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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, first, do women voters care about 

women’s health?  Then, marriage makes the virtual comeback.  Behind the headlines, 

meet the woman running for president, and yes, there is one.           

   

(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, women’s health.   

 

New indications this week, many women voters don’t care that much about 

women’s health.  A new Kaiser Family Foundation poll found just one third of women 

believe there’s a wide scale effort to limit women’s reproductive health choices and 

services and 60 percent of registered women voters identify the economy as the top issue.  

Nonetheless, Planned Parenthood formerly endorsed President Obama and launched a TV 

ad campaign, painting GOP rival, Mitt Romney, as the wrong choice for women.   

 

NARRATOR:  (From tape.)  Romney is saying he’ll deny women the birth 

control and cancer screening they depend on.   

 

MS. ERBE:  The ad quotes Romney as saying he would get rid of Planned 

Parenthood and the Supreme Court should overturn the Roe v. Wade decision which 

legalized abortion on a national scale. 

 

So Linda Chavez, 30 percent of women saying – women voters saying that they 

care about – or do believe that there is a so-called war on women.  Is that more or less 

than you thought it would be?   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  It’s really about what I thought it would be, given the 

Democrats’ concerted effort to make people believe there is this mythical war on women.  

And frankly, the numbers are low enough.  I think the Democrats ought to be worried.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I was a little surprised that they were as low as they were.  I 

would have thought it would have been a little bit higher, but the campaign season has 

not heated up yet.  I think that number’s going to be risen.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Actually, the number was spot on as far as research that IWF 

just conducted as well, but I think that it just shows that fear mongering on women’s 

issues is not going to win the White House in November.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  Well, it’s not surprising to me, given that we’re early in the 

campaign season and the economy is a tough issue.  And I think more women activists 

will be looking at it later.   

 



MS. ERBE:  It certainly seemed – I think it’s – things have kind of died down 

except for the fact that even on the House floor chamber, late this week, there was an 

attempt – a failed attempt to pass a bill because it was brought on by a special procedure 

by which it needed a two thirds vote, but to limit so-called gender abortions, which if 

they exist at all in this country, you know, the number is absolutely minuscule.  So – but 

earlier in the year, when it was – there was a bigger fanfare about it, it certainly seemed 

in the online world, where you and I met, that there was a huge concern about it.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  Absolutely, there’s been a lot of talk on this on the web, on 

Twitter, on chats, and this has certainly been a focus.  That’s why I said that for women 

activists, this is a really big issue.  And if you look at what happened with the Komen 

Foundation just a few months ago, that’s still a very hot issue.  I do think that it’s out 

there certainly for women activists.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I think we find that poll after poll are showing that 

Americans think that we’re moving in the wrong direction.  And I think that the idea of 

using fear rather than hope, if you will, in the last election to try to use turnout in 

November is something that is really off putting, especially to women, and I think that 

we’re going to find that more and more women are thinking, I don’t like this sort of 

divide and distract strategy.  I want you to focus and tackle those economic issues head 

on.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait, how can you call it a divide and distract strategy if the 

Catholic Church and many of its schools and hospitals are suing over this policy, and 

that’s – the Catholic lawsuit is certainly not brought by the Democratic Party.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  But they are suing because the Obama administration has 

changed longstanding policy, which did not require Catholic Church to provide birth 

control and abortion services to people who work there.  And the Catholic Church had a 

choice.  They could quit serving non-Catholics.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Actually there’re many stats for many years that did require it.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  But not – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And they never cared about it.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  As a matter of fact, this lawsuit is all about the Catholic Church 

wanting to provide services to non-Catholics, which they consider part of their mission.  

They could easily deal with the regulation if they just only hired Catholics and only 

served Catholics.  But let me get back to the Planned Parenthood thing and the gender 

selection.  This came out as a result of a sting operation in which a young woman went in 

and filmed at least two Planned Parenthood counselors counseling her on being able to 

have a late term abortion if it was determined that the fetus she was carrying was a 

female.  She said she wanted to be able to abort.  She only wanted a boy.  And they said, 

yes, it would probably be about 20 weeks before you would find out – 



 

MS. ERBE:  Okay, fine, but Linda, this is – that’s one situation and it’s anecdotal.  

