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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, up first, the face behind the budget: 

President Obama’s senior adviser, Valerie Jarrett, in a one-on-one interview about how 

the budget will hit or help your pocketbook.  Behind the headlines: quota is a dirty word 

in the U.S. but in Europe, quotas are helping women gain more power in the corporate 

world than American women have.  

 

(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, your pocketbook and the 

budget.  This week, President Obama unveiled his 2012 budget.  His goals are cutting the 

deficit and stimulating job growth.  In a one-on-one interview, White House Senior 

Adviser Valerie Jarrett says America’s place in the global economy is also paramount. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

VALERIE JARRETT [Senior Adviser to the President]:  We want to be able to 

out innovate, out educate, out build the rest of the world.  Our competition is no longer 

here between Democrats and Republicans.  Our real competition is global.  And so the 

president said, let’s tighten our belts.  Let’s get rid of programs that don’t work.  But let’s 

also invest in the future because that’s the way we’re going to win the future. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And what’s the biggest impact on women, children, families, the 

biggest single impact in your view of the president’s budget? 

 

MS. JARRETT:  As you know, I chair the White House Council on Women and 

Girls who was created by President Obama to make sure that every single federal agency 

was focused on what it could do to improve the lives of women and girls.  And so, I’m 

very proud to say that the president’s budget in every department touches the lives of 

women and girls.  So there isn’t a single impact.  It’s everything from investing in early 

childhood education to investing in family planning, childhood nutrition, you name it, 

trying to avoid domestic violence, something that’s been a very big part of both the 

president and the vice president.  And so, if you go and look at every single department, 

we have resources in there designed to improve the quality of life of both women and 

girls. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But a couple of the programs you mentioned, for example, family 

planning, early childhood education go up in this budget. 

 

MS. JARRETT:  Yes, they do. 

 

MS. ERBE:  How do you do that at a time when the biggest thing is jobs and 

trying to get federal spending under control? 



 

MS. JARRETT:  Well, you have to be strategic.  The federal government spends 

money.  It has a large budget.  And what the president said is, let’s look at the budget and 

make sure that we’re measuring our investment against what the return is going to be.  

Top priority is creating jobs.  And the best way to do that is to invest in innovation and 

education and, obviously, infrastructure.  It puts people back to work.  That’s what he 

wants to do.  But at the same time, we have to look at programs that are outdated.  It’s 

time to take a hard look at the federal government and say, a program that was created in 

the ‘’40s may no longer be relevant today and if it’s not working, we have to get rid of it.  

We also took some tough – I mean, the president made some tough decisions about 

programs that he does care desperately about but that we simply can’t afford in this fiscal 

environment.  And so, he –  

 

MS. ERBE:  What are those?  Tell me about them. 

 

MS. JARRETT:  So, for example, we’re from Chicago – Community 

Development Block Grant funds are very important to cities.  And we had to cut that 

program by about 7.5 percent.  That was a very hard decision for the president to make 

because he knows how important those resources are to cities.  But, initially, that cut was 

going to be far larger.  And so we scaled it back a bit but it’s still a cut.  So making those 

kind of decisions are very hard but every family across America right now is having to 

tighten its belt.  It’s time for the federal government to do the same. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Now, what about – what’s going to happen to the Title 10 battle in 

Congress?  What do you predict?  You know, family planning, funds domestically and 

internationally is up for cuts under the Bush administration.  You’re now raising those 

budgets which are pretty controversial budgets in this country. 

 

MS. JARRETT:  Well, it’s a priority of the president and so we will go out and 

we will try to explain why we think it’s important for those resources to be allocated.  

And we’re going to engage – and I think what we do is we go into this with a very 

hopeful and optimistic spirit.  And you really have to look no further back than just the 

lame duck session at the end of last year to see what we can do, both the president 

working with Congress, when we put our minds to it.  And everyone said there was no 

way that we were going to get “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” repealed.  People were very 

surprised that we were able to get the START treaty passed.  People were very surprised 

that childhood nutrition passed, that the 9/11 fund passed, that we were able to get a tax 

package through that enabled extension of unemployment benefits, and a child tax credit, 

and a payroll tax credit, and increasing again money to help make college affordable, all 

these very, very important to help get people back to work and give them the resources 

that they need and hopefully create jobs.  And so we did it then.  And if we did then, we 

can do it again.  And that’s what the American people expect of us.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Now, are you or the president at all disappointed that the job 

stimulus bill two years ago that Congress passed did it create jobs but they seemed to be 



temporary jobs, census jobs, construction jobs, et cetera, and that that hasn’t given more 

of a boost to the economy?  And if so, how does this budget address that? 

