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MS. ERBE:  This week on “To the Contrary,” first, when will the contraception 

debate end?  Then, a teen takes on Hollywood.  Behind the headlines: more women in 

politics. 

 

(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, controversy 

over contraception again.   

 

The so-called GOP war on women continues as more conservative state 

lawmakers introduce laws that would extend state control over women’s health.  This 

week, Arizona headed toward becoming the 10
th

 state to allow doctors to withhold 

prenatal test results from pregnant women.  The Arizona State Senate passed a bill that 

protects doctors from malpractice lawsuits if they don’t tell expectant mothers their 

children will be born with genetic defects.  Women’s rights advocates say the bill’s true 

purpose is to keep women from deciding to have abortions.   

 

A controversial birth control bill is also making its way through the Arizona 

legislature which allows secular employers to bar health insurance coverage of 

contraceptives for female employees.  It also requires women who want contraception 

covered by their private insurance to prove they need the medicine for, quote, “legitimate 

medical reasons.”  And it would allow employers to fire women for using birth control to 

prevent pregnancy.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So, Dr. Avis Jones-DeWeever, why are we seeing more and more 

state laws restricting women’s choices on medical issues? 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  Because it seems that apparently the Republican 

Party is now being run by a bunch of bullies who are willing to – (audio break) – over 

women’s rights. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  I think that this is with the emergence of more conservative 

legislators being elected that they see an opportunity for the pro-life movement to kind of 

flourish on a state level.  I don’t know if these types of bills are necessarily the right way 

to go. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  We’re ranked 97
th

 in the world in the number of women in 

elected office, and with legislation like this, it shows. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I think it shows how dysfunctional our health care system is 

and that this law is probably more about medical malpractice problems than about 

abortion per se.  And I think that it’s only going to get worse with Obamacare. 

 



MS. ERBE:  Do you agree that it’s more about medical malpractice laws than 

about abortion or is that just a ruse? 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  You need look no further than Rick Santorum’s own 

comments when he specifically said that if it was up to him, we wouldn’t have access to 

prenatal care and testing specifically for this reason because he believes that to have 

access to those types of testing it would cause more abortions in the long run.  So really 

this is really the actualization of what he’s already verbalized on the campaign trail. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I think this is exactly the reason why feminists should not 

want government in the business of health because, look, you know, feminists like to 

negotiate specific benefits for women in these kinds of laws.  And then what happens is 

that there’s a change of power, right? 

 

MS. ERBE:  There are two laws we’re talking about.  First – which one are you 

talking –  

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I’m saying in Obamacamre, for instance, we like to try to 

negotiate these specific benefits like free contraception, mandated free contraception.  

But then, you know, when the tables are turned, suddenly, you can have somebody – 

when you have this kind of executive reach, you have someone like Santorum who comes 

in office and suddenly people are going to say I don’t know if I agree with his stance on 

this.  well, the fact is once you’ve expanded the executive power in this frame, it doesn’t 

matter who’s in power, someone is not going to be happy, which is why we should just 

keep the government out of it. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, I think what’s happening here – in Arizona there’s the 

Arizona bill and then I think Kansas, which is even more expansive.  And I took a look at 

this and I’m very pro-life and I understand the idea, how horrific it is to have the idea of a 

wrongful death – that’s what they call these things, wrongful deaths. 

MS. ERBE:  Wrongful birth. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  That too.  I’m sorry.  Wrongful life, wrongful birth.  Correct.  

And I think that there’s a certain moral and ethical side of this that people have a problem 

with that if you’re born with a genetic disease, Down syndrome, et cetera, as a result of 

the malpractice by a doctor, the parents can sue if they weren’t notified ahead of time to 

make the decision to abort or to have the baby.   

 

So they look at these – the psychology behind what if this kid finds out their 

parents never wanted them, they would have aborted them, and will doctors now, they’re 

not protected for their own beliefs against abortion then it’s going to be malpractice.  And 

I don’t think this is the right way to do it.  I think it’s a stretch. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  I agree with you on that one.  This is such a far stretch. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  It is. 



 

MS. BENNETT:  And we look at some of the personhood legislation that’s going 

on.  And I like you personally but I really object to you saying that feminists are 

negotiating things for feminists.  We’re negotiating things for women.  And it’s very easy 

– you know what?  Any man that wants Viagra, he gets Viagra, no questions asked.  

