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(continued on page 6)

A Woman for UN
Secretary-General
FROM THE NOW FOUNDATION

In the 61 years since the United Nations was founded, no
woman has ever held the position of Secretary-General,
despite the fact that there have been many qualified women
candidates. Currently, there are distinguished women who
hold highly placed positions in governments and interna-
tional organizations around the world, who are advocates for
the equality and dignity of women, and who should be
considered for the top position at the UN. Among the many
possible candidates, there are 18 women who have been
identified by Equality NOW as women who have served in
positions that give them relevant experience for the job of
Secretary-General.
NOW and other women’s organizations are mounting an
international campaign to have a woman become the next
UN Secretary-General when Kofi Annan steps down
December 31, 2006. We believe that the election of a
progressive woman to head the United Nations would not
only give women the “turn” they have been denied for over
six decades, but would also help bring about positive
changes for women around the globe.
Traditionally, the selection of the UN Secretary-General
considers geographic rotation, so that each region has the
opportunity to be represented. In the history of the UN, one
Asian, one Latin American, two Africans, and three Europe-
ans have served as Secretary-General; but no woman from
any region has been seriously considered. This reflects
poorly on the UN’s commitment to gender equality.
In addition to having never seriously considered a woman
for the Secretary-General position, the United Nations has a
poor record of promoting women to other important posi-
tions, despite repeated promises to do so.

Take Action

As of June 2005, women occupied only 37 percent of  UN
professional and higher level positions, and only 15 percent
of the Under-Secretaries-General are women. The presence
of this troubling gender gap is contrary to the UN’s work
toward equality, peace, and development. In 1995, the
Platform for Action adopted at Beijing at the UN’s Fourth
World Conference on Women called for the development of
“mechanisms to nominate women candidates for appoint-
ment to senior posts in the United Nations” and set the target
of “overall” gender equality, particularly at the professional
level and above, by the year 2000.

Opponent of Sex-Ed Plan
Approves New Video
BY FRAN PORTER

The Washington Post reported on August 12, 2006, that the
Montgomery County public school system’s new condom
video has received positive reviews from members of
Citizens for a Responsible Curriculum (CRC), one of two
groups that sued to block the original condom video from
being shown to 10th graders. The Citizens’ Advisory
Committee (CAC) to the Board of Education approved the
new video on September 13, with a vote of 11 to 1.
In the original eight-minute video, a young female health
education teacher spoke about proper condom use, then she
used a cucumber to demonstrate the correct way to put on a
prophylactic. In the new version, a wooden penis replaces
the vegetable. Only a pair of hands is shown putting the
condom on it, and an off-screen narrator describes the
details. In both versions of the video, the narrator empha-
sizes that abstinence is the most effective way to avoid
pregnancy and the contraction of a sexually transmitted
disease.
In July, 2005, two religious right groups, the CRC and
the Virginia-based Friends of Ex-Gays and Gays, brought
a law suit against the Board of Education (BOE) demanding
withdrawal of a new sex ed curriculum which was to be
given a trial at six schools. The BOE acquiesced, and
Superintendent Jerry D. Weast also disbanded the
CAC that had helped to create the curriculum.
A new CAC was appointed in the fall of 2005. Curriculum
writers include people from Deputy Superintendent Frieda
Lacey’s office and several pediatricians from the American
Association of Pediatrics. The writers/pediatricians have
found the last (rescinded) curriculum to be “insufficient.”
Several persons who have seen the new curriculum find that
it gives even more evidence bearing on the importance of
providing fact-based sexual education in schools.

Who Said That?

When people talk of our muddling through it throws me
into a passion. Muddle through! Why yes so we do –
wading through blood and tears that need never have
been shed.

(See answer page 6)
(continued on page 6)
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Ann Richards was one of my heroes. I have only one major regret about her
career. If she had not lost the Texas governor’s race in1994, the man who “was
born with a silver foot in his mouth” might never have become leader of the free
world.

Governor Richards was a life-long advocate of equality for women and minorities
who burst into the public eye with her droll and brilliant speech at the 1988
Democratic Convention. She was a direct, blunt-speaking force of nature who
used her visibility and sharp wit to encourage other women. During her governor -
ship from 1991 to 1995, more women and minorities were appointed to important
public offices than at any previous time in Texas history.

