never forget the 

major contributions to all aspects of our history made by women.  The site has become an 

internet magnet drawing in more than 20,000 major universities, colleges, and public 

schools, so professors and teachers can use the website’s vast array of educational 

materials.   

 

MS. WAGES:  We have lessons plans that go along with many of these cyber 

exhibits.  And we ask the educators, when they request a lesson plan, to tell us where they 

are and where it’s going to be used and – so we know that it’s being used all over the 

country, in various – (inaudible) – schools.  There was a class – a teacher in Kentucky, in 



an eighth grade school room who brought this whole topic of why a national women’s 

history museum to her class and they broke up into teams.  One of them actually got to 

the radio station and did an advertisement urging people to contact their member of 

Congress to support the National Women’s History Museum.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Wages says the museum exhibits even contain information left out of 

major history books and not easily accessed elsewhere online.   

 

MS. WAGES:  We decided to do a history of Chinese American women as one of 

our cyber exhibits.  And prior to that, there was very little information on the internet 

about this topic.  If you went on, you would find Asian babes for sale or something 

possibly about Secretary Elaine Chao.  So by putting this information up, it made 

information available to millions about the history of Chinese American women, how 

they came into this country, how they were treated as chattel when they came into the 

country, how their lives were so limited and repressed.  One young Chinese woman, 

when these women were first coming over in the early 1900s, actually had the audacity to 

go into a court house in California and declare herself free.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Last October, the House passed a bill designating a site on the 

National Mall for the museum.  Maine Republican senator, Susan Collins, is trying hard 

to shepherd it through the Senate.   

 

MS. WAGES:  It’s very important for us to have this physical place that sends a 

message that women matter and it’s particularly important that it’s here in our nation’s 

capital, in Washington, D.C.  What happens here, in our capital, it reverberates around 

the world.  And so for there to be a place that states “women matter, women history 

matter,” it will send a message around the world.   

 

(End video segment.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  Terry, when second wave feminism began in the ’60s and ’70s and 

was in full swing in the ’70s, there was a huge movement to remember women’s history 

included in textbooks, including it in classes, and of course a whole lot of women’s 

studies departments were spun by that.  Are we at the point where there is enough 

information about – out there about women’s contributions to American history?   

 

MS. O’NEILL:  We’re not even close.  And the fact that it’s been so hard for the 

women’s – the National Women’s Museum to be established at all is a real indication of 

how far we have to go.  And I think a lot of this is an indication that we don’t have 

enough women in Congress.  We’re at 17 percent in Congress.  We’re at less than 20 

percent of state governorships around the country.  We don’t have women – enough 

women in decision making positions, and especially when it comes to history and telling 

the history of this country, I really think women are the silenced majority.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, look, I’m all for teaching history and the more history we 

teach, the better, and what better place to do it than on the National Mall.  I think that it’s 



wonderful when you can come to Washington and go around the mall and see every 

aspect of the history of this country, our culture, and get all of that.  So I don’t think 

there’s a problem with this.  The one thing that I do think, though, is that 100 years from 

now such a museum might be looked at as a little bit of an oddity.  I think we have 

become – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Why any more so than the Smithsonian or the Holocaust Museum?    

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  – well, it will be like the Smithsonian or the Holocaust Museum.  

It will be a remembrance of things passed.  It won’t be so much about contemporary life 

because women have made such enormous strides over the last 30 years.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Since when a museum’s more about contemporary life than they are 

about history?  I can’t think – and I grew up going to the Met in New York and all the – 

they’re all about history.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, right, and that’s what I’m saying, is that it would be looked 

at as something that is remembering a past that no longer exists.  I think 100 years from 

now, women will be so fully integrated.  I think that we’ve become so fully integrated in 

the last 30 or 40 years that it will be like looking at the African-American Museum and 

taking a look at exhibits about slavery.  It’ll be looking at our past.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Right, but what’s wrong with that.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Bonnie, you seem not to be listening to me.  What I said was I’m 

all in favor of such a museum.  I think it’d be great.  I just think it will – it’s – 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  I hear you and I hope that that is the case.  And I do 

want to say that – it is a value.  It’s a huge value to make sure that we have that history 

encapsulated.  It’s the same that it’s taken us long, just like it’s the same it’s taken us long 

to still get the African-American History Museum put on the National Mall.  So when 

both of those museums are in place, I’ll be one happy people.   

 

MS. ERBE:  What about the Chinese or Asian American museum and Hispanic 

American – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  – and it’s important that as a nation of a diverse 

population, we need to celebrate each and every population that’s represented here.   

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Because this is going to be a nonprofit that will be publicly – 

private donations, I guess, will keep it in the future – 

 

MS. ERBE:  They have to raise $400 million for the building.   

 



MS. CZARNECKI:  – it will be interesting to see if they can remain – not 

contemporary, but they can remain – get people sustaining their interest.  And I think it 

was very clever of them to do online resources with all the universities that are going 

online now, that really is the wave of the future.  I understand that they want to have 

some permanence and have a physical building, which I think is important.  With the 

number of school groups that come here, it’ll probably be one of many stops to learn 

about history that’s forgotten.  

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Instead of burn, baby, burn, learn, baby, learn.  (Laughter.)  

That’s it for this edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, Muslim women and gender 

equality.  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)  

 


