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Working Up to the Effective Action
That Fathers’ Rights Groups Must Use

Continued on page 2

Thanks to the highly successful publicity-seeking
campaigns conducted by the UK’s Fathers For Jus-
tice team, the problems facing fathers have been
hitting the headlines all over the world. And so let
me say again to all those members of various men
and fathers groups whose ‘leaders’ have in the past
decried the type of activities carried out by Fathers
For Justice that they need to ditch those leaders as
quickly as possible and substitute them for those
who know how the real world works. Or, perhaps,
they should support another group!

As proo f that Fathers For Justice is having a major
impact on the issues of concern - as if any further
proof was needed - here is one media research
organisation stating that “Fathers 4 Justice, has
mounted one of the most successful media cam-
paigns of modern times”.

Demonstrations are very effective
A report by media consultant firm, Reputation In-
telligence, confirms that the political campaigning
organisation, Fathers 4 Justice, has mounted one
of the most successful media campaigns of modern
times. The report benchmarks the media visibility
of other high profile political campaigning

organisations, including F4J’s sister organisation,
Families Need Father, gay rights organisations
Outrage and Stonewall, and international
organisations such as Amnesty International.
Analysing more than 10,000 articles from 330 UK
newspapers published in the last four years, the
report finds that:
1. F4J has been quoted in 1335 newspaper articles
(compared to 188 for Families Need Fathers) since
January 2002
2. Articles on fathers rights have increased by over
700% since F4J mounted its high profile media
campaign
3. F4J has engaged the political establishment to
speak on fathers rights, Tony Blair and Michael
Howard have been cited in 277 and 54 press ar-
ticles respectively.

Lame Leaders Fear Confrontational
Publicity

And it is a real pity that so many ‘leaders’ of the
various men’s groups around the world do not ap-
pear to have any appreciation of the fact that ongo-
ing maximum publicity is crucial to their aims.
Furthermore, most of these demonstrably lame

Fathers For Justice?
Other Fathers Groups Miss The Big Picture

from www.AngryHarry.com  blog in England

Fathers Groups are still not stopping the onslaught of Feminist tyranny and its political correctness.
Despite all the Fathers Rights leaders and others  informing Congress of the unfairness and discrimina-
tion against men that the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) produces, Congress recently passed
VAWA,  for the second time, with  another 5 years funded at a Billion per year. VAWA then funds much
of the Divorce and Domestic Violence Industry (DDVI) which  destroys the rights of fathers and men to
constitutional due process and their right to parent.

Gay marriage and their supposed ‘equal  rights’ are heralded throughout the media almost daily but not
a word about the horrendous denial of equal rights of fit fathers to parent their children in divorce.
Fathers, thrown into their non custodial (and unconstitutional) status of slavery are assigned onerous and
often impossible child extortion payments in return for the state’s and the mothers’ illegal kidnapping of

their children.  Often a Father must watch the
mother  alienate his  children and destroy  oppor-
tunities for him and his children. Those ‘single
mothers’ who reject equal parenting for their self-
ish wants over  the proven best interests of thechild
are unarguably true child and father abusers.

Oh yes, the media does cover ‘breaking news’ show-
ing where the state has tracked down a delinquent
father who hasn’t paid all his assigned extortion
while being denied his demand to equally raise his
children. Of course there’s no money ,  state and
feminist power in letting him do that – despite elec-
tion petitions of the public demanding shared
parenting by a factor of 5 to 1.  No!. He and the
people must be propagandized to do what the ‘elite’
want. That’s because it’s now the elite that are in
power – not the people . The PC gang call the shots.

Fathers – and much of society – must  regain our
rights.  But are fathers groups really going about it
the right way?  I think not!

The government and its affiliates are now too pow-
erful. They are not about to relinquish their power
and money for anyone’s right. They want it the way
it is and will back only those ‘affiliates’ (in  the
DDVI) who want it to remain as it is.