Being a divorced mother of four with outspoken liberal and feminist views and a
history of alcoholism did not make it easy for her to triumph in the conservative,
gun-toting, “old boy” state of Texas in the 1980s. But in 1982 she won the office of
Texas state treasurer and was the first woman elected to statewide office in Texas
in fifty years. In 1991 she was elected governor, only the second woman ever to
hold that post in her own right. After breaking the male half-century grip on the
governor’s mansion, she celebrated by holding up a T-shirt that showed the state
Capitol and read: “A woman’s place is in the dome.”

She used wit, not stridency, to express her confidence that women could not only
compete with men, but excel in the tough political arena…

“Ginger Rogers did everything that Fred Astaire did. She just did it backwards
and in high heels.”

And contend with the seamy side of politics…

“Let me tell you, sisters, seeing dried egg on a plate in the morning is a lot
dirtier than anything I’ve had to deal with in politics.”

And refute the bad rap women get from the right wing…

“They blame the low income women for ruining the country because they are
staying home with their children and not going out to work. They blame the
middle income women for ruining the country because they go out to work
and do not stay home to take care of their children.”

And highlight the two-faced hypocrisy of the Republicans during the current
regime…

“1. You have to believe that the nation’s current 8-year prosperity was due to
the work of Ronald Reagan and George Bush, but yesterday’s gasoline prices
are all Clinton’s fault. 2. You have to believe that those privileged from birth
achieve success all on their own. 3. You have to be against all government
programs, but expect Social Security checks on time.”

And express humility…

“I have always had the feeling I could do anything and my dad told me I
could. I was in college before I found out he might be wrong.”

She was a great 20th century political mind. She continued to fight for equality and
to support many public causes after she left office. In her last years, she helped
develop the Ann Richards School for Young Women Leaders, scheduled to open
in Austin in 2007. Her daughter, Cecile Richards, is the current president of
Planned Parenthood.

Governor Richards was a woman who “raised hell” for the cause!
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Speaking Out and First
Amendment Absolutism
BY MARY BAILEY

The opening paragraphs below express my opinion only and
not necessarily that of the National Organization for Women.
Anyone who has been reading these pages is familiar with
my concern about the content of certain entertainment and
Internet messages, especially those aimed at or available to
teens whose brains – the judgment and control centers
specifically — have not yet finished developing.
Recently I Googled “First Amendment absolutism” to see
just how absolute the experts in the field considered the
prohibition against challenging media exploitation of
children. There I discovered a collection of short essays on
the issue by ten top scholars and lawyers entitled “Speech &
Power: Is First Amendment
Absolutism Obsolete?” The
essays, published in the July
21, 1997 issue of the liberal
Nation magazine, presented
arguments both pro and con. I
was surprised by the flexibil-
ity they generally exhibited.
These essays can help us
understand what we as a
chapter can do legally and
ethically to challenge those in
our midst who fill the media
with harmful messages, while
still being mindful of the First
Amendment.
The essays are short and spare
in the use of legalese, and I’ve
shortened them even more. If
you want full coverage, go back to Google and search as I
did. Meanwhile, here are some thoughts to chew on:
Ronald Conyers and David Skover, professors of law at
Seattle University:
“Speech is power,” say Conyers and Skover. “Grant that,
then rethink your thinking on the First Amendment.” In a
true democracy, power must be limited and dispersed. Yet
yesterday’s free speech principles have morphed into today’s
power principles. Starting in 1886, when the Supreme Court
began treating corporations as persons, commercial speech
by the likes of media conglomerates and tobacco companies
have received increasing First Amendment rights.
 “The trend of ceding power to the powerful represents the
collapse into libertarianism, the triumph of corporate liberty
over social equality,” the authors say. “Equality is really no
longer one of the central principles of the First Amendment.
Incredibly, it is now a First Amendment evil.”
The Supreme Court says that money is speech [Buckley v.
Valeo, 1976]. But money is more than that: It is power. Now
that money-speech has absolute protection, corporations

sway elections, advertisers shape media content, conglomer-
ates grab for unobstructed rights to the public airwaves, and
“citizen democracy succumbs to corporate democracy.”
The authors urge us to free the First Amendment from “the
lawyers and the law professors” and widen the discourse to
include other perspectives.
Floyd Abrams, First Amendment lawyer:
“Hardly anyone really believes that we should protect the
speech of those with whom we differ,” especially “this
generation of liberals,” Abrams said. Liberals are unhappy
with a First Amendment that protects wealthy, powerful
speakers, yet they are pleased when it protects persons
hawking radical leaflets. But the First Amendment is not just
the property of liberal Americans. “It is not the New Deal
redrafted and expanded so as to apply to speech.”

