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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, up first, a new White House report on 

50 years of economic progress for American women, but on the international front, this 

International Women’s Day, Americans are starting to lag behind.  Then, financial aid for 

white men only?  Behind the headlines: this women’s history month, New York 

Democrat Carolyn Maloney wants Congress to take another shot at an Equal Rights 

Amendment. 

 

(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, American women’s 

progress. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  March 8
th

 marks the 100
th

 celebration of International Women’s 

Day.  This week, the Obama administration issued the first report on women’s progress at 

home in the social and economic arenas in 50 years.  While we’ve come a long way, 

baby, we’re starting to fall behind women overseas in terms of economic and political 

advancement.  The Obama administration report shows women continue to provide the 

majority of family care, earn most college BAs, but have yet to translate those 

educational gains into pay or income equity in the U.S.  Women now earn about 75 

percent of what men earn.  A new report from the International Parliamentary Union 

shows the U.S. is 72
nd

 in the world as of this year, behind such countries as Rwanda, 

Sweden, and South Africa in terms of women’s representation in parliament or Congress.  

The U.S. ranks 31
st
 in the world in terms of women ministers or cabinet secretaries.  That 

report was based on figures compiled during the second Bush administration. 

 

BARBARA GAULT [Ph.D., Institute for Women’s Policy Research]:  The U.S. is 

quite different from its developed – from other developed nations, its counterparts in the 

industrialized world.  And that we do not have paid parental leave policies, some of the 

basic, very fundamental things that working women need to succeed in the economy, in 

the world of work we just don’t have.  And if we’re really serious about winning the 

future, as the Obama administration has emphasized, we’re going to need to catch up 

with many of the other high-income countries that have realized that to have a strong 

economy, you have to have supports in place to help both working men and women 

succeed at work. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  So, Congresswoman Norton, is it fair to say when you look at 

women’s gains internationally and women’s gains here at home that American women 

are starting to lag behind? 



 

DEL. NORTON:  Absolutely.  In fact, this is an important study because it drives 

home the reality, Bonnie, that American women have not used their numbers or their 

power since the great, rapid gains of the height of the feminist movement. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, I disagree.  I think that, in fact, if you look at the data, one 

of the things that’s interesting is that American women are more racially and ethnically 

diverse.  And, very importantly, we have many new immigrants who are coming in at the 

bottom of the socioeconomic scale, and that skews the numbers. 

 

MS. WILLIAMS:  I think it is very important, not just accurate and fair, but 

important to say that we are lagging behind because it shows just how far we, as a nation, 

not just as women, but as an entire nation have to go in terms of equity, gender equity and 

representation. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I disagree as well.  I think this is an ancient paradigm that 

just continues to perpetuate the idea that women are somehow in need of special 

protection from the government, that they are – that society and the workplace in 

particular are openly hostile to women, and I don’t believe that that’s the case anymore. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But you don’t look at, for example, the fact that we have a 17 

percent female Congress and Rwanda of all places is 56 percent female?  And it’s got its 

reasons, the war, the death of a lot of men in the ongoing wars there for years and years, 

but women are leading this country – that country economically and every other way and 

pulling from a disaster into an economic bright spot of all. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  And women in America are leading this country as well.  I 

think that is just a very glass half full look at what’s happening here.  I think that the fact 

that women are making up fewer number of, let’s say, lawmaker positions is because 

there are other opportunities out there.  And we cannot – I think that we have lost our 

way with feminism.  Feminism is about offering equal opportunities for everybody.  It 

does not mean that we have to have equal outcomes.  We do not have to have equal parity 

for men and women in all areas of life in order for women to be equal. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Of course, but isn’t it something that women, as the feminist 

movement began, were told, I think quite rightly, you’ve got to make sure that you get 

more education, you know.  You’ve come out of the housewife era.  Well, look what 

women have done: more education by far than men, more graduate degrees than men, 

stay in school longer than men.  The failure to translate that more quickly into their own 

economic gains is something that everybody should be angry about and should look 

behind to see what we can do about it. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, but it is a matter of choice.  And the fact is if you look at 

the education levels, you’re absolutely right in terms of numbers women have more BAs, 

but you then have to look at what women are studying and what the remuneration is for 

those degrees.  And if men are more highly concentrated in the technical, in the scientific 



and the mathematical, engineering, that kind of thing, and women are in education or in 

other things that do not pay as well, you’re going to have differences in terms of the 

outcomes. 