 

MS. JARRETT:  Well, first of all, there are over three million people working 

today who would have lost their jobs had it not been for the Recovery Act.  And so, it did 

do a very good job.  Hasten to think where we would have been without it – our 

employment rate would be substantially higher than it is now.  The president said, 

ordinarily, he wouldn’t support that kind of use of federal dollars but we were in a dire 

emergency.  Now that we’ve moved from that phase, from this recovery phase and now 

we’re seeing private sector job growth, the economic indicators that we saw at the end of 

last year were very hopeful, businesses are hiring again, now it’s time to work with the 

private sector because that’s where the long-term sustainable growth will come from.  

And we are very optimistic about that. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What in this budget helps perpetuate the expansion? 

 

MS. JARRETT:  Well, it’s a good question.  So making research and 

development dollars available, making tax credit for R&D permanent, making sure that 

we’re investing in clean energy, and doing the kind of upfront work that only government 

can do.  There are so many investments in science, in technology that we do to incubate 

really good ideas.  That’s part of what America is so known for is having brilliant ideas, 

but those brilliant ideas need government to help get them started, and then private sector 

takes them off and runs with them. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Can you give me an example in this budget of where there’s 

something that was cut or expanded that he really didn’t want to put in there but there 

were so many critics from the tea party and so on that he listened to them and he took 

their suggestions? 

 

MS. JARRETT:  Focusing, for example, on the Affordable Care Act on medical 

malpractice.  That’s an idea that the Republicans surfaced during the process of health 

insurance reform and the president is moving forward on that.  There are provisions in 

there that came from Republicans.  And we’re also interested in going forward and 

thinking of what can we do to make that more efficient, because we have to bring down 

our healthcare costs.  That is the single biggest problem that we have with our deficit 

over the long term, the Affordable Care Act over the next two decades, we save $1 

trillion.  That’s bringing down our deficit by $1 trillion.  That’s very important.  We want 

to do more.  In this year’s budget Medicaid – there’s $62 billion of inefficiencies in 

Medicaid.  So bringing in all those kinds of ideas is what we should do on an ongoing 

basis.  And that’s what the president is more than open to doing. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Irene Natividad, is it as easy as Valerie Jarrett seems to think to help 

women and families in this budget and cut the deficit at the same time? 

 



MS. NATIVIDAD:  It’s never easy.  But, you know, funding for programs for 

women and girls, who usually are the first to go in budget cutting years – so I’m glad the 

president decided to continue investing in American families. 

 

MS. WOOD:  Look, we’re all going to have to make some tough choices to get 

our country’s fiscal house in order.  But, unfortunately, despite Mr. Jarrett’s rosy picture 

there, I think discretionary spending goes up under this budget.  The deficit does not 

come down.  And that’s not good for anybody. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Well, nothing’s easy in this political climate but the 

reality is at least this budget does, in fact, make sure that women and families aren’t left 

behind. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  What’s really good for women and families is a strong 

economy.  And I think we need to control the deficit.  I think that’s the only thing that’s 

going to create jobs and build investor confidence.  And this budget proposal doesn’t cut 

it. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Doesn’t cut it.  How?  Where do – you’re a moderate. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  I’m a moderate.  Yes.  Most of the time.  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. WOOD (?):   A sensible moderate.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And you’re still not happy with it. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  But look at this budget is actually going to add $1.1 trillion 

to the deficit.  This budget is going to –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Not in the next year.  Over time. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  No.  No.  Over the decade because all their assumptions are 

built over the decade so it’s kind of built.  If you look at the gross domestic product, it’s 

over 75, 76 percent of GDP. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  I know you’re giving a very intelligence answer but I kind 

of want to get away from the typical budget discussion.  If you’re a low-income Latino 

family living in New York City or Chicago, what does this all mean to them? 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, what all this means is if you really want the value of 

your dollar to be meaningful when you go shopping, since you have limited resources, 

you have to have a strong dollar.  You have to have a strong base for purchases and 

goods and services and that kind of thing.  And if we keep growing our deficit at the rate 

we’re growing it, we’re not going to have that.  I think inflation is going to creep in.  I 

think we’re just going to continue to – 70 some percent of the GDP is the deficit? 

