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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, up first, the lady hawks, the female 

foreign policy advisors, who apparently convinced President Obama to bomb Libya.  

Then, a HE-covery, men outpace women in the recovery job market, after women were 

relatively unaffected by the recession.  Behind the headlines, U.S. Ambassador Karen 

Kornbluh discusses America’s role in improving women’s economic power around the 

world.   

 

(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, Obama’s lady hawks.   

 

The military strikes against Libya represent yet another foreign policy reversal by 

President Obama, but this one can be traced to three commanding women: Secretary of 

State Hillary Clinton, U.N. Ambassador Susan Rice, and National Security Council Aide 

Samantha Power.  Until last week, the Obama administration had remained on the 

sidelines as democratic uprisings swept the Arab world.  But with news of pro-Gaddafi 

forces killing Libyan citizens, the so-called lady hawks drew on lessons from the 1994 

Rwanda genocide.  They apparently determined the U.S. had no choice but to intervene, 

arguing from a humanitarian point of view, they persuaded the president to take military 

action.  

 

Meanwhile, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and other top male advisors urged 

against intervention, saying it wasn’t vital to national security.   

 

Congresswoman Norton, was the president right to listen to the so-called lady 

hawks?   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Oh, Bonnie, I’m sure that these three smart women would agree 

that you don’t make the weighty decision to go to war, based on the agenda of the 

officials pressing the point.      

 

MS. WOOD:  No, the question ought to be should we be going to war without a 

clear mission.  I think the answer we’ve had now is no and I don’t care who gave him that 

advice.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Well, back to the question – (laughter) – of whether or not he 

should have listened to them, he absolutely should have listened to them.  These are three 

smart women.  They have a variety of background and experience on humanitarian issues 

and crises.  And so their opinion was just invaluable, whether you agree with that or not.   

 



MS. SETMAYER:  I respect their positions and the fact that they’ve had that type 

of influence, but I think the answer is no because as well intentioned as this humanitarian 

mission may be, the road to hell is paved with good intentions.   

 

MS. ERBE:  First of all, do we all agree that in fact he was listening to them, that 

Gates said no, and he overran his secretary of defense in favor of his secretary of state – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. WOOD:  – he was pressured by John Kerry, I think by our European allies, 

and the Arab states.  I don’t think this was just Rice and Clinton, and some folks coming 

in.  I’m not saying they didn’t have any persuasion, but he was getting pressure from 

everywhere but the U.S. Congress and his own military fighters, I might add.  I think this 

is what pressured him into it.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  And I think just the nature of the positions they’re in, that that 

discussion is going to be had amongst them.  I don’t think we’ve ever had three women in 

those positions at all the same time either, which presents a unique opportunity for their 

influence here. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, we certainly had Bush – we had Condoleezza Rice and – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Right, but not U.N. Security – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  I applaud the fact that they feel they can step up and get into 

this whole discussion which women have not gotten into before.  I’m troubled, though, 

about the fact that they don’t have military experience – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – that’s right.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  – and that the people who did have military experience believed 

that this was not the thing to do.  So – so – and I’m also troubled that what they were 

doing was acting out of the Rwanda experience.  Already that’s been blasted because 

there are so many places which are repeating that great tragedy right now.  You’ve got to 

have a set of factors on the table.  This has got to be a strategic decision.  It’s got to be 

mainly a military decision.  Going to war is about military matters.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  We’re not at war.  We’re in a kinetic military action – 

(laughter) – come on.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Yes, a kinetic military action is costing us already – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Oh, yes.   

 

MS. WOOD:  – almost half a billion dollars a day.   

 



MS. SETMAYER:  Absolutely.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  We’re still not at war in Iraq and Afghanistan.  War has 

never been declared.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Yes, but wait – let me ask you this.  I’ll tell you what puzzles me.  

Women, who are – the old saying in the anti-war demonstrations – and I think it goes 

back to Euripides or something in Greece – women say yes to men who say no – women 

saying “let’s go to war over humanitarian abuses.”  To me, something’s wrong in that 

equation.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  And then not only that, it’s also – like I said – it’s well – 

that’s well intentioned.  I mean no one wants to see innocents getting slaughtered or 

civilians who are protesting for their freedoms.  No one wants to see that from 

dictatorships.  But at the same time, the United States cannot be the world’s policeman, 

number one.  Number two, when you – I think this is the first time we’ve ever had the 

secretary of state advocating a military action over the advice of the defense secretary.  