The First Amendment does
not grant power to the
government “to decide who
may speak about what.”
Rather, it protects anyone who
wishes to speak, and is based
on a distrust of government
gleaned from the abuse of
government power throughout
history. That is why the
Supreme Court in 1976
(Buckley v. Valeo) said that
restricting some speech so
that other voices may be
enhanced “is wholly foreign
to the First Amendment.”
Abrams also warned that
liberals are far more often

targets for those who would put limits on the First Amend-
ment, and they “ should at least recall they stand next in
line.”
Owen Fiss, Yale Law School professor:
“No one is an absolutist,” says Fiss. Even those who pride
themselves on being absolutists will acknowledge that state
protection is necessary to protect certain vital social inter-
ests, such as regulating against harassment or incitements to
violence. “The issue is not whether regulation of speech is
ever permissible but when and on what terms.” So those who
call for regulating commercial advertising, campaign
spending, or more public access to the media must not be
viewed as betraying the First Amendment. “The same is true
of those critical race theorists and feminists – so often and so
unfairly scorned by this journal – who have dared to argue
for regulation of hate speech and pornography…. No
partisan has a monopoly on virtue.”
Behind the seemingly neutral façade of First Amendment
absolutism lurk “gross inequalities of social and economic

(continued on page 4)

Is the First Amendment Obsolete?

Yes: The trend of ceding power to the powerful represents
the collapse into libertarianism, the triumph of corporate
liberty over social equality. Equality is really no longer one
of the central principles of the First Amendment. Incredibly,
it is now a First Amendment evil.

—Ronald Conyers and David Skover

No: The First Amendment does not grant power to the
government to decide who may speak about what. Rather,
it protects anyone who wishes to speak, and is based on a
distrust of government gleaned from the abuse of
government power throughout history.

—Floyd Abrams
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power.” So-called neutrality jeopardizes important social
goals such as equality and free speech itself. “A public
discussion in which only one side is presented or heard is no
discussion at all.” Those liberals who turn to the state as the
only force capable of countering commercial powers have “a
proper regard for free speech values.” They are prepared to
insist that the state show that
any regulation of speech
further a compelling social
interest.
Rigid views about not
regulating speech evade
efforts to cope with the abuses
of corporate speech. True
neutrality doesn’t mean that
government can’t make
content distinctions. If that
were the case, we wouldn’t
have PBS, public libraries, or
public school curricula. True
neutrality intervenes as well
as prohibits. There is only one
crucial proviso: The govern-
ment must have some other
reason than disagreement to
justify using its power.
The First Amendment calls for judgment and discernment,
just like any other constitutional provision. That task cannot
be evaded, says Fiss, “by repeating a truism – ‘no law’
means ‘no law’ – that stops all conversation and trivializes
the challenge that confronts us.”
Wendy Kaminer, president of the National Coalition Against
Censorship
Kaminer articulates the civil libertarian position that defend-
ing the First Amendment means defending the rights of those
we hate. Government, she feels, should be neutral on the
question of what constitutes “good” and “bad” speech. “The
extension of First Amendment protections to bad guys, like
political fat cats and tobacco companies, doesn’t require us
to ‘rethink’ our notions of free speech.” After all, she says,
the government is not necessarily a good guy, so we don’t
want to give it the power to regulate speech.
Acknowledging that unregulated speech is not free and that
money can buy it, Kamiler insists that we do not have to
limit the speech rights of media conglomerates and other fat
cats. Instead, she says, we can demand that government
regulate corporate behavior that is not protected by the First
Amendment. For instance, the government can restrict the
creation of media conglomerates through antitrust laws that
regulate mergers and acquisitions. In addition, public
financing of political campaigns “could provide a little
redress” for the inequality between the fat cats and the rest of
us without compromising the First Amendment.