 

MS. WILLIAMS:  But I think what we also know that is when you account for 

occupation, when you account for industry, when you account for educational 

background, there is still – economists have shown – there was a report that came out in 

2007 that showed that there’s still a 41 percent unexplainable gap, wage gap.  So there’s 

still something there and I believe that is attributed to discrimination.  But when you 

account for everything else the same, there is still a question as to why these women 

aren’t making the same amount of money. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, Erica, you know, I was the head of the Civil Rights 

Commission back in the 1980s.  We did a big thing on comparable worth.  Eleanor 

Holmes Norton was head of the EOC at around the same time, a little bit before.  But 

when we looked at it, and we looked at wages, hours worked, number of years of 

experience, in fact – and age, because you’ve got a lot of women who are entering the 

workforce, who’ve been out of the workforce a while, once you control for all of those 

things, including marital status, we were able to wipe out all but about 8 percent of those 

(criteria ?). 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Let me tell you what is shameful to say.  Let me tell you what 

is shameful to say, is because women are working, to be sure, in occupations like nursing 

and teaching and social work, and guess what: the fact that these occupations pay so 

much less than comparable occupations with comparable responsibility has everything to 

do with the fact that they are gender stereotyped.  It does account.  It does.  You’re right, 

Linda.  It does account for a large part of that gap, but we’ve got to face why that gap is 

here.  Those occupations always were gender stereotyped.  They continue to be gender 

stereotyped.  And we don’t want to say to women, don’t be teachers and nurses.  We 

ought to be making sure that they make pay comparable to the comparable male 

occupation. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, to respond to the congresswoman, if we want higher 

pay and education, for instance, we should have a marketplace.  We should have 

competition in education and not have government-run schools.  But I think one of the 

other problems in this whole conversation is that we’ve seen – feminists seem to be upset 

at the choices that women have made.  So the fact that women have all these 

opportunities but they may choose to take six, 10, 12 years out of the workplace to raise a 

family I think is disappointing to a lot of women.  And that’s where we have to recognize 

that feminism is about equality – (inaudible) – not about engineering. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  What are you talking about?  Most women go back to work as 

soon as their children are born.  They don’t want – you must be talking about the upper 

crust of the very educated women.  Most women are back in the workforce when their 

children are hardly able to work. 

 



MS. WILLIAMS:  And there is data to show, again, that when women – when 

you account for occupation, when you account for education, when you account for time 

away from the workforce – there was a study done in 2006 that showed that when a 

woman had the exact same credentials and qualifications, one took a year off for 

parenthood, one took a year off for travel in this hypothetical situation.  Both were 

viewed very differently.  The mother was still viewed as less competent, less qualified 

and capable for promotion.  How do you explain that then? 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I know but on the other side, the American Association for 

University Women, which is hardly an arm of the conservative movement, has said that 

the wage gap has all but disappeared when you control for all those same factors.  So I 

think that –  

 

MS. ERBE:  I think that’s true among younger women, but once –  

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  It is younger women. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But it’s absolutely true among PhDs.  Female PhDs make 98 percent 

of what male PhDs make.  However, when they’re 40 and 50 and not right out of 

graduate school, that’s when the huge gaps start to appear.  From women’s advancement 

to aid for white men. 

 

Are white men underserved by college financial aid programs?  Yes, says the 

nonprofit called the Former Majority Association for Equality, or FMAE.  This group has 

created a college scholarship exclusively for white men and a stir along with it.  

Applicants must be male, 25 percent Caucasian, have a 3.0 GPA, demonstrate financial 

need and be active members of their communities.  FMAE’s president, Colby Bohannan, 

says the goal is financial assistance for a demographic that can’t apply for most aid 

programs due to racial and gender requirements.  FMAE (issues ?), racist and white 

supremacy members or donors.  So far the organization has raised about $3,000 from 

donations, which is enough to grant five $500 scholarships for the fall 2011 term.   