Women want basic contraception.  One out of three American women have chosen to 

terminate pregnancies for reasons that are very personal to them.  Ninety-six percent of 

American women, including Catholic women, choose to use contraception.  So all of this 

flies in the face of what is the average American woman’s life and what’s she asking for. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And why is it happening now?  Why is it all of a sudden it seems 

like all these states are passing all these laws controlling women’s health more and more 

and more? 

 

MS. BENNETT:  I think it’s exactly what Tara said.  I think we have these wave 

of tea party folks that came in who are highly conservative.  And also, if you look at U.S. 

Congress, which is only 17 percent women, 14 percent of those women are Republican 

and 3 percent are Democratic.  And only 3 percent of Republican, and that – you see that 

on state level too.  Without women in elected office to put forward reasonable legislation, 

this legislation is going to happen. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But, let me say – okay.  But it was a woman, Republican woman 

who introduced one of those bills in Arizona. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  Fine.  Fine.  But the fact remains that if you look at state 

legislatures and you look at U.S. Congress, we are so far behind the rest of the world in 

having women in elected office, women who there will make sure legislation that goes 

forward helps women, doesn’t hurt them.  This legislation, all of it hurts women. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I think we’re talking past one another.  I think the left has 

framed has framed this whole conversation about women’s health issues, which it is, and 

on the right, they framed it all on in terms of religious freedom, which it also is in many 

ways.  But, in fact, what we’re all talking about is the individual choice and how the 

health care system –  

 

MS. ERBE:  But let me just say the religious freedom – Justice Scalia actually 

ruled that it has nothing to do – this whole debate has nothing to do with religious 

freedom. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I can disagree with that.  I think ultimately what we all 

wanted is health care that’s focused on individual patient choice.  And I think that we’re 

finding that everyone at the table in some ways agreeing with each other, but we 

recognize – I just think that the best way to do that is to remove government health care 

altogether but I would disagree with this kind of legislation in Arizona and Kansas as 

well. 

 



MS. ERBE:  We don’t have much time.  Let’s get back – specifically, let’s start 

with the legislation that makes women come up with a doctor’s note saying they need 

contraception for medical purposes.  And if they go out and buy it on their own, they 

stand to be fired by private employers. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  It’s absolutely ridiculous the fact that you have to 

prove in some instances here that you are using contraception not for contraceptive 

purposes, that you’re using it for some other reason.  Once again, it shows that we have 

this very far right movement in terms of the legislation across this country, not just in 

terms of what’s being debated in Congress right now but in states all across this nation 

including, unfortunately, my home state of Virginia that has absolutely been ridiculous in 

terms of trying to have some sort of intrusive procedures into women’s bodies around 

these issues.  We’ve gone way too far.  And I think the backlash is going to really come 

back to haunt the Republicans comes this presidential race. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, that’s why we have elections.  On the Senate floor this week, 

we had debate and discussion about the Violence against Women Act, and it was reported 

that Senator Murkowski is telling her fellow – Lisa Murkowski, Republican of Alaska, is 

telling her fellow partisans that they’re going to lose the women’s vote in November.  Do 

you agree? 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  I think that if the debate continues to be framed this way, that 

Republicans will have a problem with the women’s vote.  They need to – our Republican 

women (surrogates ?) need to get out there and make sure that the debate is not hijacked 

by the other side and talked about a war on women because we’re not denying access to 

health care or contraception.  That’s a ruse.  That’s a specious argument.  So hopefully 

they can get the messaging correct.  And then bills like this, they don’t help either on the 

state legislature. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last word.  Last word, Sam. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  Rick Santorum lost by six points to women and that’s what’s 

going to happen in the general if they keep going this path. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Let us know what you think.  Please follow me on Twitter 

@BonniEerbe.   

 

From the health debate to bullying. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

MAN [“Bully”]:  I feel kind of nervous going to school because I like learning but 

I have trouble with making friends. 

 

MS. ERBE:  A ratings fight with the Motion Pictures Association is causing a 

nationwide controversy and raising the profile of a new documentary called “Bully” 



about school bullying.  The Motion Picture Association has given the film an R rating 

because it includes use of four-letter words.  A Michigan teenager, Katy Butler, who was 

bullied in middle school, is leading a huge lobbying effort to change that rating to PG 13 

before its release later this month. 

 

KATY BUTLER [Anti-Bullying Advocate]:  This movie is called “Bully.”  It’s a 

documentary and it’s a story of five kids who are bullied across the United States.  And 

they are all telling their stories.  About two weeks ago, I saw that this movie was coming 

out and it has a really great message.  And then I saw that this movie was rated R, which 

means kids under 17 cannot go see this movie without a parent or guarding which is 

taking away from the target audience because the target audience is the middle school 

and high school students who are bullied and who are the bullies. 

