SAMPLE COLUMNS

FOR the AZ REPUBLIC 

Governor Janet Napolitano’s latest veto of a bill that would have made English the official language of Arizona is just another wrong step in the ridiculous tragedy of errors regarding America’s policy toward Mexican immigration. But it’s a debacle that both sides of the political aisle are responsible for as liberals and conservatives alike both try to stop immigration instead of controlling it. 

Simply put, you can’t and shouldn’t prevent ANY well-intentioned immigrants from coming into this country.  But you can and should require that they all agree to be documented and forcibly immersed into our language, our economy and our system of government.  Yet that is exactly the opposite of what keeps happening.  

Conservative legislators, and citizens misled by them, continue to conceive unrealistic methods to hold back wave after wave of immigrants that want in for the obvious economic opportunities it will afford them, ideas as crazy as building walls with gun turrets on them to keep them out. 

Then once those immigrants find their way into this country, despite all our attempts to keep them out, liberal legislators want them to prosper without adapting to our language and system.  They propose we allow them to live off our welfare and subsidies programs while we spend even more money adapting to them by translating state-sponsored documents and services into Spanish.  

It’s as if we all went through the looking glass on this whole immigration thing.  And I can’t imagine there is anyone out there who thinks that any of it makes sense.

So how about we come up with something that does, like allowing ANYONE who wants to come here to work and live for legitimate reasons to do so.  But they must be stringently documented and processed through a rigorous and highly controlled entry program, the goal of which was total immersion.

Here’s how it would work. Applicants would be thoroughly researched for security clearance through a highly controlled entry center, where they would be classified according to need. They would be required to have a job waiting for them, and if they did not they would be given a below minimum wage job that they must work at for a minimum of one year before pursuing other opportunities.  They would be required to take government-supplied English classes paid for out of their first year of pay, either by them directly or by the companies that they were given their first jobs with.  Those companies would get their money back through the savings they realized because they were allowed to pay these entry workers reduced wages for their one year of service.

Then anyone crossing the border illegally would obviously be up to no good and therefore worthy of being shot or at least detained as a potential terrorist. Plus it would open up a whole new potential fair and cheap labor alternative for entry-level jobs.  Plus it would alleviate the rest of the problems that most people have with Mexican immigrants – that they don’t speak English and are loafing off the system – a critique that obviously does not apply to all illegal immigrants.

What’s more the cost of this program that wasn’t subsidized by companies would be more than compensated for by the money the government was saving tracking down immigrants.

Finally, in addition to solving economic and political problems, it would prevent the craziness of Americas staking out our borders, citizen’s arrests by gun-toting, immigrant-hunting vigilantes on the roadside, and it would sure making ordering a hamburger at fast food restaurants a lot easier. 

What’s more is that it is the morally right thing to do too. After all, how many of us wouldn’t try to get into this country if faced with the economic hardships of living in Mexico, and the obvious advantages of coming here?  And how many of us are here because our ancestors did exactly the same thing just a few decades ago?

Oh, and one more little detail.  It would sure help revive America’s image as a nation of open arms.  You remember that whole, "Give me your tired, your poor, your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,” thing, don’t you?

Phoenix writer Chris Benguhe is a columnist for the Catholic Sun as well as an internationally published author.
 

A BETTER VIEW

By Chris Benguhe

For The Catholic Sun

Schiavo-Part 1: A few weeks ago, a frail helpless woman who couldn’t even feed herself shook the world and dominated news, TV and radio waves in the United States and around the globe.  Terri Schiavo did so when she had the audacity to keep on living in a less than ideal state of existence that didn’t exactly match our modern definitions of what it meant to be alive. Because of that her husband decided she didn’t deserve to be alive anymore, even though her body wanted to be.  All that she needed was nourishment and a little helping hand to make that happen.

A few years back I wrote a story about another individual in a vegetative state similar but with a different twist to Schiavo’s.  It was the story of a happily married salesman and father who had been in a horrible head on collision while coming home from work one sunny California afternoon. Keith was rushed to the hospital in time to save his life, but the force of the impact had caused his brain to be so badly damaged that he was declared hopeless.  Doctors insisted that even if he miraculously ever did emerge from his coma like state, he would never have any real quality of life, unable to ever again walk, talk, speak or even swallow on his own.  They recommended removing his feeding tube and when he went into cardiac arrest, letting him die.