Cass Sunstein, professor of law at the University of Chicago
The United States has two free speech traditions, not just
one, says Cass Sunstein. The first, derived from Justice
Oliver Wendell Holmes, speaks of the “marketplace of
ideas.” The second stems from Justice Louis Brandeis and
holds that an inert citizenry is a menace to freedom and that

“public discourse is a political
duty.” For decades there was
harmony between the two
approaches. “Free speech
absolutism is mere rhetoric,”
says Sunstein. “The real issue,
as Holmes and Brandeis
agreed, is not whether all
speech is protected but how to
draw sensible lines.”
Then, about 15 [now 25]
years ago, the two concep-
tions diverged sharply.
Holmes’s marketplace version
lead to protecting tobacco-
company advertising and
deregulating mass media
rules. Brandeis’s democracy
approach became mirrored in
currently unsuccessful efforts

such as campaign finance reform. Reforming campaign
finance a la Brandeis “is a legitimate effort by the sovereign
public to insure that economic inequities…are not turned
into political inequities,” Sunstein argues.
Sunstein’s central point is that the First Amendment must not
be turned into a version of economic laissez-faire. “Commer-
cial advertising restrictions, campaign finance reform and
regulation of mass media need not undermine [the
amendment’s historic purpose of democratic deliberation]
and may instead promote it…. Well-designed reforms should
be understood not as unconstitutional abridgments of the free
speech principle but as consistent with the highest aspira-
tions of that principle.”
Steven Shapiro, national legal director of the American Civil
Liberties Union:
“The First Amendment is not broken, but it may break if we
keep trying to fix it,” says Shapiro. If we abandon the prin-
ciple of modern First Amendment law that government cannot
limit expression based on the content of the speech, then the
right to engage in political discourse becomes a function of
power and influence. “Tobacco giants, political potentates and
media conglomerates will not lose out in that refashioned First
Amendment world. The losers, as always, will be those who
speak out on behalf of the poor and unpopular.”
Changing the First Amendment rules will not close the gap
between rich and poor. We should keep the rules that have
fueled the union, civil rights, and antiwar movements of the
20th century — through demonstrations permitted only

Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?

YYYYYes:es:es:es:es: The First Amendment calls for judgment and
discernment just like any other constitutional provision.
That task cannot be evaded by repeating a truism –
“no law” means “no law” – that stops all conversation
and trivializes the challenge that confronts us.

—Owen Fiss

No:No:No:No:No: The extension of First Amendment protections to
bad guys, like political fat cats and tobacco compa-
nies, doesn’t require us to “rethink” out notions of free
speech. After all, the government is not necessarily a
good guy, so we don’t want to give it the power to
regulate speech.

—Wendy Kaminer

(continued on page 5)
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because the courts said that government could not ban
speech. As for the relationship between money and speech,
the tobacco industry’s money does not always guarantee
victory. Despite money, ideas matter. Besides, the New York
Times, Planned Parenthood, the ACLU and NOW are as
much a corporation as a tobacco company.
There are other ways to address
media conglomeration and
corporate speech: Enforce the
antitrust laws, alert people to
the dangers of smoking, etc.
Information is much more
powerful than censorship.
C. Edwin Baker, law professor at
the University of Pennsylvania:
Must the left be the ally of
corporations that use the First
Amendment to overturn
progressive legislation?
Liberals err when they don’t
reflect upon and contest the
amendment’s meaning, Baker
says. For example, commercial
advertisers may wrap them-
selves in the First Amendment, but scholars from John Stuart
Mill to Justice Hugo Black have agreed that commercial
advertising is completely outside the reach of the principle of
free speech. Mill sharply separated free trade from individual
liberty. For instance, even if liberty requires that prostitution
be allowed, Mill said, society may be permitted to ban ads
promoting the purchase of sex.
According to liberal Supreme Court Justices [not cited],
“self-expression, self-realization, and self-fulfillment [are]
not at all furthered by corporate speech…. [It does] not
represent a manifestation of individual freedom or choice.”
Marketplace survival requires a tobacco company to promote
cigarettes even if its owners think smoking is unwise. By
contrast, persons who argue that “smoking kills” are express-
ing their views or values.
The First Amendment is protected because society is served
by press freedom. Nevertheless, Baker says, having a
handful of conglomerates own most of the media is “a threat
to democracy.” So he asks, “Does the First Amendment
prevent a government response?
Newspaper corporations have argued that the First Amend-
ment allows them to own as many broadcast stations as they
want. Cable operators have said that the First Amendment
frees them from having to carry local broadcast channels.
The media has even claimed First Amendment exemption
from antitrust and minimum-wage laws. Quoting Justice
Black, Baker notes that the amendment “does not afford non-
governmental combinations [e.g., corporations] a refuge if
they impose restraints upon that constitutionally guaranteed
freedom…. Freedom of the press…does not sanction
repression of that freedom by private interests.” Therefore,

