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Single parenting and same-sex parenting: Do boys need dads?
Do Boys Need Dads?  

An Interview with Maggie Gallagher, President of the Institute for Marriage and Public Policy   

http://www.ignatiusinsight.com/features2005/mgallagher_int_oct05.asp
October 2005

Do boys need Dads? Decades of sociological research support the common sense answer, "Yes!" But as the push for "same sex marriage" gains ground around the world and within the United States, the belief that both a Mom and a Dad are what’s best for children is becoming a politically incorrect notion in some circles. 
A recent book, Raising Boys Without Men: How Maverick Moms Are Creating the Next Generation of Exceptional Men by Peggy Drexler, has been widely praised book for making the case for raising boys without fathers. It has been received favorably in a wide range of magazines, from Harpers Bazaar, which labeled it a "Hot Summer Read" to a favorable interview in Parents magazine.
Drexler is also using her book to make the case for gay marriage, as a review in Gay Parent magazine summarized one point: "Sons of lesbians tend to be more empathetic to others as well as aware of the good and bad feelings within themselves." In a recent opinion piece published in the San Francisco Chronicle and in her book, Drexler claims her research provides strong arguments in favor of both same sex marriage and same sex parenting. 
However, the Catholic Church (not to mention a host of other Christians, non-Christian religions, and many non-religious groups) strongly disagrees. The Catechism of the Catholic Church states: "The matrimonial covenant, by which a man and a woman establish between themselves a partnership of the whole of life, is by its nature ordered toward the good of the spouses and the procreation and education of offspring…" (CCC, par. 1601). It adds that the "vocation to marriage is written in the very nature of man and woman as they came from the hand of the Creator" (par. 1603) and that "Holy Scripture affirms that man and woman were created for one another: ‘It is not good that the man should be alone’" (par. 1605).

Aside from the obvious moral problems with Drexler’s thesis, her research and conclusions are questionable. IgnatiusInsight.com interviewed Maggie Gallagher, noted marriage and family expert and President of the Institute for Marriage and Public Policy, about her newly released research, and about her criticism of Drexler's book. Gallagher talks about her survey (PDF file) of 23 recent studies on just one indicator, (fathers and crime) as well as her knowledge of several decades of research on whether and how family structure matters. 
Gallagher is the co-author (with University of Chicago professor Linda J. Waite) of The Case for Marriage: Why Married People Are Happier, Healthier, and Better-off Financially. She said that children do better growing up in a home with a married mother and father, as a wide variety of indicators demonstrate: avoiding poverty, delinquency, drug abuse, mental illness, teen suicide, sexually transmitted diseases, unwed teen motherhood, dropping out of high school, or other signs of school failure.

IgnatiusInsight.com: First of all, does family structure matter to children? And are boys going to be fine–perhaps better off even–without dads, as Peggy Drexler contends? As you know, Drexler interviewed 124 parents of boys, most of who were single mothers or lesbian couples. She concluded, "Parenting is about the human heart, which has no gender" and that "Socioeconomic status is a stronger predictor of child welfare than almost any other index."

Maggie Gallagher: Peggy Drexler concludes essentially that poverty matters, but fathers don’t. Boys, she says, are hard-wired to grow into men, and those raised by "maverick moms" may be even better off than boys who have fathers. People, she says, are confusing marital status with money. The reason children in single-parent families do worse, on a number of measures is only because single mothers are more likely to be poor.
First of all, this is really ill informed. She’s a Gender Studies scholar and she may be very expert in that field, but she really doesn’t seem to be aware of the larger social science literature on family structure and the large debate that has taken place over whether and how marriage matters to child well-being.

And, putting aside for a moment the question of children of same sex couples (of which there is relatively little evidence), a very large amount of research shows that even after controlling for income children do best when they are raised by their own mother and father in an intact marriage, provided that is not high conflict or violent. 
And by the way, it’s kind of silly to say poverty matters but not marriage, because the retreat from marriage is one of the biggest reasons for child poverty in America today. 
So yes, one of the reasons that marriage matters is that children are poorer and their standard of living goes down when mothers and fathers aren’t working together raising their children. But it is not the only reason.

IgnatiusInsight.com: What if the mother and father are fighting all the time, what about that?
Maggie Gallagher: What does the social science literature say about parental conflict? It hurts kids. No doubt about it. One or both of you can conduct your marriage so badly that your kids would be better off if you separate or divorce. The very best thing you can do is figure out how to stop all that senseless fighting that is hurting your kids and build a more cooperative relationship so you can give your children the best thing and not the second or third best thing. (For resources on how to do this, go to SmartMarriages.com)

IgnatiusInsight.com: Peggy Drexler is promoting same sex, particularly lesbian, relationships raising boys. She says: "Boys raised by women show an innate and astonishing ability to establish a strong and resilient sense of their own masculinity. Good mothers can and do foster this awareness. Their boys exhibit what I call boy power: the pairing of healthy aggression with empathy in a way that sons in mom-and-dad families don't often manage." What is your take on that?
Maggie Gallagher: She apparently believes boys are better off without fathers who might impair their moral development.

IgnatiusInsight.com: What do we know about children raised by same sex couples?
Maggie Gallagher: In my opinion, judging by the standards of kinds of evidence that are used in the larger family structure debate, we know almost nothing about how the children fare. There’s been about 35 to 50 studies, but there’s not a single study based on nationally representative data that follows children from birth raised by same sex couples and can tell us how they do in adulthood. 

IgnatiusInsight.com: What do we know about the other family structures that have been very well studied? What do we know about the advantages of a traditional two-parent family?
Maggie Gallagher: We’ve had a lot of research on not just one parent vs. two parents, but cohabitating couples, remarried couples, as well as solo mother and to a lesser extent solo father families.
And what we know is that children who are raised outside of intact marriages are at risk for a large number of social, emotional, and other kinds of problems. Take for example what our research is about: the recent research on family structure and crime and delinquency.

Do married parents reduce crime? The answer seems to be pretty clearly, "Yes." 
There are now eight large nationally representative studies that look at family structure and control for things like income and race and say: yes, the risk that an individual child will commit a crime, either a teen-ager or young adult, is much greater when parents don’t get and stay married. And this is true in a number of other areas as well: greater risk of poverty, dependency, substance abuse, mental illness, physical illness, infant mortality, school failure, more likely to be held back a grade, to be in special education, to have conduct disorders and drop out of high school. If you graduate from high school you’re less likely to go on to college; if you get into college you’re less likely to graduate from college, if your parents don’t get and stay married.
Other measures: if your parents aren’t married you’re more likely to launch into early and promiscuous sexual activity, which leads to higher rates of sexually transmitted diseases and a higher risk of a non-marital relationship, an early unwed motherhood and fatherhood. You’re more likely to get divorced yourself and less likely to marry if your parents don’t get and stay married. There was a really excellent study that looked at life expectancy at age 40 among a sample of highly advantaged kids. These were kids who had high IQ’s and were white and middle class to start with. They found you were about three times more likely to die by age 40 if your parents didn’t get and stay married.
There’s a very powerful body of social science evidence. What this body of evidence doesn’t say is the only thing that matters is one parent vs. two parents. No, remarriage and cohabitation don’t seem to do the same thing even though there are two adults in the household as a child’s own mother and father. What it doesn’t say is, "Well, it’s only poverty that matters." Of course poverty matters for children, but marriage matters too and it matters a lot.

IgnatiusInsight.com: What about when the father dies?
Maggie Gallagher: Divorce and unmarried childbearing appear to have rather different effects on children than a parent’s death. Of course there is a drop in income and there’s grief and depression around the death of a father, but you don’t see the same syndrome of risk. And, I think that’s in part because, from a child’s point of view, the knowledge their parents didn’t love their child enough to stay together in one family, has a powerful impact on the child. Death is very different. Children may feel abandoned, but they know it is not because one of the parents has decided to leave the family or never to form the family, so it has really different impact on children.
IgnatiusInsight.com: One of the things about Peggy Drexler’s book–
Maggie Gallagher: By the way, one of the things I want to say is the oldest child in her sample is still in junior high, and many are still in elementary school. This is a self-selected sample, and we don’t know, even if we accept her view, how representative these mothers’ experiences are. In the case of single mothers by choice she didn’t examine "many" of the children. And at one point she even says, "My own experience would serve as a one-woman control group representing married mothers." That may or may not be acceptable in qualitative research, but it’s certainly not typical in the kind of quantitative research I’m talking about.

IgnatiusInsight.com: Is her research at all credible from a scientific point of view? My understanding is her research is largely anecdotal, that is she talked to people and drew conclusions
Maggie Gallagher: Let me put it this way: there are two basic kinds of studies. There are qualitative research and quantitative research. 
Qualitative research is useful for generating hypotheses and understanding processes. But, I would say it is difficult to come to any firm conclusions based on that kind of sample. 
The basic problem is that you don’t know if the people you are talking to are representative of anything. Right? The most you can say with firmness, if you trust the researcher, is that she has found thirty or so families with lesbian parents where the kids appear to her to be doing fine. But we don’t know if this is typical or atypical for families with lesbian parents because this sample is not representative of any larger group. In defense of this, the reason this is the kind of research that is mostly done on the children of gay parents is partly because this is a very small population group.
In the U.S. Census data there are less than 200,000 households headed by same sex couples with a child under 18 and most of those are probably children from previous relationships rather than children of the same sex couple (although we don’t know for sure). In a population of 300 million, you are trying to find a very tiny fraction. It’s very expensive and it’s just easier and cheaper to do this kind of "convenience" samples. 
So I think that’s one of the reasons this body of research is very weak compared to other family structure research. It’s not necessarily the researchers’ fault. But it’s also important to not make large claims about what you know scientifically is fact based on this kind of evidence.

IgnatiusInsight.com: Drexler says that two parent monogamous relationships are a minority. She writes: "U.S. Census Bureau figures show that in 1970, 40 percent of all American households were married couples with children age 18 or under. Today, these ‘mom and dad’ families represent just 23 percent of all households, and that number is shrinking every year." Is that correct?
Maggie Gallagher: The figure she is citing sounds like the proportion of households, not the proportion of families. There are a lot of older people living alone, there’s lot of younger adults before they get married, there’s a lot of married adults whose children have already passed through the home. So that’s the kind of figure that would radically exaggerate how rare it is for children to have married parents. The U.S. Census Bureau shows in 2003, 26 percent of families with children were headed by a single mother.
Nonetheless, rates of family fragmentation are very high and probably a majority of children will experience a single parent family at some point in their life or close to that. 
She’s completely right that there are a large number of these single-parent families. But, using statistics to suggest to the lay reader that just a quarter of children live with married parents exaggerates the problem. The majority of kids right now live with both their married biological parents. In contrast, less than one half of one percent live in households headed by same sex couples.

IgnatiusInsight.com: One of the arguments used by proponents of "same sex marriage" is that by giving children a married couple they will get stability, aside from all the rights and ethical issues. How do you answer this one? If you say marriage is good, why shouldn’t you have marriage for same sex couples?
Maggie Gallagher: From what we know from the social science literature the prime way marriage benefits kids is by holding together their own mother and father in single-family unions. Same-sex marriage is not going to provide that for any kids. Whether the tiny fraction of kids who have same-sex parents would benefit at all from marriage can’t really be known with certainty. My principal concern is what changing the definition of marriage into a unisex relationship is going to do to all children, especially in the middle of a crisis of fatherlessness in this country. 
How are we going to raise the next generation of boys to be good family men in a society that, ala Peggy Drexler, argues men are unnecessary to children? We need to be strengthening our shared commitment to the idea that children need their moms and dads, and adults have a serious obligation to give that to their kids.
Quebec Government Launches All-Out Attack against "Homophobia" 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/quebec-government-launches-all-out-attack-against-homophobia 

By Patrick B. Craine, Quebec City, Quebec, December 15, 2009 (LifeSiteNews.com)
Under this policy, any religion espousing a traditional view of sexuality is indirectly labelled as "homophobic."

The Quebec Government has promulgated a new provincial policy against "homophobia," touted as the first of its kind from a North American jurisdiction.  While homosexuality is already effectively fully normalized within Quebec law, the policy, released on Friday by the Ministry of Justice, is essentially a manifesto for normalizing homosexuality on the social level. 
The policy's main goal, explains an accompanying summary, is "to improve conditions for sexual minorities, in order for sexual minorities to attain social equality."  The phrase "sexual minorities" is used to refer to the spectrum of sexual deviances connected to homosexuality ("LGBT").

According to Justice Minister Kathleen Weil, who is also in charge of the province's "fight against homophobia," through this new policy, "Quebec society demonstrates once again that it is at the forefront in the area of human rights for sexual minorities." 

The new document follows a detailed report published in March 2007 by the Commission des droits de la personne et des droits de la jeunesse (Human Rights and Youth Rights Commission), which demanded an all-out assault against the evils of "homophobia" and "heterosexism."  The 2007 report, named "From juridical equality to social equality," called first of all for such a provincial policy.

But, as the new document states, the policy is merely "one of the key elements in a broader strategy leading to the full and complete recognition of the sexual minorities, institutional and community support for the sexual minorities, and improved knowledge about sexual diversity."

"An inclusive society such as ours must take the necessary steps to combat homophobic attitudes and behaviour patterns, and move towards full acceptance of sexual diversity," wrote Premier Jean Charest in a message for the new policy.  Through this new policy, he said, "the government hopes to trigger a firm commitment, by institutions and the general population, to fight all forms of homophobia."

The policy consists of four "guidelines," each building on the previous:  first, the need to "recognize the realities faced by sexual minority members"; second, the promotion of "respect" for homosexual "rights"; third, fostering the well-being of homosexuals; and fourth, the need for a "concerted approach" to advancing homosexualism in the province.

They highlight at several points the need to target schools and youth, as did the original 2007 report.  "Awareness-raising and educational measures must target young people and the institutions 
they frequent in order to increase their acceptance of sexual diversity," the policy states.

Georges Buscemi, president of Campaign Quebec-Vie told LifeSiteNews.com it is "obvious" that the policy would impose homosexualism through the schools.  "They've done it with the ethics and religious culture course," he said, "so I'm not at all surprised that they'd be willing to fully integrate it into that course, with extra stuff tacked on."

The Ethics and Religious Culture program is a province-mandated curriculum in religious and moral relativism for all Quebec students, spanning grades 1 to 11.  The program, which has been imposed on private schools and could be required even of homeschoolers, already presents homosexuality as a normal lifestyle.

In the summer, further, the province began implementing training for primary school teachers to help them promote inclusiveness in their classrooms for same-sex parenting.