But his loving wife, Marilyn refused to hear of such things.  She was convinced, as one might expect and hope any loving spouse would be, that her husband was still inside fighting.  And she wasn’t about to stop fighting for the man she loved, the man who had always fought for her for so many years before the accident.

Every day she sat by his side for hours speaking lovingly to him as he lingered in his hospital bed.  Meanwhile she did everything she could think of to try to bring him back.  She read book after book about his condition and did everything to try to stimulate his senses.

She prayed and begged God for a sign.  But no matter how much faith she had, it seemed nothing would work.  Days dragged into weeks, then dragged into months.  And to make matters worse, the doctors were repeatedly pressuring her to end Keith’s life.

But she refused.  Ever hopeful but discouraged, one day she was sifting sadly through a box of old pictures of the couple together in happier times.  When she came across a picture of the two at their summer cottage embracing for the camera on a second honeymoon, she couldn’t help but share it with her husband. To her amazement when she held up the picture, her husband suddenly raised his arm and reached out for it for just a moment, then returned to his unresponsive state.

Now convinced that he was alive in that shell of silence, she stepped up efforts to bring him out of it.  Brushing his teeth, putting a pen in his hand and asking him to write letters, anything to solicit another response, she tried. Then a few weeks later when she placed a comb in his hair, he suddenly reached up and combed his own hair.  And this time he stayed around to see how it looked in a mirror.

Her husband was back.  It would take him years to be rehibilitated to a functional state.  But she stayed loyal to him through it all.  And three years ago almost to the day, Keith shook my hand with tears in his eyes while surrounded by his wife and family and thanked me for sharing his story.

Now I know that there are some distinctions between Schiavo’s case and Keith’s, namely that Schiavo’s ordeal has lasted much longer.  But I’ll never forget that day or that man.  And when I think about Terry Schiavo I wish to God there had been a spouse like that for her.  And I wonder too where was everyone else who should have been looking out for her way back when she first met with her tragic accident. 

But most importantly where are the voices clarifying for us what life is all about in our schools and our homes before the eleventh hour.  

Maybe life is not about all that we think it is.  Maybe quality of life is a little more complex than we think.  And maybe, just maybe, we don’t’ in our self-described infinite wisdom, know as much about science, the human body and the human brain as we think we do. 

A BETTER VIEW

By Chris Benguhe
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We Americans certainly have had more than our share of trials and tribulations over the course of the last couple of years.

First there was the horrific and mind-blowing attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, then the ensuing war in Afghanistan and the seemingly never-ending series of terror alerts and security concerns digging deep into just about every aspect of our lives. Add to that a recession or two, a few juggernaut size corporate scandals, wholesale job losses due to downsizing, and of course, the tensions and tragedies of war with Iraq.

All in all, it's been inarguably a tough time for all of us. You'd think with all this chaos and mayhem going on, Americans would be at the end of their ropes. But, on the contrary, we are still going strong. And we have actually reacted in more noble a fashion to all these challenges than anyone could have ever imagined, especially when it comes to helping others.

One of the most basic ramifications of all these tough times has obviously been economic; we have all been hit pretty hard in the pocket book. Yet, despite all that, the latest study shows that Americans are giving more to charity than ever before. Last year, we opened up our hearts and our wallets to dole out a staggering estimated $240.92 billion, according to Giving USA, a publication of the AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy, researched and written by the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University.

In fact, the percentage of giving has continued to rise each year since 1999, which was the first year since 1971 that charitable contributions exceeded 2 percent of our total Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The estimated giving last year climbed to 2.3 percent of our GDP. And the lion's share of those contributions, $134.55 billion went to religious, health and human service organizations.

So, at a time when Americans are supposedly struggling more than ever in recent history with shortages of money and contending with the madness of the times, we are giving hundreds of billions of our harder-than-ever to earn salaries to those who have fallen between the cracks. That's downright miraculous when you think about it.

For all the talk we hear of Americans being selfish or materialistic, for all the headlines about corporate crooks and big business greed, and for all the concern about our depreciated values, in the end America, as a nation, refuses to leave anyone behind. Instead we choose to give more when we have less.

Of course all this is just money we are talking about here, right? It doesn't even begin to estimate the countless hard-working hours that Americans spent donating their time to the countless service organizations from coast to coast. Add to that the billions of hours it took to earn the money given away and you have a pretty breathtaking and stirring picture of Americans loving thy neighbor.

