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BONNIE ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, first, working women and their 

parents on this Equal Pay Day; then, women political candidates and the Supreme Court.  

Behind the headlines: modern technology, slavery or empowerment? 

 

(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, a new twist on a 

longstanding issue. 

 

Women today out earn their mothers but not their fathers, while 70 percent of 

men today out earn their fathers.  The information comes from a new Pew report on the 

economic mobility of women compared with their parents.   

 

The study finds daughters of working moms are more likely to become working 

women themselves.  But the part that caught our attention was that daughters of women 

who did not work had the highest family incomes.  It’s not because these grown 

daughters earned more money, instead, they married higher earning men.   

 

The report compared women who turned 40 in the 1960s or ’70s with women who 

hit that age after the year 2000.  This info comes on the eve of Equal Pay Day.  The date, 

April 8
th

, symbolizes how long women must work to match men’s earnings during the 

previous year. 

 

So, Megan Beyer, how much of an influence are mothers on their daughters’ 

earnings? 

 

MEGAN BEYER:  Well, as the mother of millennials, I will tell you that I’m not 

sure, but I know it’s our fault.  (Laughter.) 

 

FRANCESCA CHAMBERS:  I don’t think that the mothers had as much to do 

with it as it has to do with technological and societal changes that have happened since 

them. 

 

DEL. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON (D-DC):  Oh, I’m sure that mama’s low 

pay has encouraged young women to try daddy’s line of work. 

 

BETTINA INCLAN:  I do think parent mothers and fathers have a huge 

influence.  I myself am a child of immigrants.  I think of my parents’ sacrifices and it 

inspires me to work harder. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, then – but how come – as it turns out, this survey shows that 

the mothers of – the daughters rather of non-working mothers who married wealthy men 



are making more money by, you know, repeating that pattern than are women who are 

career women. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Well, that’s the point.  You know, that shows the influence of 

mothers.  You know, they saw their mothers doing well doing nothing, excuse me, but 

doing well being at home. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Oh, yeah.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

DEL. NORTON:  But they saw their mothers able to have a life at home with 

them, with their children.  They liked that life.  And, by the way, that’s the cardinal 

principle of feminism: you ought to be able to have the life you want.  If the life you want 

is going out to work, that’s what you deserve.  These are women who like the life they 

had, they’re following in the same pattern, and I don’t have any problem with it. 

 

MS. MEYER:  And don’t you think it’s a function perhaps of the demographics?  

In a family where they could survive on a single income and you’re brought up in that 

environment, it could be that you’re brought up in a demographic where you’re going to 

meet potential spouses who might also be able to do that, privilege in terms of education, 

in terms of where you’re brought up geographically, all of these things could play into it. 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  That’s absolutely correct.  And higher education is the single 

best determinant of how much money you’re going to make along the line. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Except that this study kind of turns that on its head by saying – it 

doesn’t say that the daughters of mothers who married wealthy men and who may have 

been wealthy themselves through inheritance, but daughters of women who did not work 

outside the home are earning less or even – it doesn’t matter whether they’re educated or 

not, although you would think they would be, but that they repeat this pattern. 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  Well, later in the study, it did talk a little bit about education 

actually, and it did point out that the women and daughters who are actually making more 

now are the ones who had the higher education level as well, and they were also the ones 

who are more likely to be married to men who had higher education levels as well.  So I 

do think that the opportunity to go to good colleges, because they came from homes 

where there was more money, did help with that. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And tell me about your experience as the daughter of immigrants.  

How did you get into, you know, political consulting? 

 

MS. INCLAN:  Well, that’s a long story, but I think in this conversation, I got in 

politics as inspired by family, the sacrifices they made.  But I do think when we talk 

about girls making more than their mothers or maybe not making more than their fathers, 

I think a big thing is we have to empower girls and encourage them to go into these fields 



that traditionally are occupied by men.  We have to get them more into math, and more 

into sciences, and have them compete for these jobs.  I lived in Silicon Valley for a long 

time.  I could count in my hand how many female engineers I met, how many heads of 

start-up companies I met that were women.  We need more of those kind of people.  We 

have to empower these girls to follow those jobs and really be at those top levels. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you think that’s what’s keeping us from – keeping us for so long 

now from closing the pay gap? 