Baker concludes, “progressives should strongly, but not
blindly, support the First Amendment.”
Kathleen Sullivan, professor of law at Stanford University
Eliminating free speech rights for media corporations is
“unnecessary and unwise,” writes Sullivan. First, there are
serious problems with where to draw the line. Viacom may be

a corporation, but so are the
ACLU and The Washington
Post. If you exclude only for-
profit media corporations from
First Amendment protections,
you eliminate most newspa-
pers, publishers and broadcast-
ers – “an outcome incompat-
ible with freedom of the
press,” she says.
Second, Sullivan says don’t
forget that the First Amend-
ment has more than one
purpose. It also insures the
free flow of information and
prevents the government from
“entrenching itself in power
by suppressing contrary

views.” Therefore she counsels against allowing the govern-
ment to regulate speech “no matter who or how wealthy the
speaker.” For instance, limiting campaign contributions
makes it harder for challengers to raise the money needed to
offset the advantages of incumbents.
Nothing in current First Amendment law stops the Justice
Department from enforcing antitrust laws against media
conglomerates that have excessive market power, Sullivan
says, so long as the goal is economic, not ideological, and
that its reach is not overly broad.
Marcus Garbus, New York trial lawyer:
Today, the First Amendment question has become more
complicated because “private power and money have an
enormous impact on both the speakers and those who listen
to that speech.”
Garbus was the first lawyer to argue that government interven-
tion is necessary for free speech. Supporting his position
before the Second Circuit Court of Appeals were briefs from
law professors and the New York ACLU. All argued against
the cable owners who claimed that the First Amendment
denied that government had any say in their programming. A
few months later, the Supreme Court in Turner Broadcasting
v. FCC upheld restrictions on the cable owners.
Despite the above, the Court refused to review bans on beer
and cigarette ads adopted by the Baltimore City Council.
Notes Garbus, “The courts are defining different rules for
different media…. As we see new and more powerful mo-
nopolies, new and more powerful methods to influence the
public, the Supreme Court will continue to develop different
rules for different kinds of speech.” The dialogue is beginning.

Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?Is the First Amendment Obsolete?

YYYYYes:es:es:es:es: Free speech absolutism is mere rhetoric. The real
issue, as Justices Holmes and Brandeis agreed, is not
whether all speech is protected but how to draw
sensible lines.

—Cass Sunstein

No:No:No:No:No: Changing the First Amendment will not close the
gap between rich and poor. We should keep the rules
that have fueled the union, civil rights, and antiwar
movements of the 20th century – through demonstra-
tions permitted only because the courts said that
government could not ban speech.

— Steven Shapiro
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Answer to Who Said That, page 1

Gertrude Bell, April 1916, The
Letters of Gertrude Bell
Before World War I, British archaeologist Gertrude
Bell explored the Middle East, an endeavor that led to
her career in British intelligence and diplomacy in
Mesopotamia (Iraq). During the war, the British
expelled the Ottoman Turk administration from Iraq.
Then, in 1920, the League of Nations placed Iraq
under a British control that lasted until 1932. In letters
to her family, Bell expressed her discouragement with
the British War Office’s management of Arab policy.
“The real difficulty under which we labour here,” she
wrote, “is that we don’t know, and I suppose can’t
know till the end of the war, exactly what we intend to
do in this country.” By 1923 she was writing, “It is
almost impossible to believe that a few years ago the
human race was more or less governed by reason
and considered consequences, before it did things…
At the back of my mind I have a feeling that we
people of the war can never return to complete sanity.
The shock has been too great; we are unbalanced.”