Buscemi also warned of the potential ramifications of this new policy for religious freedom in Quebec.  In one "worrisome" section, he pointed out, the policy calls for social services to be tailored to homosexual needs.

"I could see this being the beginning of the end of religious freedom in the sense that if a church, for example, is offering a service, for example marriage, and is not tailoring the service to the needs of a homosexual, then it could be sanctioned for not doing that," he explained.

In fact, under this policy, any religion espousing a traditional view of sexuality is indirectly labelled as "homophobic," because the claim that homosexuality is unnatural, morally evil, or a matter of choice is clearly considered "homophobia."  The policy's authors bemoan, for example, the fact that in Quebec "it is still possible to hear people say that homosexuality is an illness, morally wrong or a form of deviant behaviour, and that people choose their sexual orientation."

"These beliefs, often instilled in the past, tend to marginalize sexual minority groups and prevent full recognition of their social equality," it continues.

"They're going to try for the longest possible to just use social pressure and increasingly isolate the recalcitrant entities and institutions," Buscemi predicted.  But, he said, "they're quite clear, they're quite unapologetic.  It's going to be a concerted effort, including all the ministries. ... This is going to be a full court press. It's going to lead to ostracizing different churches that have doctrinal oppositions to homosexual behaviour."

"I think this kind of [covert] pressure is going to be effective enough that we won't see overt sanctions, overt punitive measures, for a while," he continued.  "But those will come eventually."

See the "Quebec policy against homophobia".
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Saving Marriage: An Interview with Matt Daniels
http://oldarchive.godspy.com/reviews/Saving-Marriage-An-Interview-with-Matt-Daniels-by-John-Romanowsky.cfm.html  
Matt Daniels grew up poor and fatherless in Spanish Harlem. Now he's one of the leading advocates for the traditional family, who's built a multicultural coalition around his Alliance For Marriage, and the campaign for a federal amendment to preserve marriage as a union between a man and a woman. We spoke to him recently about his work, and why children should have the right to be raised by a mother and father.
By John Romanowsky, March 28, 2006
GODSPY: You recently wrote in the Washington Times that the Battle to Protect Marriage was "the preeminent cultural challenge of our generation." Can you explain why?
Matt Daniels: It's preeminent because the institution of marriage is so central to our social, legal, and moral order. A radical transformation of marriage-what we'd call the destruction of marriage-will have far reaching affects we can't even foresee. This is part of the problem. What we're contemplating here is so radical that very few people understand what the long term fallout will be. 

Aside from the immediate harmful effects on children, which we'll discuss later, what sorts of far-reaching effects do you think would result from legalizing so-called "same-sex marriage"? 

Marriage is the most multi-cultural and universal social institution in the world. It's deeply imbedded in reality and human nature. A critical area has to do with the rights of conscience of those who continue to believe in the natural law understanding of marriage. Think about it this way. If as Christians a sacrament of our faith is declared to be a form of hatred under law-and this is the political and legal logic being employed in this debate-then this leads to silencing individuals and institutions that adhere to the concept of marriage as the union of male and female. We're already seeing this in Canada. Bishop Henry of Calgary is facing hate speech charges before the Canadian Human Rights Tribunal for expressing in a letter-a letter to his own congregation-the Catholic view of marriage. We've also seen mandatory so-called same-sex marriage curricula in all Canadian public schools. If you don't teach that curriculum, you're fired. Canadian children are taught that their own parents are bigots and racists if they believe that marriage should only be between a man and a woman. This in my view is the goal of the communities who are behind these laws. They don't really have a high regard for life-long, monogamous marriage. That's just a ruse. It's really about seizing the supreme high ground in our society and then from there launching an assault on all communities who disagree with this new norm. I don't think most communities of faith-including certainly Evangelicals and Catholics-see it coming. 

Why do we need a constitutional amendment to protect marriage when the problem is not so much legal, as it is cultural and social?
Everyone involved in the Alliance for Marriage acknowledges that marriage suffers from all sorts of corrosive forces within the heterosexual mainstream community. We've suffered from divorce, out-of-wedlock childbirth, and problems like this. But what we're facing now is an unprecedented attack on the legal status of marriage. Practically speaking, this will utterly destroy the institution of marriage for future generations.
Gays and lesbians are free to live as they choose. But they do not have the right to redefine marriage for all of society.
For those in the Catholic community, there's a short hand way to get to the bottom line. The culture of death devalued unborn human life. It's now moving upstream and seeking to destroy and devalue the incubator of human life. And it's choosing the same channel: the courts. There's not one word in the constitution about marriage or the family. If our courts were functioning as courts, it would be utterly unnecessary to amend the constitution to protect marriage. Nonetheless, as we've seen with the issue of human life, the forces that want to advance the culture of death have learned that the most potent tool they have is to allege that the Constitution of the United States mandates their social policy goals and their own vision of society and morality. Then they can force it on the entire nation. They've already done it once in a massive and stunning way. Now we're on fair notice that they'll do it again. They're deadly serious. We're almost there.

You say we're almost there. But it's already begun, at least on the state level.
On the state level, yes. We've already seen marriage destroyed in one state. The federal courts in Nebraska struck down a state marriage amendment. With the stroke of a pen, a single federal judge appointed by Bill Clinton invoked the United States Constitution to strike down an amendment to the Nebraskan constitution. Although the amendment had passed with 78 percent with Republican and Democrat support, the court decided it was an expression of hatred. That's a vision of things to come. I saw this years ago when I was doing my PhD on judicial activism. I was certain that the courts would destroy marriage. It was only a question of how fast. Things have actually moved faster than I expected. Ironically, therein lies our opportunity. 
What do you mean?
This institution is fundamental to the experience and values of most people on planet earth-be they people of faith like Muslims, Jews, Christians, you name it, or of no faith at all-because it's woven into the fabric of reality, it's part of the Natural Law. The opportunity lies in the fact that the forces behind this have overreached themselves by maybe twenty years. Maybe in twenty years this wouldn't be so radical. But today it is still very radical. 
The Washington State Supreme Court is poised to possibly legalize so-called same-sex marriage. Since Washington state will issue marriage licenses to non-residents, what do you think will happen if it passes?
Canadian children are taught that their own parents are bigots and racists if they believe that marriage should only be between a man and a woman. What will happen is what the activist groups have always wanted to happen: you'll get lawsuits in every state of the nation. They will appeal to unelected judges who as a rule tend to embrace the logic that traditional marriage is a form of bigotry and hatred. Then the courts will trump the social policy judgment of the American people. The only questions are how fast this will happen and whether or not we can amend the federal constitution to stop it. 
What is the Alliance for Marriage doing to stop this happening in Washington state?
We've filed an amicus brief and appealed to the handful of unelected lawyers who will decide the future of marriage in Washington State, that's about all we can do. I fully anticipate that the appeal will be futile. This is the point, when you take these things to the courts, you shove the people out of the process.

You grew up without a father. Can you talk about that?
What you have in my experience is a microcosm of what happens when families disintegrate, especially in an economically disadvantaged community like the one I grew up in. Four guys mugged my mother when she got off at the wrong bus stop coming home late from work. They broke her back and she ended up disabled and on welfare. If we had a father in the home we probably would not have ended up on welfare. My mother's condition wasn't just a physical disability, but also an emotional and psychological depression. She had no backup or support. When you have an intact family you have a support network. 
Well, in an imperfect world, isn't it better then to have two people, two gay men or lesbians, providing economic and emotional support for children?
The answer to that question, I suppose, is that in some cases they could. But the obvious problem with a motherless or fatherless family, whether it's a single-parent home or a gay or lesbian household, is that role models are missing for half the human race. 
What was your own experience of not having a father as a male role model like?
I had no example to help me learn how to deal with anger. Studies show that one of the things fathers do for boys is to teach them socially appropriate ways to deal with anger. You don't just pick up a gun and kill somebody, like they do in the inner city neighborhoods. Another thing fathers model for boys are the behaviors and ideals involved in commitment. You don't use women for sexual pleasure and then abandon them and not take responsibility for the children that result. Part of your role as a man is to remain committed to the women who bears your children and remain committed to the kids. But that has to be learned. 
You mean there's no fathering instinct to keep men connected to their children?
Yes. Sex between men and women comes naturally. Fatherhood as an institution is more of a social construct. Every society on the face of the earth has to face this great challenge: how do we keep men connected to the children they bring into the world? Women will typically remain connected to their children. But men won't unless there's some sort of institution, some sort of structure that goes beyond biology. That's what fatherhood is.

So what happens when the institution of fatherhood starts to die out in a society?
The death of fatherhood is a disaster for kids. All of the most serious social problems that our nation faces-violent crime, youth crime, teen pregnancy, welfare dependency, child poverty-all of these problems track more closely with fatherless families and family breakdown than they do with any other social variable, including race and economics.
This is why the urban underclass remains trapped in poverty in the richest nation on the earth. They watch one generation of immigrants after another, like the Vietnamese, Thai, and Cambodian communities, many of whom face racial and language barriers, who in one generation go from poverty to being doctors and lawyers. The only variable where they differ from the urban underclass is that they have intact families.

Would you agree that it's hard to talk about this topic without seeming to demonize single moms? Do you think you have added credibility because of your experience?
I used to get more questions about bashing single moms. But it is easier for me to address the issue since I come from that kind of a background. I'll tell you, though, most kids who grew up in a single-parent family will be the first to tell you that they really feel the pain of not having a mother and a father in their life. Ditto for single moms. Most of them will tell you they really do wish their children had the benefit of an intact family. So the notion that we're demonizing these people is fallacious. We're simply holding up a standard to which we as a society should aspire. We understand full well that there will be lots of cases where children will not have intact families. Nonetheless, it's a dream that we dream. We have to dream. Societies and cultures live and die on the dreams they dream and the things they aspire to. Even if they never achieve them perfectly, they really do set a course for a nation and a people. We have to dream this dream that children do best with a mom and a dad because it's true. I believe kids have a fundamental human right to know and be loved by-if at all possible-a mother and a father.

Along the same lines, how important is it to present the issue of protecting marriage in a way that doesn't demonize gays and lesbians as individuals?
One of the themes we constantly stress is that gays and lesbians are free to live as they choose. The Alliance for Marriage as an organization has no position at all on any issues related to homosexuality or the gay and lesbian community. However, they do not have the right to redefine the fundamental institution of marriage for all of society. The gay and lesbian community is not the only one that would take issue with the definition of marriage as it is now under American law. Polygamists, for example, would take issue with it, but we as a society have made a judgment that we want to embrace marriage as being between one man and one woman. That judgment is not motivated not by hate, but by love for children. It's not necessary or productive to transform this into a debate over homosexuality or the homosexual life-style. There's a "bait and switch" that goes on in the media. We stand up to debate the merits of the question before us. But our opponents always change the subject and imply that somehow this is about being unfair to gays and lesbians. We have to keep the debate focused properly on the question: what is the definition of marriage.

What about the argument that restricting marriage to a man and a woman is a form of unjust discrimination against gays and lesbians?
The African American community understands the devastation that follows from the disintegration of marriage.
Gays and lesbians in this country currently enjoy all the same rights and freedoms as other Americans. In fact, if you look at various indicia of prosperity, such as wealth or educational level, their community is thriving. They have none of the indicia of a persecuted class. They have to allege this false analogy to segregation in the south. They're seeking some sort of constitutional or legal peg on which to hang their argument that marriage should be destroyed. They allege that our marriage laws are the equivalent of the Jim Crow laws in the south. That analogy of course suffers from one major disability: it's historically, legally, socially, and morally false. The analogy with racial discrimination is false because race is irrelevant to the creation of new life or the parenting of children. Therefore, laws banning inter-racial marriage were inherently unjust and were in fact the extension of a brutal system of racial apartheid in the south which was in turn an extension of slavery. All of this was properly struck down in the 14th amendment. Most Americans understand this. Unlike southern racists, Americans are embracing marriage out of a commitment to the welfare of children. By the way, it's no accident that the highest support for our cause is found in the black community.

How has your own close relationship with the black community, from your brother to your conversion to Christianity, affected your sense of mission to protect traditional marriage and married fatherhood in particular?
The African American community understands the devastation that follows from the disintegration of marriage. It's been living it for a couple of decades now. Walter Fauntroy, the civil rights activist who organized the March on Washington for Martin Luther King, Jr. is one of my mentors and a leader in our coalition. One time a black lesbian activist was harassing him at a press conference. She stood up and asked him how he could support discrimination against gay and lesbians of color. His response was something I've heard in various forms from the black community across the country. He said, "You know, I stood next to Lyndon Johnson at the White House at Martin Luther King, Jr.'s side when Johnson signed the Rights Act that outlawed segregation. The ink on the document hadn't even dried when we started to see the blood of young black men flowing in the streets of urban America because so many of our young men had no fathers to teach them how to be responsible men. Back in 1964 illegitimacy was 23 percent. Today in urban America it's 80 percent. If this doesn't stop then we're back to slavery when no one knew who their dad was. That's why I support the Marriage Protection Amendment." That's the kind of passion you get from this community.

Many people would assume that the founder of the Alliance for Marriage would have to be a stereotypical red state conservative. But you and the alliance you've built are anything but typical right-wingers. Why has this cause attracted so much support across the political and social spectrum?
It's simple. I realized six years ago that the effort to destroy marriage through the courts offered an opportunity to create the broadest and widest social movement ever seen in modern American politics. Marriage is the most multi-cultural and universal social institution in the world. It cuts across all racial, cultural, political, and religious boundary lines. I realized it is a profound error to think that somehow this is a conservative cause. Marriage wasn't invented by conservatives or by people on the right or the left. It is an institution deeply imbedded in reality and human nature. We need to think very broadly about a movement to protect marriage. If you start speaking in categories that come out of the more narrow realm of ideologies and politics then you miss the point. The media doesn't get it. They always deploy the categories of right and left, Republican and Democrat, to try to simplify reality. Often this works, but sometimes it breaks down. Issues come along which are so significant that they blow away the categories. This issue is a challenge for a lot of the existing structures. For example, it's a profound challenge for the Democratic Party. 
If working class and poor people of every race and ethnic group are a natural constituency for traditional marriage, especially since it has social justice implications, why hasn't the Democratic Party responded?
On behalf of all the Democrats in our coalition, Latino, African American, Catholic and the communities they represent, I'm here to say that it's our hope and our prayer that far from being the death of the Democratic Party at the polls, the marriage issue could be its redemption. The Democratic Party could move back to the center and get in touch with its base.
The marriage issue could help the Democratic Party move to the center and get back in touch with its base.
Within the Democratic Party there are many people who have enough sense to understand that their party is out of touch with their base. However, a lot of money is solidly behind the determined effort to destroy marriage through the courts. There's this fundamental illogic at work. You talked about a lot of people in Manhattan who would assume a cause like ours was emanating from a trailer part in a red state. They think that because they're ignorant. That's the profound irony. The sophisticated folks of the blue states are the ignorant ones. They're the ones who don't understand America. They have no idea what they're up against. They think they're being beaten in the elections by ignorant, illiterate bible thumping people from trailer parks or something. They're getting beaten by the American mainstream, by people who are black, brown, white, yellow, Democrat, Republican, whatever, who are just not going to budge on their belief and love for the institution of traditional marriage.