 



MS. WOOD:  Well, and as you point out, that’s at the end of 10 years.  We’re 

talking about the end of the next fiscal year.  Over 100 percent of our debt will be more 

than GDP.  So that is not sustainable.  That’s what we’re producing versus what we owe. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Again, how to relate that – wait, wait, wait.  Genevieve.  No.  How 

does that – why should the typical family in Texas, where you’re from, care about that? 

 

MS. WOOD:  Because, I mean, any outside country that owns – actually owns a 

lot of our dollars right now – China being one of them – it says, you guys are – you 

actually have more debt than what you’re actually producing as a country.  It completely 

wrecks what the dollar is worth.  That hurts everybody’s purchasing power.  I don’t think 

if you’re Warren Buffet or if you’re somebody making $25,000 a year, your dollar is 

worth less money.  And that hurts poor people a lot more than rich people. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I don’t think it’s voodoo economics.  I think there’s a real 

attempt to reduce overtime the deficit.  There’s also a real attempt to try to put stimulus in 

the economy through infrastructure.  And let me tell you something.  What we did invest 

for the long time is the infrastructure development of this country – our roads are falling 

apart, bridges are falling apart – those will create jobs.  It may not be as much as you 

want, and there is investment in research and development, which we need to do.  Now, 

for the average Latino family, isn’t it great that they can still keep early childhood 

education?  Isn’t it great that we’re not going to take away the very thing that will create 

a much more informed, better educated society?  I use that term not loosely – investment 

– in the American family is critical.  And he didn’t cut – in fact raised the funding for 

those programs that will try to ensure that for the low-income level families that we are 

most worried about. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  We’re jumping (at the bit ?) over here – (laughter) – 

because he created a fiscal commission, a bipartisan fiscal commission –  

 

MS. ERBE:  And ignored their results.  However, one of the Republican head of 

that bipartisan commission, former Senator Simpson of Wyoming, loved his budget, 

loved his budget. 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Well, the point being that he tiptoed around everything that 

had to do with entitlements, that had to do with tax reform, that had to do with defense.  

And he just –  

 

MS. WOOD:  The hard choice, because he ignored the hard choice. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  He specifically cut defense, thank God, because we 

could afford to do that. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 



MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  If you’re worried about the value of the dollar going 

down, the average person in my old neighborhood wants a dollar because they want to 

have a job.  And what this budget does is make sure that we have some investments in 

there for job creation.  If we want to be able to compete in the global marketplace, we 

have to out innovate.  We have to out educate.  We have to out build and we have to do 

that to get Americans back to work.  When we do that, then we’ll have more taxpayers 

putting revenue into the system.  You know, balancing a budget is more about cutting.  

It’s also about bringing in revenue.  And when we gave massive tax cuts to millionaires, 

we hurt that imbalance even more. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay.  But I want to jump in here.  Both sides here pretty represents 

what’s going on in Congress.  (Laughter.)  How are you all going to get together? 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  But we’re like (you ?).  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. WOOD:  Let me say.  I think there’s a debate going on right now which – 

most Americans don’t live in Wisconsin but they’re looking at it.  And when we talk 

about – we’re all going to have to take a step back and say, we’re all going to have to 

make some tough choices.  Nobody gets away from it.  And you look at what’s 

happening in Wisconsin right now.  We want to keep our education system afloat.  But 

you mean to tell me that means that these teachers in Wisconsin who are demanding they 

shouldn’t have to pay for any of their healthcare when they’ve got better healthcare than 

probably Warren Buffet does?  I mean, over $20,000 a year they’re getting and they’re 

not paying for it.  They’re not willing to step up to the table and say, I’ll pay for 10 

percent of that?  And President Obama is endorsing that?  He’s endorsing their position?  