UN (cont form page 1)

When the CAC approves the 66 proposed revisions to the
45-minute scripted lesson plan that accompanies the new
video, the Council will then move on to other parts of the
revised health education curriculum. Jim Kennedy, a member
of Teachthefacts, a parents’ group supporting sex ed, and
also a member of the CAC, says, in his blog: “then we will
move into the part of the curriculum that was central to the
litigation.” A single word about “ex-gays” in the materials
will send a signal that MCPS [the school board] has aban-
doned their academic standards out of fear—so the real hard
part is still ahead of us. As long as people keep talking,
express what they believe, explain their points, and listen to
each other, we will be able to put something together that
serves our community well. None of this is easy, and the
constant threat of legal ambush only makes it harder, but “if
that’s the world we live in, then... let’s get to work.”

Ten years after the conference and six years after the target
date, the UN is nowhere near its established goal. Every
year, the General Assembly adopts a resolution, the “Im-
provement of the Status of Women in the Secretariat,” which
calls for the achievement of gender balance in UN staffing.
Every year the goal is left unmet, revealing the UN’s shallow
commitment to women. If no women are considered for the
next Secretary-General, this surely sends a message that they
do not consider women capable enough to lead.
In June, a pioneering lawyer and women’s rights advocate,
Sheikha Haya Rashed Al Khalifa, was elected as President of
the United Nations General Assembly. Sheikha Haya is one
of the first women to ever practice law in Bahrain, and has
argued for greater rights for women before Islamic courts.
But Sheikha Haya is only one of too few examples of
women in positions of power at the United Nations.
When women are so underrepresented in leadership posi-
tions in governments everywhere, it is of vital importance
that more women hold leadership roles in the UN. And it is
equally important that the UN meet its commitment to attain
“overall gender equality” – though it is six years overdue,
The time for a woman Secretary-General is now, and there
are many qualified women leaders across the globe. Equality
NOW has compiled a sampling of experienced and well-
qualified candidates.
Take Action and let the UN know why you support a woman
for Secretary-General. Go to www.now.org and click Take
Action in order to sign a petition and receive more information.

Sex-Ed Plan(cont form page 1)

Let the athletes die young and
laurel-crowned. Let the soldiers
earn the Purple Hearts. Let the
women die old, white-crowned,
with human hearts.

— Ursula Le Guin
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Elsewhere in the World
ABRIDGED FROM WWW.WOMENSENEWS.ORG

How it Was OCTOBER  (1900 – 1949)

5 The first conference of women trade unionists adopts a
platform, Washington, DC, 1918.

6 It’s Abigail Scott Duniway Day, honoring the women’s rights
leader and editor of the Portland “New Northwest”, at the
Lewis and Clark Exposition Centennial, 1905.

11 Suffragists hold a mass meeting in Trafalgar Square, London,
inviting the public to join their future demonstrations, but
to “come unarmed,” 1908.

13 Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst and 30 other suffragists
are arrested for trying to rush the British House of Commons
for the suffrage cause, 1908.

August 22, 2006
Anti-Poverty Efforts Face Child
Marriage Hurdle

Worldwide, 51 million girls and teens are
married so young that they face special health risks and
higher rates of poverty. Countries such as Bangladesh and
Mali where child marriage is widespread tend to have high
rates of poverty. Families often marry off their daughters
because there are no prospects for education or employment
for girls. The DC-based International Center for Research on
Women reports that young females have been raped by their
husbands, infected by them, widowed while still teens, and
forced to resort to sex work to feed their children. Those
younger than 15 are five times more likely to die during
pregnancy or childbirth than women in their 20s. Reducing
child mortality, improving maternal health and eliminating
the gender gap in education are UN goals to eradicate global
poverty by 2015. The prevalence of child marriage under-
mines those goals by increasing health risks for girls and
depriving them of educational and economic opportunities.
In July, a bill introduced by Senators Richard Durbin (D-Ill),
Hillary Clinton (D-NY) and Chuck Hagel (R-Neb) provides
$60 million over three years to the State Dept. to support
organizations in developing countries that fight child
marriage. It also asks the State Dept. to include child
marriage in its annual human rights reports on foreign
countries. Let’s hope it passes.