That dynamic in and of itself is one that I’m sure, if it weren’t for political reasons or 

make us look weak on an international scale, I’m sure Secretary Gates would resign over 

something like this.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Yes, but wait a – 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  What are we doing here?  We’re putting our men and women 

in harm’s way without a clear strategic national interest here for humanitarian –      

 

MS. ERBE:  There’s also – as Eleanor said earlier, there are plenty of hotspots in 

the world – Darfur – to this day, okay?  Why Libya?  Is it – and why – and Libya, by the 

way, just happens to have oil and Darfur doesn’t.  So?   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Yes, European oil, but let me just – 

 

MS. WOOD:  And I think that goes with the European allies and others.  And I –  

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. WOOD:  – right, there are other people who can deal with this besides us.  

Now, I know we’re trying to hand over to NATO and so forth as we speak, but the reality 

is we led the charge and there was not a clear mission of when we would stop leading the 

charge, who would take it over.  That is a very risky way to enter any type of military – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Are we talking like this because of what happened under 

President Bush when we went into Iraq?  There was no clear when we’re going to be in 

and when we’re going to be out.  There was faulty information.  He himself didn’t even 

think that he needed to go to the United Nations.   

 



MS. WOOD:  – comparing this to Iraq is just – I can’t even – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  The discussion is taking place now because we don’t want to 

get ourselves into that – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  – wait, wait.  Eleanor.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  She’s right to raise the Bush analogy, but I think something’s 

far more serious here.  Yes, this is war.  This was not a fly zone.  We have bombed the 

hell out of these folks.  This – this – this has also done some good.  Benghazi was about 

to be overrun.  That is – that is some good that has been done, but let’s weigh other 

factors.  The eastern part of Libya is the part of Libya from which al Qaeda recruited 

people to go into Iraq when we were in Iraq – we don’t even know who the other side is.  

I’m always for the rebels, peace now, freedom now, but I really need to know something 

about the composition of these rebels before I put my flag up and say, “I stand with you 

no matter what.”   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Absolutely and also where do we draw the line?  Syria right 

now is about to go under, so is Yemen.  They’re slaughtering innocents.  Are we going to 

go now and drop bombs there?   

 

MS. ERBE:  No, because they don’t have oil.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, this is not about oil, Bonnie.  We get 2 percent of our 

oil from Libya.  Yes, for the Europeans, for the French, the Italians, sure, but that’s why 

they should – that’s why they should have been leading the charge, even though they did 

verbally, but we’re the ones who dropped most of the bombs.  We all know that that was 

just a façade.   

 

MS. WOOD:  But as you say, maybe – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. WOOD:  – but the president’s very confusing, is it, or is it not?  Is it about 

regime changes or not.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  But I don’t think that there’s ever going to be a set formula 

on foreign policy.  It is a case by case analogy and situation.  It may be that we don’t like 

Gaddafi.  It may be we’re using humanitarian as an excuse to try and get rid of him.  

 

DEL. NORTON:  Of course we don’t like Gaddafi.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  He killed Americans, right?  I mean – you know – he was 

responsible – 



 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes and we also gave reparations to them, by the way.  Do 

you guys know that?  That our State Department gave reparations to Libya for what took 

place in ’86, the Lockerbie bombing, and then we went over there and bombed them.  We 

gave them – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

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

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

DEL. NORTON:  We embraced Gaddafi when he gave up his nuclear weapons.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Right, in 2003.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  And that was an important thing to do.  Yes, he is a dictator, 

but none of us here knows whether we’re in a civil war or not.  I’ll tell you one thing.  

This looks a whole lot more like a civil war than the Egyptian revolution.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Right, absolutely.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  And yet, we’re treating it as if we know exactly who the good 

guys and the bad guys are.  And we are on the side of the good guys.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Yes, the fact is – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last word.   

 

MS. WOOD:  – always a way to make a call, but you’ve got to have the facts on 

the table and it was not clear here what we were doing, what our outcome needed to be, 

and what was going to happen next.  And that’s the biggest problem of where we are 

right now.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  I hate to say it, but it sounds just like Bush going into Iraq 

when you say that.   

 

From lady hawks to the HE-covery.  Yesterday’s MAN-cession is today’s HE-

covery, as men are gaining jobs faster than women.  According to the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, of the 1.3 million jobs created in the last year, 90 percent went to men.  