So maybe we are not such egomaniacs after all, when push comes to shove. And maybe next time the newspapers and the talking heads fill our heads with all their glitz, grime, glamour and greed, we can watch it all with a grain of salt and remind ourselves of the triumphant truth that stands behind the scenes of all that sensational tripe.

We are a nation that was built not on selfishness or self-determination as some would have us believe, but quite the opposite; we were, and still are, a nation built on the principles of love, community and overcoming insurmountable odds through teamwork.

America may be known as the land of opportunity, but it certainly is not filled with opportunists. It seems, instead, to be a country chock full of Good Samaritans.
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As you may have read on the back page of the morning paper a week or so ago, the United States recently resumed its food assistance program to North Korea. 

Yes, that’s the same North Korea threatening to build nuclear weapons in spite of the United Nations forbidding it to do so and a former treaty in which they promised they would not. 

Yes, that’s the same North Korea that recently threatened to abandon the armistice signed between itself and South Korea in 1953 that brought the Korean Conflict to a halt.

And, yes, that is the same North Korea that recently threatened to lob missiles our way if we didn’t agree to their unilaterally conceived notions of peace negotiations. 


That says a tremendous amount about our priorities. It’s a message we all can be very proud of and one that we might just be able to derive some strength and direction from in these tough times.

Declaring, “We don’t use food as a weapon,” Secretary of State Colin Powell announced our nation’s promise to send 100,000 tons of grain to starving North Koreans this year.

In doing so he also declared to the rest of the world that one of America’s highest priorities is to be compassionate. Defending ourselves, and defending freedom, justice, and democracy while defeating despots all over the world are all important priorities to our identity as a righteous nation, but apparently we believe that feeding the hungry comes first.

America has been donating this lifesaving grain through the United Nations World Food Program since 1995, when North Korea first begged the world to help relieve the horrible famine that gripped its nation leaving millions of its people literally starving to death. Since then the United States has been the world’s largest contributor to this fund, donating 340,000 tons of grain in 2001.  We scaled back our contribution in 2002 to 155,00 tons because of concerns that the food was being diverted to the military instead of civilians. 

Considering the current confrontation with Korea, one could have expected us not to donate at all to the fund this year. But Colin Powell’s incredible remark and our nation’s amazing resolve to continue feeding the world’s hungry even as they are threatening to pick a fight with us is nothing less than extraordinary.

Days before Powell’s announcement, John van Hengel, founder of Saint Mary’s Food Bank in Phoenix, Ariz., the world’s first food bank, and the man widely recognized for launching the global movement to feed the hungry back in 1960, was honored with a gala celebrating his 80th birthday.

Over the last four decades, Hengel has toiled and sacrificed his own comfort and wealth to spread his idea throughout the United States and Europe. And even though physically ravaged by Parkinson’s disease, he still fights the good fight to end hunger today by running the agency’s efforts from his office in Phoenix, Ariz. and working toward accomplishing his next great feat, bringing food banks to famine-festered Africa. 

Secretary of State Powell and everyday-hero Hengel certainly never consulted on this decision to feed North Korea. And the two Americans from completely different backgrounds probably never even met. But their words and actions independently demonstrate the miraculous goodness America represents and of which we are capable when we are at our best. It’s a little reminder of what is really important to us as Americans, and maybe it can offer us all a hint of what we should be striving to achieve as people, as citizens and neighbors and, finally, as a nation. 

In these tough times, maybe reflecting proudly on that positive potential will help us to be strong enough, smart enough and spiritually inspired enough to be at our best as we struggle to overcome the economic, political and global challenges we currently face as we search for our future.

Consider that just a little positive food for thought.

A BETTER VIEW

By Chris Benguhe
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The dichotomy between what America claims to be and what others accuse us of being continues to divide us globally and cause tension in the ranks of the world’s freedom loving peoples. Frequently, I must defend my country against claims that it is a greedy and self-motivated egocentric nation. But more often than not, this criticism is actually a reaction to our difficult to understand principle-based economic commitment to capitalism as the surest way to do the most good for the greatest number of people.  

So now more than ever, shedding some light on this confusion is crucial to the security, peace and prosperity of the world.

