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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, Houston Mayor-elect Annise Parker 

on the future of gay rights in America.  Then, behind the headlines: should organ donors 

receive financial compensation? 

 

(Musical break.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Hello, I’m Bonnie Erbe.  Happy New Year and welcome to To the 

Contrary, a discussion of news and social trends from diverse perspectives.  Up first, gay 

rights in 2010.  Two thousand and nine was a landmark year for the lesbian, gay, bisexual 

and transgender community culminating in the election of Houston’s first openly lesbian 

mayor.  And so doing, Houston became the largest U.S. city to elect an openly gay 

mayor.  Mayor-elect Annise Parker told us as did other, as did other LGBT leaders, about 

the gay rights movement’s future in the New Year. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

ANNISE PARKER [Mayor Elect, Houston, Texas]:  Oh, I absolutely believe that 

my win is a step forward for the gay community, the LGBT community.  It’s that we 

have to put it in context.  I’ve been out since I was 15-years-old.  I’m 53-years-old now.  

And I was an activist in college, an activist in my early 20s.  The world has changed.  

What my election says is one more example of the fact that the world has changed and 

what I’ve been working for for all these years is for all of us to be able to be recognized 

for what we bring to the table, what we can do, rather than who our parents were or what 

our sexual orientation is. 

 

MS. ERBE:  When Parker is sworn in in a few days, she’ll not only become the 

first lesbian to lead the city but the second woman.  While she acknowledges the 

significance of her win, she says she will not be pressured by any special interest group to 

turn her win into a platform for gay marriage. 

 

MS. PARKER:  I support those things.  I care about those things.  They impact 

me personally.  But marriage is an issue that was settled in state law with a referendum 

and we lost.  Domestic partnership benefits for the city of Houston was settled in a 

referendum here in Houston and we lost.  I am not going to launch a divisive referendum 

campaign.  I’m going to focus on being the mayor of Houston and providing those basic 

city services that we all need.  I understand that I am a role model for my community and 

I’ve actually been a role model for my community for a very long time.  My goals as 

mayor are not to make political statements for the LGBT community, but to lead a big 

metropolitan city. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Annise Parker’s win has been one in a series of wins for LGBT 

activists in 2009.  Three states plus the District of Columbia passed laws allowing same-

sex marriage.  Congress passed and President Obama signed an expansion to the hate 



crimes bill granting protection to victims of crimes based on gender, sexual orientation, 

gender identity or disability.  Marty Rouse of the Human Rights Campaign explains why 

that bill was significant for the LGBT community. 

 

MARTY ROUSE [Human Rights Campaign]:  It was the first time in the law – 

written into the law are the words “sexual orientation” and “gender identity.”  And 

sometimes, just having those words written into law in our country are quite significant 

as well.  While there are other laws passed that might include support and protection of 

the LGBT community, this is the first time those specific words are written into law, 

passed by both houses of Congress and signed proudly by our president.   

 

PETER SPRIGG [Family Research Council]:  But there were also victories for 

our side, those of us who oppose same-sex marriage, in the upholding of Proposition 

Eight in California and in the referendum in Maine, which took place in November of 

2009 where they overturned the legislature’s action in adopting same-sex marriage.  And 

towards the end of 2009, the legislatures in New York and New Jersey basically 

abandoned their efforts to pass same-sex marriage legislatively because the votes weren’t 

there. 

 

MS. ERBE:  National support for legalizing gay marriage has stalled in recent 

years – according to a May, 2009, Gallup Poll, 40 percent of American support extending 

marriage to same-sex couples – down from a high of 46 percent in 2007.  But when 

broken down by age, a large majority of young people support same-sex marriage, 

leading some supporters to believe increasing national support is inevitable as the 

younger generation gains more power. 

 

MR. SPRIGG:  Well, there is some generational divide according to the polls with 

younger people more likely to support same-sex marriage than the older generation but I 

don’t think that means that same-sex marriage is inevitable.  For one thing, the divide is 

not as great as some people portray it.  The polling in California after Proposition Eight 

showed that only about 55 percent of young people opposed Proposition Eight; 45 

percent supported it.  So there’s still significant support for traditional marriage.  The 

other phenomenon is that young people, as they grow older, as they begin to form 

families themselves and have children themselves tend to become more conservative and 

come to understand the value of the traditional family structures in a way that maybe they 

didn’t when they were younger. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Pushing forward in 2010, LGBT activists say they are working for a 

repeal of the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” rule and the passage of the Employment 

Nondiscrimination Act.  ENDA would protect employees from being fired based on 

gender identity or sexual orientation.  They are also encouraging same-sex couples to fill 

out the census forms. 