September 1, 2006
Journalist of the Month

Diana Washington Valdez, who covered the slayings of Juarez
women since 1999, was suspicious of official explanations
from the beginning. So she was not surprised when three men
were arrested in the U.S. in August on immigration charges
who are suspected of playing a role in the unsolved murders of
young women in the Mexican border city. As a reporter for the
El Paso Times, she has claimed for years that gang initiation
rites and sports killings are behind many of the murders,
especially among the 100 or so women whose bodies, usually
dumped in the desert, showed signs of sexual torture. More
than 400 women have been murdered in the region since

1993. The journalist links the rest of the deaths to other sets of
people – individual serial killers, low-level drug dealers, a
group of prominent men, copycats – and ties them together
with a single characteristic: None has been charged or
convicted by the government. The author has received so
many threats on her life that she stays out of Juarez and no
longer reveals where she lives. The English edition of Diana
Washington Valdez’s “Harvest of Women: Safari in Mexico”
is slated to be released on Sept. 27 by Peace at the Border.

September 9, 2006
Chile Offers Plan B

Chile announced it would offer emergency contraception
pills free to women 14 years of age and older. This comes
two weeks after the U.S. Food and Drug Administration
approved Plan B pills for over-the-counter sale to women 18
and older. Chilean Health Minister Maria Soledad Barria said
women can get the prescription pills from a physician for
free without parental consent. She said the initiative is
intended to reduce teenage pregnancy. In 2004, teens
accounted for 14 percent of Chilean pregnancies.

September 14, 2006
India’s All-Women Police Pursue Dowry
Complaints

India has established roughly 300 all-women police stations to
help curb dowry-related violence. Although outlawed in 1961,
dowry practices have continued to flourish. Domestic violence
involving dowries increased three-fold between 1990 and
2000, and dowry deaths rose 38 percent. Many activists argue
that low reporting and conviction rates mask the true number
of dowry deaths, which can reach as high as 25,000 per year.
Dowry, once a gift from the bride’s family to a daughter, is
increasingly seen as payment to her husband. Abuse often
begins when additional dowry demands are unmet. It is a form
of emotional and physical blackmail that continues until the
wife’s family finally relents. The new female police stations
give women a safer place to report domestic violence. While
the accused families always deny dowry-related violence, they
usually won’t continue their abuse after realizing that the
stations keep records.

17 Emmeline Pankhurst, British suffragist, addresses sympa-
thetic supporters after getting out of prison, 1912. “Be
militant each in your own way…. Those of you who can
break windows, break them…. I incite this meeting to
rebellion.”

18 First issue of “The Suffragette,” outlining the new militant
policy of British feminists, is published, 1911.

20 Emmeline Pankhurst is admitted to the U.S. by order of
President Wilson, 1913.
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The Watchful Eye
BY MARY BAILEY

Music and behavior. Teens who listened
to explicit sexual lyrics were more likely
to have sex than those who listened to
more muted music, according to a Rand
Corp. study published in the August issue
of Pediatrics. Much of a sexual song’s
influence on behavior seems to depend on
how the sex is portrayed, it said. Lyrics
that make explicit references to sex acts
are more apt to trigger early sexual
behavior than those depicting more
sexually veiled and committed relation-
ships. Among heavy listeners of explicit

lyrics, 51 percent started having sex within two years, as opposed
to 29 percent of who listened to little or none. Exposure to a lot of
sexually degrading songs “gives [teens] a specific message about
sex, “ said lead researcher Steven Martino. Boys learn they should
be relentless pursuers of women and girls learn to see themselves
as sex objects. Psychologist David Walsh, head of the National
Institute on Media and the Family, commented that the brain’s
impulse-control center undergoes “major construction” during the
teen years at the same time that an interest in sex starts to blossom.
Add sexually arousing lyrics, he said, and the study’s results make
sense. The study was based on telephone interviews with 1,461
teens between 12 and 17. Most participants were virgins when they
were first questioned in 2001. (Assoc. Press, 8-7-06)
Bleagh. “Sixty-five is the new 40,”crowed wealthy DC trial
lawyer C. Allen Foster as he gave himself a six-day party in the
Czech Republic in honor of his 65th birthday. “My father always
said, ‘You’re only as old as your current wife.’ “ Foster’s third
wife is 44. (Wash Post 8-10-06)
Enticement to Minors. The Web site MySpace.com has “a little
noticed underside” of groups that glorify self-destructive behav-
iors such as bulimia, self-mutilation and street drugs, reports the
Washington Post. Even health professionals are not particularly
aware of them. Free MySpace membership allows users to create
a personal page, describe themselves, and exchange private
messages with groups of their choice. The site says members must
be 14 or older but requires no proof of age. Teens 14- and 15-
years old are given “private” rather than “public” pages by
default. After cases in which girls 13 and 16 met older men via
MySpace, the Rupert Murdoch-owned site limited groups with
adult themes to those 18 and over. But a 14-year-old still can
access some groups that encourage self-harm, drug use, sex