Case in point, U.S. President George W. Bush earlier this year committed $15 billion to help fight the AIDS epidemic in Africa.  But just a month earlier, his own Vice President Dick Cheney cast the only vote against a World Trade Organization (WTO) motion to relax global patent law on lifesaving drugs for AIDS and a host of other natural killers. The motion, which was killed by our dissent, would have allowed generic manufacturers to make these drugs available to millions and millions of the world’s poor who otherwise can’t afford them.  

Taken at face value this sure looked like a slap in the face for compassion.  Yet almost in the same breath as our dissenting vote, our nation’s trade representative Robert Zoellick stated we would not challenge any country that broke existing WTO rules to export generic versions of patented drugs to poor countries.  What could possibly lead to such strange and almost schizophrenic positions? 

The answer is that Americans - myself and every other charity loving, Samaritan soul Yank included – truly believe that the prosperity promoting principles of capitalism can and will eventually bring about the greatest good for the greatest percentage of people, not only in our country but across the globe.  That belief, almost more than democracy at times, defines who we are and how we live.  Capitalism, tempered with compassion, has allowed us to grow by leaps and bounds.  And it has resulted in miraculous happiness for us and for many others around the globe who benefit from our advancement and success plus the products they make possible, such as the aforementioned lifesaving drugs and medical treatments.

And we are sometimes the sole defenders of this capitalist system, which insists that the protection and support of private industry, and the rewards which that industry garners through its honest hard work and efforts, eventually produces great and unimaginable prosperity for all.  So we become downright defensive when the rest of the world seeks to undermine our system, that principle and all the great good it makes possible.  

All that being said, most Americans care immensely about the downtrodden and realize we are neophytes who still need to learn how to accept and integrate social programs and limited socialized thought in order to catch those who fall through the cracks of our sacred system.  And we can use all the constructive advice we can get on how to do that in as humanitarian a way as possible without deserting or betraying our most precious principles and the system that we believe does work better for all than any other. 

Most of the free world now looks to the U.S. to lead and inspire the fight for life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. But we need the rest of the world to help us mature into that leader while respecting our identity and the admirable principles that earned us that tough job.

PRO/CON

For The Arizona Republic
Pro: Dan Lovelace was doing his job, the way he was trained to, when he fatally shot Dawn Nelson.  And now that he has been found not guilty of any wrongdoing while doing that job, it is illogical, immoral and irresponsible for the City of Chandler to prohibit his reinstatement.

Preventing him from returning to his sworn duty makes no sense because the jury found that Lovelace did everything procedurally correct and had no other choice in order to protect his own life.  If there is any fault here that needs to be corrected, it lies with the City of Chandler Police Department and how aggressive they train their officers to be in the pursuit of criminals, not with the officers that do their duty as they are taught.  

In fact, that is what is currently being addressed as their new police chief Sherry Kiyler works to implement the final nine of 48 changes suggested for the department by an independent review completed eight months ago.  But prohibiting Lovelace from returning to work will not prevent the same potential outcome from occurring again without such procedural changes.

If Lovelace did nothing wrong in the prosecution of his job, as a jury found was the case, then it is as immoral to prohibit him from returning to his rightfully earned job as it would be to deny work to someone on the basis of race, creed, age or any other subjective and occupationally irrelevant criterion that some people feel would affect performance.

Plus it would be irresponsible and a moral betrayal of the community of Chandler on the whole to remove a police officer from duty for doing his job and defending his life while pursuing criminals to the fullest.  That would only send the message that lethal force could no longer be used to prosecute and defend the public and the police from criminals, resulting in a literal no-kill policy for the department in the prosecution of crime.

In the end, it is Dan Lovelace who must first decide if he wants to be reinstated to the force, but if he does, the City of Chandler is morally and logically duty-bound to welcome him back.  In doing so, they may even find his experience to be a powerful and credible aid in their attempts to make systemic changes to prevent such catastrophes in the future. 

Con: A jury may have found Dan Lovelace not guilty of any legal wrongdoing in the fatal shooting of Dawn Rae Nelson, but the community will still hold him responsible for his actions, actions that have had a tendency to cause bad things to happen.  Therefore, a reinstated Lovelace would only be a danger to himself and the community on the whole.

Regardless of Lovelace’s technical innocence or guilt, he killed someone who was in the midst of a less than a capitol offense, and it wasn’t the first time his aggressive pursuit of crime has sent the situation spiraling lethally out of control.