 We need to take  effective action -not the same old
pleading for favors and redress. As I was preparing
this newsletter, to set the stage for suggesting new
actions I ran across the  article featured in thisissue.
I took if off of a blog put out by a man in England,
(www.angryharry.com) who also puts out a news
blog.

I have reproduced it  here because it makes two
important points.  First, it show that this problem
we face is not about Massachusetts or just the USA.
It’s pervasive in the world brought on by  the unre-
lenting growth and dominance of government. Sec-
ond, It also speaks to what is wrong with the fa-
thers movement in its present approach.

I’ve inserted  my own subheadings for easier read-
ing and ‘bolded’ an important phrase attributed to
George Orwell of ‘1984’ fame. I hope you enjoyit,
it’s the prelude for the next newsletter about what
we must do if we are to achieve our rights, our
children, and our freedom  - for all.     END



FOJ? - Continued..

page 2

‘leaders’ are living in Cloud-Cuckoo Land. They
naively believe that merely demonstrating the va-
lidity of their various cases and arguments is all
that is required to bring about changes of policy by
their governments. And they seem completely ig-
norant of the fact that government officials, gov-
ernment workers and politicians have their own
agendas - which are very often antagonistic to the
well-being of the people whom they are supposed
to be serving.

Goodness me. You only have to look at the numer-
ous and serious social pathologies that have mush-
roomed in western countries over the past four de-
cades as a result of fatherlessness to realise that
what is good for the people - and for the children -
cuts no ice when it comes to government policy.

Government’s First Priority is Itself!
The Number One priority of governments and their
workers is to look after themselves. It is most defi-
nitely not to look after the well-being of their own
people; though they are very adept at pretending
otherwise. And given that the horrible consequences
of widespread fatherlessness provides millions of
western government workers with so many career
opportunities, western governments will quietly
resist doing anything that will reduce the incidence
of fatherlessness - see below - unless, that is, they
are put under considerable public pressure.

Indeed, the only way that men and fathers are go-
ing to create a world in which they are not forever
being demonised, disadvantaged and discriminated
against is by waging some kind of public war
against those who promote such things, not by
pleading with them.

Talking politely to the powers-that-be achieves
absolutely nothing. These people only respond ap-
propriately when their lofty positions are threat-
ened in some way.

And Fathers For Justice will have done far more
for fathers and their children over the past few
months than have all the placid activities of scores
of fathers groups that have been operating in many
cases for well over a decade - in some cases for
well over three decades.

Indeed, it was around 1993 that I read Warren
Farrell’s brilliant book The Myth Of Male Power
which exposed just how poorly men and fathers
were being treated, but, despite its brilliance and
despite Warren Farrell’s many other scholarly
endeavours, and, indeed, despite the good work of
many other serious and respectable researchers,
absolutely nothing was ever achieved. Absolutely
nothing.

Pleading Politely with Proof Does
Nothing!

Feminism and man-hatred simply marched onwards
completely unopposed - while greedy politicians
ever desperate to increase their own powers con-

tinued allying themselves with these unholy forces
in order to profit from the negative consequences
arising from them. Of course they did.

Governments love to stir up problems. Problems
are the only way that they can fully justify their
existence. Without problems, there is no need for
large swathes of government.

And governments will surreptitiously stir up prob-
lems wherever they can in order to empower them-
selves; And what could be more lucrative for them
than to do this by arranging matters so that as many
males as possible end up behaving in a dysfunc-
tional manner and/or can be portrayed as doing
such?

Fatherlessness and feminism have therefore been
goldmines for them. They love such things. Gov-
ernments have little interest in seeing their societ-
ies running smoothly. What they do have is a great
deal of interest in looking after themselves.

State Makes Problems to ‘Solve’ for
More Money and Power!

And this is why the various antics of the Fathers
For Justice activists are having such a large effect
on them while the placid activities of just about all
other fathers’ groups have had virtually no effect
at all. In other words, these Fathers For Justice ac-
tivists are finally rocking some government boats.