 

MR. ROUSE:  A lot of members of Congress and others say, well, you know, I 

don’t have same-sex couples in my district.  And so we want to make sure that at least 

from the federal standard in accounting, the U.S. Census, that we can definitively say, 



you know, there are 2 percent of the people living – 2 percent of the households in your 

community in these zip codes identify themselves as same-sex headed households.  So 

you definitely have same-sex couples in your district and how are you supporting them?  

What are you doing for them?  Would you like to meet with some people?  And so I think 

just standing up and being counted all across this country is very, very important. 

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Welcome to the panel, Hilary Rosen.  What did the aughts, the O’s, 

do for gay rights in America and what does the next decade portend? 

 

MS. ROSEN:  Thanks for having me.  You know, I think the most important thing 

of the last decade we saw was just this huge coming out so Americans really got to know 

gays and lesbians whether it was in their own family or whether it was famous politicians 

or actors or the like.  And so I think what’s going to happen in the next decade is that the 

laws will really catch up with the culture, which has been enormously accepting.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  I think Hillary is absolutely right.  I think that it is no big deal to 

be gay anymore in America and I think that we have almost universal tolerance and I 

think Hollywood played a big role in that. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You know, as the internationalist here, I’m delighted that the 

U.S. has finally caught up with many parts of the world in the New Year.  And I’m 

looking forward – if Mexico City can approve gay marriage, then Main Street, USA, can 

possibly do so in the next decade. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  Well, I agree with some of you that the opinions of 

Americans have changed over the last three decades.  I do think they’re tolerant and 

accepting.  However, I think the whole issue of gay marriage really leaves people very 

squeamish and I think that’s not going to be settled for the next 10 years.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So what do you see – a backlash from 2010 to 2020? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I don’t see a backlash, but I think people are very hesitant in 

going that extra step.  There are two reasons for it: people have either religious reasons 

that don’t accept gay marriage or that there are the statist reasons – basically it will confer 

benefits on gay couples and maybe they’re not sure if they want their tax dollars going 

towards that way.  So I think it could be on one level or the other.  I think it will be at a 

standstill so to speak. 

 

MS. ROSEN:  Well, you know, we’re not talking about tax dollars going to gay 

people.  We’re talking about gay and lesbian couples enjoying the exact same tax benefits 

that heterosexual couples have.  But it’s interesting that the minute you talk about gay 

and lesbian equality, the conversation goes to gay marriage because you can still be fired 

in more than 30 states in this country just for being gay or lesbian without any recourse.  

And so I think what you’ll see over the next couple of years as after some of the gay 



marriage backlash is a real focus on some underlying equality, whether it’s in 

employment or whether it’s in the military, whether it is for benefits.  You know, the fact 

that it taxes me more to leave my estate to a partner of my choosing than it taxes you 

most people think is really not fair.  So the polling is very supportive when it comes to all 

the benefits just short of marriage. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And you know, it’s actually important that you do have the 

mayor – the new mayor of Houston just being there front and center.  It does matter in 

terms of undercutting some of the attitudes that people may have in not seeing gay people 

as normal people, as people who lead.  So I think the issue about taxes and marriage and 

institutions – I mean, that’s not playing yet.  So that’s how –  

 

MS. ERBE:  What do you mean it’s not playing yet? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, I meant the fact that President Obama signed a bill that 

made hate crimes against gay people, you know, a crime to be punished is a major step 

because there’s still lots of places where they are discriminated and hurt and there are no 

repercussions.  So I think we’re still at that level that Hillary is talking about.  We’re not 

yet even at the point where you could just see the tax benefits to –  

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  But I think, Irene and Hillary, I think while it may be true that 

you don’t have a legal recourse, I think that the idea of prejudice towards gays and 

someone actually fired on the basis of being gay is much less debated than it’s been in the 

past.  And I do think Hollywood played a role in this.  I’m a fan of old movies.  If you go 

back and look at the movies in the ’40s and the ’50s that sort of led up to the civil rights 

movement, Hollywood played a role in changing attitudes towards black Americans.  I 

think Hollywood played a similar role in terms of gays and I think there is much more 

broad acceptance and tolerance on the individual level.   