 

So, Sabrina, so far this is small and it’s a drop in the bucket in terms of really 

helping a large number of people, but good idea?  Bad idea? 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I think all quotas, especially gender quotas are bad.  I think 

that they diminish the merit in scholarship and they replace them with something 

artificial, your gender or your race.  But I think that –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Have you applied for scholarships?  I’m not talking about financial 

aid here.  I’m talking about scholarships.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Scholarships in graduate school.  Yes. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay.  And were they not – because it did it and I got some but they 

were all for like the children of Polish immigrants in New York City or they’re all –  



 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Right.  Right.  No.  Exactly.  They’re all –  

 

MS. ERBE:  So, I mean, my feeling is, yes, of course, white men are less 

underserved than other groups, but, still, they have all these dumb requirement for 

scholarships anyway. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Yes.  I agree with you, but I think ultimately what’s at the 

foundation of this, the impetus for this kind of movement is that it’s a bad time in 

America for boys.  We just talked about sort of the obsession that we have with the status 

of women and girls and I think a lot of men and boys are being left behind. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  I don’t care.  You know, private money – I think most people 

will laugh at it but the thing that I find most interesting is you can get it if you can show 

that you’re 25 percent white.  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER (?):  Right.  I thought that was – (inaudible). 

 

MS. WILLIAMS (?):  That makes it really interesting because President Obama 

would qualify for that. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Look, I am opposed to all race-based, gender-based, ethnic-based 

programs of this sort on either side. 

 

MS. ERBE:  So does that make you opposed to most scholarships anyway, 

because most of them – there are a lot of ethnic requirements and exclusions. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  I am opposed – look, first of all, it depends on whether it’s 

government money –  

 

DEL. NORTON:  No.  It’s private money. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  If it’s private money, you know, I still think philosophically I’m 

opposed to it but it doesn’t have, in my view, the same weight as a government-based 

program.  But, you know, the fact is we used to have these programs: the Rhodes 

scholarship – a lot of people don’t realize – it was named for Cecil Rhodes, the founder 

of then Rhodesia, now Zimbabwe – used to be for while males, period.  So, you know, 

we got rid of that.  I think what this is really all about is this is sort of turning white males 

into an aggrieved minority that needs special preference. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But how white are you if you’re only 25 percent white?  That’s 

another –  

 

(Cross talk.) 

 



MS. WILLIAMS:  But Linda is right that that is I think what the point here is, 

right, that they’re calling white males.  And, for me, that premise is where the problem 

comes in.  I don’t think that that is true.  I don’t think that white men are underserved.  I 

used to have a friend who’s argue with me about, well, what if we had white 

entertainment television?  And my answer was, the majority of television is white 

entertainment television.  And so that kind of – for me, that argument plays out here 

where if you look at – I mean, there are still a number of income-based and merit-based 

scholarships that are not race-based.  So then to say that there’s a lack of scholarship 

available for young, white men I think is absolutely false. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Most of the scholarships are going to white men.  Come on. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, I think the question is more, what can we do other than 

– outside of these sort of artificial scholarship programs to encourage a more diverse 

canvas.  And I think something to remember is that universities can’t have all athletes or 

all musicians.  They benefit from having diversity.  They benefit from having men and 

women and people from different regions, with different talents and aptitudes.  And I 

think that if we try to focus on that and allow that to generate who goes to the schools 

rather than these artificial settings, then I think that we’d be better off.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But, again, I think we’re going a little far a field in the sense that 

admissions and scholarships are two different things.  And even – the one thing that’s 

really awful about scholarship to me today is you work really hard to get them and 

they’re based on academic merit as opposed to financial aid which goes based on 

economic need.  And then, there are $500 and $1,000.  What’s that going to do towards a 