In March 2000, he inadvertently brought about the death of 19-year-old Brad Downing III when a pickup truck Lovelace was in high-speed pursuit of crashed into the innocent teen’s car at McQueen and Warner roads killing him instantly.

In total, Lovelace has now cost the city over $4 million in lawsuits by the families of Downing and Nelson.  And he has cost them incalculably more in terms of the loss of public trust.

A reinstated Lovelace would be a target both figuratively and literally.  He would inspire the public to doubt and fear the police, and a police force not supported by the public is much more of hindrance than help.  That’s the very reason why the Arizona Peace Officers Standards and Training Board is now investigating whether Lovelace has exhibited “any conduct or pattern that tends to disrupt, diminish or otherwise jeopardize public trust in law enforcement.”

Furthermore, criminals would be that much more inclined to challenge Lovelace, knowing that he would be under greater scrutiny should any lethal action be taken again.  He would essentially be unable to defend himself in any situation where lethal action was required without fearing that any such altercation would surely not result his demise in a court of law or the court of pubic opinion.

Ultimately, none of this will even be relevant unless Lovelace decides he wants to return to the force.  Hopefully, he will do the right thing for himself and everyone else involved by taking his freedom and finding a new and less deadly line of work.
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When I recently asked a group of young people gathered at a local pizza joint if the hundreds of soldiers who continue to die at a rate of about one a day in Iraq were heroes, I got a resounding, yes! But only about half of those believed the war in Iraq was justified. This means that it is possible to disagree with the war, but to support those who now fight to defend what they believe is the future of freedom in Iraq.

That’s because those soldiers who are now lying their lives on the line and dying every day, are doing so not to win a war but to protect a just and legal peace and freedom that now has already been established.  And there is so way you can logically protest the defense of such inalienable and God-given rights.  

This is a very important distinction for all of us. Whether or not you agreed with the war, it is irrefutable that we now have the moral obligation to put back together what we tore apart and to leave Iraq in better shape than we found it.  We must establish and protect a fair and representative government in Iraq that defends the freedoms of all who live within her borders; it is our moral imperative.

Many critics point out that almost as many soldiers have died since the “war” was over as died during the war.  Add to that the seemingly endless criticisms of U.S and allied post-war policy in Iraq, and the result is a growing pessimism over whether we’ll ever be able to develop a democracy over there.

Well, let’s just derail that whole train of trepidation right here.  Because the simple and undeniable truth is that compared to postwar periods of the past, we are progressing by leaps and bounds. And though it is important to scrutinize a government’s actions and to always be weary of war, it is deadly and dangerous to perceive disaster in the place of realistic difficulty, and to imagine failure where there is the real struggle that is inevitable after a major war.  

The bottom line is that whether you agreed or disagreed with our war in Iraq, the job we now have a moral obligation to complete will take a long time, as it did in Italy, Germany and Japan after World War II.  All those reconstruction efforts were riddled with difficulty, cost billions of dollars, and doomsayers said of each that it couldn’t be done.  

In fact, in the final months of 1945 after Japan surrendered, doomsayers said that it would take over 20 years to get Europe and Asia back on their feet.  Yet, by the early 1950s, less than a decade later, Japan was already beginning to compete on a global basis for steel and automotive manufacturing, and Germany and Italy followed suit soon after with Europe and Asia more than rebounding in half the allotted time.

There is no way to minimize the work we still must do in Iraq, and what it will cost in dollars, sweat and even lives. But we must keep at it until the job is done, and we must do it together with all those who claim to respect freedom and the human right to it.

The debatable work of war is done.  Now what remains is only our moral obligation to leave what we tampered with better than how we found it. Let us not sabotage our Samaritan efforts with self-doubt and cynicism before the job is done.

I hope, pray and sincerely believe that the allies will leave Iraq when the time is right as a sovereign democracy, just as we left all those other countries in the post W.W. II world, begetting a free and robust society. 

The real issue is not whether we will succeed or fail in Iraq, for we MUST succeed. There can be no real debate over such a morally decisive issue.  

So let’s stop debating Iraq and focus on rebuilding it.  Then we can debate the real and worthy question of how will we confront conflicts in the future.  And there surely must be a better way to support democracy and freedom in the century to come than aggression.  Maybe, for starters, we should consider changing the name of our “WAR” on terrorism to the stand for “PEACE.”