If you look at the numbers overall, late term abortions, first of all, were 3,500 out of 1.3 

million last year.  I mean, we’re talking women who are going to either die or have a late 

term abortion because – 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, that’s not the case.  Mostly, they are mostly – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But you know – so there’s always a right wing activist like this 

woman who can find the oddity and make a big deal out of it.  But I want to get back to 

why women don’t seem to care more about these issues.  Obviously within economy – 

obviously, number one issue on everybody’s mind, especially with the late – late week 

job numbers that came out that were kind of pitiful, obviously the economy is more 

important.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I mean – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But that doesn’t mean they don’t have to care about this.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I do think they care.  I think that’s why you have 30 percent 

being polled saying that they believe that there is a war on women.  I think there should 

be more, in my opinion and my viewpoint.  I think there will be more as the issues heat 

up between the two presidential candidates and more is talked about.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  I’m not – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I just want to say this.  I don’t buy into that this is a social 

wedge issue.  First of all, it was brought up by the Republicans, and I heard what you 

said, Linda, but it was brought up by the Republicans.  It created all this backlash across 

the states, legislators, women legislators were up in arms, and so this isn’t the 

administration going, wow, let’s bring up women’s issues because we want to divide and 

conquer.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  But the war on women has come to mean much more than 

reproductive issues.  I mean this is – I mean if you look at The Life of Julia, we’re talking 

about everything from Head Start to Social Security.  And I think what a lot of women 

recognize is that they don’t want a cradle to grave government handholding, and that they 

want – and that one woman – and it is really an attempt to muzzle anyone who questions 

government overreach into any of these areas from education to health care to entitlement 

reform.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  Well, you have to keep a focus on the fact that a lot of these issues 

are economic issues for women, however.  The ability to control your reproduction is 

extremely important to your ability for your earnings, for everything, you know.  We talk 

about women in the media, well, it’s really critical that women have control over their 



reproductive and health – it’s a big health issue as well.  So I think it’s important that we 

keep in mind that a lot of women make that connection.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  But Republicans are not trying to deny access to contraception.  

What they are saying is should federal money be going to Planned Parenthood and what 

they’re saying is that, you know, if you want these services, in some circumstances, you 

should not force and employee who disagrees fundamentally on a matter of faith that they 

should provide them.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I don’t know how many times I’ve had to say this in my life.  

And I – full disclosure – had been on the national board of Planned Parenthood and on 

the local board of Planned Parenthood.  And the money that is given to Planned 

Parenthood is not used for abortions.  It is used for health screenings.  It is used for 

cervical screenings.  It is used for reproductive health care.  It is not used for abortions.  

And second of all, I will say this.  It’s still safe and legal in this country to have an 

abortion.  I may not, even if money was going for abortion, I may not agree with the war, 

but my tax dollars are going to go to that war, are going to go to that killing, so we can’t 

sit here and go, wow, look at them, they’re using federal money for abortions, when 

they’re not – and two, even if they were, it’s legal.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, I think you put your sort of finger on the pulse of what 

happens as government grows and grows and grows.  These cultural wars are going to 

continue because we are a very large and diverse country with different values and 

different interests and we’re not going to be able to please everyone with how our money 

is spent.   

 

MS. ERBE:  What about how you think this will play out.  Do you think this war 

on women will continue right up until November, you know, the theme?  I mean, again, 

with late in the week, the action in the House.  Again, that was a Republican sponsored 

bill.  That wasn’t a Democratic sponsored bill.  But will these issues keep coming up and 

will they be – 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, it depends on what the polling is showing and I think that 

President Obama feels that this is a winning issue for him.  Democrats routinely do better 

with women than they do with men.  And so they’re going to try to use it as an issue.  

Whether it’s successful, I don’t know.  And frankly, with the employment numbers out 

this week, very low job creation, tick up in unemployment, that is still going to be the 

number one issue no matter what your gender is and no matter what your race is.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Yes, that’s exactly – the research we conducted just 

demonstrated exactly that, that we are talking about the Paycheck Fairness Act, but when 

you explain to people the economic ramifications of things like that, that’s immediately 

what they’re concerned about, and everything else falls by the way side – 

 

MS. ERBE:  What, that they don’t want the Paycheck Fairness Act?   