$40,000 tuition bill? 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Right.  A drop in the bucket.  Right.  Yes.  It is a drop in the 

bucket.  Again, you know, I think I agree with Eleanor that if it’s private money, you 

know, you do what you want with your own money.  But I think the bigger issue is and I 

think you’re right, Sabrina, that there is some concern about what’s happening and people 

lagging behind.  And one of my objections to race-based scholarships instead of 

financial-based scholarship is that they do sometimes not reach people who may be very 

disadvantaged.  I mean, you know, I live not very far from West Virginia.  You move 

right across from Virginia into West Virginia, you’re looking at a lot of very poor people, 

people without a lot of education, people whose families have lost their jobs in industries 

that have disappeared.  I would like to see kids who show some academic promise 

regardless of the color of their skin or their gender be able to get access to some of that 

aid.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines: Equal Rights Amendment.  The 

ERA has been introduced in Congress every session since 1923 after suffragist Alice Paul 

wrote it in 1921.  It passed Congress in 1972, but 38 states did not support it in order for 

it to become part of the constitution.  In honor of Women’s History Month, Democratic 

Congresswoman Carolyn Maloney told me what she and other women’s rights advocates 

are doing to guarantee women equal protection. 



 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

REP. CAROLYN MALONEY (D-NY):  We are reintroducing the women’s 

Equality Amendment and working to pass it.  Most people agree that women and men 

should have equality of opportunities.  Many likeminded men have been more vocal in 

support than even women.  So it is a goal that America believes in.  This is the 21
st
 

century.  Let’s make it happen. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Earlier this year, a feminist firestorm erupted over comments made 

by Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia.  In an interview, he said the 14
th

 Amendment, 

which grants equal protection to citizens under the law, does not protect women from 

gender discrimination. 

 

REP. MALONEY:  His comments were very much of a wakeup call.  He said that 

women are not mentioned in the constitution and that any discriminatory laws that passed 

against women, he said he would uphold.  That is quite a wakeup call.  He is a leader on 

the Supreme Court.  If he could get four others to follow him, then he could erase 40 

years of progressive legislation that moved women towards more equality of opportunity, 

which was important.  But he basically said women are not in the constitution.  So are 

reintroducing the women’s Equality Amendment. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Representative Maloney, along with Democratic Senator Robert 

Menendez, and leaders from national women’s rights organizations held a news 

conference on Capitol Hill denouncing Justice Scalia’s comments.  They called for a 

constitutional amendment explicitly acknowledging women’s rights. 

 

REP. MALONEY:  There was an outpouring of support from the major women’s 

organizations, from the MISS Foundation, to NOW, to the Women’s Political Caucus, to 

the Women’s Financial Caucus, to all the types of women leaderships came together and 

they were calling me, Carolyn, we need to do something.  Our founding mothers had two 

major goals: to have the right to vote, which we achieved, from which would come other 

powers; and to have that bedrock security of being in the great constitution of our 

country. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Maloney says the ERA will not only benefit women but society as a 

whole. 

 

REP. MALONEY:  Ninety-nine percent of the American public says, of course, 

of course women and men should have equal opportunities.  And men who have wives 

and daughters feel very strongly about it.  We’re in a global economy.  We cannot afford 

not to use half of our population and educate them and give them the opportunity to make 

full contributions with their lives.  So this is a goal that’s worth fighting for.  And what is 

more important than equality?   

 

(End video segment.) 



 

MS. ERBE:  So, Congresswoman Norton, it’s been three decades plus, the big 

fight over the ERA has taken place.  Will Justice Scalia’s remarks reinvigorate this 

debate?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Not as much as it should.  Shame on Justice Scalia for a 

number of reasons.  First, he shouldn’t be saying how he would rule on any case.  

