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MS. ERBE:  This week on To the Contrary, the Obama administration comes out 

for gay marriage.  Then, are majority female unions being unfairly besieged in state and 

national budget battles?  Behind the headlines, former network news anchor, Carole 

Simpson, on racism and sexism in the media.     

 

(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, gay marriage.   

 

In a move, this week, with implications for the 2012 presidential race, the Obama 

administration says it will longer defend the Defense of Marriage Act or DOMA.  The act 

defines marriage as only available to a man and a woman.  It denies marriage based 

federal benefits to same sex married couples.   

 

U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder deems the 15-year-old federal law 

unconstitutional.  The decision is causing quite a stir on Capitol Hill, with some 

Republicans calling it political.   

 

During his 2008 presidential campaign, President Obama said he did not support 

the right of gay couples to marry, but now he reveals his position on the issue is 

constantly evolving.  Same sex marriage is legal in five states and the District of 

Columbia.   

 

So Genevieve Wood, what, if any, effect will this have on the presidential race in 

2012?   

 

MS. WOOD:  Well, despite President Obama being an evolving president on this, 

nowhere voters have the opportunity at the state level have they voted to redefine 

marriage.  I think he’s on the opposite side of voters and we’ll see in 2012.   

 

MS. BELTON:  I think this is really more of an issue of whether or not this will 

come up again in the 2012 election.  It’s a wedge issue.  A certain segment of population 

cares about it, and if it’s brought up, it will obscure the real issue of the economy.   

 

MS. WHITE:  I think people who were already going to vote for Obama will feel 

better about it.   

 

MS. KUMAR:  I think this just demonstrates that the Obama administration is 

aligning with the majority of voters.  The fact that Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell was repealed by 

a bipartisan legislature demonstrates that he – again, he’s in line.   

 



MS. ERBE:  Well, he’s in line, but obviously it’s – as to your suggestion that the 

Republicans might not raise this issue, is there a chance that it won’t be raised in 2012, or 

am I – 

 

MS. BELTON:  I’m sure it’ll come up, like it’ll definitely come up during the 

GOP primary.  I imagine the candidate that runs will bring it up themselves.  But the 

reality is the main issues people care about is do I have a job?  Is my house being 

foreclosed on?  What’s happening with the economy?  Those are the core issues, not so 

much the social ones.   

 

MS. WOOD:  And I would argue that’s one reason Obama did this.  Our 

unemployment rate is still harboring around 9 percent; debt is still going up, for his leftist 

base Guantanamo Bay is still open.  He hasn’t satisfied a lot of folks who did vote for 

him just two years ago.  So I think he’s now trying to solidify with one particular base – 

Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.  Why do these things if they don’t really matter?  Why make a 

public – they didn’t have to come out and do this.  They absolutely didn’t have to do it.  

So he’s clearly putting, trying to put a stake in the ground I think to solidify part of his 

base – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait a second, as you said – you’re saying trying to solidify his 

base.  Is it a matter of solidifying it or paying back people who voted for him, who feel 

that he hasn’t come through for him yet?   

 

MS. WHITE:  I think it’s both.  I think he has to solidify.  He has to have some 

enthusiasm behind him.  But this isn’t going to win him any votes.  This is going to 

enhance the people who were already in his camp.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Are we agreed that this won’t win him any votes?   

 

MS. BELTON:  No – go ahead.   

 

MS. KUMAR:  Go ahead.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Danielle.   

 

MS. BELTON:  Well, I think the kind of the reality is here that it will help his 

base.  It will solidify his base.  But this – more was this in line with the right thing to do.  

DOJ resources – the fact that you’re wasting time kind of defining marriage and trying to 

figure out whether you do the right thing, the right people benefit.  I just did not see it as 

an important issue, as something that the DOJ needs to be doing.  There’re so many 

bigger issues the Department of Justice could be focusing on.   

 

MS. KUMAR:  Well, and I think it was a lot easier for him because the military 

basically said “we need to repeal Don’t Ask, Don’t tell.  And that basically gave him a lot 

cover.   

 



MS. WOOD:  Guys, this isn’t about Don’t Ask – and what he just – part of their 

reasoning in Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell was this wasn’t going to cause military benefits to go 

up because we have DOMA on the books.  His own people said that.  And then two or 

three weeks later, they come out and say, “but we actually don’t support DOMA.”  And 

the fact is President Obama, if he wants to do something like this, ought to go back to the 

Senate.  That’s where we pass our laws, in the House, in the Senate, the Congress.  His 

job is to approve the laws that were passed by Congress.  But the fact is the Congress, 

who is supportive of this, will do a much better job supporting this in the court cases, and 

obviously Eric Holder and company will.  So in some ways, it’s actually good thing, I 

think for people who support traditional marriage.   