Although unemployment remains high for both men and women, women’s overall 

unemployment rate increased during the recovery, while men’s unemployment dropped.  

Government spending for mostly male infrastructure and construction jobs has increased, 

while cuts in state budgets affecting teaching and service jobs have disproportionately hit 

women.  Some economists say sexism and cultural biases can also hurt women in the job 

market.   



 

JOAN ENTMACHER:  (From tape.)  A lot of employers still have this 

misconception that men are the principal breadwinners, but in about 40 percent of 

households, women bring in at least half or all of the income for the family.  I think 

there’s also a misconception that men are more committed to the job that they’re willing 

to put in more hours, whether that’s true or not, and of course, hours don’t always 

measure productivity.  A lot of women who may not put in as many hours get a whole lot 

more done in the time that they’re there.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So do employers, Genevieve Wood, need to take a new look at the 

structure of the American family and realize that 40 percent of breadwinners now are 

women?   

 

MS. WOOD:  Well, it’d be a good thing for everybody to know, but I don’t know 

that there’s any indication if that’s why more men have been hired in the past six months 

or over the exact period that we’re looking at here versus women.  The fact is if you look 

at all the different sectors of the economy, retail, I think, was one area that actually 

suffered job losses.  The others didn’t have a lot of gains, but the fact is health care, 

which tends to be more women, actually did pick up in job gains.  And as was mentioned 

in the piece, all the kind of make shovel-ready jobs, those that have been filled, were 

predominantly made for men.  They were construction type of positions.   

 

But I – I don’t think it’s because American employers are just saying, “let me give 

the guys that job.”   

 

DEL. NORTON:  No, I think part of it is that as the economy improves, more 

people are counted because they go looking for jobs and many people have stopped 

looking for jobs, and every time they see a little increase or decrease in the 

unemployment rate, then more people go back in, and this is kind of a circular.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, I was wondering whether it has – is it really more a product of 

the state budget cuts are really starting to – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  I think – 

 

MS. ERBE:  – set in now, and so it’s the women, the teachers, the health care – 

state health care workers loosing jobs.  

 

DEL. NORTON:  – stimulus funds kept teachers and nurses as one of the big 

arguments we made for the stimulus employed.  So it means that the recession, as it were, 

has been a little later getting to women.  And now, they’re taking a big time.  What is 

really tragic is to see that the unemployment rate of women is going up, even as the 

economy recovers.  We’ve got to do something about that.   

 



MS. SETMAYER:  Well, we don’t really know – is the economy really 

recovering?  The numbers have been so cooked to see who’s got jobs, jobless rates, and 

isn’t that – it’s just been outrageous how they calculated this in the first place.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Worst – that’s always the case, though, government – I mean like 

they – if you babysit for an hour in one week, that’s a new job.  I am quite serious.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, one, from the stimulus, you’re supposed to create jobs, 

to save or create jobs, or – anyway.   

 

MS. WOOD:  The fact is the unemployment rate is still almost 9 percent.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  That’s right – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And I’ve got to tell you.  The whole thing about construction jobs, 

those are always temporary jobs.  You go from project to project.  And so how’s that as a 

job – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Which is how we oppose the stimulus bill, Bonnie.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Thank you.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  And we’re not in a depression because of the stimulus bill.  

We still have firefighters and police officers on the street because of the stimulus.  Well, 

really, I have to add a little balance here on the whole – the stimulus to stimulus.  But I 

think it is very disconcerting those numbers that we just saw and how it affects women 

and no matter what the reason is.     

 

MS. ERBE:  And what should be done about it?   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Yes.  I think it shows where the focus of cuts are and types 

of jobs.  And that’s not being looked, as to how it affects single-parent households.  

There’s all kinds of things to look at when you’re looking at where you’re going to make 

cuts and who you’re affecting.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  I think the anti-discrimination agencies got to get busy because 

there’s no question, it seems to me, that when employers have huge potential workforce 

to choose from, it’s hard for the old prejudices not to sip in.  She’s going to get married.  

How many children does she have?  You don’t have to say those things out loud anymore 

to get at.  But these numbers – somebody needs to go behind these numbers.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Yes, what the – to the extent that public policy ought to be involved 

in these types of things, it ought to be how do we create an environment, where 

businesses can create more jobs?  That’s what we ought to be focused on because if 



people are out there creating jobs, and they need people to fill seats, they’ll take the right 

people coming in the door, if you’re qualified man, woman, or whatever happens to be.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Oh, really?   