I’m sorry.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You know what?  We don’t pay teachers enough.  We don’t 

pay them hardly enough. 

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait a second you guys.  We are out of time on this topic.  I’m 

sorry.  Obviously we needed an hour.  Behind the headlines: women in the boardroom.   

A seat on a corporation’s board of directors delivers a lot of decision making power and 

great influence.  In the business world, board members represent a diverse group of 

shareholders.  Yet, many corporate boards lack diversity themselves.  Getting more 

women onto boards has been difficult in the U.S. as well as in Europe.  But, European 

laws and social action have placed some European countries way ahead of the U.S. in this 

regard.   

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

AUD KOLBERG [Former Deputy Chie of Mission, Embassy of Norway]:  In 

Norway, and I think in Europe, we consider democracy not only to be about equal rights 

at the political arena.  It’s also about equal rights at the economic arena.  A country like 



Norway could not afford to have half its talents go unused.  It is clearly a market failure 

when in 2003 only 7 percent of all board members in the corporate sector were women. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Norway is the world leader for gender diversity on corporate boards.  

Eight years ago, the country passed a strict quota law mandating 40 percent of board seats 

at all publicly listed and state-owned companies must be filled by women.  Today, 

corporations have surpassed the 40 percent minimum and even private companies have 

increased their shares of women directors. 

 

MS. KOLBERG:  The law was actually introduced to parliament by the 

conservative or a conservative-center government first in 2004.  And then it was followed 

through by the next government which is a center-left government.  So I think an 

important part is that it was – I cannot say bipartisan because in Norway we have at least 

seven parties in the parliament, but it was across the board agreement at the political 

levels. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Finland, which is right behind Norway for corporate diversity, took a 

different approach.  Instead of government action, the Finnish business community took 

on the problem itself.  In 2008, the Finnish Corporate Governance Code was issued 

stating simply both genders shall be represented on boards.  Companies who ignore the 

code must publicly declare why they lack female representation. 

 

LEENA LINNAINMAA [Director, the Central Chamber of Commerce, Finland]:  

Ten, 15 years ago, we hardly had any women on the boards of listed companies.  And 

with this Corporate Governance Code, the situation in 2008 was that only one half of the 

listed companies had any women on their boards.  And now the number is three-fourths.  

So it rose significantly with this Corporate Governance Code without binding legislation. 

 

MS. ERBE:  The fear of having to proclaim why women aren’t represented may 

have led companies to comply.  However, some businesses may have also realized 

women are good for their own bottom lines.  A 2007 study of more than 14,000 Finnish 

firms found those led by women were 10 to 20 percent more profitable than those with 

male leadership.   

 

MS. LINNAINMAA:  I think it is not that one person is a woman or one person is 

a man but there are some reasons for it.  I think maybe the women could bring more new 

ideas to the company.  And also, it could be that the companies who are willing to choose 

women to their boards are actually more open-minded and innovative as such, so they are 

not tied to their old habits and when they are willing to choose women, it shows that they 

are open to find new ideas to find new markets for their products.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Studies from around the world have proven the power of female 

leadership in business.  Spain and, most recently, France are among a handful of 

European countries passing laws to increase board diversity.  Critics say quota laws and 

governing codes would never work in America.  But Canada is testing out quotas.  

 



SEN. CÉLINE HERVIEUX-PAYETTE [Liberal, Bedford, Quebec]:  Well, I 

guess it started with amending our constitution some years ago and I think the Equality 

Clause, and I feel that we have to have that provision for almost every piece of 

legislation.  So we represent 50 – maybe a little bit more than 50 percent.  So we don’t 

call it quota.  I mean, this is – for me has a negative connotation.  The publicly traded 

company, the rationale behind it is that they are funded with pension funds that are 

equally funded by men and women.  It’s the savings of all the Quebec people and 

Canadian people. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Canadian Senator Céline Hervieux-Payette introduced legislation in 

parliament to establish gender parity in corporate Canada.  Conservatives recently voted 

to kill the bill.  But she believes the country can no longer afford to have male dominated 

corporate leadership. 