parties, and “hooking up” with other group members. According
to Robert Roth, coordinator of adolescent behavior health at
Montgomery General Hospital in Olney, minors who come to his
addiction clinic frequently talk about MySpace groups. Roth
thinks the groups are more popular with middle school than high
school students. Outside of addiction programs such as his, Roth
says, most parents are oblivious to this MySpace subculture.
(Wash Post 7-4-06)
For you poli-techies out there. Networking sites are forming to
help people find political allies online. Some are nonpartisan, while
others are launched by political groups. The new sites usually
include user profiles including photos, hometowns and political
interests. Here are four: 1) Essembly.com asks users to agree or
disagree with a list of “resolves” such as “Comprehensive health
care is every citizen’s right.” (It can also be frivolous, resolving that
“Paris Hilton is not hot.”) Users are then ranked according to their
political views and allowed to seek out each other. 2) Hotsoup.com
will feature opinions and profiles of prominent people such as
Barack Obama and John McCain when it launches. It also features
user-created discussion loops. 3) MorePerfect.org members can
chat about topics such as civil liberties and education or those
unique to their state. Members can also edit the Bill of Rights or
help make a list of the 50 most influential people in America. 4)
Campaigns.Wikia.com lets members create user pages, receive
messages from other users, and edit political articles. It also has a
local meet-up schedule so that members can continue their
discussions offline. (Wall St Jrnl 9-21-06)
Not to mention the yellow pages. Should the Washington Post
run massage parlor ads in its Sports section? Post ombudsman
Deborah Howell took up the issue when the paper got a rash of
complaints after stories broke on sex-slave trafficking rings. One
reader wrote, “It’s common knowledge that these businesses are
fronts for prostitution; this very subject was lampooned by your
own Gene Weingarten…a couple years back when he went to one
of these businesses and attempted to just get a massage…. The
Post so grossly compromises its integrity by continuing to accept
advertisements from organized crime.” In its defense, a Post
attorney said the paper relies on licensing authorities and law
enforcement to determine that a business is not illegal, but added
that the Post only started routinely checking its massage parlor
ads after Howell inquired about its policy. Howell thinks the Post
should join newspapers “of comparable quality” – such as the
New York Times and Boston Globe – and not take massage parlor
ads. (Wash Post 8-27-06)

How it Was (cont)
20 Suffragist Alice Paul enters prison to serve a seven-month

sentence for picketing the White House and begins an
unremitting fight for the rights of political prisoners, 1917.

22 Doris Lessing, author of “The Golden Notebook,” born in
Persia, 1919.

24 Annie Edson Taylor goes over Niagara Falls in a barrel and
becomes the first person to survive the plunge, 1901.

25 Elizabeth Cady Stanton spends the entire afternoon writing
a letter to President Theodore Roosevelt urging the
emancipation of women, the day before her death, 1902.

25 Virginia Woolf begins to compose her fine feminist book,
 “A Room of One’s Own,” speculating that “Anonymous…
was often a woman,” 1928.

Two British suffragists chain themselves to the wrought iron
grill in the Ladies’ Gallery of the House of Commons, and
when police cannot unlock the padlocks they chop the grill
to pieces, 1908. It is never replaced and the galleries are
closed.

(Selections from The Liberated Woman’s Appointment
Calendar, 1972-1974, and the National Women’s History
Project newsletter, nwhp@1b.bcentral.com)