 

MS. WOOD:  Yes, really.  Let’s not put more regulations, which I was worried 

where you were headed, on businesses – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  No, enforce the law we have.   

 

MS. WOOD:  – you’re going to talk if you want to get rid of more jobs; we need 

to be creating a more free market environment for these folks to operate in – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  And everything else will take care of itself.  

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Stop foisting like government health care on – 

 

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

 

MS. SETMAYER:  – small businesses and things like that, where they’re forced 

to have to lay people off because they can’t afford to keep them.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right, give Debra the floor.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Let me just say how does this affect the subject that we’re 

talking about, which is women and a disproportionate – 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Republican talking points.   

 

MS. WOOD:  These aren’t Republican.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  – seriously, we were talking unemployment and women 

going up, even though it’s decreasing for men.  And I think that’s what we need to be 

discussing, is why is – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Hold on, this was like a point one – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait, wait, wait, wait.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  – why is it affecting, besides shovel-ready jobs, construction 

jobs, why is it affecting women more?  Because that’s only a small portion of jobs out 

there, construction jobs.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, not according to the administration.  Every time the 

president talks about jobs being created, he’s talking about shovel-ready jobs – 

 



MS. ERBE:  Well, let me ask you – one question that I want everybody here to 

answer based on – is what’s happening here – do you see – do you think anti-female bias 

in the eyes of employers plays any role in what’s going on, or is it really just trends like 

the stimulus bill created a lot of – in addition to the teachers and nurses jobs, it also 

created a lot of construction jobs.  Now that that’s run its course pretty much and we’re 

seeing huge state lay offs, look at Wisconsin, where it’s all teachers and nurses and the 

cops who vote Republican and the sheriffs aren’t getting laid off the way the Democratic 

unions are.      

 

MS. WOOD:  Well, I think a lot of – you’re going to ask any kind of anecdotal 

type of question.  We’d have to have statistic showing, if you will, that said employers 

were specifically hiring more men than they were hiring women because they thought 

men were better or they were heading households.  The fact is, when you look at the 

percentages, men were not by a point women, but down by a point.  The bottom line is 

it’s not a good employment area for anybody – male or female.  And so I just don’t think 

you can make those kind of wide cultural decisions without that.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  I agree.  That’s why the anti-discrimination agencies need to 

get busy, so we can find out whether or not there is an increase in discrimination.  We do 

know this.  More minorities and more women file complaints during hard times.  That 

doesn’t mean that they are – that they’re all found to be discrimination matters, but it 

does mean that you have them coming forward.  But I agree with you.  Somebody’s got 

to look at this far more scientifically, and then, if they see these trends, right now, to put 

the flag up, so we know we’re not going to tolerate it.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I just think that it’s – given the numbers right now, the 

negligible the difference is – that I think it’s the nature of the way our economy is right 

now and the nature of the types of jobs that are being created that is affecting this, not 

anti – bias against women.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Last thought, Debra.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I think that Eleanor made a great point and I agree with her.  

And I think we need – I agree with you.  We need more facts and more figures before 

we’ll be able to figure out what’s going on.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And in what some people are still calling a recession, where is the 

money for those figures going to come from?   

 

Behind the headlines, women’s economic power worldwide.  Study after study 

finds the more economic freedom women have, the better our nation performs globally.  

Yet, women still make up less than a third of the world’s workforce.  The Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development, or the OECD plans to tackle this 

discrepancy.   

 



To the Contrary spoke with Ambassador Karen Kornbluh about the OECD’s new 

initiative focused on women’s economic empowerment.   

 

(Begin video segment.)   

 

MS. KAREN KORNBLUH:  I think people have seen women’s rights as a 

cultural issue.  In Beijing, 15 years ago, the countries of the world said, “women’s rights 

are human rights.”  But I think what we’re saying now is, in order to exercise your rights, 

you need to have economic opportunity.   

 

MS. ERBE:  The OECD is made up of 34 member-nations.  Its mission is to 

improve global economic security.  Known as the rich men’s club by some, its new 

initiative will focus specifically on women in three areas: education, employment, and 

entrepreneurship.   

 

MS. KORNBLUH:  Right now, women own 1 percent of the world’s property.  