 

MS. WHITE:  I just think maybe it’s time to have a discussion about where the 

government’s role is in marriage, period.  You won’t here this from me often, but in 

Europe, maybe everyone gets a civil union, maybe we need to talk about that more 

instead of continually to have this debate on what’s marriage, who gets marriage, who 

has the rights of marriage.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And in Europe, by the way, the French, anyway, passed civil unions 

for gay people and straight people who didn’t quite want to make the commitment of 

getting married where the majority of people were using it.  But what is that – tell me 

how that applies here.   

 

MS. WHITE:  Well, it just – in some ways, we can stop the debate in terms of 

maybe everyone gets civil unions, and then if you want to take marriage to a church 

because, for many of us marriage is a sacrament.  It’s defined by religious terms, and it’s 

marriage.  And you do it in a church.  But in terms of the government, maybe everyone 

goes down, gets a civilian union, and that’s it.   

 

MS. ERBE:  I want to throw a wild card out there.  Who’s more LGBT friendly, 

women or men?  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. BELTON:  Can you measure something like that?   

 

MS. ERBE:  You might be able to.  Let’s look at parties, for example.  Clearly the 

Democrats, which have the majority of the women’s vote most of the time, are much 

more LGBT friendly than Republicans who are basically – 

 

MS. KUMAR:  You can also start talking about generational differences, right?  

So the bases – you actually have younger voters that are much more friendly to these 

issues as well.  So I think it’s – you can’t say this is gender neutral or gender specific and 

I think it’s unfair to the men that actually do support gay marriage who don’t happen to 

be gay.  So.   

 

MS. ERBE:  And what about the Obama administration almost sort of coupled 

this announcement with one that came just slightly before about not renewing the 



conscience clause laws.  In other words, President Bush, who was clearly much more 

traditional, some would say stuck in the ’50s, others would say – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Some would say on the side of civilization, but that’s another 

whole thing.  Okay.  

 

MS. ERBE:  – however you want to put it, you can say it here.  But that was to 

allow pharmacists and such, who didn’t want to provide birth control to – 

 

MS. WOOD:  They weren’t going to do it, right.  Well, this is why we have 

elections, right?  This is why we have different political parties and people take different 

stands.  President Obama is on the stand saying he is more supportive of redefining 

marriage and forcing people, who it’s against their conscience, to perform abortions or 

hand out birth control.  He wants to make them do it.  That’s one choice.  In a couple of 

years, I think we’re probably going to have a case on the other side, who’s opposite of 

those two things, and we’ll see what the public says.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  From defending marriage, to offending women.   

 

An attack on debt or an attack on women?  State lawmakers vowing to cut 

spending are disproportionately slashing benefits and services for union women.  This 

week, more states joined Wisconsin in the battle over public sector unions, which 

negotiate salary and benefit packages for workers.  But majority female unions of 

teachers and nurses are being targeted for the biggest cuts.  Mainly male police officers, 

firefighters, and state troopers unions remain largely unscaved.  Meanwhile, Republicans 

in the U.S. Congress are going after Planned Parenthood and funding for family planning, 

and women’s health programs.  The Title X Abortion Provider Prohibition Act, on its 

way to the U.S. Senate, would eliminate federal support to any organization providing 

abortions, even if that’s just a part of the women’s health services provided.  Opponents 

of the legislation say it would strip women, primarily low income women, of critical 

preventive health care services.  

 

Maria Teresa Kumar – by the way, welcome to the panel – 

 

MS. KUMAR:  Thank you.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – this – and there was late action this week in Wisconsin, in the 

Wisconsin legislature, but why is it that the governor, who’s trying to eliminate collective 

bargaining rights for the workers in those states, is going after the predominantly female 

unions – teachers, nurses – and letting off the state troopers, the sheriffs, the firefighters, 

and the police?   

 

MS. KUMAR:  For a political wonk and for your viewers, this is a no-brainer.  