You're Presbyterian, but you have many supporters from other faiths and Christian communities. Have you found much support for your amendment in the Catholic Church?
I've been very impressed with the clarity and courage of people in the Vatican in regards to this struggle for the future of marriage. The cardinals I met with on my five trips there, and I think this is true of the Holy Father, understand that as goes the battle for marriage in America so goes the battle for marriage in the West. Just as the conversion of the Roman Empire was responsible for the conversion of Europe, so too what happens in the debate over marriage in America will decide the debate for future generation in the West. 

"Gay marriage" was seldom mentioned in the recent Supreme Court nomination hearings. Will the Supreme Court have much bearing on the fight to protect marriage, and if so, how have the recent changes on the bench affected prospects for protecting marriage?
In the short term, we need to see another significant change to the court, at which point we might begin to see something happen. According to a friend of mine who serves on the Senate Judiciary Committee and not given to hot-headed rhetoric, the Supreme Court decision of Lawrence v. Texas already created a federal constitutional right to so-called gay marriage. That's how close we are. In the long term, the Supreme Court as an institution tracks with trends of opinion within the elite sectors of the American legal profession. If you want to understand where Roe comes from, simply look at the elite opinions of the top ten American law schools. That opinion shifts from the American legal elites and then inevitably becomes law. I went to a top ten law school and at all them it's considered axiomatic that marriage is a form of bigotry and hatred. 
How do you hope to fight the power of these legal elites in our society?
We've come so far down the road of legal challenges to marriage, plus the onslaught in some centers of the media, that unless we appeal to the American people to protect marriage at the level of the federal constitution, it cannot be protected. That is the only place you can ultimately hope to see this institution protected for future generations. The political will is there in the American people. The real question is whether we can get our marriage amendment out of congress. If we can get it the states, I believe we're going to win. There are very few issues in American politics where you see this kind of vehemence from the public.

In this battle, activist judges and the "legal elite" are the bad guys. But they didn't come out of nowhere. What are the roots of their anti-marriage bias?
What we're facing is the logical last gasp of the sexual revolution of the 1960s that has caused untold human and social damage. Its central tenet or premise was that the uncensored exercise of human sexuality would bring happiness to all. This logic leads necessarily to the deconstruction of marriage as inherently oppressive. Any reasonable and rational person should be able to conclude that the sexual revolution was a massive net negative for children and society. The problem is that the forces we face have made a commitment that transcends reason. They believe that anything less than the total deconstruction of marriage is intolerable and oppressive. In a sense, they're like sexual Marxists. They're as radical in the realm of sexuality and the family as Marxists are in the realm of economics. They fully intend to take all their premises to their logical conclusions and it's up the common sense of the American people to stop them because we're the ones who are going to have to live with the fallout of this disastrous social revolution.

What advice would you give to young people-and to young men in particular-who grew up in single-parent homes and find it difficult to become mothers and fathers themselves?
When I was faced with the choice of getting married my initial emotional reaction was similar to that of many men who grew up in fatherless families. I had a sort of despairing pessimism, a sense that it would be impossible for me to ever make and keep a life-long commitment to someone in marriage. No one ever showed me how to do that.
I'm not a trained psychologist, but I think one of the reasons men in this culture have such a struggle with commitment is because they're afraid they're going to fail. The answer for me was being part of a community in which I was around male role models, men who were committed husbands and fathers. You find out that, gee, this guy isn't Superman, he's a normal guy with all of the disabilities and struggles that come with being human.
But every day I get up in the morning as a husband and father, I'm constantly confronted with scenarios where I sure wish I'd had a father in my life to teach me how to deal with things I have to deal with now every day. So it's still extremely helpful for me to hang around guys who are good mentors. It's much easier to learn from a good example than to learn from a whole series of bad mistakes when you wish you could do it all over again but you can't. 

Why Kids Need Married Mothers and Fathers - Maggie Gallagher on Child Well-being Studies 
https://zenit.org/articles/why-kids-need-married-mothers-and-fathers/ 
Washington, D.C., April 10, 2006 
Children who are raised by parents who are not married are at a greater risk of depression, suicide, child abuse, domestic violence, academic failure, criminal activity and poverty. So says Maggie Gallagher, president of the Institute for Marriage and Public Policy and contributor to the book "The Meaning of Marriage" (Spence). 
Gallagher shared with ZENIT findings from studies on children with parents who never married or divorced, and the importance of traditional marriage for a child's well-being and the common good. 

Q: Why should Catholics be concerned about marriage in the public square? 
Gallagher: For Catholics, marriage is a sacrament. But the Catholic tradition has always understood marriage as a natural relation as well. People of all faiths can get married and their marriages matter to God, children, each other and the community. Marriage helps create and care for the next generation, helping to satisfy men and women's deep human longings for connection with each other, and children's longing to know and be known by their own mother and father. 

Q: You say marriage is important for children. What's the evidence? 
Gallagher: A large body of social science research now affirms the importance of marriage for the common good. For example: Marriage reduces the risk of poverty for children and communities. The majority of children whose parents don't get or stay married experience at least a year of poverty. Fatherless households increase crime. Boys whose parents divorced or never married, for example, are two to three times more likely to end up in jail as adults. Marriage protects children's physical and mental health. Children whose parents get and stay married are healthier and also much less likely to suffer mental illness, including depression and teen suicide. Parents who don't get or stay married put children's education at risk. Children whose parents divorced or never married have lower grade point averages, are more likely to be held back a grade and to drop out of school. They are also less likely to end up college graduates. When marriages fail, ties between parents and children typically weaken, too. Adult children whose parents divorced are only half as likely to have warm, close ties to both their mothers and their fathers. For example, in one large national survey, 65% of adult children of divorce reported they were not close to their fathers -- compared to 29% of adults from intact marriages. Caring about marriage is thus part of our shared Catholic concern for children, the common good and social justice. 

Q: Does it matter whether mothers and fathers actually marry? Can't they just live together? 
Gallagher: Yes, marriage matters. Just living together is not the same as marriage. Married couples in the United States who cohabit first are 30% to 50% more likely to divorce. People who just live together do not get the same boost to health, welfare and happiness, on average, as spouses. Neither do their children. Children whose parents cohabit are at increased risk for domestic violence and child abuse and neglect. Children born to parents who were just living together are also around three times more likely -- in both the United States and Great Britain- to experience their parents' breakup by age 5. 

Q: What about same-sex couples? Should marriage be redefined to include them? 
Gallagher: Same-sex marriage teaches the next generation that there is nothing special or unique about husbands and wives who can become mothers and fathers. It separates marriage from its great, historic, cross-cultural task of bringing together male and female to make and raise the next generation together. A loving and compassionate society comes to the aid of motherless and fatherless children, but no compassionate society intentionally deprives children of their own mom or dad. Same-sex marriage announces that society has repudiated this goal and has placed adult desires for diverse family forms as its core goal. 

Q: How do you respond to people who say our marriage laws are discriminatory? 
Gallagher: Laws against interracial marriage were about keeping two races apart, so that one race could oppress the other -- and that is wrong. Marriage is about bringing male and female together, so that children have mothers and fathers, and so that women aren't stuck with the enormous, unfair burdens of parenting alone -- and that is right. 

Q: How would same-sex marriage hurt any one's marriage? 
Gallagher: This is not just a discussion of benefits. If it were, we could come to some accommodations. The logic of gay marriage is that there is no difference between same-sex and opposite sex unions, and that anyone who thinks otherwise is either irrational or bigoted. Same-sex marriage advocates thus seek to use the law to force everyone to dramatically and permanently alter our definition of marriage and family. The law will teach your children and grandchildren that there is nothing special about mothers and fathers raising children together, and anyone who thinks otherwise is a bigot. It's going to be extremely hard to raise, say, young men to be good family men in a society that teaches the idea that anyone who thinks fathers and mothers should raise children together is a bigot. And anyone who says otherwise may get subjected to legal punishments of various kinds. 

Q: What do you mean by that? And what is the threat to religious liberty posed by same-sex marriage? 
Gallagher: It's very real. Right now in the state of Massachusetts, for example, the government is set to strip Catholic Charities of its adoption license unless Catholics agree to place children with same-sex couples. 
If you follow the racial analogy being made here -- that opposing gay marriage is akin to racial bigotry -- then ultimately the law is going to pressure Catholic and other religions' institutions and punish those that fail to conform to its new vision of marriage. I'm talking about things like broadcasting licenses and ultimately tax exempt status for Catholic schools and other faith-based organizations. 
This may sound incredible. But who would ever have imagined that here in the United States a government would prevent Catholics from helping poor, abandoned, needy babies, unless they agree with the government's position on gay adoptions? 

Q: What can we do in the United State to support marriage and protect religious liberty on these issues? 
Gallagher: First, the Senate is going to vote on a Marriage Protection Amendment, protecting marriage as the union of husband and wife. Write or e-mail your senators. Second, ultimately I think we are going to need some kind of "conscience" legislation from Congress on marriage, similar to that which protects facilities, organizations and individuals from being punished by state governments for refusing to participate in abortions. 
The Bad News about Unwed Mothers (and wedded-and-divorced mothers who flaunt their singles status –Michael)
http://www.bustedhalo.com/features/PureSexPureLove37TheBadNewsAboutUnwedMothers.htm
By Dr. Christine B. Whelan
Keisha Castle-Hughes, the 16-year-old unmarried actress who plays the Virgin Mary in the new movie, The Nativity Story, is pregnant by her 19-year-old boyfriend. Last week CNN could talk about nothing else: Amazing the coincidence, the announcers said, of this woman getting pregnant when she was playing the role of the most famous unmarried mother in history. And would you believe, the commentators crooned, her boyfriend is even a carpenter, just like Joseph.

Listen. It takes a lot of anti-Catholic sentiment to rile me these days, but after two days of hearing about the “miracle” and “wondrous news” of this young actress's pregnancy while playing the role of the Blessed Virgin; I got a little ticked off. First of all (and this is so obvious, but apparently needs to be stated), Keisha Castle-Hughes’ pregnancy has practically nothing in common with the Mary’s. This pregnancy was no mystery. She and her boyfriend had sex, and ooops, she’s pregnant. The mystery is why the media thinks that this is a good thing.

Second, while talk shows and entertainment magazines focus on Ms. Castle-Hughes and her ever-growing belly, we're ignoring the real story: More American children are being born to unmarried mothers, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention tell us. Don't let anyone convince you this is not bad news.

Older Single Moms

Note, the CDC preliminary data released last week: a record 37 percent of all U.S. births were to unmarried women in 2005.

It's not a teen issue: The birth rate for under-20 women fell to the lowest on record. But births to unmarried women aged 20 to 44 continued a long-term rise.  The fact that these single mothers are older doesn't make their decision to have a baby on their own any wiser—for either them or the children. 

The headlines may go on about Hollywood stars who opt to become single moms, but the majority of women having children outside of marriage are on the bottom end of the socio-economic ladder. And the grim fact is that having a child without a husband sinks these women's chances for a stable, prosperous future.

Unmarried moms and their children are five times more likely to live below the poverty line.

And Baby Makes Two!

The CDC data show that more than half of the births to women aged 20-24 were outside of marriage, and nearly a third of those to women 25-29. (Among mothers 30-39, the rate was above 15 percent—having more than doubled since 1975.) 

It doesn't help much that nearly half of those non-marital births are to women who are cohabitating. The numbers on this are very clear: America's nearly 1.7 million unmarried-couple-with-kids households just aren't as stable as married family homes.  For starters, few parents head to the altar after "baby makes three." A 2004 study in Demography found that, a year after the birth, only 15 percent of cohabitating couples had married. 

Startling Stats
Indeed, having a child out of wedlock decreases a woman's chances to ever marry—by up to 30 percent, in some estimates. UC/Berkeley economists George Akerlof and Janet Yellen trace the boom in out-of-wedlock births directly to the decades-long decline of "shotgun marriages"—that is, to the end of social pressure to get married once pregnancy is obvious. Indeed, stigmas about extramarital births have receded so far that it's become the norm among some groups. In 2005, nearly 70 percent of black children and 48 percent of Hispanic children were born to unwed mothers.    

The media rarely focus on this, of course. The out-of-wedlock births of the rich and famous get plenty of positive ink: When Angelina Jolie had Brad Pitt's child before marriage, few questioned the decision.  

Similarly, the media give lot of attention to career women who, hearing the tick of their biological clock, opt for in-vitro fertilization, sperm donors and other methods to have a child without a spouse. More than half of affluent, well-educated women consider this a possible choice (so found a Harris Interactive poll I commissioned this year)—a powerful signal about how prevalent the idea of single-parenting has become. 

Class Divide
But the truth is that more education that a woman has, the less likely she is to have a child out of wedlock. More than half (52 percent) of births to women without a high-school diploma were non-marital, against just 9 percent of births to women with a graduate or professional degree. That's because educated women want to raise educated, successful children—and they realize that having a husband in the picture makes it easier to devote time to a child's development, argues Kay Hymowitz. Indeed, she sees it as a new class divide—her new book is titled "Marriage and Caste in America: Separate and Unequal Families in a Post-Marital Age." She even cites research showing that only a small fraction of students at top universities come from single-parent homes. Children born to unmarried mothers are less likely to have stable living arrangements—or lives. As young adults, these kids are less likely to achieve academically and more likely to be unemployed. They're also a better bet to have children outside of marriage themselves.  The why is hard determine here—is it that the child didn't grow up with two parents, or that the child grew up with fewer social and monetary resources?—but the vicious circle is clear. 

Separate and Unequal Gap 
The gap between separate and unequal families is increasing, Hymowitz notes: Highly educated women are more likely to be married, and less likely to divorce; the opposite holds lesser-educated women. "It's a self-perpetuating predicament," she says, "and it's very threatening to our most basic values of opportunity, mobility and individualism." 

This is not just another variation on the ever-changing American family, and it's not something we should simply accept. It's a social problem of the highest order.  

Graduate-educated, 37-year-old, single women going to sperm donors and fancy IVF clinics may get all the press, but the real story is the millions of women for whom single motherhood is the norm, who reinforce their place —and their child's place—in an increasingly divided American society by having a child outside of a stable family environment.