 



MS. SCHAEFFER:  As soon as they hear that it may make job creation more 

difficult or the workplace less flexible, support for the bill plummets.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  Well, that’s – 

 

MS. ERBE:  You were going to say.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  I was just going to add that a lot of the action on this is actually 

happening at the state level in places like Texas, certainly on the war on women.  There 

was a whole series of states that are introducing bills that are trying to target Planned 

Parenthood and other entities.  And as Debra pointed out, it’s important to keep in mind, 

even a place like Texas, Planned Parenthood keep very separate their abortion clinics 

from the ones that do regular health screenings.   

 

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

@BonnieErbe or @TotheContrary.  From the war on women to romancing marriage.   

 

Marriage may not be as obsolete as some studies suggest.  A recent rise in reality 

shows and viral videos portray marriage as fun, exciting, even hopelessly romantic.  One 

such video posted on YouTube shows a fun proposal for one man to his girlfriend.   

 

Another, now viewed by more than 75 million people on YouTube, shows the 

wedding party dancing down the aisle.  Marriage rates in the U.S. are at an all time low.  

More than 40 percent see marriage as becoming obsolete.  Couples are choosing not to 

marry and more women are single mothers than ever before.  But research still shows 

marriage is the best institution for raising children.   

 

So Sabrina, are we seeing an uptick in public support for marriage or viewing 

marriage positively?   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I’d like to think so, but I think there is a growing divide 

between those who are more educated and more affluent and those who are less educated 

and on the poor end of the socioeconomic scale.  And I think that’s where we have to 

keep our eyes out.  Those who are more educated do seem to see marriage as a stability, 

something that’s stable, and something that’s valuable in society and that’s not always 

held throughout all levels of society.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you think things like these 75 million views on YouTube, will 

that help turn around lower – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I do.  Doesn’t it make you feel good when you look at this?  

If they would look at this, maybe it would, maybe they’d be like, you know, that’s what I 

want for me, too, and I’m going to hold out for that.  So I mean I have a concern about 

the decline of marriage and I do think it’s the best place to raise a child is between a 

husband and a wife.  And I think you keep yourself economically down when you are 

uneducated and choose to have a child as a single mother.   



 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, you know, it’s interesting.  I’m going to have a little bit of 

a contrarian view here.  I think part of the problem with the institution of marriage is this 

overly romantic idea about what marriage is.  It’s at the very time that we started thinking 

of marriage instead of as a union – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Business contract.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, yes, as an economic institution, as one that had social 

implications, that was, you know, was accepted and was the norm, and started thinking 

about this, you know, oh, great, romantic.  I’m going to, you know, love this guy for the 

rest of my life and it’s going to be, you know, roses and champagne and, you know, and 

that’s when – those are fantasies.  No marriage that last – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  It’s not?   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  No, it’s not.  I hate to tell you.  (Laughter.)  No marriage lasts – 

no relationship lasts like that.  So I think our expectations of what we’re supposed to get 

romantically, emotionally out of marriage have risen so high that it becomes very 

difficult to ever achieve it.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  But I don’t completely agree with that because I see a lot of 

changes in men.  If you look at my mother’s generation and how they looked at 

marriages, nowadays men seem to be much more interested in the romantic side of it.  

They’re becoming much more engaged with their children.  And so I think there’s a shift 

there happening amongst – on the men’s side, where they’re seeing marriage as being 

something more desirable and wanting to be involved with their children and just the day-

to-day support of their wives.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  And I think that’s fantastic.  And I think the thing that we 

should be sort of aware of is what happens if marriage becomes more obsolete.  It servers 

such an important purpose that we need to ask what happens if marriage is gone, what 

steps in to fill that space.  And for many of us I think the concern is does government step 

in to fill the space that otherwise a marriage would.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, you know, one thing I want to point out, too, is – which really 

shocked me – was there was a marriage that we didn’t use in the video that was staged on 

the show called “Mobbed,” the Fox show.  And it showed this couple in a shopping 

center somewhere in Glendale, California, and there were like thousands of people 

egging them on as he proposed to her, then the water fountain went up when she said yes.  