Nurses and teachers haven’t oftentimes – they’re aligning Democratic voters.  State 

troopers, firefighters, police officers, they align very specifically with Republican voters 

for the most part.  So this is very much a political play, unfortunately.  And it’s the 



detriment because when you start talking about hindering collective bargaining, then 

you’re actually talking about making sure that individuals can’t leverage themselves 

against big corporations and against government – against federal government.  So as – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But talk, if you would, about the gender differences here because I 

was kind of shocked – first, I thought, that’s not fair.  It’s just a partisan deal, like you’re 

saying now.  But when you think about who’s in the unions they’re going after and who’s 

in the unions they’re not going after, is there not a gender element here?  

 

MS. KUMAR:  – well, I think it’s a gender element of how – when it comes to 

overwhelmingly women, it used to be teachers versus state troopers, yes.  But 

fundamentally, when you start talking about who’s your base – he wants to make sure 

that his base is strong.  And the governor’s not going to upset the state troopers.  He’s not 

going to upset the firefighters and the police department, period.  However, then – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Because they contribute to – 

 

MS. KUMAR:  – because they contribute heavily to Republican voter base, right?  

But then we also start talking about the onslaught of Planned Parenthood.  Planned 

Parenthood serves over three million women around the country and is not abortion 

specific.  They do much more preventative care, when it comes to cervical cancer, 

screenings, when it comes to breast cancer, when it comes to family planning.  This 

legislation, Title X, Nixon signed this into law saying this was good, family planning was 

good for the American people.  And so for 40 years later, to come back and basically 

trying to reverse that legislation is painful.  

 

MS. WOOD:  But come on.  If this is such a minor part of their business, 

abortion, then they shouldn’t be so upset about giving up 5 percent of their business.  

They fact is – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Three percent.   

 

MS. WOOD:  – really only 3 percent.  And that’s of course what they say.  But 

the fact is they shouldn’t be so upset about getting 3 percent or giving up 3 percent of 

their business. The real core issue for them is simply health care for women and quote, 

unquote “family planning.”  But when family planning involves taking the life of unborn 

children, which a lot of taxpayers – 

 

MS. KUMAR:  But it’s not against the law.  

 

MS. WOOD:  – but what we have – no, but what is against the law, what people 

have said they don’t want to do is have taxpayers subsidize abortion.  And when you give 

groups like Planned Parenthood money to do one thing over here, so they can use your 

own money to provide abortions over here, a lot of taxpayers have problems with that.  

And for heaven’s sake.  We’re trying to get our fiscal house in order.  Why can’t we give 

that up?  I don’t understand.  



 

MS. BELTON:  Well, then, where do you draw the line.  If you have a voter 

who’s like I don’t want to pay for taxpayer abortions.  I don’t want to pay for Pap smears.  

What do Pap smears really do?  Well, I don’t want to pay – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Pap smears don’t take the life of a child.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Please, let her finish.  

 

MS. BELTON:  – well, the reality is that there are lots of issues that people don’t 

want to fund.  Abortion is legal in this country and it’s part of a woman’s reproductive 

rights.  And when you reduce the amount of options a woman has to deal with, her own 

reproductive rights or how she’s going to take care of her body, the health of her body 

and the health of her family, you are taking away the rights of that particular taxpayer.  

They have just as many rights as any other taxpayer has a different opinion.   

 

MS. WHITE:  It’s also – you have the right.  It’s the law of the land.  But the fact 

to the matter, I also have the right not to pay for it.  And that it’s where – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, why doesn’t somebody say to you, “I have the right not to 

fund the military?”  And – 

 

MS. WHITE:  Bonnie, I have the right to get up – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  – wait, wait, wait.  In other words, if we get down to “I don’t like 

this government program, so I’m not going to fund it,” where do you draw the line?   

 

MS. WHITE:  The whole basis of prochoice is that it’s a woman’s choice.  It’s her 

body.  She’s decided to make a decision.  And it’s her decision.  But it’s my decision 

whether or not taxpayer, general money funds are going to empower – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  – isn’t your side giving – I’m just saying.  Nobody has the right to 

say it’s mine – you can vote that way, but you can’t – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Right.  And people have voted that way.   

 

MS. ERBE:  – you can’t say to the government, unless you want to be a tax cut 

law that you can’t say it, “sorry, I’m taking 3 percent of my taxes and putting it 

somewhere else because I don’t want to pay” – please let me finish.  But the other thing I 

want to say to you is what about the Hyde amendment, which since the ’70s, has 

prohibited any federal funds from going to abortion.  Why isn’t that enough and if you 

ban birth control, which some people are saying is really what’s here, the right wants to 



ban birth control, wants to keep women barefoot and pregnant all of the time – what is it 

that – isn’t that going to force more women to have abortions because they couldn’t get 

birth control?   