I wish Ms. Castle-Hughes and her baby all the best. Unlike so many other unwed mothers, she'll probably avoid welfare checks and soup kitchens. But do me a favor: Next time you hear any comparison between her and the Blessed Virgin, turn off the TV and say a prayer for all the unmarried mothers out there who are struggling.

Dr. Whelan’s column on unwed mothers is an amended version of a column originally published in the New York Post on November 29.
Dr. Christine B. Whelan, 29, is a New York-based social historian. Her book Why Smart Men Marry Smart Women (Simon & Schuster) is in stores now and is also available on this site at the Halo Store. Visit her book's site to see her Good Morning America, CNN and other TV appearances, read reviews of the book from various publications, including the Washington Post and the Wall Street Journal. She can be reached at puresex@bustedhalo.com
Why Dads Matter - Reports Show Children Need Presence of Both Parents 
https://zenit.org/articles/why-dads-matter/ 
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, 4 November 2007

Children need more than ever the presence and guidance of fathers in family life. According to a recent collection of essays, a significant body of scientific research clearly documents the vital role a father plays in the formative years of a child's life. 
The book is titled "Why Fathers Count: The Importance of Fathers and Their Involvement with Children" (Men's Studies Press). Sean E. Brotherson and Joseph M. White, the editors and authors of the first chapter, set the tone for the book with an overview of arguments regarding the importance of fathers for children. The presence of a father has a positive impact in many ways, they note, as children with fathers have fewer behavioral problems, obtain better academic results, and are economically better off. 
Brotherson and White also clarified that they do not in any way wish to minimize the contribution made by mothers to family life. In fact, they stated, both parents count: fathers and mothers. Nevertheless, as statistics amply confirm, there has been a marked increase in fatherless families in recent decades, hence the book's concentration on fathers. 
Rob Palkovitz, a professor at the University of Delaware, dedicated a chapter on the theme of men's transition to fatherhood. Men can become fathers in a biological sense, he noted, and yet not always make the psychological and behavioral adjustments needed to embrace the role of fathering. 
Being a father, Palkovitz explained, carries a different type of responsibility to that of a husband and requires an additional commitment. This change will affect a man's choices, behavior and priorities in everyday life. This takes time, and fathering is a role that men gradually grow into. The transition to fatherhood, he continued, is a monumental turning point in a man's life. If men are willing to undertake this relationship with their children, it is among the greatest changes in a man's life and development as a person, Palkovitz concluded. 

The marriage factor
The relationship between spouses and its impact on fathers was examined in a chapter authored by University of Arkansas professor, H. Wallace Goddard. When couples have a strong relationship they can use their differences to complement each other, and draw on each other's strengths, and there is a much greater likelihood that both mother and father will be good parents, he argued. 
Goddard also noted that in many ways the contemporary dating culture does little to prepare future couples for the commitment needed to nurture and protect a marriage. A culture that overemphasizes romance and quick fixes, he pointed out, does little to prepare couples for the inevitable difficult periods that every marriage goes through. 
Brotherson, from North Dakota State University, examined what he termed "connectedness" in the relationship between fathers and children. This connecting involves the building of a bond over time that is more than just the love a parent has for a child, but also the degree to which a child perceives this love and acceptance. 
The connectedness, Brotherson added, is developed in the details of loving another person and the trust and closeness that develops in that relationship. Citing various research sources on family life, Brotherson went on to explain that the more connection a child feels with his parents the more likely he or she is to trust others and enjoy stable relationships with peers and adults outside home. A close-knit family relationship is also more effective in protecting children from problems such as depression, suicide, precocious sexual activity or drug use. The final part of the chapter offered suggestions for fathers on how they can connect with their children. Brotherson recommended playing together with children, and also helping them in their education. Being available to comfort them in times of need, expressing affection, and a shared spiritual activity such as praying together were among other points mentioned. 

Paternal love
Academics Shawn Christianson and Jeffrey Stueve wrote about the importance of a father's love for their children. The majority of social science research, they maintained, does not recognize sufficiently the bond parents form with children in their loving and caring of them. Not only is there little mention of love in family theory, but many contemporary theories focus on self-interest. A father's love for his children is often expressed in the sacrifices they make, whether in times of crisis or just in the everyday choices of family life. Obviously some fathers fail to take responsibility for their children, Christianson and Stueve acknowledged. At the same time, however, many do cooperate with their wives in raising their child. 
Most research in this area has been done on fathers of younger children. It has shown that fathers are indeed capable of being sensitive to a child's needs and can show affection. Defining fatherly love is not easy, Christianson and Stueve noted. One way to do so is to demonstrate the way in which a father is present in a child's life, helping out in physical, emotional, social and spiritual needs. The sharing of time, activities, conversation and self, means a constant support that children perceive as being enduring in their lives. Vicky Phares and David Clay, respectively a professor and doctoral student at the University of South Florida, delved into the influence of fathers on the psychological well-being of children. They point to three main styles of parenting: authoritative, authoritarian and permissive. 

Guidance
Phares and Clay explained that fathers whose parenting style is authoritative — combining control with warmth and regard — are more likely to have children who feel secure and demonstrate good mental health. 
Another influential factor is the emotional availability of fathers. Being engaged in a child's life, and responsive to emotional needs, is important in the healthy development of children and adolescents. 
The role of fathers in the moral development of their children was pondered by Terrance Olson and James Marshall, respectively from Brigham Young University and the University of Kansas.
Having a moral influence is manifested in varying ways, they pointed out. It can be something as simple as keeping promises made to a child, or putting certain boundaries by making clear which behaviors are acceptable and which are not. 
In this sense, while it is true that the quantity of time fathers devote to their children is important, it is also vital how a father reacts to a child's needs and behavior. The personal example a father gives, and how they teach their children to treat others in the community, are additional opportunities for teaching. In this way fathers have many possibilities to transmit attitudes and values to their children and teach them the implications of moral responsibility. 
Benedict XVI continued his frequent commentaries on the importance of families in his Sept. 13 address to the new Slovak ambassador to the Holy See, Jozef Dravecky. "The family is the nucleus in which a person first learns human love and cultivates the virtues of responsibility, generosity and fraternal concern," the Pontiff commented. 
"Strong families are built on the foundation of strong marriages. Strong societies are built on the foundation of strong families," the Pope continued. He then urged that governments acknowledge, respect and support marriage, in which a man and a woman join together in a lifelong commitment. An undertaking indeed vital for the flourishing of future generations. 

Human Dignity in the Balance - Britain Reconsiders Hybrids and Fathers 
https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=8051
By Father John Flynn, LC, Rome, February 25, 2008 (Zenit.org)

Fr. Flynn considers new legislation regulating in-vitro fertilization in the United Kingdom. He provides an overview of the reaction of the Church in England and Scotland to the changes proposed by the government.

A proposed new law regulating in-vitro fertilization in the United Kingdom is under fire from the Church and bioethics groups, who are concerned over the loosening of regulations regarding the procedure. The Human Fertilization and Embryology Bill has finished its passage through the House of Lords and will be debated in the Commons in the near future.
The bill concerns “profound questions of human life and dignity,” warned a pastoral message released Feb. 19 by Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O’Connor on behalf of the bishops of England and Wales.
In his message the archbishop of Westminster noted that among the changes contemplated in the bill is the extension of scientific experiments using human embryos, and even the creation of animal-human hybrid embryos for research. It also removes a clause from the existing law, which requires the child’s need for a father to be taken into consideration when clinics receive requests for IVF treatment.
In addition to drawing attention to these dangers, Cardinal Murphy-O’Connor asked that members of Parliament should be granted a free vote on the bill, so they can follow their conscience.
According to press reports, some members of the Labor Party government are criticizing the lack of a conscience vote on the bill. Cabinet ministers Ruth Kelly and Paul Murphy are leading the call for parliamentarians to be given a free vote, reported the Observer newspaper on Jan. 27. According to the article, at the moment Labor Party officials are only going to allow a conscience vote on amendments that may be proposed on the issue of abortion.
Modified life - One of the groups active in organizing opposition to the proposed changes is the nondenominational charity the Christian Institute. In a briefing on problems with the bill, the institute noted that in addition to the creation of hybrid embryos and fatherless families the legislation proposes loosening restrictions on the use of embryo screening.
If approved the bill will allow the creation of “savior siblings,” embryos created through a combination of genetic screening and IVF, whose tissues are used for brothers or sisters with health problems. The Christian Institute also warned that the legislation fails to define which tissues could be used from the embryos, opening up the possibility of allowing even the harvesting of organs.
Another concern over the bill is that it will permit human embryos to be created using two genetic mothers and a father. This would happen in the case of a woman who has defects in the mitochondria of her egg, the part which surrounds the nucleus. In such cases the nucleus would be transferred into the healthy egg of a second woman.
Another group protesting against the bill is Human Genetics Alert (HGA). In a Dec. 20 letter sent to Dawn Primarolo, Minister of State for Public Health, HGA director David King 
adverted that the bill will allow genetic modification of human embryos, the first step toward creating GM babies.
The bill will, in fact, remove a ban in the existing law regulating IVF on any genetic modification of human embryos. “It is the first time that any country has officially sanctioned genetic engineering of human embryos as the first step toward allowing human genetic modification,” King commented.
The letter explained that due to its eugenic implications, human genetic modification has been treated in international law very similarly to human reproductive cloning, with most countries banning its use.
Embryos as commodities- The changes proposed by the government raise “huge concerns about eugenics and the treatment of human embryos and children as commodities,” King declared. The use of genetic modification will potentially enable parents to engineer “enhanced” children, thus degrading human subjects into objects. 
Even before the new law comes into effect, regulatory authorities are loosening restrictions on how embryos are treated. The Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority granted a team of scientists permission to create the first human-animal embryo, reported the BBC on Jan. 17.
Two centers, King's College London and Newcastle University, were given one-year research licenses. Dr. Stephen Minger and colleagues at King's College London want to create hybrids to study diseases known to have genetic causes, the BBC reported. The embryos will be created, and destroyed within a few days of existence, in order to produce stem cells to be used by scientists in their research.
John Smeaton, national director of the Society for the Protection of Unborn Children, qualified the approval as “disastrous” in a Jan. 17 press release. “It is creating a category of beings regarded as sub-human who can be used as raw material to benefit other members of the human family, effectively creating a new class of slaves,” he declared.
Strong protests against the creation of animal-human hybrids came earlier from Scotland’s bishops in the debate over the Human Fertilization and Embryology Bill. 
A pastoral letter issued in January by Archbishop Mario Conti, President of the Joint Bioethics Committee on behalf of the archbishops and bishops of Scotland, called attention to the damage inflicted on human dignity by such processes.
Archbishop Conti acknowledged the desire to help those affected by diseases, “but we should never seek to do good by doing wrong,” he observed. 
Another Scottish prelate, Bishop Philip Tartaglia, preached a homily criticizing the creation of animal-human hybrids Jan. 20.
In his homily, given at St. Mirin’s Cathedral in the Diocese of Paisley, Bishop Tartaglia commented on the continual state-sponsored attacks on unborn human life. Calling the hybrid proposal a “twisted enterprise” he said that the Church is not anti-science, affirming that it has a lot to contribute to improving the world. 

“But science can also destroy mankind and the world if it is not directed by a higher wisdom and by well-informed conscientious decisions of men and women of good will and of good faith,” Bishop Tartaglia added.
Both parents needed- The proposal to eliminate the requirement to consider the need for a father has also been strongly reproved. Among critics is Baroness Ruth Deech, chairman of the Human Fertilization and Embryology Authority from 1994 to 2002.
In an opinion article published by the Times newspaper Jan. 17, Baroness Deech noted that instead of requiring the need for a father to be considered, the bill proposes that IVF clinics ponder “the need for supportive parenting.”
She termed this change, “unacceptable and inappropriate,” as it is difficult to interpret and will do little to safeguard the welfare of the child. “A substantial amount of research has demonstrated that fathers make a distinctive contribution to child rearing, without which children are generally the poorer,” she commented.

“We all want to see women fulfilling their wish to become mothers, but one cannot overlook the contribution made by half the human race to the upbringing of the next generation,” she continued.
“At the heart of the family is that unique bond between father, mother and child,” observed Archbishop Vincent Nichols, in an opinion article published by the Telegraph newspaper Dec. 23.
The legislation being proposed removes the need for any acknowledgment of a father in the record of a child's birth, he noted. “Yet fatherhood is so much more than the donation of sperm. It is the giving of a whole complex of life-forming factors, whose influence cannot be avoided."
“The future of our society passes by way of the family,” Archbishop Nichols concluded. A bleak future indeed, if the British government’s proposals are approved in coming weeks by the House of Commons.

UK Lesbian Couple Wins Fight for IVF at Taxpayers Expense 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/uk-lesbian-couple-wins-fight-for-ivf-at-taxpayers-expense  

By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, UK, July 22, 2009 
An anonymous lesbian couple have won the right to in vitro fertilization (IVF) paid for by the National Health Service (NHS) after a legal battle with their local health trust, which initially refused them the service because they were of the same sex and the child would by fatherless. The health trust withdrew their objection to funding the treatment for the lesbians, which was based on U.K. regulations that recognize the child's need for a father, because of a new regulation which takes effect in October that says couples will only need to demonstrate "supportive parenting" when requesting IVF. 

The new rule is part of a general overhaul by the Department of Health of the rules governing IVF and related reproductive technologies. The Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act, passed in 1990, required IVF facilities to include the welfare of the expected children in considering whether to go ahead with treatment. The act also stressed the importance of fathers to children.   
But some critics of that law have said that restricting in vitro and other artificial methods of procreation to families with fathers was offensive and discriminatory to "unconventional families."

Ruth Hunt, of the homosexual advocacy group Stonewall, said: "The changes in the law should mean that no infertile lesbian is refused NHS fertility treatment on the grounds of her sexual orientation.

"We have just published a guide on how to get pregnant for lesbians in response to lots of queries. This is a hot topic for us at the moment," Hunt said in a Times report.

The new regulations, put forward by the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority (HFEA), make it possible for women to name friends and acquaintances, as well as their lesbian partners, as a child's second parent, and muddle the identity of a child even further by ruling that women who conceive using their lesbian partner's eggs will still be listed as the mother of the child.

"If you give birth to a child, you will be that child's mother, whether the eggs used are your own or your partner's," say the new rules. In such a case the lesbian partner would be automatically considered the "second parent."

The Times reports that while lesbians now have the right to fertility treatment paid for by the government, many heterosexual couples continue to be denied IVF by the NHS. Only 27% of trusts offer heterosexual couples three cycles of IVF which the report says costs about £3,000 per cycle, as recommended by the National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence, the NHS guidance body.