 

MS. INCLAN:  I think it’s one.  I think the reality is women, we have a much 

bigger – we’ve put I guess ourselves and society has put the responsibility of taking care 

of families, be it children or parents, and that traditionally has fell upon us.  And I hope 

that you – I have a great partner and we will make decisions together.  But the reality is a 

lot of times it’s women that are making these decisions. 

 

MS. BEYER:  And part of it is the culture.  I mean, our corporations don’t have, 

you know, stipends for childcare.  They don’t have paid maternity leave, many of them.  

You know, our society has not adapted to respond to this dual-income paradigm that we 

now live in.  Back in the ’60s and ’70s, it really didn’t, you know, have to.  We didn’t 

expect it to because there weren’t that many women in the labor force.   

 

But when you look at the dramatic change in the number of women who are out 

working and the dearth of any response coming from government in terms of public 

policy like paid maternity leave, or, you know, companies accommodating this, it’s pretty 

amazing you have that labor participation. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  But let me go back to the survey, not making more than their 

fathers is a very pregnant fact because that means if their father was a factory worker or 

their father was a lawyer or a doctor, an Indian chief.   

 

In other words, your father could have been a highly paid professional and still 

you’re not making more than he is.  Your father could have been a low-paid worker and 

you’re still not making more on the average than he is so it does show you that the pay 

gap problem is across the board, even for women who get education, they are not making 

more money. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I know there’s a lot of talk about lack of government supports that 

some other Western countries have, but, you know, a lot of women are entrepreneurs, and 

one thing about becoming an entrepreneur is you make as much as the men.  In fact, in 

many – women, first of all, start the majority of small companies, and entrepreneurs 

overall, female entrepreneurs are just as likely to make as much if not more than their 

male counterparts.  So why aren’t women catching up in that way? 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Because most of them are not entrepreneurs.  It takes a lot of 

risk.  And, for women, first of all, to get a job – remember, this is the first generation of 

women who have gone to work in large numbers.  And the next generation are going to 



produce a sizeable number, already a good number, but a sizeable number of women 

willing to take what is really a very huge risk of starting your own business. 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  So the most interesting part of the survey I actually found 

was that they showed that women who worked more than 40 hours a week, close to 50 

hours a week were actually making $9 more an hour than their mothers were.  And then 

they looked at the men and showed that the men actually were now working only a little 

bit over 40 hours a week and they were only making $5 more an hour as a result.   

 

So I actually do think some of this is actually catching up.  It’s the women now 

who are working more hours and making more money in that sense, and the men are 

working less hours and making less money.  So I think some of this actually will catch up 

very soon. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last work. 

 

MS. INCLAN:  Well, I just think that companies need to hang on to these women.  

I think the study looked at women in their 40s having children.  That’s when the pipelines 

leak these very talented women that they’ve paid to train.  So it’s a loss for business.  It’s 

a loss for these families.  And it’s a loss for the children of these households. 

 

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

@BonnieErbe or #tothecontrary.  From the pay gap to campaign donations. 

 

Will women candidates benefit from this week’s Supreme Court decision on 

campaign financing?   

 

The She Should Run campaign tells us it’s cautiously optimistic the ruling could 

be good news for women.  The “McCutcheon v. FEC” case eliminates the limits on how 

much an individual donor can contribute in one election season.  It’s been widely touted 

as a sop to party leaders and deep-pocketed donors.   

 

But the She Should Run campaign says, quote, “One of the silver linings of the 

ruling is it might put more money in the hands of parties instead of outside groups. 

Traditionally, parties have proven better at supporting women candidates than political 

action committees,” end quote. 

 

In 2012, women were 20 percent of the candidates.  The two major political 

parties donated 35 percent of their funds to female candidates.  The nation’s 20 largest 

PACs gave 18 percent to women candidates. 

 

So, Congresswoman Norton, why are the parties better to women than PACs?  

And I’m stuck on that figure that was in – that was in the report saying that PACs give 

only 18 percent yet parties give 35 percent of their funds to women candidates?  But how 

much is given overall, PACs versus parties?  Which gives more, PACs or parties? 

 



DEL. NORTON:  Well, PACs by far, which, of course, means that women will be 

behind the game.  And PACs usually give money to people who are incumbents.  That’s 

–  

 

MS. ERBE:  But don’t PACs usually spend money on issues, ad campaigns? 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Issues, yes.  That means they’ve giving to people based on 

what committees they’re on and since women are behind in the first place, they’re not 

going to get that money.   