 

But I also agree with Karen that the idea of gay marriage is one of the areas where 

you see a big dividing line.  It does break down by age. 

 

MS. ERBE:  And religion. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  And religion.   

 

MS. ERBE:  I mean, as you said – I really want to get into that.  You were honest.  

A lot of people aren’t honest that the whole anti-gay – and I might say anti-abortion 

crowd – is drive by trying to put religious beliefs into federal or state law.  Am I right on 

that or am I wrong on that? 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  If you look at the extremes of both cases, whether it’s in the 

religious Right or if you look at the extreme Left, there’s a lot of nonsense.  I was reading 

a lot of what people say pro and con on gay marriage before today and I thought it turns –  

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait a second.  The religious Left?  (Laughter.) 



 

MS. CZARNECKI:  No.  No.  No.  The religious Right and the progressive Left, I 

guess you can call it.  If you read a lot –  

 

MS. ERBE:  But what does that have to do with the religion?  I really want – I 

want to use what few minutes we have left –  

 

MS. CHAVEZ (?):  But let’s talk about –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait.  Wait.  Wait.  I want to use what few minutes we have left here 

to get into a meaty discussion on the role of religion in not only gay rights but also 

women’s rights. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I will get to that.  If you look at the religious Right and 

whether – any church you look at, if you look at their writings or what they’ve said, 

whether it goes back to biblical reasons or otherwise, a lot of what they’ve written there 

is untenable to a younger population and they say, hmm, don’t buy that.  But if you look 

at the – now, separately, if you look at the Left’s arguments of why – it’s a civil rights 

issue and everything else, I think equally people not of the younger age but of the older 

generation say, I don’t buy that either.  There are lot of people with views that are 

someplace in the middle and the explanations for or against gay marriage right I don’t 

think sit well with a lot of Americans. 

 

MS. ERBE:  I want your thoughts on – (inaudible). 

 

MS. ROSEN:  Well, I think it’s an important distinction, but it goes back to the 

founding of our country when those Puritans got on the boat and left England to come to 

America, they got here so that they’d never have to talk about sex again and so that they 

can practice their own religion.  So there is a squeamishness and religion has played a 

very powerful role.  And when you look at the majority of the money and the lobbying 

that have gone into stopping gay and lesbian equality, it has come from organized 

religion.  But it’s a subtext.  They don’t acknowledge it and they couch it in we care 

about the individual.  We just don’t care about the rights – it’s too threatening.  But there 

is a lot of opposition based on religion.   

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Let’s talk about religion and marriage for a second.  As an 

institution, religion has had a much bigger role in the institution of marriage.  Marriage as 

a civil institution I believe only goes back to the Middle Ages.  You know, and some 

people have suggested that maybe one of the way out of this morass is that religions and 

certainly the Catholic Church is not going to ever sanction gay marriage.  It’s never going 

to happen. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Or abortion. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Or abortion. 

 



MS. NATIVIDAD (?):  Or other churches. 

 

MS. ROSEN:  Nor has anyone asked them to, by the way. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Right.  And so, if you think of religion as – if you think of 

marriage as a religious institution and then have civil institution that is something akin to 

giving rights to people to be able to inherit, to be able to make choices of – end of life 

decision in relationships, I mean, I think that in some ways would sort of push the divide. 

 

MS. ROSEN (?):  Will – (inaudible) – make it? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Yes.  Well, I don’t think – as you said – the Catholic Church 

will ever approve of gay marriage.  That’s how come it fascinated me that Mexico City, 

as well as other Latin-American countries, have actually approved gay marriage even 

though the catholic church in those countries is very strong, very powerful, and approach 

this actively –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Even more powerful than here.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Exactly. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But I will say, in Mexico generally – because I’ve gone down there 

and done that story – abortion is completely illegal and only done in back alleys.  So why 

did the church allow Mexico City –  

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  The church didn’t allow it. 