 

WOMAN [“Bully”]:  He’s not safe on that bus.   

 

WOMAN [“Bully”]:  I’ve been on that bus.  They are just as good as gold. 

 

MS. BUTLER:  I think the message of this movie is really, really important.  It’s 

kids telling their real stories and they’re educating other kids about what’s actually going 

on. 

 

MS. ERBE:  The film notes 13 million kids will be bullied this year in the U.S.  

The story follows five victims of bullying as they talk about their experiences.  Butler 

was inspired by the message of the film because she was bullied. 

 

MS. BUTLER:  When I was in seventh grade, I came out as a lesbian to my 

school and not a lot of people in my school really liked that.  So they called me names.  

They pushed me into lockers.  They knocked my books out of my hands, horrible things.  

And they ended up slamming my hand in my locker and breaking my finger, which was 

just a horrible experience. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  So who is right in this debate?  Should MPAA rate it R because it 

does have four letter words in it or should they allow teenagers, who are the target 

audience, in to see it? 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Clearly, four-letter words are not going to be the issue for 

these kids who are being beaten upon and beating each other up.  I think that we should 

always allow more flexibility in this and let parents choose if their children are aware of 

that.   

 

What’s interesting about this is is that it seems as though they’re covering sort of 

a wide range of different kids who have been bullied, because very often the bullying 

conversation takes and ideological bent.  And I think that this sounds like it has an 

interesting message. 



 

MS. ERBE:  When you say ideological, you think kids are arguing over politics? 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  No.  I just think that very often bullying is – because certain 

kinds of kids are being bullied.  So maybe it’s because, as this young lady was saying, 

she was a lesbian, but they often don’t look at other kids who are being bullied, although 

in this film it looks as though they’re looking at a number of different kids and their 

stories.  So I think that sounds very interesting. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  Well, Stonehill College in Massachusetts did a longitudinal 

study on this issue of movie ratings with the MPAA.  And they did it over three different 

years, 1988, 1997 and 2006, to see whether there’s been kind of a creep in their leniency 

toward violence and sexual content, nudity, different things that go into these ratings.  

And they found that it seems as though the MPAA has allowed an increase in violence in 

movies.  And what was yesterday’s rated R is now today’s PG 13.   

 

And given the level of violence and sexual content and nudity, what our kids are 

exposed to as teenagers now, even just on network television, it’s hard to imagine that a 

movie like this, which kids probably need to see, would be rated R because of profanity.  

I mean, I think that this is a message – I haven’t seen it.  I don’t think any of us here have 

seen it.  But just the basic concept of what – bullying and with cyber bullying, the 

instances of suicide – I mean, suicide is the third highest rate of death amongst 15 to 24 

year olds.  So it’s an important issue.  And I think the MPAA needs to rethink their 

position here. 

 

MS. JONES-DEWEEVER:  They definitely do particularly the reason that they’re 

giving for not allowing a lower rating is because of language.  Let me tell you.  Those 

children already use that language.  It’s not a word in there – I can guarantee you.  I 

haven’t seen the film, but I can guarantee you it’s not a word in there that they don’t 

currently use and specifically hurl at their victims in terms of the young people who are 

being bullied.  So it makes perfect sense to me to lower that rating to PG 13, specifically 

so we can address this issue on a broader scale. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But, you know, I’m not arguing for censorship, and all you have to 

do is go into the Twitter sphere and, my God, the language in there is unbelievably bad, a 

lot of it.  But you don’t think there are some parents who are going to say, I don’t want 

my 15 year old going in there without me being with him or giving permission or 

something. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  Yes, but let’s not throw the baby out with the bathwater.  If the 

point of the film is to help raise awareness so that bullying decreases, then, heck.  If we 

have to throw a few bad words in there, so be it.  And I’m a parent of a 27 year old, 25 

year old and a nine year old and have heard all the bullying stories, saw it myself.  We all 

did in school, right?  What I think is really encouraging – here’s a young person standing 

up and saying, hey, let’s change that.  And I think it’s very, very encouraging.  Let’s let 

the target audience watch this by all means. 