 

I’m going to say that I think this is making lemons out of lemonade.  I mean, 

these decisions are so awful that the notion that they’ve left in place the individual 

mandate for how much you can contribute means that maybe some of this money will go 

to parties and maybe we’ll get some equilibrium of equality out of it, I hope so.  But what 

I think that the trend is is a very bad one for women. 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  So you also have to look at the motives of the people who are 

giving the money, the high-dollar donors.  If you are giving to a PAC, for instance, like 

this, the PACs, they just want to get the people who are elected who are most likely to 

vote in the direction that they want them to.  They don’t really care if they’re women.  

They don’t care if they’re men.  It’s how likely are you to vote for my interest?  Whereas 

the parties, they’re not as concerned about that.  It’s not, how likely are you to?  It’s, will 

you?  Great.  And, therefore, they can focus a little bit more on diversity and getting more 

women elected for that reason? 

 

MS. INCLAN:  I think the McCutcheon decision is great for women.  I work with 

a lot of female candidates on the Republican side and all these women are in primaries.  

A lot of these women historically, it’s harder for them to raise money than their male 

counterparts running for Congress.   

 

These limits allow more resources for them so it’s a – if a woman – they can ask 

these big donors to get these donations.  Let’s say a woman wins the primary and 

someone gave to her a primary polling, now she could go back to that donor, and say, 

hey, I won the primary, I want your support now.   

 

And these committees have always been very supportive.  I know on the 

Republican side, the NRCC has done this Project Grow, to get more women elected to 

Congress.  We’re going to – it’s just going to help more women get to Congress.  And 

that’s going to be great.  We need more women in government.   

 

MS. BEYER:  I really don’t see this as a good as an American.  It’s gone from 

one man, one vote, one man, one woman, one vote to, you know, you pay to play.   

 

And when – I lived in Europe the last four years, there is no other Western 

democracy that has this sea, this ocean of money in the process.  And, in fact, when you 

talk to people who are thinking about pulling out of China now because of the political 



instability, companies are recognizing that they don’t really want to be there because 

there’s no rule of law.   

 

And I actually said to a couple of them, well, you know, what about America?  

You know, our labor rates are favorable relative to Europe.  And they said, well, you 

know, we’re worried about the legal – you know, they were worried about the sequester.  

They were worried about seizing up of the decision making process.  And they cited the 

money.  They said, the corruption there has been legalized by your Supreme Court.   

 

And I thought, you know, sometimes you have to leave the neighborhood to find 

out, you know, what people think of you.  And, you know, it’s a black eye.  We’re going 

further and further down this road of letting money infect politics.  And in a democracy, 

it’s a dangerous thing.  We know that from our own history. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  The other thing is that donor are going to hate it worse because 

now you can go back and say, you can now give to everybody so more, more, more. 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  But that’s why I don’t think that the flood gates are actually 

going to open up as much as opponents of this ruling would think is because the donors 

don’t necessarily have or don’t necessarily want to give more money than they’re giving 

now.  And those that that do want to give more money are already findings ways to do 

that.  That’s why they started these major political groups that are outside of the party 

committees for which they can directly control.  Why would give to a party committee 

when you can just start your own group and pour tons of money into it? 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, let me ask you this.  Is it fair to derive from this panel, since 

the two Democrats are not in favor of this rule and the two Republicans are, that 

Republican women will do well but Democratic women won’t do well? 

 

DEL. NORTON:  I’ll tell you one thing: Republicans have done a very poor job 

in getting women to the House of Representatives.  And I don’t think it’s money. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But they’re stepping it – aren’t they stepping it up? 

 

DEL. NORTON:  I don’t think it’s money.   

 

MS. INCLAN:  Absolutely stepping it up.  They’re absolutely stepping up and it 

is about money and it is about helping these women –  

 

DEL. NORTON:  We have so much more money that we have three to one 

Democrats to women – to Republicans?  That’s not about money.  It’s about who’s for 

women. 