 

MS. ERBE:  – to move forward –  

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  The church didn’t allow it. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait a second. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  The church didn’t allow it. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Okay.  So what’s the difference then? 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  The difference is a greater distinction between civil and religious 

institutions, I think.  And Mexico has a long history of being anti-clerical.  I mean, the 

whole revolution, the Mexican revolution was a part –  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  No, but it’s a very Catholic country –  

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  It is but there’s a huge divide, much more than in this country. 

 



MS. NATIVIDAD:  – where marriage is both a religious and a civil institution.  

So I don’t think they make that divide as clearly as you say it does.  I think public opinion 

has moved in the direction of gay rights and I think if it’s strong enough – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And why not abortion rights?  Because actually it’s the immigrant 

population that a lot of educated native born Americans or whose families have been here 

a long time – they’re leaving the Catholic Church.  But what’s filling it is immigrants 

from Central and South America predominantly.  And so they come from a country 

where now there’s more acceptance of gay marriage, but they come here and they stay 

anti-abortion.  Why is that?  Those are two progressive issues, both religiously 

dominated. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You know, this is totally hypothetical on my part.  I think 

because gay rights seen as a male issue and they drive the opposition to any – you know, 

they drive the opposition to them – I said that wrong.  They drive the opposition against 

discrimination against them.  Abortion rights are women’s rights and the women are not 

as vocal about that, openly about that in Latin American countries. 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  And Bonnie, I keep trying to tell my conservative friends that if 

they want to see America go more conservative, let in more Latin American immigrants.  

(Laughter.)  They are very conservative on these issues. 

 

MS. ROSEN:  I think there’s just also a distinction whereas gays and lesbians are 

entities unto themselves or adults making decisions.  And when you make a decision 

about abortion, in theory you’re making a decision about an unborn baby who – there’s a 

protective thing –  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Has no constituency. 

 

MS. ROSEN:  But that negates the women in that equation, so I don’t buy that, 

but I think that people justify an intellectual distinction there.  I think the interesting part 

in the United States though is that marriage is actually a civil institution.  You go down to 

the courthouse, you go get your license from the government and you take that license to 

a church or to Elvis’ wedding chapel in Vegas and you get married.  And people need to 

find ways to separate those two processes because I don’t think anybody wants to force 

anything on a religion. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last word, Karen. 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  We’re a very religious nation and whether you’re a Mormon, 

whether you’re a Catholic, whether you’re a Protestant of any denomination, the bottom 

line is –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Or a Muslim or a Jew or –  

 



MS. CZARNECKI:  Absolutely.  But the thing is people learn that marriage is a 

holy institution.  It’s between a male and a woman.  And generally by and large it’s for 

the procreation of children, the raising of families or taking care of families and that is 

what everyone learns in no matter what your religion and I think that is a predominant 

and underlying feeling that most Americans have on this issue. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Thank you all for a wonderful discussion on this topic.  

Behind the headlines: organ donation.  During the season of giving, thousands of 

Americans are on list to receive a gift of life and organ donation.  To the Contrary spoke 

with a kidney transplant patient who proposes some controversial ways to boost organ 

donation so no one has to wait years for an organ they desperately need. 

 

(Begin video segment.) 

 

MS. SALLY SATEL [The American Enterprise Institute]: Right now, transplant 

policy is based on the concept of altruism, that people give organs freely and that’s a 

lovely virtue and a lovely policy, but it’s been 25 years since we’ve established that 

policy in 1984 and we don’t have nearly enough kidneys for transplantation.  Ideally, 

Congress would pass a law that would establish that an individual accepting some sort of 

benefit from a state or federal government such as a tax credit, a contribution to a 401k 

account, even early Medicare, that such a person would not be in violation of the law if 

he accepted such a benefit for giving an organ so that a stranger could live. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Under her donation incentive program, Dr. Satel’s donors would 

earn financial benefits from their governments.  First they’d be screened to make sure 

they’re in good physical and emotional health.  Then, there would be a waiting period 

prior to the donation and donors would be guaranteed follow-up medical care.   