And it is a pity that the ‘leaders’ of so many men’s
groups are angling for some kind of political posi-
tions for themselves, because they inevitably see
the more aggressive antics of others associated with
their cause as being detrimental to their own per-
sonal ambitions - though some of them, of course,
are quite happy to see activists taking a more ag-
gressive stand because this gives them some extra
clout, even though in public they will wash their
hands of them for fear that they might be associ-
ated with them.

But this seems to be the way that things generally
work when it comes to political matters that are
particularly contentious; i.e. there is a whole range
of thought and activity; from the coolly mediated
to the aggressively passionate.

However, in the case of the Men’s Movement -
where the many issues in its spotlight should be of
considerable concern to half the population - the
continuing coyness and reticence of many men’s
‘leaders’ are completely unnecessary. And in many
ways these ‘leaders’ are actually detrimental to the
whole cause because they blinker the members of
their own groups by confining their attention to lim-
ited forms of action and, indeed, thought.

For example, they often seem to be so concerned
over one particular problem and so adamant in their
belief that there is just one route in which to tackle
it that they fail completely to see the bigger pic-
ture, and, as a consequence, they spend many years
getting precisely nowhere.

They are like a heavily-blinkered Jewish man liv-
ing in the Germany of the early 1930s wondering
why on Earth the court decision went against him
when he seemed to have such a very good case.

And, worse, these blinkered men’s ‘leaders’ also
keep telling the men and fathers who are members
of their various groups that if they can just ‘get
their documents into better shape’ then the courts
will be bound to act upon them - which, of course,
they won’t. They do not seem to have any aware-
ness that the particular problems that concern them
so are arising from forces that are vastly bigger
than what they are perceiving.

Typical Fathers’ Leaders Think Good
Arguments Will  Get Them Somewhere

- It Won’t !
Let me give you just a little insight into this.
A few years ago I was watching a woman’s
programme on TV in the afternoon and the chair-
man of a big Japanese car company (and I cannot
remember which one) was being questioned over
some of his company’s car advertisements that
made humour out of situations wherein women
were being aggressive and callous toward men (e.g.
kicking them out of the car door while the car was
moving etc.).

He said that these car sales were being targeted at
women who wanted to be independent of men, and
who could show men that they could happily do
without them. The interviewer (a woman) then
asked him whether or not his advertisements de-
picting female aggression toward men might actu-
ally encourage women to feel this way, and so were
bad for gender relations.

The chairman laughed and nodded politely,
shrugged his shoulders, and pointed out that such
an effect would help his company to sell many more
cars. After all, if women were more independent
of men then they would more likely buy their own
cars. The female audience laughed.

But he was not joking. He was being coy; but he
was being honest. His multinational company stood
to make hundreds of millions of dollars more in
profit every year if it could persuade more women
to become more independent of men; and one way
of doing this was to promote hostility in women
towards men. And, unfortunately, the same is true
for hundreds of large companies.

As a result, our societies are constantly being bom-
barded with advertising material designed to in-
flame women’s hostility towards men. Indeed, this
technique started to be employed in the 1920s when
cigarette advertisements indoctrinated potential
women smokers with the view that taking up smok-
ing was a very good way for women to liberate
themselves from men. The campaign was hugely
successful. And this was the case even though it
was not men but women themselves who had seen
smoking as being an overtly masculine - and some-
what dirty and smelly - activity.
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In other words, even though it was women who
had largely persuaded women that smoking was
an unwholesome activity for women to engage in,
the advertisers managed to convey the notion to
women that men were somehow depriving them of
this wonderful addiction.

The point I am making is that billions of dollars
since then have been poured by various businesses
into advertising campaigns that are designed to sour
the relationships between men and women in or-
der to increase the sales of their products and to
enlarge the market for them.

Indeed, the fashion industry has recently even tar-
geted children?with the David and Goliath T-shirts,
which bear upon them such phrases as “Boys Are
Smelly”, “Boys Are Stupid”, and they have sold
millions of these.