Critics of the new regulations point to the escalating problems of broken families in British society and question the wisdom of encouraging, at taxpayers expense, parenting options that will lead to an exacerbation of these problems.

Conservative MP Ann Widdecombe criticized the regulations, observing, "Every child has got a right to a father and this bill for the first time quite deliberately creates a situation where children are born without a father.

"A father plays a unique role in a child's life. The effect is quite simple. You're going to deprive a child from the outset."

Former Tory leader Iain Duncan Smith agreed with Widdecombe, saying, "The present Government seems not to care a damn about families.

"Teenage pregnancy is on the increase, abortion is on the increase, family breakdown is at record levels and we have got a growing number of dysfunctional children that are the product of broken homes. The lesson seems to be loud and clear to me that fathers are required."

The "need for a father," as well as a stable mother/father relationship as the best basis for the healthy nurturing of children has been well studied and documented.

For example, a massive study undertaken in Sweden and published last year in the peer-reviewed journal Acta Paediatrica, found that active father figures in a traditional mother/father home play a key role in reducing behavior problems in boys and psychological problems in young women.

The review looked at 24 papers published between 1987 and 2007, covering 22,300 individual sets of data from 16 studies. 18 of the 24 papers also covered the social economic status of the families studied.

"Our detailed 20-year review shows that overall, children reap positive benefits if they have active and regular engagement with a father figure" said Dr. Anna Sarkadi from the Department of Women's and Children's Health at Uppsala University, Sweden.

"For example, we found various studies that showed that children who had positively involved father figures were less likely to smoke and get into trouble with the police, achieved better levels of education and developed good friendships with children of both sexes.
"Long-term benefits included women who had better relationships with partners and a greater sense of mental and physical well-being at the age of 33 if they had a good relationship with their father at 16."

See related LSN articles:

Massive Study Finds Active Fathers are Essential for Well Adjusted Children 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/feb/08021303.html
"Any" Person Can Be Listed as "Second Parent" for IVF Children: New UK Regulations 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/mar/09030304.html
Fathers Not Necessary for Family - UK Health Minister 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2006/jul/06071306.html 

Same-Sex Marriage: Not in Kids' Interest - Evidence Points to Harmful Effects 

https://zenit.org/articles/same-sex-marriage-not-in-kids-interest/ 
Ottawa, May 21, 2005 

Spain and Canada are steadily moving toward the legalization of same-sex "marriage." In past months the bishops' conferences in both countries have issued numerous declarations assailing the attempts to put heterosexual marriage and same-sex unions on the same level. 
This opposition, explained the Spanish episcopal conference in a declaration April 21, does not mean that homosexuals should be discriminated against or maltreated. As individuals they have the same rights and dignity as all other persons, the bishops said. Yet, this does not mean that two persons of the same sex have any right to contract matrimony, the episcopal statement cautioned. Opposition has been equally firm in Canada. "Because the relationship of a man and woman committed in a marriage is the strongest core of the family, and because the family is the most vital unit in society, we run great risks in tinkering with the definition of marriage and the family," explained a note published March 16 by the Canadian bishops' conference. Of particular concern to the Church, and other groups, is that the proposed laws in Spain and Canada would allow same-sex couples to adopt children. Adoption, insisted the Spanish bishops in a statement Oct. 1, should be about looking after the good of children, and not "supposed" rights of those who wish to adopt. Two people of the same sex do not constitute an adequate point of reference for adoption, the bishops stated. 
Compelling empirical evidence supporting the Church's objection on the issue of adoption was published earlier this month in the United States by the National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality (NARTH). The organization was founded in 1992 to provide psychological understanding of the cause, treatment and behavior patterns associated with homosexuality. On May 6 NARTH published a study titled, "Review of Research on Homosexual Parenting, Adoption, and Foster Parenting." The paper was written by George Rekers, professor of neuropsychiatry and behavioral science at the University of South Carolina School of Medicine. 
The study, accompanied by extensive documentation and bibliographical references, was prepared for use in U.S. legal proceedings on the question of whether homosexuals should be allowed to adopt children. 

Harmful stresses 

Rekers explains that the inherent nature of a household formed by homosexually behaving adults "uniquely endangers foster children by exposing them to a substantial level of harmful stresses that are over and above usual stress levels in heterosexual foster homes." The professor observes that adopted children are "among the most vulnerable of all citizens," as by the time they arrive at their new home they have already gone through a series of difficulties, often involving separations, neglect, and traumas such as the death of parents. Added to this is the stress of adjusting to a new home and neighborhood. He then goes on to cite a number of studies that detail how, even when adopted children are placed in favorable family circumstances, they already suffer from substantially higher rates of psychological disorders. Citing a wide variety of academic studies from countries around the world, Rekers explains that homosexual adults suffer from significantly higher rates of psychological disorders such as suicide, conduct disorder and substance abuse. Living with a parent who suffers from a mental disorder or has problems with drug or alcohol abuse will only trigger further stresses and problems for adopted children, he contends. 
"The logical conclusion from these findings would be that heterosexual adults generally have significantly and substantially better health, more energy, and better emotional stamina to devote to foster children," argues Rekers. 

Instability 

Another factor that militates against homosexuals being given the possibility to adopt children is the well-demonstrated fact that same-sex partner relationships are significantly less stable and more short-lived on the average compared to a marriage of a man and a woman. For adopted children this will lead to a substantially higher rate of household transitions in foster homes for youngsters placed with a homosexually behaving adult. Foster children have already suffered one or more traumatic transitions, notes Rekers, and more-frequent transitions result in greater psychological harm and psychosocial maladjustment. Rekers observes that a longitudinal study based on population registers in Norway and Sweden, which included legally registered same-sex partnerships in the latter nation, reported that homosexual male couples were 1.5 times as likely to break up as married heterosexual couples. 
Breakup rates were even higher for homosexual female couples, who were found to be 2.67 times as likely to split as heterosexual married couples. 

Rekers goes on to explain that according to this study, when controls for demographic characteristics associated with increased risk of divorce were added to the analysis, male homosexual couples were 1.35 times as likely to divorce, and lesbian couples were three times as likely to divorce as heterosexual married couples. 

Needing a mom and dad 

Another series of problems arises from the lack of role models, normally present in a household headed by a father and a mother. A household with one or more homosexually behaving members "deprives foster children of vitally needed positive contributions to child adjustment," Rekers states. 
Lacking is the mother/father relationship and model as related to child rearing. Also absent is the model of a husband/wife relationship "which is significantly healthier, substantially more stable socially and psychologically, and is more widely approved compared to homosexual lifestyles," the professor writes. Rekers notes that openly identified homosexual researchers frequently argue that an adult's sexual orientation has no bearing on whether they can carry out important parenting functions. He admits that this capability is necessary in a foster home, but it is not the only condition needed. 
Adopted children not only require parents who can carry out basic parental functions. They also need parents who provide a family structure where there is an environment that is propitious for a child's development. In fact, for this reason, he notes, the state already puts restrictions on those who can adopt, and normally excludes, for example, newly married or elderly couples, and recently arrived immigrants. 
Children placed for adoption have normally already lost a positive role model of a married mother and father, and placing them in a household headed by two persons of the same sex will leave them still bereft of this model. Marriages that consist of both a man and a woman provide special advantages in raising children, Rekers explains. Children see and experience the innate and unique abilities and characteristics that each sex possesses and contributes to their combined endeavor. As well, children learn lessons for later life by seeing both parents working together in child rearing. 
Rekers argues that a heterosexual marriage provides a child with four models that provide strong advantages to a child who grows up to become a married adult: 
-- A hetero-social role model of a stable married male/female relationship. 
-- A hetero-social role model of mother and father coordinating co-parenting. 
-- A parenting role model of father-child relationship. 
-- A parenting role model of a mother-child relationship. 
The study observes that the best child adjustment come about when they live with a married man and woman. "It is clearly in the best interests of foster children," Rekers states, "to be placed with exclusively heterosexual married-couple foster families because this natural family structure inherently provides unique needed benefits and produces better child adjustment than is generally the case in households with a homosexually behaving adult." Whether such arguments impress legislators in Canada and Spain remains to be seen. 

Scottish Cardinal Warns Against Homosexual Parenting - Would Harm Children, Raise Status of Same-Sex Couples 
https://zenit.org/articles/scottish-cardinal-warns-against-homosexual-parenting/  
Edinburgh, Scotland, June 10, 2005
Allowing same-sex partners to adopt children would not be in the best interest of Scotland, or its children, says the archbishop of Saint Andrews and Edinburgh. Cardinal Keith O'Brien, commenting on a proposal made by Scotland's Adoption Policy Review Group to allow unmarried and same sex couples to adopt, said today in a press release that the policy is "clearly not in the best interests of children." 
"The proposals to permit homosexual couples to adopt are contrary to the common good," the cardinal added. "Such a measure would distort the understanding of the family, cause harm to children and promote the status of homosexual relationships. "The demands for parental rights for homosexual partners are more to do with fulfilling their wish for status rather than meeting needs of children. It is the view of the Catholic Church that to place children in such a situation is to put them in an environment that is not conducive to their full human development." The cardinal continued: "This is gravely immoral and in open contradiction to the principle, recognized in the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, that the best interests of the child, as the weaker and more vulnerable party, are to be the paramount consideration in every case." 
"A Bill That Will Profoundly Divide Canada" - Brief by Cardinal Ouellet to Senate Committee 
http://www.ewtn.com/library/BISHOPS/zouelcan.HTM 
Ottawa July 13, 2005 (Zenit.org)
Here is the text of a brief by Cardinal Marc Ouellet on Bill C-38, the bill redefining marriage, to the members of the Senate Standing Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs. The cardinal, who is archbishop of Quebec, presented the brief, dated today, on behalf of the Canadian bishops' conference. He was accompanied by Hélène Aubé, a lawyer from Gatineau. 

Saving Marriage as a Fundamental Institution Recognized by the State 
On behalf of the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops (CCCB), I would first like to thank the Honorable Members of the Senate for this opportunity to present our vision of marriage and the family as part of the debates on Bill C-38. Inspired by human and spiritual convictions common to the Canadian people, this vision is defensible without recourse to religion. Since November 2002, we have intervened time and time again to convince Members of Parliament not to redefine the institution of marriage for the benefit of persons of homosexual orientation who, nonetheless, as human beings deserve the respect of all their fellow citizens. 
Contrary to those who would seek to relegate us to the religious sphere each time we speak, we are convinced that the current debate is predominantly social on the nature and value of marriage. For this reason we have set forth arguments based on natural law and common sense. We will provide a short overview of these arguments in this brief. As we reach the end of a political process that carries a grave risk of changing the nature of marriage and involving largely unforeseeable but assuredly negative consequences for Canadian society, we are turning to you in the hope that you will prevent the adoption of this unjust law. 

A Bill That Will Profoundly Divide the Country 
Throughout the country, numerous voices have been raised to denounce this government proposal that does not respond to the legitimate needs or expectations of Canadians. Many consider it to be based on a false understanding of the fundamental equality between persons, on an erroneous understanding of human dignity, on a spurious understanding of minority rights, on a faulty interpretation of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and on a truncated understanding of freedom of religion. We are among these voices. This colossal misunderstanding risks leading Canada down a slippery slope that is prejudicial to the common good of its citizens, for it threatens the natural institution that is the most solid basis of the family, which is itself the basic unit of society. We are not discussing a trivial reality, but the cornerstone of our social structure. 
Neither the State nor religions invented marriage nor determined its natural components. They merely institutionalized a reality that existed well before them, thereby recognizing that the inherent characteristics of this reality -- the stability of the couple, as well as the procreation and education of children -- would assure the common good of society. 
Today, the issues of Bill C-38 concern not only the definition and foundations of marriage as celebrated since time immemorial and recognized by all cultures. The future of marriage as a fundamental social institution is also being challenged, as well as the importance for society of the irreplaceable role of a husband and wife in conceiving and raising children. Their union guarantees a stable environment for family life, continuity between generations and parental models involving a father and a mother. 

A Truncated Definition That Denatures Marriage 
Logically, all definitions are made up of a type and a specific difference. Aristotle defines man as a reasonable (specific difference) animal (genus). Therefore, the definition of marriage as a "union between two persons to the exclusion of all others" excludes the specific difference of marriage which is its essential component, namely sexual difference, the union of a man and a woman. This is a truncated definition, applicable perhaps to angels of pure hearts, but not very adequate in defining human beings who are by nature sexual and complementary. The redefinition proposed in Bill C-38 does not promote the evolution of marriage, but instead breaks irrevocably both with human history as well as with the meaning and very nature of marriage. We have no illusions: it implies a distortion of the natural institution of marriage. If this bill is adopted, we will ascribe the term "marriage" to something that is merely pseudo-marriage, a fiction, a derivative and, in the words of the Honorable Senator Hervieux-Payette, an imposture. Despite efforts to sow confusion by changing the definition of words, it will not change the objective reality of marriage -- a heterosexual institution in its essence. For us, and for a majority of Canadians, marriage will remain the exclusive lifelong covenant of the love of a man and a woman to the exclusion of all others. A union possessing the natural capacity to generate new lives, which has as its purposes the couple's well-being as well as the procreation and education of children. A relationship that satisfies individual needs, but is also for the common good, and consequently deserving the preference and protection of the State. The government has a responsibility to favor and encourage this type of union, since marriage between a man and a woman ensures the future of society and constitutes the ideal environment for the development of children. 