 

MS. SETMAYER:  Also, if it keeps the rated R rating, you can’t show it in 

schools.  So if this becomes something as an educational tool, since it is a documentary – 

I remember at least when I was in school they used to have assemblies and we’d go on to 

the gym and we’d watch different movies and things like this.  If it’s something that is 

really that educational, as long as it has a rated R rating, they’re not going to be able to 

use it as a teaching tool in schools as well.  I mean, the gratuitous violence that you see in 

PG 13 movies, horror movies and things nowadays. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  Video games even. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  That’s right.  Even video games.  You’ve got to be kidding 

me that they’re going to give this a rated R rating because of a couple of profane words. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But, you know, on the plus side, I was just talking to a Hollywood 

producer the other night and he was telling me that 10 or 15 years ago, the MPAA used to 

give out 300 plus ratings a year.  Once you get the rating from the MPAA, it makes you 

at least have the opportunity of becoming a major film.  Now it’s 200 a year.  So just the 

fact that they gave them a rating at all is going to help distribution. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  But, you know, just to throw this in, talk about gratuitous 

violence.  Let’s talk about bad language.  Let’s talk about how women are portrayed in 

some of these things that that isn’t even rated.  The way that women are portrayed in this 

horrible sexist terrible violent way, no one takes a look at that.  So if there’s something 

I’d love to see them be a little stricter on, it’s that. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines: women in politics.  The 2010 off-

year elections marked a historic first for women in Congress and in state legislatures.  It 

wasn’t a good one.  So the 2012 Project, a new nonpartisan group was launched to turn 

the trend around for this year.   

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  In 1992, American voters elected an unprecedented number of 

women to Congress.  The so-named Year of the Woman encouraged and inspired many 

more women to run for office, and they did until 2010.   

 

MARY HUGHES [Founder and Director, the 2012 Project]:  In 2010, when for 

the first time in 30 years we swore in fewer members of Congress who were female than 

the Congress before.  We lost nearly 80 women from state legislatures across this 

country. 

 

MS. ERBE:  The 2012 Project encourages, connects and trains women from non-

political backgrounds to run for Congress and state legislatures. 

 



MS. HUGHES:  We are focused on inviting women who are accomplished in the 

private and non-profit sector to consider running for office.  We are specifically focused 

on women in science and technology, energy and environment, health and finance and 

women who own small businesses and who are involved in international relations. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Hughes says this is an important year for this work. 

 

MS. HUGHES:  Once every 10 years we redistrict and reapportion the states and 

we move congressional districts around, we redraw the state legislative lines.  And so that 

creates new seats, competitive seats and new opportunities for newcomers and outsiders.  

But once every 20 years, that redistricting is matched with a presidential election turnout.  

And those voters who come out in the presidential election much more likely to take an 

even look at challengers and newcomers. 

 

MS. ERBE:  The 2012 Project enlisted comedian and actress Aisha Tyler to help 

recruit women to run.  But most ambassadors for the 2012 Project come from the political 

realm. 

 

MS. HUGHES:  Our ambassadors are former elected women, former 

congresswomen, former governors, former speakers of their legislatures. 

 

MS. ERBE:  For a campaign so young, Hughes says the 2012 Project is already 

making big strides.  The campaign has already recruited 435 women to explore runs for 

office. 

 

MS. HUGHES:  Many of them are filed.  Many more are filing.  Many are 

considering races in ’14 or ’16.  So it’s working.  We just need to do more and do it 

faster. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Since its inception, women’s groups across the country have joined 

as allies of the 2012 Project.  The project has 110 allies and is part of Political Parity, a 

consortium of women’s groups dedicated to getting women from both parties to run for 

office. 

 

MS. HUGHES:  In an environment that is as charged and partisan as the one we 

are in, especially in a presidential election year, it is a departure to see such cooperation 

across party lines on behalf of an effort like electing more women. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Sam, this is your life, of course, getting more women to run for 

office.  But why did it happen in 2010 that women lost ground?  It was so weird because 

since the early ’90s, they were gaining ground. 

 

MS. BENNETT:  Well, that’s a little (fallacious ?) actually.  What we were doing 

is at best flat lining.  In 1992, women were electrified by the images of Anita Hill’s battle 



and looking at a sea of white men in Congress.  That’s what electrified them.  And 

woman after woman after woman who was elected in that Year of the Woman cite the 

Anita Hill hearings as the real precipitator that caused and pushed them to run.  And since 

then, we’ve had no real discernable dramatic progress, modest progress.  And we have a 

lot of terrific organizations, including ours. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait a second.  In ’92, in the U.S. Senate – what are we up to 

now?  Seventeen, eighteen?  But in ’92 it went from two to five.  