And one of the most egregious examples in recent
times of businesses conducting advertising cam-
paigns to demonise men horribly has been the thor-
oughly hateful campaigning conducted by the Na-
tional Society For The Prevention Of Cruelty To
Children in the UK. This money-grabbing
organisation, in my view, has caused inestimable
damage to the relationships between men, women
and children throughout the entire country by its
relentless portrayal of men and fathers as demonic
child molesters and abusers, and it has made mil-
lions of dollars by doing this;

In summary, there has been well over half a cen-
tury of strong campaigning by various businesses
that has been designed to stir up antagonism to-
wards men in order to generate profits.

But even these advertising activities pale in sig-
nificance when compared to the deluge of man-
hatred that has emanated from the feminist-domi-
nated mainstream media for the past three decades.
TV, radio, cinema, newspapers and magazines have
daily flooded the entire western world with the most
horrible portrayals of men imaginable.

There’s Big Governmental Profits and
Power in Vilifying Men Now!

The over-riding message is that men are persistent
wife-beaters, child molesters, rapists, sexual-ha-
rassers, or some other kind of animal that is for-
ever abusing women and children in some way. This
onslaught has been ceaseless - but, of course, the
portrayal of men behaving in such a fashion is a
turn-on for millions of consumers, which guaran-
tees that the audiences and, hence, the money flows
in. And, indeed, women, themselves, are clearly
very much turned on by depictions of abuse - par-
ticularly sexual abuse.

The problem for men is that people end up being
very heavily affected by these things in real life;
not just ordinary people, but judges, police offic-
ers, family case workers, social services, and so
on. And the consequence is that men and fathers
can now be treated like dirt - and no-one gives a
damn.

Indeed, so demonised have men been, and so hated
are they nowadays, that even the savage mutilat-
ing of them has been accepted as part of mainstream
comedy - e.g. Bobbit jokes. This, alone, is clear
proof that men are nowadays a group that is very
much hated right throughout society..?

But the inflammation of hatred towards men has
not solely emanated from the antics of big busi-
ness and the feminist-dominated feminist-fearing
mainstream media. There have been other hugely
powerful forces doing their best to demonise men
in order to break down their relationships and their
families.

Karl Marx Realized that The Family
Needs to be Destroyed for Government

Power to Dominate
To gain a little insight into these forces, here is a
bit of history that the leaders of men’s groups should
know about.? Some 100 years ago the followers of
a fellow by the name of Karl Marx were becoming
frustrated because they could not mobilise the
‘workers’ into tearing down the ‘filthy capitalists’
who, they reckoned, were exploiting them.

These ‘communists’ just could not figure out why
these ‘workers’ remained so complacent in the face
of all this capitalist oppression, and why they could
not arouse them into creating some kind of revolu-
tion. And without these ‘workers’ joining them in
some kind of mass uprising there seemed to be no
way in which they could realise their dream and
overthrow the capitalists.

Communists wanted communism - where every-
thing was controlled by the government; rather than
by businesses. And they hit upon a great idea which
was taken up and implemented gradually over the
following decades. “Break down the families,” they
said. “Make it difficult for people to have close
relationships. This way it will be impossible for
them to unite and to oppose the growth of govern-
ment.

Families are also the reason that the workers re-
main so contented and at peace with their capital-
ist world. Break down these families, cause as much
societal discord as possible and this will make the
people beg for more government intervention and
control.” (And the Russians proceeded accordingly
- and their societies decomposed and decayed as a
result.)

The feminists of the time, of course, reckoned that
it was women who were being abused and repressed
rather than the workers. And they reckoned that it
was the men who were abusing and oppressing
them. Indeed, the feminists believed that the insti-
tution of marriage itself was a major cause of this
oppression. And so, just like the communists, they
also became imbued with the notion that the break-
ing down of people’s relationships and marriages
was a good idea.

And so it was, for example, that the suffragettes of

the 1900s - having read a bit about the new grand
idea of the communists - suddenly changed their
minds and supported entry into World War 1. By
having millions of men engaged with matters to do
with war - with many of them sent abroad to fight
- families and relationships could be broken down
much more easily. And, even better, women could
then be enticed out of their homes and into the
workplaces to fill the jobs that were previously
being done by the men - who would now be at war.