A False Interpretation of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 
Relying on the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and decisions by the Supreme Court and lower courts, promoters of Bill C-38 maintain that the universal definition of marriage violates the equality rights of a Canadian minority composed of same-sex partners, flouts their dignity and generates discrimination based on sexual orientation. But does it really? To answer this question, we refer to a reflection by Gérard Lévesque, a Quebec philosopher and independent researcher in ethics and jurisprudence: "The courts' false notion of equality leads to a false notion of discrimination: by identifying equality as being a perfection results in perceiving any difference as abnormal and discriminatory. This false perception of discrimination prevents an appropriate reading of the Charter. "It should not be regarded as discriminatory or unjust to treat someone according to his or her true situation, or to accord special status or the granting of different treatment to people because of genuine differences. On the contrary, to act in this way is to be just and equitable. A sensible application of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms allows legislation that conforms to these principles. 
For example, Section 15 of the Charter forbids … discrimination based on race, religion, sex, age or mental disability. And the same Charter stipulates that every Canadian citizen has the right to vote. Nevertheless, Section 3 of the Canada Elections Act does not grant this right to those who are not considered as having reached the age for making important political choices. … It follows that if the interpretation of the Charter were to ignore obvious differences, it would be applied without discernment and, what is more, in a way that is contrary to the common good" (manuscript, February 2005; CCCB translation from the French). Heterosexual and homosexual unions must therefore be compared to determine whether they are perfectly identical or whether they present characteristics which justify different treatment and different names. No one disputes that same-sex partners can truly love each other and wish to share their life together. If marriage is reduced to a relationship of intimacy between consenting adults, then there is no reason to refuse it. And it is not enough that one group sees marriage in this way in order that it receive legal, therefore public recognition. As we have seen, however, marriage is a great deal more than a relationship of interdependence between consenting adults. It aims at much more than the well-being and fulfillment of the partners. It possesses another constituent element, namely, the procreative potential of the man and woman who are making the commitment. The sexual relationship between two men or two women is not equivalent to the sexual relationship between a man and a woman because they do not have the biological capacity to generate new lives. It must also be added that with regard to education of children, the same values cannot reasonably be attributed to both types of union. The principal right of children is to be born of an act of love and to live in complete communion with a father and mother. Therefore, it is neither unjust nor discriminatory to name and treat differently two realities that are so intrinsically different both anatomical and psycho-affective perspective. On the contrary, it would be unjust and discriminatory toward married heterosexual couples to treat them this way. The State must accord special treatment to a man and woman who marry, not because of the exclusivity, dependence, duration or sexual nature of their union, but because of its vital function of procreation and its function of socialization that encourages complementarity between man and woman for the greater good of their children. "When the State uniquely privileges marriage it takes the position that it is in the best interest of society for children to be born and raised in a community where they experience the cause of their biological and historical identity as a loving union preserved by each parent placing the needs of others over their own. By promoting marriage to be the exclusive union between one man and one woman, the State not only protects the rights of children but encourages the values of commitment, restraint and diversity that are needed to preserve community at large" (R.M.T. Schmid, Oxford University, in Zenit, 12 July 2004). 
If same-sex partners are excluded from marriage, it is not because of their sexual orientation, but because of the absence between them of a sexual complementarity that defines the specific difference of marriage. Thus, they are naturally incapable of procreation and less capable of educating the next generation of citizens -- a determining criterion of public interest. 
To affirm that there is a difference between heterosexual and homosexual unions is not unjust discrimination against same-sex partners. This was recognized by the U.N. Commission on Human Rights in 2002 when refusing to hear a complaint against the New Zealand Court of Appeal which had just refuted the idea (Quilter vs. New Zealand [A.G., 1997] ICHRL 129) that banning discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation implied a right to marriage between same-sex partners. The Court of Appeal had determined that "not all differences in treatment are discriminatory." Furthermore, the argument of those promoting homosexual "marriage" in favor of equal rights is also based on a false notion of respect for human dignity. The equality and dignity of persons do not depend on race, religion, sex, sexual orientation or marital status. Their dignity and equality are based on the simple fact that they are members of the human race. To respect their dignity, neither the State nor society is obliged to legally accept their "lifestyle" that has no reason to be publicly recognized as a social value. Pierre Manent, a foremost authority in the field of political philosophy and director of studies at the École des hautes études en sciences sociales, Paris, explains: "In our system it is possible to meet most of the demands of homosexuals, or of those who speak on their behalf. But not all. Or rather, only one is impossible to meet. It is impossible for the body politic to 'recognize' their 'lifestyle': our system does not 'recognize' any 'lifestyle.' That is why it is liberal. But it 'recognizes' 'heterosexual marriage'? Of course, and for a good reason: this marriage produces children, that is to say, citizens, and this comes under public interest" ("Cours familier de philosophie politique," Gallimard, 2001, 324-5). 
With regard to the protection of minority rights, it should be remembered that a minority does not have rights solely because it is a minority. It is the members of this minority who have rights, and these rights are either absolute or conditional. An example of an absolute right is the right to life; an example of a conditional right is the right to practice medicine, which is conditional to having a medical diploma. The right to marriage, which is recognized by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, is also a conditional right. It is reserved for persons who meet the conditions naturally required and associated with this right, including sexual complementarity. As the government prepares to redefine marriage by invoking the evolutionary nature of the Canadian Constitution, we must also recall a fundamental principle that is to govern the development of laws to ensure that they will be just and thus deserve the support and respect of citizens. Laws are established to ensure respect for the social order. But a social order is valid only if it respects the order inscribed in human nature itself. When laws contradict this natural order, they become unjust and are liable to provoke division and dissension. The result is social disorder. The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms aptly refers to the "supremacy of God and the rule of law". This reference is in no way denominational. It is written within the framework of the conventional tradition of a right that establishes what is due to each human person because he or she is human. It finds its roots in human nature and does not originate from the will of judges and governments. It is natural law — and its components are more universal and unchanging than the social and cultural realities that change with time. 
The right to marriage as stated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Article 16) is based on natural law and does not evolve with attitudes. The evolution of positive law can be considered as progress for civilization only when it conforms to natural law. A sound interpretation of the Charter demands this reference to natural law that comes from its prelude. 

Harmful Effects on Children 
We are also most concerned by the foreseeable impact of a redefinition of marriage on Canada's most vulnerable citizens -- its children. We cannot dismiss their needs and rights by imagining that tomorrow's society will not suffer from the repercussions of this legislation. Before proceeding with such social re-engineering, we should consider the impact that divorce has had on some generations of children. Issuing from the union of a man and a woman, children need a father and a mother; they have the right to know their biological parents and to be educated by them. We are only too aware of the suffering of those who are deprived of this possibility. Why then deliberately create other situations that are contrary to the well-being of children who need the double figure of a man and a woman, who represent for them the different, complementary roles that are crucial for their growth process and the structuring of their personalities? The adoption of Bill C-38 would create two categories of children: those who would have the right to be educated by their two biological parents and those who would be voluntarily deprived of this right. Such discrimination is neither just nor desirable. In a position statement dated 22 January 2004, entitled "Human Parenting: Is It Time for Change?" the American College of Pediatricians (ACP) concluded that: "The research literature on childrearing by homosexual parents is limited. The environment in which children are reared is absolutely critical to their development. Given the current body of research, the American College of Pediatricians believes it is inappropriate, potentially hazardous to children and dangerously irresponsible to change the age-old prohibition on homosexual parenting, neither by adoption, foster care, or by reproductive manipulation. This position is rooted in the best available science." Basing its comments on a report summarizing hundreds of studies throughout the world, the Spanish Association of Pediatrics has recently affirmed "a family nucleus with two fathers or two mothers is clearly dangerous for the child" (www.preservemarriage.ca). Imposing uniformity in the name of equality means pursuing the erosion of marriage and the family by belittling the importance of the union of a woman and a man, a wife and a husband, a mother and a father. Society must do everything in its power to ensure that children have a father and a mother who live together in a relationship marked by stability and love. Furthermore, the educational impact of laws on attitudes is undeniable. If Canadian law must henceforth teach that marriage is the union of two persons, a majority of Canadians face the risk of a serious threat to their freedom of conscience, religion and expression through the imposition of an "orthodoxy" that is contrary to their values. 
It is true that the amended version of Bill C-38, Article 3.1, affirms "For greater certainty, no person or organization shall be deprived of any benefit, or be subject to any obligation or sanction, under any law of the Parliament of Canada solely by reason of their exercise, in respect of marriage between persons of the same sex, of the freedom of conscience and religion guaranteed under the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms or the expression of their beliefs in respect of marriage as the union of a man and woman to the exclusion of all others based on that guaranteed freedom." This section of Bill C-38 affects only federal legislation. Nothing has been provided to ensure that this section is applied in all provinces given that legislation dealing with social issues and education is under provincial jurisdiction. The Charter currently protects freedom of conscience and religion; however, in provinces that recognize the validity of same-sex marriage we are already witnessing lawsuits against persons and groups who do not share this vision. Must we now resign ourselves to being victims of discrimination for believing in the historical definition of marriage and wishing to teach, educate and preach according to our faith and conscience? Must a majority of parents accept it as inevitable, that schools and the media will transmit a vision of marriage contrary to their own? 

Threat to Freedom of Conscience and Religion 
Bill C-38 affirms that freedom of religion is protected and therefore those licensed to perform marriages would not be obliged to do so if their convictions are compromised. Not only will it be necessary to count on the willingness of the provinces to assure this right, but it is clear from the debates on the redefinition of marriage that the concept of religious freedom is misunderstood by the majority of interveners. Religious freedom is not limited to the freedom to perform or not perform marriages between same-sex partners. Freedom of religion, which is intrinsically linked to freedom of conscience and expression, not only concerns religious authorities but all citizens, who must be able to express these freedoms publicly in their daily lives. 
An extremely distressing phenomenon has been noted in recent years. It has been particularly well described by Professor R.M.T. Schmid that whoever indicates disagreement with the idea of same-sex marriage is accused of homophobia: "Is the introduction of homosexual unions ultimately to symbolize that there is no right to freedom of conscience on the matter of homosexual acts and that conscientious objectors are to be marginalized in public life? Already, the appeal to conscience in any matter pertaining to homosexuality risks being dismissed as 'homophobia.' Understood as a pathological fear, this disqualifies the position of opponents as an entirely irrational stance. Because the condemnation of homosexual behavior objects to acts, not to persons, the conclusion that any opposition to homosexual unions indicates lack of respect and care for people is a blatant non sequitur. If the line of reasoning is that homosexuality is so central to the human person that it is impossible to morally disapprove of homosexual acts and not thereby discriminate against the person, then by the same token conscientious beliefs central to the human person could not be contradicted without discriminating against the person. The exhortation that 'religious belief must not lead to the discrimination of homosexual persons by refusing them the right to marry' sets up a false problem. 
Not all arguments made by religious believers can be reduced to their religious beliefs. The contribution of religious believers to the public debate on homosexual unions cannot be dismissed as inherently irrational and biased without denying them equality as citizens. It cannot be allowed that in political discussion pathological irrationality, bad motives or even hatred are freely ascribed to opponents of homosexual unions. If in the name of truth, rational arguments can be rejected because they accord with conscientious beliefs, and in the name of justice, conscientious belief can be silenced, then freedom is not for all" (Ibid.). 
These attempts to intimidate persons who do not share the State's vision of marriage may well multiply after the adoption of Bill C-38. Once the State imposes a new standard affirming that homosexual sexual behavior is a social good, those who oppose it for religious motives or motives of conscience will be considered as bigots, anti-gay and homophobes, and then risk prosecution. Again, to quote Pierre Manent: "Precisely because our system is a system of freedom, and in order for it to remain so, we have no right to demand that our citizens approve our 'styles' or 'contents of life': it would be tyranny" (Ibid. 326). By claiming marriage, persons of the same sex are seeking social recognition. But, we repeat, in this case social recognition depends on the service a citizen renders to the State. Unlike same-sex couples, heterosexual couples naturally and most often transmit life. In giving new citizens to society, they render an essential social service to the State, which justifies a special status to their union. 
By obtaining the right to marriage, same-sex partners would be asked to present themselves socially in a way that is different from what they really are. This would also affirm that they need this status to be deemed worthy of consideration, which would run entirely counter to the objective of Bill C-38. The State is not interested in recognizing or institutionalizing consensual adult relationships founded on sexual orientation, sexual preferences, cultural practices, religious convictions or personal preferences of its citizens. In public interest, it must protect the institution of marriage and the family that are the cornerstone of society and the best guarantee for its future. 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, we maintain that it would be unjust and contrary to the common good to redefine marriage as dictated in Bill C-38. Such a law would change the essential nature of marriage and destroy the public recognition that the State must grant, in the spirit of the Charter and in respecting natural law, to the union of a man and a woman to the exclusion of all others. In claiming marriage, persons of the same sex are seeking a social recognition that if granted to them in this way, would be unjust since their union does not fulfill the essential condition of sexual complementarity and openness to natural procreation which is characteristic of the institution of marriage. To find legal and social recognition above all else and to the detriment of the common values of marriage and family in Canadian society, has already had disastrous consequences and has endangered not only freedom of conscience and religion, but also the quality of public and private education in the future. The State must protect the primary right to freedom of religion not only for members of the clergy but also for the population as a whole. It must ensure that the rights and justice toward homosexuals and same-sex unions be respected, but without relinquishing to cultural movements that threaten the fundamental values of marriage and the family. We are counting on you, Honorable Senators, who may vote in complete freedom of conscience, and we appeal to you on behalf of the majority of Canadians: Save the fundamental institution of marriage! Your parliamentary institution will emerge more credible and faithful to the Canadian Charter of Rights of Freedoms, which will provide a more accurate interpretation than the one presented by this bill. 
Cardinal Marc Ouellet 
Archbishop of Quebec and Primate of Canada on behalf of the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops 

Quebec Government Has Begun Same-Sex Parenting Inclusiveness Training for Primary School Teachers

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/quebec-government-has-begun-same-sex-parenting-inclusiveness-training-for-p 
"In Quebec, there are thousands of children living in a same-sex family"
By Patrick B. Craine, Quebec, August 11, 2009 

The Quebec Ministry of Education has funded the development and implementation of training for primary school teachers promoting inclusiveness for families with same-sex parents, and will be implementing it in Montreal and Quebec City, reports Le Journal de Quebec.

Estimated to have cost the province between $50,000 and $80,000, the training involves a three-hour session for teachers on location, with a kit of materials including videos, brochures, and activity books for students.  According to Manon Boivin of la Coalition des familles homoparentales (the 'Coalition of Same-Sex Families'), who is training the teachers, "It's almost a recipe book with all the ingredients to make of our schools schools that are inclusive and more open."

Boivin, who herself has a 5-year-old daughter and raises her with her same-sex partner, commented: "Often, in the face of homophobic insults, teachers do not know what to say....We will make an offensive to inform the schools."

She stated further that the number of same-sex families continues to grow, stemming from the 2002 legislative changes that allowed same-sex adoption and artificial insemination ().  "In Quebec, there are thousands of children living in a same-sex family," she says.  "We are more and more numerous.  The Coalition has 1,000 member families in Quebec."

Diane Watts of REAL Women of Canada criticized the government-funded program, in particular for violating the inherent rights of parents.  "We're opposed to any government or educational system interference in parental direction, parental care of children," she told LifeSiteNews.com.  "This type of thing does not consult the parents of the children and it interferes with parental rights." "If the parents have objections to same-sex relationships or same-sex marriage and they're trying to teach their children family-oriented values," she continued, "this will interfere with their work and they will not have control over what their children are taught.... Unfortunately our provincial governments are not concerned enough about the rights of parents and the duties of parents."