And there were thousands – and then he said, as long as we’re here, let’s get married 

now.  And they had flown in her relatives and her friends from Chicago and on and on 

and on.  This thing must have cost $5 million.  And the comments underneath the 

YouTube version of it were, God, can you imagine how much money he must have been 

out if she said no?  (Laughter.)  And I’m saying – they’re showing – I forget the guy’s 

name, but he’s a famous comedian.  They’re showing the director in the director’s booth 



talking about that the family are going to be coming out now and it clearly wasn’t paid 

for by this – 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  By the guy.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – little guy, who God knows what he does for a living.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  But you know, you do raise a really important issue.  The cost of 

marriage in terms of the marriage ceremony has become ridiculous.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Yes, it is.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  I mean, rich people spend $100,000 on weddings.  And you 

know, even – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Poor people – 50 grand on a wedding that they don’t have.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Yes and you know, instead of taking that money and getting a 

life put together, starting a business, buying a home, doing things, you know, to prepare 

yourself for the future, to blow it on one day.  My wedding cost about $250, now granted 

it was in 1967, so $250 was worth more, but still, I mean, this is just – I think it’s 

ridiculous.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  I was just going to say it’s being fueled by a lot of these reality 

shows.  So you know, there’s “Bridezilla,” and “Say Yes to the Dress.”  And so a lot of 

young women’s expectations are being raised by these types of shows that are saying you 

have to have this kind of dress.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, yes, and guys, too, I guess.  Behind the headlines, Green Party 

candidate Jill Stein for president.  You may not have heard of her, but she’s hoping her 

grassroots campaign will boost her poll numbers.  Dr. Stein explained her policies and 

her push for the White House to To the Contrary.   

 

(Begin video segment.)   

 

MS. JILL STEIN:  Let’s turn the White House into a green house and make it a 

nurturing, holistic, and sustainable place for us all.  That’s really about the people and not 

about the money or about Wall Street, which is sort of what rules the day there right now.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Many people only know of the Green Party as Ralph Nader’s 

political base.  But there are green partisans across the country trying to effect change.  

Dr. Jill Stein is a physician.  She has run for several state jobs in Massachusetts, 

including two bids for governor.  She says her presidential campaign is meant to provide 

a platform for the American people.   

 



MS. STEIN:  I think what we hope to accomplish is what about 49 percent of 

voters say that they want to see in the political system that they don’t see now, that is an 

independent voice that speaks up for ordinary people.  And recent polls suggest that huge 

numbers of voters feel like their needs are not being met.   

 

Most of us have lost confidence in our political system.   

 

We don’t have the jobs we need.  The jobs we have, the wages are all going 

down.  We don’t have the health care system that we can afford.  Students are swamped 

in debt.  So we got our problems.  The two parties are the best parties that money can 

buy.  But that’s just not doing it for the average voter.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So Stein has taken to the streets, visiting Occupy protests and Green 

Party meetings across the country, asking everyday Americans what they want from the 

government.   

 

MS. STEIN:  I’ve been to probably 15 or more Occupy sites and often before I 

go, I hear, oh, no, we don’t do politicians.  You know, politicians need not apply 

basically.  And then, when I show up, they say, oh, you’re not one of them.  You know, 

you’re not part of that predatory system.  And I always make clear that I’m not there to 

hijack their votes.  I’m there to support them.  I’m there because I’m grateful for what 

they’re doing and that they have changed the conversation and they put equity and justice 

back into the public dialogue.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Stein believes her third party candidacy serves to put more control 

back into the people’s hands.  She hopes to energize the disenfranchised, especially 

women.   

 

MS. STEIN:  It lends a lot of credibility to be one of those voters, to be a woman 

and the only woman in the race in the general election to start with, and it very much 

helps to have an agenda which is about women, which really speaks to women need for 

health care, especially for reproductive health care.  And I’m a medical doctor as well, so 

women’s health is very important and high upon my agenda.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And she wants to give everyday Americans a say in the political 

process.   

 

MS. STEIN:  Do we have a voice?  Do we the ordinary citizens of this country, 

do we deserve a voice in this election that’s not bought and paid for by Wall Street and 

corporate America.  And I think the answer to that question is an unmitigated enthusiastic 

yes.   

 

(End video segment.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Debra Carnahan, why isn’t she better known then?   

 



MS. CARNAHAN:  Money, pure and simple.  You know, Ralph Nader had more 

money behind him in getting his message out and she is competing against, you know, 

what, going to be what, how many millions of dollars by the time we’re done with this 

campaign?   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  How many billions of dollars – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  I was going to say billions, but it – 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Couldn’t come out.  You know, I’m sorry.  I think she’s not well 

known because she’s a fringe candidate.  I mean, Occupy, the Occupy movement, they 

like to think they’re the 99 percent.  They are the 0.01 percent of the American 

population if that.  And these are sort of fringe ideas and it is not something that Middle 

America – you know, the woman drives a Prius and she’s all into the green.  She wants 

windmills and solar and all of that.  That’s not what America is right now.  So you know, 

we want jobs.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But isn’t it on some level where America needs to be?  I mean – 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Hey, I like windmills.  I have a house that has solar energy.   