 

MS. WHITE:  We deal with this choice a lot.  What we don’t discuss are all of the 

choices that women have before this one.  And I think it’s really important that we have a 

discussion about preventive care, about how we use our bodies.  We get so wrapped – 

and my party especially gets wrapped around this one issue.  We don’t deal with any of 

the issues coming that lead up to this choice.  

 

MS. KUMAR:  Bonnie, and I think you hit the nail on the head.  Federal dollars 

do not go to abortion.  So for them – for folks to blur that line isn’t fair.  And for every 

single dollar that’s spent in preventative care, that saves taxpayers $4 for each person.  So 

that means that we’re screened for cervical cancer – when you’re talking about going – 

I’ll give you a perfect example.  El Paso, unfortunately Planned Parenthood in El Paso 

was shut down due to lack of funds.  All of a sudden, young women in El Paso had to 

travel to Austin just to get basic health care.  That’s unconscionable, number one.  And 

most of these clinics are in poor areas, where they’re not providing – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Then why don’t we give all of our funds to what you’re talking 

about, as opposed to like some of them to be – but look – 

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. WOOD:  – you’re using taxpayer dollars to do this.  If Planned Parenthood 

doesn’t have enough money to do that, than they should get out of the abortion business.  

The fact is they’re using their own dollars – this is your argument – you’re saying no 

taxpayer dollars go to abortion.  The Planned Parenthood has to use its own to perform 

that service.  So if they don’t have enough money in other areas, stop doing the abortions 

and put the – 

 

MS. ERBE:  Last word, Maria Teresa.   

 

MS. KUMAR:  I think fundamentally is that we’re encroaching, and this is what I 

think is very difficult when it comes to the Republican Party.  The Republican Party says, 

“government, I want you to stay out of my medicine cabinet.  Government, I want you to 

stay out of my family.”  But when it comes to a woman’s right to choose, to determine 

her own self determination of what is right for them and when it comes to the health of 

their bodies, that’s when all of a sudden there’s encroaching, and that’s unconscionable.  

When a woman says, “you know what?  I’m a young woman.  I don’t have access to 

health care.  I need to go get a Pap smear.”  And Planned Parenthood and other clinics 

provide that service.  It’s shame on us to want to be able to close that option for her.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines, self-described news lady, Carole 

Simpson.  Simpson, the first black woman to anchor a national network news program 



has written a new book about her journalism career.  Her climb to the top wasn’t easy, 

she says, and filled with racist and sexist obstacles.   

 

(Begin video segment.)   

 

MS. CAROLE SIMPSON:  I wanted to write the story because, as many people 

say, “I had no idea you were going through those things,” because they’d see me on 

television, doing reporting or anchoring and being very confident and not having any idea 

that I would leave the studio and have to yell at some colleague who said, “I’d be 

anchoring the news if I were in black face and wore a kerchief on my hand.”  It was like 

every six to nine months I’d get a reminder that I was just a black woman.  Don’t – don’t 

think that you’re on our level, that you’re a correspondent like we are or an anchor like 

we are.  You’re still just a black woman.  And it was very disconcerting because I was 

looking for the day when I would just be Carole Simpson.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But Simpson says that day never came.  During her 40-year career, 

she interviewed Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., covered Congress, and moderated the 1992 

presidential debate, all the while combating racism and sexism.   

 

MS. SIMPSON:  I was hired during the late ’60s, when the cities of America went 

up in flames.  And black people decided they were not going to talk to the white media.  

If the white media found black reporters and black camera crews, they would talk to 

them.  So I was among those people that were just – want to be a reporter here, so you 

can go cover this enormous story that white people are afraid to cover?  So it wasn’t 

affirmative action there, but it was a recognition that there were things that we could do 

that others could not do and that was a useful thing to have in the newsroom.  I anchored 

the news on ABC weekends for 15 years, which is a long run for anybody doing a 

newscast.  And I still had colleagues, other correspondents, white correspondents who 

felt that I had the job because I was a black female.  I had the highest graded weekend 

newscast of all of the networks.  But yet these, so-called friends of mine, still believed 

that I kept that job, not because I might be good at it and because I was getting good 

ratings, but because I was a black woman.  

 

MS. ERBE:  But was it harder being an African-American or a woman in the 

newsroom?   