Calling the government's move "a great win for the homosexual lobby," Watts highlighted the importance of raising children in a traditional family setting.  "The social studies indicate that the best environment for a child is with a family with a mother and a father."  Regarding adoption, she said, "In cases where his own parents can't care for him, he should be in an environment where he is cared for by a father and a mother."

In fact, in 2004, REAL Women issued a report documenting the many problems inherent with same-sex couples raising children.  According to the report, studies indicate that in same-sex homes there are higher levels of violence and social or psychological problems, as well as child molestation.

The Ministry of Education is making the program available to the 1,200 primary schools in Montreal and Quebec City.  Training of teachers has just begun in Montreal, and the initial meeting in the provincial capital is set for September 4th, though no school had yet expressed interest.

See Same-Sex Parenting is Harmful to Children Says REAL Women of Canada
Fallout from Gay ‘Marriage’ Demands Marriage Amendment: Minnesota Archbishop
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/fallout-from-gay-marriage-demands-marriage-amendment-minnesota-archbishop  

By Peter J. Smith, St. Paul, Minnesota, May 3, 2010 
The leader of Minnesota’s Catholics, Rev. John Nienstedt, has called for an amendment to the Minnesota constitution defining marriage as the union of a man and a woman. The archbishop of Minneapolis and St. Paul recently penned a column in the Star Tribune saying that the legalization of same-sex “marriage” will have even more unintended consequences on marriage and society than the legalization of no-fault divorce, and will mean that the government no longer recognizes that the ideal situation is for a child to have a mother and a father.

"Why should Minnesotans care about passing a marriage amendment?” wrote Nienstedt. “Marriage matters to every Minnesotan, whether or not we choose to marry personally, because it is the natural way we bring together men and women to conceive and raise the next generation.” 

Nienstedt said that although the idea of marriage as “a lifelong, committed, life-giving union between one man and one woman” has been long-established, it has been severely challenged – and not solely through same-sex “marriage.”

The legalization of no-fault divorce ushered in enormous unintended consequences in society, with women unfairly forced to do solo-parenting, and fatherless children bearing the brunt of the burden, he said. 

“Children suffer, but so does the whole society, when marriage fails in its irreplaceable task of bringing together mothers and fathers with their children,” he continued.

“We might learn caution from experience. Back in the early 1970s, the experts told us that no-fault divorce would liberate women from bad marriages without affecting anyone else. We now know that as many as one-third of women fall into poverty with their children as a result of divorce. Social science caught up late with the common-sense wisdom that children need a mom and a dad working together to protect them.”

Nienstedt said that same-sex “marriage” would bring “a whole new level of challenge and uncertainty” to the institution of marriage. It would transform the “core meaning of marriage” by reducing it to “simply a union of consenting parties.”

However, the happiness of adults is not why the state has an interest in promoting marriage, because the state is looking to provide for the common or public good, explained Nienstedt. “Marriage exists in civil law primarily in order to provide communal support for bringing mothers and fathers together to care for their children. Same-sex unions cannot serve this public purpose.”

“We all know that not all children live in the ideal situation. Many parents are doing a magnificent job working hard to raise children in less than ideal circumstances,” said Nienstedt. “Every son or daughter is a child of God who deserves our concern. But gay marriage would certainly be a declaration by the government that we have officially abandoned the ideal that children need both a mom and dad.”

He explained that the law would also teach children that “moms and dads are interchangeable and therefore unnecessary,” that marriage has nothing to do with bringing children into the world and raising them, and that the complementary influences of a mother and a father also do not matter. 

Nienstedt argued that the decision of activist courts like that in Iowa that overturned state law protecting natural marriage, “clearly demonstrates that an amendment is needed,” in spite of Minnesota leaders saying there is no danger of same-sex “marriage” being introduced.

“The only way to secure the definition of marriage as a union of one man and one woman is to follow the lead of other states and put a simple definition of marriage in our state Constitution, beyond the reach of activist courts,” he said.

“A question as important as the future of this great, social institution called marriage should not be decided by a few, narrow elites, but by the people of Minnesota themselves. A marriage amendment is the only just and respectful resolution.”

Decline of Mom-and-Pop Families - Kids Left Behind as Parenthood Is Redefined 

https://www.ewtn.com/library/FAMILY/zmompop.htm 
New York, September 30, 2006 (Zenit.org)

Family structures and parenthood roles are being redefined without sufficient consideration for the needs of children. This is the warning of a report just published that describes worldwide trends in family law and reproductive technology.
"The Revolution in Parenthood: The Emerging Global Clash Between Adult Rights and Children's Needs" is published by the Commission on Parenthood's Future. The commission "is an independent, nonpartisan group of scholars and leaders," active in the area of the family, according to a press release on the Web site of the Institute for American Values. The New York-based institute is one of the organizations behind the commission. The author of the report is Elizabeth Marquardt, a member of the commission and author of the book, "Between Two Worlds: The Inner Lives of Children of Divorce."
The report finds that worldwide trends in law and reproductive technologies are redefining parenthood in ways that put the interests of adults before the needs of children. "The two-person mother-father model of parenthood," it states, "is being changed to meet adults' rights to children rather than children's needs to know and be raised, whenever possible, by their mother and father." The revolution in parenthood described in the publication comprises a variety of issues: high divorce rates; single-parent childbearing; the growing use of egg and sperm donors; support for same-sex marriage; and proposals to allow children conceived with the use of sperm and egg donors to have three legal parents.


A legal revolution 

The report gives a number of examples of far-reaching legal changes in families, often introduced with a minimum of debate.

— In Canada the law allowing same-sex marriage also included a provision that eliminated the term "natural parent" in federal law, replacing it with "legal parent." With that law, the locus of power in defining who a child's parents are shifts precipitously from civil society to the state, with the consequences as yet unknown. 
— In Spain, shortly after the legalization of same-sex marriage, the government changed the format of birth certificates for all children. In the future they will read "Progenitor A" and "Progenitor B," instead of "mother" and "father." 
— In India guidelines on assisted reproductive technology issued in June 2005 state that a child born through the use of donated sperm or eggs will not have any right to know the identity of the genetic parents. 
Pressure for other, more radical, changes is also under way. 
— In New Zealand and Australia, law commissions have proposed allowing children conceived with use of sperm or egg donors to have three legal parents. The proposals fail to address what would happen if the three parents break up and feud over the child. 
— There is increasing support from influential legal commissions and legal scholars in Canada and the United States for the legalization of group marriage arrangements such as polygamy and polyamory, which involves intimate relationships of three or more people. 
— In Ireland a commission on human reproduction proposed that couples who commission a child through a surrogate mother should automatically be the legal parents of the child, leaving the woman who delivers the baby with no legal standing or protection should she change her mind. 
France is one of the few countries resisting the rush to change family law. A parliamentary report on the family and the rights of children, issued last January, stated that "the desire for a child seems to have become a right to a child." 
The French report also recommended not legalizing same-sex marriage. Among the reasons it gave was concern about the identity and development of children when the law creates a situation in which there are "two fathers, or two mothers — which is biologically neither real nor plausible." The parliamentary report insisted on the need for a medical justification for assisted procreation, and that the ban on surrogacy should stand. 

Adults first 
In "Revolution in Parenthood" author Marquardt explains that the changes in parenthood and family structures are leading to clash between children's and parent's interests. "This redefinition," she warns, "increasingly emphasizes adults' rights to children rather than children's needs to know and be raised, whenever possible, by their mother and father." "A good society protects the interests of its most vulnerable citizens, especially children," Marquardt's report contends. But the core institution of parenthood is being fundamentally redefined, often in a way that orients it primarily around adults' rights. 
A common thread in many of the changes is an alleged "right to a child." The desire for a child is indeed "a powerful force felt deep in the soul," admits Marquardt, and the inability to bear a child of one's own is often felt as an enormous loss. "But," she adds, "the rights and needs of adults who wish to bear children are not the only part of the story." 
Adoption has long been available for parents unable to bear children. But the use of assisted reproduction methods has transformed the situation, leading to the deliberate separation of children from their biological mothers and fathers. Biology is obviously not everything, the report notes, but at the same time it does matter. 
Family structures are also crucial for children. Studies on the lives of children of divorce show enormous negative consequences for them, not sufficiently considered when no-fault divorce was introduced. 
The first generation of donor-conceived children are now reaching adulthood. They were mainly conceived by married heterosexual couples using donor sperm. Marquardt cites a number of cases where the children are now speaking out about the powerful impact on their identity when adults purposefully conceive a child with the clear intention of separating that child from a biological parent. The young people often say they were denied the birthright of being raised by or at least knowing about their biological fathers. 
In fact, many of these teen-agers and adults are now forming organizations and are using the Internet to try to contact their sperm donors and find half siblings conceived with the same sperm. 

Consent 
One issue raised by the offspring of donor children is that the informed consent of the most vulnerable party, the child, is not obtained in reproductive technology procedures that intentionally separate children from one or both of their biological parents. 
"Revolution in Parenthood" observes that in recent decades a powerful consensus among social scientists has emerged about the benefits of marriage for children. The current redefinition of parenthood, the report says, is reshaping culture and legal systems "in ways that contribute to further deep uncertainties in the meanings of fatherhood and motherhood." 
For example, in the United States at least 10 states allow someone with no biological or adoptive relationship to a child, and no marital relationship to a child's parent, to be assigned parental rights and responsibilities as a psychological or de facto parent. "In law and culture, the two-natural-parent, mother-father model is falling away, replaced with the idea that children are fine with any one or more adults being called their parents, so long as the appointed parents are nice people," the report comments. 
These changes will have far-reaching consequences for the family, children and society. "Those of us who are concerned," concludes the report, "can and should take up and lead a debate about the lives of children and the future of parenthood." 
*

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Father%27s_Day EXTRACT: 
Father's Day is a celebration honoring fathers and celebrating fatherhood, paternal bonds, and the influence of fathers in society. In Catholic Europe, it has been celebrated on March 19 (St. Joseph's Day) since the Middle Ages. This celebration was brought by the Spanish and Portuguese to Latin America, where March 19 is often still used for it, though many countries in Europe and the Americas have adopted the U.S. date, which is the third Sunday of June. It is celebrated on various days in many parts of the world, most commonly in the months of March or May. It complements similar celebrations honoring family members, such as Mother's Day, Siblings Day and Grandparents Day. 

The Role of Father as Family Protector - James Stenson on Men's Duties 
https://zenit.org/articles/the-role-of-father-as-family-protector/
Chestnut Hill, Massachusetts, December 16, 2005 
In an age of same-sex "marriages" and children having "two mommies," the meaning of fatherhood has become blurred for many. James Stenson, educator and author of parenting books, including "Father, the Family Protector" (Scepter), clearly sees men's irreplaceable and imperative role in their marriages and families. Stenson shared with ZENIT the different ways men are protectors, and how they uniquely contribute to the development of their sons and daughters. 
Q: Why is it important for fathers to maintain the traditional role as protectors of their families? 
Stenson: It's important that we see the role of a father's protection in a broad sense, not just as physical protection from harm. When we look at the very important ways a man protects his family, we can better understand the dire effects in today's families caused by the man's absence -- either physical or moral -- in family life. 
So, what are the different forms of this manly protection? 
First of all, a family man devotes his manly powers to protect his wife from anyone who would threaten her. It seems to be a natural instinct among males, to protect the women in their lives -- wife, mother, sisters, daughters -- from outsiders' aggression. For instance, if a man were standing next to his wife in a crowd and some male stranger turned to speak loudly and angrily toward her, the husband would instantly rise in rage to her defense. Adrenaline would rush through his blood, his muscles would tighten and his first impulse would be to rearrange the aggressor's face. 
No self-respecting man would stand by and let anyone treat his wife with disrespect. He would take swift action to defend her. Related to this physical protection is another aspect of a man's protectiveness, one that fathers today often fail to understand. A man permits no one to threaten or upset his wife -- and this includes their own children. A hugely important part of a father's job is to defend his wife against their children's rudeness, insolent disobedience and impulsive aggression. This protection counts most to his wife when the children are small -- under 7 years of age -- and later when they enter adolescence. A man will permit no one to disrespect his wife, including -- and even especially -- at home. A man also defends his family through what he earns in his work. That is, he doesn't just provide for his family; he protects them from poverty. He shelters them, takes care of their needs for a roof, food and clothing. While Dad has a job, the family feels secure. Even in a two-income home, it seems, children sense that Dad is the main provider, and therefore the family's main protector. Moreover, he protects his children from forces that threaten them here and now: drugs, bullies, criminals, unjust aggressors of all types and potential disasters arising from their inexperience and impulsive mistakes -- such as dashing out into traffic or playing with matches. Peace, it is said, is the condition we enjoy when other people just leave us alone. Throughout history, the father of a family would protectively stand in the doorway of his home and say, as it were, to the whole world: "Leave us alone. Leave my family alone." For instance, if a father glanced out his living room window and spotted a male stranger chatting with his small daughter, coyly beckoning to her, he would swiftly lunge into defensive action. He'd race out the door, stride aggressively toward the stranger, then confront the man and demand to know what he wanted. With muscles taut, he would stand between his daughter and this potential aggressor, physically shielding her from harm. 
Another example: When his teen-age daughter is being picked up for a date, a father goes out of his way to size up the young man she's going out with. He wants to meet him -- insists on meeting him -- to look him in the eye and intuitively size up his intentions and his worth. A father senses a duty to assess any young male who approaches his daughter. An unspoken message seems to pass between them: "She's my daughter. Treat her nicely, kid, or else ..." But most of all -- and this is crucially important -- a father protects his children by strengthening their judgment and will so they can later protect themselves. In the lives of his children, he asserts loving leadership toward responsible, competent adulthood. 
It is a father's mission -- the challenge that brings out the best in him -- to form in his children the powers and attitudes they will need to succeed in life, to strengthen them so they in turn can later protect themselves and their own loved ones. 
So, in his children's eyes a great father is a lifelong leader and teacher. His protective, empowering lessons about right and wrong live on in the inner lives of his children, long after they've left home for good, and indeed long after he has passed to his eternal reward. A great father never stops being a father, for he lives on as a great man in the hearts of his children. 