 

MS. INCLAN:  OK.  We’re talking about – we’re talking about now.  And there’s 

a lot of great women running in Congress right now.  Look at a Mia Love, a Martha 

McSally, all these fantastic women that are running for Congress now, making sure that 



they have the money so they can compete in these competitive elections is fantastic.  And 

opening those flood gates, I don’t know if they’re really flood gates, but opening so they 

have more resources –  

 

DEL. NORTON:  So that the tea party can compete against regular Republicans 

in primaries. 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  But listen, here it’s a clear primary position.  It’s not that I’m 

in favor of it.  I really am not in favor or against it.  I really don’t care either way.  I’m 

just saying that I don’t think it will be the flood gate opening that Democrats think it will 

be.  And I don’t necessarily also think it will be the flood gate opening for women that 

maybe conservatives are –  

 

MS. INCLAN:  And I don’t think it’s a flood gate, but I think it’s more 

opportunities.  Women need more opportunities. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Quick. 

 

MS. BEYER:  I think it’s good news for oil, for guns, for hedge funds.  And, you 

know, people have money and we’ve seen how their money has played.  And I think that 

a lot of times it’s not great for the average voter.  It feels like their voice isn’t being 

heard. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines: is modern technology empowering 

or enslaving us?  Mobile devices add workplace flexibility and productivity but 

employees face challenges as the lines between work and life become increasingly 

blurred by technology. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

UTHPALA TENNAKOON [Assistant Professor]:  Technology enables people to 

be anywhere, anytime so they can – (inaudible) – so I thought it would be empowering 

because people would feel that, OK, technology allows me to do work while being away 

from work. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Uthpala Tennakoon, an assistant professor at Mount Royal 

University in Canada, decided to study technology and work after living through their 

impact.  She surveyed managers and professional employees in two very different 

countries: Canada and the Sri Lanka. 

 

MS. TENNAKOON:  One very interesting thing I found was that there was no 

big difference between the two countries at all.  And what I found was people tend to take 

work home all the time.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Tennakoon found two negative effects.  The first she calls work-to-

life conflict. 



 

MS. TENNAKOON:  You’re using your smartphone, checking your e-mail on the 

Blackberry all the time while at the dinner table all – (inaudible).  It actually takes away 

your time, attention and energy that you should have in fact put towards your non-work 

situation or towards your kids or your spouses.  But you are really using it towards work 

situation, which creates a conflict between work and life. 

 

MS. ERBE:  The second is a negative impact on what she called life-to-work 

enrichment. 

 

MS. TENNAKOON:  So when you spend time in something that you love to do 

whether with your family or in a leisure activity, whatever it is, those positive things that 

you feel are transferred to your work domain – you feel refreshed, you feel more 

productive.  And a lot of other studies have also found that it is important to disconnect 

yourself from work because that really helps you to rejuvenate and reenergize yourself 

for another day’s work. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Some employers are making sure employees get down time.   

 

MS. TENNAKOON:  Some organizations have already implemented what we 

call technology blackout periods.  For example, you don’t answer your e-mails around 

7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Some people set boundaries for themselves.  They won’t answer e-

mails outside of business hours or take calls during dinner time.  Having separate e-mail 

accounts also helps but expectations are not always clear. 

 

MS. TENNAKOON:  There are situations when your boss sends you an e-mail at 

10:00 p.m. in the night so the question is, are you expected to respond then and there? 

 

MS. ERBE:  But there are cases where technology at the office is empowering. 

 

MS. TENNAKOON:  When people tend to do some of their personal tasks use 

technology in the workplace, my study has found that it actually reduces work-to-life 

conflict, actually relieves some of their stressors. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Tennakoon can’t say for sure whether technology is enslaving or 

empowering.  She says, ultimately, work-life balance depends on the individual. 

 

MS. TENNAKOON:  I actually interviewed some people who quit their job 

because they did not want to be in the culture anymore.  Sometimes people can tolerate 

that and not be uncomfortable at all, especially when they are young or building up their 

career.  But once you have other obligations coming up, then your life demands changes. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 



MS. ERBE:  So which is it, Francesca: empowering or enslaving, or a little bit of 

both? 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  Look, no one can make you answer your e-mails or your 

phone in the middle of the night but you.  No one can make you work 60 hours a week 

but you.  And no one can make you choose a job or profession like that but you.   

 

I work in the news industry and I work in politics.  I know for a fact that I’m 

going to be expected sometimes around the clock to work if something big happens 

because that’s my job.  I need to bring the news to you.  I chose that for myself and those 

are the consequences that I have to deal with as a result. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  I agree that it’s empowering.  But it also means that people 

have got to now acquire a new discipline.  The discipline was built in before because you 

were away from work.  Now, we see things that have to be troubling.  I mean, when you 

see people crossing the street not even looking to see whether they’re going to be killed 

in order to look, you know this thing has become too much of a distraction. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, all the cities have made driving while texting –  

 

DEL. NORTON:  But not walking. 