 

MS. SATEL:  Of all the people involved in the transplantation process, the donor 

is the only one who takes a risk and gives a thing of value and gets nothing in return.  I’m 

not talking about a traditional free market at all where people make independent 

contracts.   We’re talking about a regulated system through the government.  And as I 

mentioned before, we already have a very good infrastructure established for individuals 

who want to donate freely to a stranger.  Here, they would use the exact same procedure, 

except that they would get a benefit. 

 

MS. ERBE:  There are more than 105,000 people on the national waiting list for 

kidneys, livers, hearts and lungs.  Every day, 18 people die in the U.S. waiting for an 

organ.  The kidney is the most frequently donated organ because people can live a normal 

active life with just one.  There are some 83,000 people on the national wait list for 

kidneys.  Dr. Satel is not only an organ donation advocate – three years ago she was a 

kidney transplant patient. 

 

MS. SATEL:  I was one of the lucky people.  I did get a kidney from a friend.  I 

did get it before I had to be on dialysis, which is optimal.  It’s called a preemptive 

transplant.  And I know I’m very, very lucky but this experience certainly sensitized me 



to so many unfortunate people who don’t have this opportunity and they languish on 

dialysis for years.  And many of them will die before they even get transplanted.  And it’s 

such a tragedy. 

 

MS. ERBE:  Of the more than 20,000 transplant surgeries performed in the 

United States between January and September, more than half the organs came from 

deceased donors.  While Dr. Satel believes it’s generous to donate organs after death, she 

says it’s not enough. 

 

MS. SATEL:  Even if everyone signed their organ donor card, it actually would 

not be enough in terms of the – meeting the supply of kidneys.  A surprisingly few 

number of people die in a way where their organs can be used; that is to say, through a 

brain death manner, usually head trauma, and also, of course, they have to be healthy 

enough so that their organs are still functional. 

 

MS. ERBE:  According to one study, about 95 percent of organ donors say they’d 

do it again.  And Dr. Satel hopes more people will feel motivated to give the gift of life. 

 

MS. SATEL:  My donor said this was a wonderful experience.  People who give 

frequently say it was one of the most life affirming things they’ve ever done.  Someone 

could be so motivated hearing the story about what a desperate organ shortage there is in 

this country, they could decide to go to their local transplant center and be what’s called a 

Good Samaritan donor.  They could say, I just want to give my kidney to the next person 

on the list, locally.  And of course, they are medically screened and psychologically 

screened, and if they’re healthy and emotionally fit, they give a kidney and it’s just a 

wonderful thing.   

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Is it a wonderful thing if, as she’s suggesting, people should be 

motivated to do so by getting back some sort of taxpayer funded benefits from the state or 

federal government? 

 

MS. CHAVEZ:  Well, I have a sister who died of kidney disease and I have a 

granddaughter who lost her kidney at the age of six.  So I have a sort of vested interest in 

this.  I actually think it’s not a bad idea.  And frankly, we allow remuneration to people 

who donate their bodies to gestate children.  We allow the parents who want to do that to 

pay for them for all of their expenses.  Why not allow some sort of an incentive –  

 

MS. ERBE:  Yes, but we look down on countries such as China that legally or 

illegally allow in large number their people to sell their organs. 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But that’s an illegal trade.  This would be a highly regulated 

government program.  And I agree with Linda.  Why not?  Because if we don’t have 

incentives – there’s always the possibility of abuse of any thing, any program.  But if it 

were done right, I don’t see why donors wouldn’t get some kind of financial benefit? 



 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I’m against the whole thought of government regulation of 

body parts, whether it’s livers or kidneys or anything else. 

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait.  Isn’t that a pro-choice versus a pro-life position in a 

sense?  (Laughter.) 

 

MS. CZARNECKI:  I think there are a lot of biomedical issues that have to be 

addressed with this and I’m all for a public debate about all this.  And I hate to say it – I 

mean, notwithstanding the fact that folks here have direct relationship with the issue but 

if it’s going to help a small segment of the population, I’m all for cost-benefit analysis 

and everything else and airing the entire issue before a decision is made. 

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Sorry.  We are out of time.  That’s it for this edition of To 

the Contrary.”  Next week, Nobel Prize Winner Carol Greider on the dearth of female 

scientists.  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) 

 

 