 

MS. SIMPSON:  Without hesitation I have to say a woman.  There were more 

times I heard I couldn’t do this because I was a woman.  You can’t get a raise because the 

men are married and they have families to support and you have a husband to support 

you, so you can’t.  You can’t be a boss because men aren’t going to listen to you because 

they don’t respect the woman.  Women don’t like to hear other women on the air, so 

that’s why you can’t anchor the news.  And I’m like where is this market research that 

says women don’t like to hear other women on the air?  Of course they had none.  It was 

just an excuse.   

 



MS. ERBE:  In 1987, midway through Simpson’s broadcast career, men reported 

just about three quarters of all news stories on the then three major news networks.  Some 

20 years later, women now report 40 percent of those stories, doing part to women such 

as Simpson, who broke barriers.  While progress has been made, Simpson says women 

and people of color are still confined and restricted in the news industry today.   

 

MS. SIMPSON:  If you look at cable news, you’re going to see a lot of women on 

TV and one would conclude, “wow, these women are just going gangbusters.”  Look at 

all of them that are on TV.  But they’re not in power positions.  You look at African-

Americans on TV and I am always speaking about the cable news channels, where most 

of the news is done now, and you don’t see any black people after two o’clock in the 

afternoon.  I think Tamron Hall is on MSNBC, but after then, you look at all of those 

programs that come on in primetime, and there is not a person of color doing one of 

them.   

 

I talk about CNN all the time.  They could go out and hire a disgraced public 

official like Eliot Spitzer to do a primetime show on their network, and yet can’t find a 

person of color that may not be disgraced and is excellent at what they do.  I just think 

nobody’s talking about it.  Nobody cares and that’s why we’ve seen things erode.  I think 

the progress has eroded.   

 

(End video segment.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you agree with her?   

 

MS. BELTON:  I agree with her to a certain extent.  On the one hand, you do see 

more women – have much more visibility in the media.  You do see more minorities, but 

she is correct.  There is no major cable network backing a minority news anchor.  And 

you don’t see a lot of minorities after 2:00 p.m.  And a lot of the women tend to be very, 

very young that are on the air.  When you get to women who are seasoned veterans, 

women who are in their 40s or 50s in journalism, it gets to be far few in between.  You 

got like Katie Couric or Diane Sawyers, some high-profile people but when it just comes 

to just women who are correspondents, who are just good beat reporters, they just 

disappear after a certain age on the air.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you agree with her that it’s worse for women than it is for 

persons of color in the media?   

 

MS. WHITE:  It was interesting because I have a hard time separating it out.  I 

thought it was interesting that she felt she could separate it out.  For me, being a black 

woman is very unique and it’s intrinsic to my experience.  So I can’t speak to whether or 

not, as a woman – I only see things as a black woman.  So it was interesting her – in the 

news industry, she’s right.  It’s really quite sad CNN has Eliot Spitzer, but cannot find a 

person of color at all.  That she’s absolutely right.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Your experience as a Latina.  



 

MS. KUMAR:  As a Latino woman, I can say that there’s very few of us, but I 

think the fundamental problem is why is this a problem, right?  Why should we be 

concerned that we don’t see enough people of color covering the news and women 

covering the news, especially after two o’clock, when the majority of people are going 

in?  It’s because our experiences collectively do shape the way we see our world.  And 

when we’re talking about 51 percent of the U.S. population being women and close to 40 

percent being people of color and we’re not being able to influence and shape that 

opinion, then all of a sudden, we can’t talk directly to leadership, who’s all of a sudden 

deciding whether or not they should eliminate Title X or whether or not they should have 

support in school for girls.  And I think that’s the fundamental, is like why does having 

people in front of the camera that are women and of color and behind the camera, really 

what does that implicate?  That implicates our story telling and how our world view is 

shaped.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Well and I – I think things have greatly improved from when 

Carole Simpson first started.  There’s no doubt.  I do not think obviously she would agree 

with that.  It’s really a shame she felt that way all those years.  She was made to feel that 

way because she was such a talent.  I remember as a young woman growing up who is 

attracted to maybe a career in journalism and television, she was a role model to me.  I 

remember her 15 years in the weekend news.  I was saying during this show what a great 

voice she had.  It was so distinct.  You knew without even looking at the camera, “Oh, 

that’s Carole Simpson.”  But I do think we’ve made great strides.  And we’ve had a lot of 

women come and go in the news business of their own accord.  Paula Zahn was on Fox 

News as an anchor at night, but decided to leave that post.  So there have been those 

places, but evening television ain’t great for your social life.  (Laughter.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  That’s it for this edition of To the Contrary.  Next week, Democratic 

Congresswoman Carolyn Maloney revives the fight for an equal rights amendment.  

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) 