Feminists, Likewise, Seek Family
Destruction by Destroying Fatherhood

And so it was that the communists and the femi-
nists were united in the view that the breaking down
of close relationships and families would serve both
their purposes rather well. And this is why, for ex-
ample, the leading feminists of the 60s - Betty
Friedan, Jane Fonda etc - were ardent supporters
of communism.

Communism would free women from oppression,
they said - but they did not say this too loudly at
the time, because most of the western world was
vehemently opposed to communism; having seen
what kind of life those in communist countries were
actually leading. Bit by bit, however, western gov-
ernments have grown hugely in size since then. And
they are now extremely powerful.

And what has happened is that the politicians and
the government workers themselves have now be-
come a force - a huge force - that is far less con-
cerned with serving the people, and far more con-
cerned with serving itself. And this is why the dis-
tinction between, say, the left and the right of poli-
tics has all but evaporated in recent times.

As governments have grown ever larger over the
past 100 years (about 70-100 times larger judging
by the tax take) there has emerged a new force for
big government - government itself. And with mil-
lions of government workers across the western
world now exerting a truly massive force in favour
of themselves - i.e. in favour of ‘government’ - the
people are being both suckered and forced into
supporting their various self-serving agendas.

And, unfortunately for us, what the politicians and
the government workers have gradually ‘discov-
ered’ is that the communists were correct. A great
way to maintain big government is to break down
people’s close relationships and their families.

Feminists with Government Seek Power
and Control by Destroying the Indepen-

dence that Fathers Bring to Families
And this is why western governments nowadays
do all that they can to interfere with people’s rela-
tionships and why it is that feminists - and femi-
nist thinking - are now so entrenched within gov-
ernment departments.

And this is why men now have to walk on egg-
shells in their dealings with women and children.
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They can be accused at the drop of a hat of sexual
harassment in the workplace, of domestic violence
and sex-assault in the home, of abusing their own
children, and the government will immediately step
in and attempt to persecute and prosecute them in
some way; even when there is not a shred of objec-
tive evidence in support of any case. Men can also
be thrown out of their homes, denied access to their
very own children and divorced with impunity.

The idea behind all these things is to make it very
difficult for men to maintain close relationships.
Western governments are also ploughing millions
of dollars annually into demonising men through
their various bogus and highly-inflammatory cam-
paigns associated with domestic violence and sex-
assault, and they are constantly urging women to
come forward to allege that they have been abused
in some way.

And when it comes to the children, there is nowa-
days an enormous amount of governmental effort
being expending on luring them away even from
their mothers.

In summary, there are huge forces emanating from
big business, the media, the government and the
feminists that strive to break down people’s close
relationships and their families. Indeed, even those
in the judiciary and the legal profession are involved
in this. After all, they also benefit enormously from
all the problems that relationship breakdowns bring
about. In other words, the forces that bear down
upon men and their relationships are nowadays
positively enormous. They are unimaginable. Lit-
erally.

Government and It’s Feminist Affiliates
are Simply Too Big and Powerful to

Plead With Successfully
And this is why various men’s groups hither and
thither are going to achieve absolutely nothing by
politely sitting down and discussing the matters
that concern them with those who have the power
to help them.

As George Orwell said - more or less - having stud-
ied the situation for some 30 years;

“It is no use appealing to their sense of honour
or justice. The only thing that they respond to is
the threat of losing some of their own power.”

Of course, I am not suggesting that every politi-
cian and every government worker is involved in
some kind of heinous plot to break up people’s re-
lationships. I see these things in terms of ‘organ-
isms’ - enterprises - which serve themselves. And
the people who make up these organisms often do
not know what their organisms are doing.

For example, the Japanese car manufacturer alluded
to above employs tens of thousands of workers, very

few of who will actually realise that their company
is spending millions of advertising dollars designed
to make women more likely to reject close rela-
tionships with men.
Nevertheless, those tens of thousands of workers
do, unwittingly, buttress and sustain a truly mighty
force. And this force is being guided by a few of
them in a direction that is very detrimental to the
well-being of men.