They earn 10 percent of the world’s income, 70 percent of the world’s poor are women.  

So there is just a huge amount that needs to be done.  And what the OECD can do 

because it’s a place that shares best practices, but it’s also a place that collects all this 

cross-country data, is it can fill in the gaps and what’s actually happening and who’s 

doing a good job in which areas of economic opportunity, and then countries can start 

learning from each other.   

 

We don’t think there’s a one-size-fits-all solution.  There can’t be.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Kornbluh says the OECD will work with the United Nations, the 

World Bank, and others to analyze and compile the best work practices from around the 

world.  She says the recession has already shown some nations the benefit of having 

women at the forefront.   

 

MS. KORNBLUH:  In Iceland, it’s a very big foreign policy objective to promote 

gender equality and part of that is because they saw that during their economic crises, the 

women owned banks were the ones that didn’t fail.  The women rail leaders did the great 

job.  And so they really think that a part of economic health is making sure that women 

are key leaders in the economy.  And European countries – different European countries 

are experimenting with different policies.  So in some countries, in order for a woman to 

take her maximum allowed amount of maternity leave, her husband has to take his 

paternity leave.  And that’s a way of changing the dynamic in the family.  So that’s just 

fascinating.   

 

And then in other countries, they’re realizing that some things that they thought 

were really fair, like having very long maternity leave, actually weren’t supporting 

women because they take so long out of the workplace.   

 



MS. ERBE:  A new report from the OECD finds, while women continue to earn 

less money than men, they also continue to do more unpaid work, up to two and a half 

hours per week of child care and household chores.   

 

MS. KORNBLUH:  It was one thing to remove the legal barriers to women 

working.  It’s another thing to really change the institutions so that women have the 

opportunity to work and also take care of their family responsibilities, so that men have 

an opportunity to be more involved.  These are hard complicated things.  And so I think it 

was one thing for people to say, “give a woman a dollar, and she’ll be really productive.”  

It’s another thing to figure out how to make all these institutional changes so that it can 

happen.  You can’t just assume that as women get to 50 percent that things will 

automatically change.  We need to figure out how to really make some hard choices, so 

that we have a healthy economy going forward.   

 

(End video segment.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  I think of the average American watching this program and I want to 

ask you, if we get more involved in these issues, as the Obama administration is, with 

helping women in other countries gain economic power, how does that help Americans 

and American women?   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Well, one of the things that it will do, it gives economic 

stability, also gives stability to countries and to foreign governments.  So we had the war 

discussion earlier – you have a more stable universe.  So it does help our country in that 

way.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And should we be devoting these resources to it as a result or even 

more resources?  What’s the best way for – what role do we play in this?   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Well, I think one of the things – and I’ve been fortunate 

enough to travel to many, many different countries and meet with leaders and women 

leaders, and one of the things we have to do is make money available for women to start 

their own businesses.  There is a disproportionate amount of money loaned from the 

World Bank to men than to women.  And we need to encourage practices where women 

have access to be able to build and give themselves a stable life.   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Yes, I agree with that and I think, on an international stage, 

we’ve seen that.  My boss is involved a lot in Afghanistan and places like that, where 

they’ve promoted women’s not only economic development, but education and 

everything else.  And that’s true.  No – no real stable country can be that way without 

including women and empowering women in all of those different areas.  So I think that’s 

– I think it’s a great way to invest.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  Profound, really profound cultural, religious barriers to this, 

very important to do, but it’s well beyond providing equal opportunity.  Witness 

Afghanistan – just providing opportunity to go to school was seen as defying certain 



religious and cultural traditions.  Somebody’s got to take it on and it’s a very long road to 

go.  It’s amazing that we’re just beginning to do that in OECD.  I applaud it.   

 

MS. WOOD:  I think we just have to look and say can we – are these wise uses of 

dollars in certain areas, where we may not be able to make a change right now?  I think 

we really have to look where we make the most difference, where are countries that are 

open to utilizing these resources, and who’s going to make best use of them?   

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Also the U.N. is for it, but let the U.N. do stuff like that.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But there also – by the way, there also is an organization called 

Women Thrive Worldwide, which has been working for years to make sure USAID 

grants and contracts to other countries are assuredly going half to women owned business 

an half to men’s.   

 

That’s it for this edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, former D.C. public 

schools Chancellor Michelle Rhee discusses her new role in public school reform.  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)  

 