 

MS. ERBE:  I drive a hybrid.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  But, you know, that – the ordinary American, who is just trying 

to get by and put food on the table and keep the roof over his or her head, this is just not 

their focus right now.  They’re focused on jobs and her policies would be job killing.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  Well, and you have to see that it’s clearly a symbolic campaign.  

You know, there’s no chance that she’s going to even get close – she’s going to be lucky 

to get on the ballot, let alone to get a high number of votes.  So – but in many ways, I 

think that it is important to have a woman candidate running for the Green Party who’s a 

symbol of – there’s a lot of people out there who feel strongly about green energy and all 

these other issues.  And so I don’t think it’s a bad thing to have somebody out there 

who’s talking about these issues.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  I think she misses the mark a little bit, though.  I mean, 

there’s nothing wrong with green energy as long as the market recognizes that there’s a 

need and a demand for it.  It’s when women like her come in and say that this is 

absolutely the way we’re going to do things and they say we’ll pick winners and losers 

within an industry.  That’s where I think a lot of people on both parties, both of our 

Republican and Democratic Party right now would object.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Well – I was just going to say.  I think she has a lot of good 

ideas.  And I totally have seen in other countries and including this country – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, Germany – 



 

MS. CARNAHAN:  – jobs created by solar and wind.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, but I – I was going to say was – in a lot of European countries 

greens are a serious party.  They may not be a majority – 

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Yes.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – party or close to it, but there’re important parties and there’re 

important parties to win over in coalition making elections.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Right.  Absolutely.  I mean, I know the segment showed 

Occupy Wall Street, but if you look at her platform, you look at the things that she’s 

saying, for example, when she talks about there should be a job and a minimum wage for 

every American in this country.  Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt actually wanted to enact 

part of that as his new deal also because he saw that this should never happen again 

where people were out of work.  And that in a country as great as ours, we should be able 

to guarantee everybody a sustainable, livable wage.  She’s got some good things in there.  

She just doesn’t have the right platform at this time.   

 

MS. GIVENS:  Right and it’s really difficult even in some of these European 

countries for green parties to break above a certain level of the vote.  And they’re always 

going to be, not marginal, they’re certainly part of the central part of politics there, but 

we don’t have the kind of electoral system that would allow Green Party to do very well 

except for in local elections and in rare cases at the state level.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Could it be said, Sabrina, that we have a people’s party already that’s 

up and functioning and it’s called the Tea Party?   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  Well, I don’t know if it’s the Tea Party, but I mean I think – 

 

MS. ERBE:  I mean they’re not all corporate.  They’re not – they hold 60 seats in 

the House.   

 

MS. SCHAEFFER:  And I think that they want all of the things that Debra just 

mentioned.  They want people to have – the big – the defining point for the Tea Party is 

they want liberty.  They want freedom.  They want choice over their health care and their 

education and how they save and how they buy their groceries and that they want to make 

sure that the policies that Washington is putting forth doesn’t mean that their milk is $6 a 

gallon.  And I think that that’s where there’s a divide.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Yes and I think that’s right.  I mean I think the whole idea – she 

doesn’t want minimum wage.  She wants a living wage.  Well, everybody would like to 

earn more money, but in a market based system, it is laws of supply and demand and 

right now, we are in such desperate shape that if we were to artificially boost and go for 



minimum wage to a so-called living wage, you think the job numbers look bad this week, 

we would actually go down into a recession.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Last word, Debra.   

 

MS. CARNAHAN:  Yes, I was going to say.  First of all, I don’t agree with you 

on who the Tea Party people are, so I don’t think now we have that.  Tea Party people are 

people who believe that government is bad and they will ride that horse off the cliff to 

prove that less government is better government.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  That’s it for this of To the Contrary.  Please follow me on 

Twitter @BonnieErbe and @ToTheContrary and check out our website, PBS.org/ttc, 

where the discussion continues.  Whether you agree or think to the contrary, please join 

us next time.   

 

(END)  

 