 

MS. BENNETT:  All right.  Fine.  But now we’re at 17.  But we’re talking about 

20 years.  We’ve barely made any progress.  And here’s what happened is actually in 

2008 the number of women in state legislatures started precipitously dropping.  And then 

when you got to the 2010 elections, you had a lot of women running.  Women’s 

Campaign Fund endorsed a record number of women in 2010 but they got decimated in 

their primaries.  Why?  Well, in part it was the rise of the sort of movement we talked 

about, the rise of the tea party, move conservative.   

 

Research shows that when women run and women are elected, they tend to be 

more moderate, in general.  They tend to be.  And this is one of the reasons, of course, 

that Olympia Snowe has cited that she has stepped down.   

 

So what do we do?  Well, the truth of the matter is women in America don’t think 

of running for office.  Why not?  They need to be asked.  And not only do they need to be 

asked, they need to be asked multiple times and they need to be asked by someone they 

know, respect or trust.  And they need to be given information, Bonnie, that makes them 

feel qualified.   

 

So Mary’s project is important.  Political Parity, which I helped found, is 

important.  And right now is in our She Should Run program we’re about to hit 200,000 

in our She Should Run program with a view to having them run four years, six years, 

eight years from now.  It’s all important.   

 

MS. ERBE:  What about conservative women? 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Yes.  Well, I guess, my thought on all of this is it’s very 

interesting and it sounds good and I don’t have a problem with women running for 

elected office.  My concern is that it overshadows all the things that women are doing to 

influence politics from the campus level to the state think tanks to the grassroots 

movement.  I mean, women are overwhelmingly running the tea party movement as a 

whole which is –  

 

MS. ERBE:  But they’re not overwhelmingly the ones who are elected. 

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Yes, but the reason I mention this is because at some point 

do we have to say gender equality and gender parity are different and that can women be 

playing a role that is better for them?  Maybe women are finding that these are better 



roles for them, that they enjoy it more, that this is where they feel that they’re having an 

influence more than being in elected office, that women and men are different.  We have 

different strengths, different aptitudes.  It’s not to say that all women are going to fit in 

that mold.  Same with them – all men are not going to fit in that mold. 

 

MS. SETMAYER:  As a conservative women who does plan to run for office – 

it’s something that I’ve wanted to do since I was in fourth grade, and I am a member of 

Political Parity, and I was there when they launched it, and very honored and privileged 

to be a part of something like this.  And it’s bipartisan.  I mean, the spectrum is rather 

wide.  And I think that’s a great way for women to come together and decide this is 

something we should do.   

 

Oftentimes they do need to be convinced.  And I made the point on another show 

that, yes, maybe it’s because women have the freedom to choose to do other things.  They 

don’t want to run for office.   

 

But Sam made the point that it could also be that no one’s ever asked them to do 

it.  They’ve never thought of themselves in that role.  And these kinds of organizations 

and women like us who are in positions to show them, you can do it too, I think there’s 

nothing wrong with that at all.   

 

And also the issue of money – I find that money is a huge, huge deterrent for a lot 

of women to run because if they don’t have that, they’re connected into that pipeline and 

that’s a good old boys’ club oftentimes, then it’s a huge deterrent to run for office.  We 

need to change that. 

 

MS. ERBE:  At some point in the recent past, wasn’t there some finding maybe 

by the Center for American Women in Politics – I don’t remember which group – that 

women weren’t having as much trouble raising funders –  

MS. BENNETT:  We actually did the research.  It was called Vote with Your 

Purse.  And it actually shows – we just did the update on that.  And actually women are 

out raising men now in office. 

 

MS. ERBE:  How? 

 

MS. BENNETT:  Well, here’s the deal.  It’s called the Jackie Robinson effect, all 

right.  The women that are managing to ascend are the ones that haven’t been given help 

from anybody but they’re rock stars, like Senator Kirsten Gillibrand, right, who are 

inordinately good and so therefore are just raising more money and doing everything 

better.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So just by getting out there and asking? 

 

MS. BENNETT:  No.  It’s because the women that run are the rock stars.  So the 

guys it’s average to rock stars.  So that’s why you see more money being raised. 

 



MS. ERBE:  All right.  Rock on.  (Laughter.)  That’s it for this edition of “To the 

Contrary.”  Next week, our special on women’s history.  Please follow me on Twitter 

@bonnieerbe.  And check our website, pbs.org/ttc for “TTC Extra.”  This week, a 90 year 

old makeup model.  And whether your views are in agreement or to the contrary, please 

join us next time. 

 

(END) 

 

 