 

SEN. HERVIEUX-PAYETTE:  Well, look at how Norway went through the 

crisis.  They’re the one that really went through it in much better way than other 

countries.  So when you talk about market-oriented, when you talk about serving the 

interests of shareholders, I am quite sure that everybody wants to have a better return for 

their investment and pension funds.  I’m quite satisfied that we will have to pull all our 

brains if we want to compete with the rest of the world. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Early studies from Norway show diversity has had little impact or 

sometimes even harms the corporate bottom line.  But supporters say it’s too early to 

measure the long-term effects of the quota law.  They also point out that majority male 

boards drove businesses into the current world economic crisis. 

 

MS. LINNAINMAA:  I always say in that case that 10, 15 years ago we had all 

male quotas and there were not that many people at that time who were saying that there 

was something wrong about it. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Irene, you spend half your life or two-thirds of your life going 

around the world working on this very issue.  Is the fact that we are – quota avoidance 

here in the United States – is that why we’re falling behind so many other countries that 

are getting ahead of us in terms of women’s rights, women’s power within society when 

20, 30 years ago we were at the top? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, quotas aren’t going to happen in the United States.  We 

have a different system here. 

 

MS. ERBE:  What about the voluntary corporate – what they did in Finland? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Right now, the Securities and Exchange Commission has 

passed a regulation that demands companies in their annual filings to talk about the 

diversity of their boards.  They didn’t.  However, state whether it’s gender diversity, 



racial – they’re leaving it up to the companies.  It’s an initial step.  I would love to be a 

European right now because – let me tell you.  It’s not just Norway, Spain, and France.  

Italy, Italy passed into the lower house.  They called it la “quota rosa,” the pink quota.  

The Netherlands passed it in the lower house.  And then, in terms of quotas for state-

owned companies, you’ve got Finland, Iceland, Denmark, Ireland, Israel, and South 

Africa.  And state-owned companies are utilities; they’re airlines; they’re major 

companies in those countries.  What happened is that in Europe they mandated quotas for 

political participation.  These new quotas are quotas for economic leadership of women.  

And I salute it.  I think it will change numbers dramatically. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Now you are a Republican, part of the Bush administration.   

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Yes. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you support the quotas or not? 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  No.  I don’t support quotas.  I think that anything that is 

forced like that is not going to work effectively. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But do you agree we’re falling behind other countries in terms of 

women’s advancement? 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  Oh, absolutely. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And didn’t quotas – our aversion to quotas put us there? 

 

MS. DOMINGUEZ:  I think – and I have a long history in enforcing affirmative 

action laws when I was at the Department of Labor.  What I found is often times to meet 

these quotas women go harmed because they were harmed because a lot of the women 

were promoted or were hired into these jobs with tremendous expectations and then they 

didn’t meet those expectations.  So I think you can’t just say you’re a woman, you’re 

going to – I think it has to be measured.  The problem we’re having now is pipeline 

issues.  We don’t have enough women in senior executive levels to fill.  So we’re 

recycling a lot of these corporate directors from one company to the next.  And I think 

that’s the problem.  When you force in a quota –  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  That’s because the definition of what the qualifications are 

for a corporate director has remained the same: a former CEO and really somebody who 

handles a very large portfolio.  We do have such women.  They aren’t being asked.  Let 

me also tell you that there is tremendous research that says women on boards and in 

senior management create bottom line as was stated in Finland.  This is a top-down – the 

quotas are a top-down strategy for increasing women in corporate leadership.  We did 

ground-up and it didn’t work.  We thought, you just hire enough down here, we’ll get 

them to go up.  It didn’t happen.  So now maybe with more women on corporate boards 

they will see the need for more women in senior management.   

 



MS. DOMINGUEZ:  But it’s not translating yet.  You’re finding a lot –  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Not yet.  I mean, it’s too early to count.  Like, I mean, it is 

too early to count.  We’ve had a lot of men in charge for a very long time and they’re still 

in charge.  Let’s see what happens.  The Norwegian government is doing an assessment. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And we’re out of time.  That’s our assessment.  That’s it 

for this edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, former network anchor Carol Simpson on 

racial and gender discrimination in the media.  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) 

 