 

MS. ERBE:   – you know, get a ticket, you know – but now they have to go and 

do it for walking too. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  But even worse, you can now sit in meetings with people or 

even in polite conversation with people where they feel they must – will pull out their 

smartphone.   

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  Excuse me, Eleanor.  I have my phone here.   

 

DEL. NORTON:  And it’s somebody who, you know, has the – because members 

of Congress always keep in touch, let me tell you one thing I do.  There are times when 

people say, did you see your e-mail?  I said, no.  I’ve been at work all day and I haven’t 

turned it on because I want to get some work done.   

 

And I think each of us has got to acquire an inner discipline that we never had to 

get before.  And I think it’s going to happen because I think we are the generation that is 

fascinated with these – with these devices.  People are going to get used to these devices, 

people, and they won’t be as distracting because they won’t be as new and we won’t need 

to do it anymore. 

 

MS. BEYER:  Also, I think there’s a way of cutting down on the e-mails you send 

out.  What I’ve started to do is if I start an e-mail to someone, I just save it as a draft, and 

then I think of three more reasons why I’ve got to e-mail them like in the next three 

hours.  And I put it all in one e-mail.   



 

And I think that just as we’ve become more sensitive about printing things out, 

you know, people realize, oh, we don’t have to print that out, I think they’re going to start 

realizing, oh, you know, I don’t need to send an e-mail three times today.  I’ll send one e-

mail.  I would really appreciate it if you’re sending me e-mails like that, but, you know, I 

think we are.  It’s going to be a discipline.  We’re going to learn how to use it a little bit 

more strategically. 

 

MS. INCLAN:  I think the technology has been fantastic, being able to work from 

home, doing all these different, things it’s been a gift.  It is new.  I think about 40 years 

ago, if you’d been walking around with something, I’m like, why are you walking with a 

calculator?  And, let me tell you, it’s a completely – you know, it’s still somewhat new.   

 

And, you know, I just think of my grandmother, when she was born, there was not 

even television.  So it’s one of these technologies that we keep adapting, but it’s 

individuals have to make personal choices on where you’re going to have it, when you’re 

not going to have it.  But, in general, it’s a plus for everything. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  That could be a real disruptor for family life.  I really do worry 

about that.  You know, we break kids into these devices when they literally can’t talk yet.  

And that’s great because it helps to develop all kinds of brain activity that’s good.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And stop other, other brain activity. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Exactly.  And it stops activity among the family members.  So 

who really have to get a hold of this are parents because they’re going to raise a 

technology generation that isn’t going to care about them, isn’t going to pay any attention 

to them because they were listening to their devices since they were born. 

 

MS. INCLAN:  At the same time – I’m always surprised: my four year-old 

nephew knows how to use an iPad better than I do.  And I’m like, how did you get to do 

that?  So, again, I think there’s pros and cons with everything in life.  I think, in general, 

this has empowered a lot of people.  One of my friends sent me this really funny picture.  

It was an ad for RadioShack.  And it had like 20 different devices.  My iPhone does all of 

them and it’s kind of incredible just how far we’ve gone. 

 

MS. CHAMBERS:  Yeah.  I think the most important thing is setting boundaries 

with your boss, what’s an appropriate time; do you expect me to respond to e-mails at 

this time, but also, in your life, with your husband or your wife.  My husband and I set a 

time, very specific time on the weekend to work on work stuff and then we don’t do 

outside of that so that we have that time to spend with each other, and I think that that’s 

the key thing. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you think there will be a difference 50 years from now, if the 

planet’s still here despite climate change, that when everybody has been brought up, 

everybody’s been raised, you know, fully versed in technology, will it be different then? 



 

MS. BEYER:  I do, because if you look at just how the last generation started 

with Facebook – you know, I saw Facebook was introduced when my girls were 

teenagers.  They use it very differently now than they did.  They were just obsessed with 

it.  Now they’re not. 

 

DEL. NORTON:  Everybody abused the television and radio and nobody cares 

anymore. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Gotcha.  That’s it for this edition.  Follow me on Twitter and visit 

our website, pbs.org/tothecontrary.  And whether you agree or think to the contrary, see 

you next week. 

 

(END) 

 