Q: In what other ways do fathers uniquely contribute to family life? 
Stenson: The father's contributions to the children's upbringing derive from his mission of protection, as mentioned above. I'll spell these out in broad terms. A father strengthens his children's competence. He forms lifelong healthy attitudes to work, along with serious habits of work. Without a father's leadership in this arena, his kids can have trouble grasping the connection between effort and results, between standards and achievement. If he fails here, his children may never outgrow the dominant attitude of childhood -- that life is play -- and remain stuck in a permanent adolescence. He teaches respect for rightful authority. He insists that his children respect and obey him and their mother. His wife sets most of the moral tone for the household -- what's right and wrong in family life -- and he enforces it. Being smart and far-seeing, he knows that when children fail to respect their parents, they can later clash with all other forms of rightful authority: teachers, employers, the law, God's law and their own conscience. A father teaches his children ethics and gives final form to their lifelong conscience. That is, he shows his sons and daughters how to comport themselves justly and honorably in the world outside the home. In his children's eyes, he is an expert on fair dealings and personal integrity in the workplace and community. He shows his kids how their mother's moral teachings carry over later to life outside the home: telling the truth, keeping one's word, putting duty first, deferring to others' rights and feelings. By his example and correction at home, he shows how responsible adults respect each others' rights and assert their own. A father builds healthy self-confidence in children. His presence around the home as a physically strong man leads his children -- daughters especially -- to feel safe, securely protected and therefore self-confident. As a father, he corrects and encourages, and he helps his children to learn from their mistakes. In this way, he leads his children to form a realistic sense of their strengths and limitations. Youngsters who receive this protective fatherly love, along with self-knowledge and experience with problem-solving at home, eventually form a lifelong self-confidence. A father leads his children to adult-level sound judgment and shrewdness. He helps them to use their brains like responsible adults: to frame questions and answers logically, to think ahead and foresee consequences, to assess people's character and values, and to know malarkey when they see it. A father provides an attractive example of responsible masculinity. He acts as a model for his sons' growth into manhood. And he conveys to his daughters -- most often unconsciously -- the traits they should look for in judging the character of men their age, especially suitors for marriage. In countless subtle ways, Dad forms a pattern for manly character in each of his sons and, indirectly, for the kind of man each daughter will someday marry. 

Q: For what crucial areas in childrearing are fathers best equipped? 
Stenson: A man is best equipped to give support and encouragement to his God-given partner, his wife. When a man treats his wife as the No. 1 person in his life -- when he loves, honors and cherishes her, and shows all this -- his children are prompted to treat their mother with love and respect and deep honor. It seems that the parents' attitudes toward each other form the way the children honor each of them. When the man treats his wife with honor, the children honor their mother; when the wife honors her husband, the children honor their father. 
Q: In your work with families, what traits have you noticed in fathers who have excelled in their role? 
Stenson: Men who live as great husbands and fathers enjoy the lifelong love and deepest respect from their children. They have a unity of life -- the welfare of their families -- and therefore a peace of mind throughout their lives. 
Their powers, their work accomplishments, their friendships with other men all come together to give their life meaning and a profound happiness. I have seen men of all different temperaments and backgrounds succeed in this way. 

Q: What are the main obstacles in society that threaten a father's teaching role? his role as protector? 
Stenson: I would say the main obstacle is that men today have never been taught their role as a father. That is, they've never been given a "job description" of fatherhood. This situation has come about gradually over the past several generations, a lessening of understanding their protective role and what it means. All too often men have been urged to behave like a second mother to the children, or just a figure around the house -- an older "playmate" to the children. 
Most men are ill at ease with this role and rather resent it, but they have had no alternative role model, especially if they grew up without a strong father at home. This problem is what I address in my book, "Father, the Family Protector." 

Q: Contraception, the weakening of moral values and cohabitation have disconnected sex from procreation and "liberated" men from fatherhood, marriage and responsibility. How can we bring the father back into the picture? 

Stenson: We can start by teaching men that their masculine character is hugely important to their wives and children, and indeed to their own happiness in life. Unfortunately, males today are presented with the stark and false choice of being either a wimp or a predator. They must be led to see that the choice is really one of being a predator or a protector. 
Moreover, they need to see that young people do not grow up when they can take care of themselves; rather, they really grow up when they can take care of others -- and want to. This is why God has given them their masculine traits, strengths that lead to lovingly protecting others in their lives, starting with their family.

The Story and Purpose of Father's Day

http://www.actsweb.org/articles/article.php?i=1215&d=2&c=3 

"Fathers, do not embitter your children, or they will become discouraged."1
According to an article on the Holistic Living web site, "Sonora Dodd, of Washington, first proposed the idea of a 'father's day' in 1909. Dodd was inspired with the idea of Father's Day while listening to a Mother's Day sermon at church. She wanted a special day to honor her father, William Smart. William Smart, a Civil War veteran, was widowed when his wife (Mrs. Dodd's mother) died in childbirth with their sixth child. 

Mr. Smart was left to raise the newborn and his other five children by himself on a rural farm in eastern Washington state. It was after Mrs. Dodd became an adult that she realized the strength and selflessness her father had shown in raising his children as a single parent. 

"The first Father's Day was observed on June 19, 1910 in Spokane, Washington. At about the same time in various towns and cities across America, other people were beginning to celebrate a 'father's day.' In 1926 President Calvin Coolidge supported the idea of a national Father's Day. Finally in 1966 President Lyndon Johnson signed a presidential proclamation declaring the 3rd Sunday of June as Father's Day [for the U.S.A]. It has since been adopted by Canada, Europe and several other countries.

"Father's Day has become a day to not only honor your father, but all men who act as a father figure. Stepfathers, uncles, grandfathers, and adult male friends are all to be honored on Father's Day."2 

I wish it were true that every one of us had a father like Sonora Dodd had because, in spite of what many women's libbers and same-sex marriage advocates are claiming to the contrary, the role of a healthy, emotionally involved father (and mother) is critical for the emotional healthy development of both boys and girls. 

"According to Dr. T. Berry Brazelton [child development expert], a father's involvement with a child increases the child's IQ, the child's motivation to learn, and the child's self-confidence. In addition, children with involved dads are more likely to develop a sense of humor as well as an 'inner excitement.'"3 

And for all fathers on this Father's Day, let us not only appreciate the love of our children—and grandchildren—but let us also realize the importance and responsibility of the God-given role we have been entrusted with in the emotional development and health of our children. 

Suggested prayer, "Dear God, as a father please help me to realize the role of my God-given responsibility and be the best possible father I can be—so help me God. And if in any way I have failed to be the father I should have been, please forgive me, and help me wherever possible to do whatever I need to do to restore my relationships with my children. And thank you for all the love that I do receive from them. Thank you for hearing and answering my prayer. Gratefully, in Jesus' name, Amen." 

Notes

1. Colossians 3:21, (NIV). 
2. Compiled from several sources on the internet by Bob Proctor. Cited on Holistic Living web site. http://tinyurl.com/jog24 
3. Source: Victor Parachin, "The Fine Art of Good Fathering," Herald of Holiness, February 1995, pp. 32-33.
The Father Figure As He Should Be
http://www.tfp.org/the-father-figure-as-he-should-be
By John Horvat, June 13, 2017 

The figure of the father is under attack these days. To those who insist upon total equality, he is seen as an overbearing figure who has long abused his power. Like all symbols of authority, he must be overthrown.

It is curious that whenever feminists wish to attack the father, somewhere in their long tirades, there will appear the word “patriarchy.” The mention of this word is not by chance. It echoes the core of the feminist creed.

Ironically, those who are accused of defending patriarchy are usually members of nuclear families, not patriarchal ones. Many indeed are not even members of extended families. They do not have a notion of what patriarchy means and how it functions. And thus they are not in conditions to defend themselves against the feminist rage.

Embracing Patriarchy
Those who defend the family have no cause to fear the term and every reason to embrace it. When stripped of its non-Christian forms and feminist caricatures, patriarchy becomes a refreshing idea. Even today, the image of an ancient patriarch evokes sentiments of veneration and respect.
However, there is a reason why feminists attack patriarchy so violently: It represents the plenitude of fatherhood. It is the father figure as he should be. Such a vision is part of the natural hierarchical society that feminism rejects.

Understanding Patriarchy
The key to understanding patriarchy lies in the long forgotten idea of the traditional family. The Catholic Church has long taught that the family is not a single social unit existing in the present without connection to the past or future. Rather, the family is a rich and continuous whole that encompasses all those who have come before and will come after. Thus, each family becomes a vast network of interwoven relationships and is part of the social fabric.

Patriarchy is a natural consequence of the traditional family. It holds that since this vast social unit exists, there should be an authority that maintains its unity. This authority is usually the patriarch.

The influence of the patriarch extends beyond his immediate household and encompasses several generations. It might include several branches of the family, even an entire clan.

The patriarch does not exercise an arbitrary or tyrannical authority. Indeed, he exerts a unifying leadership over the whole that is expressed more often by influence than by command. He guides with great care and subtlety the interrelationships between so many people who are alike in so many ways but who are also so very different.

The Patriarch as Harmonizer
Thus one of the most important roles of the patriarch is to be a harmonizer. He maintains the family line in harmony with its past and future. He must strike a delicate balance between those in the family who guarantee necessary continuity and those who energetically introduce healthy innovation.

The patriarch is a true leader of the family. He has a special gift to discern and coordinate the general direction of those under him. He seldom imposes his will upon the others, but rather sets the tone and the example. He unifies and brings out the best in others.

That is why traditionally the patriarch is portrayed as one who ponders things. He is judicious and weighs matters with criteria and acumen. He applies the family’s treasure-trove of wisdom which is preserved, enriched, and passed on from one generation to the next.

Source of Progress and Culture
It is easy to see that when society is filled with patriarchal figures on all social levels, it creates the ideal conditions for the true progress of a culture. The patriarch is what sociologists call a representative character who moves his family members toward goals of perfection in line with the family’s qualities and talents. When imbued with Catholic virtue, the patriarch moves his family members to the highest of all goals: their sanctification.

Such figures are sadly missing in today’s crumbling society. Individuals each go their way. There are no harmonizers or coordinators that unify families and direct their progress.

When attacked for being patriarchal, fathers today should embrace the idea. The patriarch only does on a larger scale that which the father is called to do within his family.

There is nothing wrong with building a family thinking of the long term. There is nothing wrong with desiring unity and direction for those under one’s care. Rather than an undesirable condition to be avoided, patriarchy is an idea whose restoration time has come.

1 of 4 readers’ comments

Nowadays, it seems that fathers are the butt of every joke on TV ~ The Simpsons, to name one shining example. And since then, so many other programs that I cannot even begin to name them all...this whole feminist thing being shoved down our throats by Hollywood has been coming for decades!
Fatherhood. Love you Dad
https://www.churchmilitant.com/video/episode/vortex-fatherhood?mc_cid=00b8748afc&mc_eid=7c0b31649a
By Michael Voris, July 27, 2017 

Exactly 60-years-ago today, July 27, 1957, my Dad, Russell Voris, converted to the Catholic faith from his childhood Nazarene upbringing in southwest Ohio. Happy anniversary, Dad. He had grown up in an environment where Catholics were seen as idol worshippers for praying to statues and so forth. Of course, that attitude was born from an ignorance like so many attitudes about Catholicism.

That was four years after he married my Irish Catholic mother, who he met in England while he was in the U.S. Air Force. Seems all so surreal, saying all this on air. It was three years after my brother was born and four years before I was born, and the Church my Dad converted into all those years ago bears very little resemblance to the Church he sees now.

Back then, the clergy cared about your eternal salvation. Today, only a small minority of them even think in those terms. Back then, the Church had all the respect that could possibly be mustered, but little was it known that dastardly Churchmen were already conniving and plotting behind the scenes the overthrow of all that was good. And back then, fathers, Catholic fathers, understood their role, at least more so than Catholic fathers today do.

My father knew that he had one single vocation in his married state — to help save his family from Hell and do everything he could to help us to Heaven. 

Like all dads, not everything he did was perfect or went the way he planned. But he, in cooperation with my mother, made sure that my brother and I had a deep grounding in the Faith so that if and when we might wander from it, the tether would always be there. The role of a father is to do all he can to save his children's eternal lives, period.  

The role of a husband is to do all he can to save his wife's eternal life, period. Nothing else on this planet matters more than those goals. If a father gives his children everything but does not encourage them in the ways of salvation, then he is a rotten father and not worthy of the title. My father came to a deeper and deeper understanding of this as he grew deeper in his faith, after having been received into the Catholic Church at 28 years old, husband for four years and father of a toddler.

Sixty years later, I am proud, in a good way, to say that my father is one of the best Catholics, walking the planet. He knows the Truth and lives by it every waking moment, although he does take more naps these days. He's lived with me for about ten years, moving in a couple years after my mother died. I watched him never stray from her bedside, as she bore an awfully painful stomach cancer, a suffering she had called upon herself for the salvation of my soul and my brother's.

My Dad has grown into a wise old man who understands that his role as a father was to be a reflection of Almighty God who is the Father. He spends hours in prayer each day, even when he occasionally has not a good day, suffering from the effects of an old body. He often remarks how these crooked bishops and evil clergy, nearing death themselves, can so blatantly disregard what is awaiting them if they do not repent and mend their ways.

In some early dark days of the apostolate, it was my Dad who kept my spirits up with his wisdom, pointing out to me the need for souls to be fed — something he had much earlier recognized was not happening. He could recognize this easily because he knew what things were like. He used to watch Bp. Sheen on TV, as did most of America in the 1950s. He even watched the saint in the making when he wasn't Catholic yet.  

My Dad was able to become Catholic because he is one of those of whom the angel Gabriel said is like the shepherds — "a man of goodwill." He has always loved the Truth. When we were growing up, he always stressed to us the importance of telling the truth, of keeping your word, whatever the cost. My father became Catholic because he was already a man of integrity and so the clarion call of the Truth of Catholicism echoed in him as soon as he was exposed to it.

My father was evangelized and converted, not with any silly blathering on about joy and emotions. He grew up with that in the Protestant congregation he was born into and saw through it, even telling us about how they were taught how to speak in tongues. It is completely phony, all this emotion-focused lunacy in the Church. That's exactly what he thinks and isn't shy about saying.

No, what drew him to the Faith was the clarity that is so lacking today. A clarity that has been replaced by a false charity and false mercy — too scared, too unloving to speak the Truth. When my Catholic father does eventually leave the Church Militant on his final journey to the Church Triumphant — and don't worry Dad, yes, we will offer many Masses and prayers for you because of Purgatory — the world will have lost a great Catholic. God willing, that will not be for some more years to go. Russell Voris, my Dad, a man who understood that from the moment his fatherhood began that his main role was the salvation of our souls.

Say a little prayer of thanksgiving for my Dad's conversion. Without it, you wouldn't be watching this right now. Love you, Dad.

12 readers have left comments

Good Fathers to Great Dads
By Chris D’Souza and Adrian Stevens, 2016, Claretian Publications, Bangalore, chris@goodfatherstogreatdads.in
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