Second, does he forget that one of his colleagues, Justice Ginsburg, in the 1970s got the 

Supreme Court to say that the 14
th

 Amendment in fact applies to women?  Here is a 

justice announcing that he will not follow Supreme Court precedent.  That is scary.  It 

means that he is making it up as he goes along.  If the precedent of the Supreme Court, 

which is supposed to bind us all, including members of the Supreme Court, do not protect 

the rights of women, no wonder Carolyn and a number of us want to make sure that there 

is no gap and at least introducing ERA to keep before the country the notion that women 

are not fully equal and not even regarded that way by some on the court who could take 

away their existing rights. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, you know what is so surprising about what Justice Scalia 

said is that men aren’t mentioned in the constitution either, persons and individuals. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All men are created equal.  I know.  It’s not the constitution. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  No.  But that’s not the constitution. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I understand. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  If you read the constitution, the word “person,” the word 

“individual” appears.  It does not – in fact, the 14
th

 Amendment does not say men.  It says 

– you know.  So I have always interpreted – in fact, that would have been one of the 

reasons they back in the ’70s and ’80s I would have said, I don’t think we need the ERA 

because we’re already covered.  If, in fact –  

 

MS. ERBE:  You see it ever coming back as a big movement? 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, you know, I have to tell you I would be concerned if I did 

not think that there were equal protections and that there should not be discrimination on 

the basis of sex.  It would make me an enthusiastic supporter of the ERA.  So, Justice 

Scalia, with whom I often agree, has just turned me around on this issue.  And if, Eleanor, 

you want to get it introduced, I’ll be out there supporting it. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Quick question to you though.  I was on the phone this week with 

someone who’s working with Tammy Baldwin’s office, the congresswoman from 

Wisconsin, who – she is going to introduce an amendment to extend the time that the 35 

states, I believe – in other words, only three or four more states are needed – Florida, 

North Carolina and Louisiana are among them.  And so there was a bill in Congress – 

you know now that anytime Congress votes on a pay raise for itself it doesn’t apply to 



that session.  You have to wait until the next session.  That bill took 111 years to become 

law.  And so the proponents of the ERA are trying to get Congress to extend the time that 

its supporters will have to just get three more states as opposed to having to go back and 

start with 38 states again. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  One, there’s a difference between a bill and a constitutional 

amendment.  And if you want a constitutional amendment to go – often, a constitutional 

amendment, if you can get some extension, as we did here, you’d better get Congress to 

say so because the precedent for that is almost non-existent. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I just think, just a slight different direction – and one 

problem with the ERA is that it eliminates the chance for what I think is sometimes 

healthy, segregation in society.  So groups like the Boy Scouts or the Girl Scouts which 

have come under attack from sort of radical groups on the left, you know, gender 

apartheid, the YMCA, the YWCA, fraternities, sororities, same-sex schools and summer 

camps for children – these are things that would all be threatened by an ERA with the 

word rights changes the whole equation.  And I think that that’s something to keep in 

mind.  Sometimes there are unintended consequences of what sounds like it would be a 

step in the right direction. 

 

MS. WILLIAMS:  Well, while I disagree with that, I am a little bit torn on the 

ERA, but ideologically I’m 100 percent behind it and believe that it is absolutely critical 

and an admirable goal.  I think generationally – and this is something that’s very 

interesting – I don’t know that many young women of my generation, millennials, I’ll 

actually say – I’ll say what Linda said.  I think most women feel that they are already 

protected.  And so, if this perception is a challenge, then maybe the perception is a 

danger.  But so I don’t know that there’s going to be a large groundswell and a movement 

in support of the amendment, however important it may be, the perception isn’t there that 

it’s necessary. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  And I don’t think that even on his side of the aisle at the 

Supreme Court that Justice Scalia’s views would prevail.  I just don’t think that –  

 

DEL. NORTON:  That’s why he’s often alone.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  We do have the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  We have 

numerous federal statutes protecting women in the workplace in private setting.  So it 

would take a lot –  

 

DEL. NORTON:  Yes, but look.  For example, take the armed forces where 

women are truly exploited.  They are on the ground beside the men who are shooting but 

they can’t shoot.  They are called support troops.  There are many – you’re right about 

unintended consequences.  If the amendment went through, you’d have to be very careful 

about – and it wouldn’t be worded in precisely the way it is now.  But, on the other hand, 

for every instance like that I can cite you an instance where there is gross discrimination 

still. 



 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And that’s where we have to end it.  That’s it for this 

edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, a special show on the impact of the country’s 

growing population on natural resources.  Please join us on the web for “To the Contrary 

Extra.”  And whether your views are in agreement or to the contrary, please join us next 

time. 

 

(END) 

 