And the same is now largely true of those who work
for western governments. They also buttress and
sustain a mighty force - much of which is being
guided in a direction that is very detrimental to the
well-being of men.

Unfortunately, however, for some time now, west-
ern governments have also actually been indoctri-
nating their own workers with anti-male senti-
ments, and they have also been selecting their em-
ployees on the basis of their political beliefs. And
so, unlike the Japanese car manufacturer, where
most of the workers have no idea what is going on
when it comes to undermining men, western gov-
ernments are now packed full of workers who know
full well what is going on.

As such, many government workers that those in
men’s groups tend to come across when making
their various complaints - e.g. over child access -
are extremely hostile to their points of view at the
outset. And there is just no way that they will ac-
commodate to them. At best, they will duck and
dive, slip and slide, and do everything that they
can to thwart any attempts to do much in the way
for men.

And so, for example, even if some future laws were
enacted to give fathers greater powers of access to
their children, such laws would simply be accom-
panied by various extra legal impositions upon
them. For instance, they would probably include
caveats that no-one could possibly disagree with
publicly in these politically-corrected times. For
example ...
“But if there is even a hint of domestic violence
then the father has no rights.”
... And, bit by bit, the government workers will
simply define domestic violence in such a way that
no normal man going through a divorce could avoid
being guilty of it.
“He shouted at me. I was living in fear.”
The result will be that more fathers will end up
with child access problems.

And if, for example, some law was created which
mandated that a 50/50 form of shared parenting
should be the starting base when couples divorced,
then men (not women) would somehow be targeted
if they failed to come up with their allotted per-
centage. And, of course, they would also be far more
likely to be falsely accused of something - and,
hence, persecuted by government in some way - by
women who were unhappy about handing their
children over to them for the agreed percentage of

time. The upshot would be that more fathers would
have child access problems than there are currently.

All in all, therefore, men and fathers are going to
achieve precious little in their various battles
against their ongoing demonisation and discrimi-
nation because the forces that militate against them
are nowadays just too great ...
... unless, that is, they take heed of George Orwell’s
sentiments,

“It is no use appealing to their sense of honour
or justice. The only thing that they respond to is
the threat of losing some of their own power.”

I have watched the various antics of the feminists,
the women’s groups and their associated comrades
in government, academia and the media very closely
for some ten years now. And I can assure you that
these groups have lied, and lied, and lied, and lied
on just about every issue which they address.

Their belief is that the end justifies the means.
Lying, deceiving, distorting, exaggerating - always
with the aim of demonising men and breaking up
their relationships - and so empowering themselves
- are activities that they engage in without limit,
without conscience and without concern.

In the UK, for example, senior police officers and
their colleagues at the Home Office have been
caught lying time and time again over issues con-
nected with sex-assault and domestic violence; and
even the most senior judge in the Family Court
Division has recently resorted to lying in an attempt
to undermine fathers groups.

And so it is that the leaders of men and fathers
groups also need to understand that they are not
likely to be dealing with honest or honourable
people when they seek for men to be treated fairly
in matters to do with their families or their rela-
tionships. On the contrary, they are most likely to
be dealing with what can best be described as de-
vious parasites who thrive on the breaking down
of men and the stirring up of hatred towards them.

Finally, does anyone reading this think that the
chairman of the Japanese car company would alter
his advertising strategy - and thus lose himself and
his shareholders millions of dollars - following a
few polite complaints from a few disgruntled men?
Of course he wouldn’t. Indeed, if he even dared to
contemplate such a thing, he would very quickly
be booted out of his job.

Well. The same goes for those who work in gov-
ernment. They might smile a great deal, and they
might say that they will ‘look into the matter’, but
they will not lift a finger to help men.

“It is no use appealing to their sense of honour
or justice. The only thing that they respond to is
the threat of losing some of their own power.”

End


