
IN THE parts of Boston that show up on postcards and in guidebooks, the population is resurgent, the 
skies are full of construction cranes, and the restaurants are packed. Quite justifiably, City Hall has tried for 
years to spread that prosperity to the more diverse neighborhoods to the south and west. Boston has devoted a 
chunk of its community-development block grants to “Main Streets” groups, which help neighborhoods spruce 
up their business districts. And initiatives at every level of government seek to stimulate entrepreneurship 
among women, ethnic minorities, and immigrant communities across the city.

Those efforts, however, are likely to come up short, unless Boston can give business owners like Karen 
Henry-Garrett and Tran Le a fair shot at licenses to serve alcohol in their restaurants. In a risky, competitive 
business built on perishable ingredients and low margins, the ability to sell beer, wine, and liquor gives restaura-
teurs much-needed breathing room.

Le, with her family, runs a two-year-old restaurant called Pho Le in the Fields Corner section of 
Dorchester; it’s one of a cluster of Vietnamese restaurants in an area just off the MBTA Red Line. Farther south 
on Dorchester Avenue, British immigrant Henry-Garrett has tried to turn her five-year-old Dot2Dot Cafe into an 
informal community center. But restaurants simply can’t live up to their potential — as vehicles for their own-
ers’ culinary ambitions or as strong businesses — without the right to sell liquor, or at least beer and wine. State 
law limits the number of alcohol licenses in cities and towns across the state and imposes a hard cap on licenses 
in Boston. The city’s Licensing Board seldom has any open licenses to give out.

In its failure to get the cap lifted, the city has closed off a time-honored path to prosperity. To her credit, 
City Councilor Ayanna Pressley is leading a drive to persuade the Legislature to let Boston issue licenses as 
the city sees fit. Under her proposal, the Licensing Board would still screen applicants and solicit input from 
neighbors, but it — not state lawmakers — would determine the total number of licenses in the city. Pressley’s 
approach shouldn’t be remotely controversial. Yet many State House wheeler-dealers are happy to meddle in a 
quintessentially local matter. And while Mayor Menino recognized the need for 
new licenses in the emerging Seaport District, securing Boston’s ability to issue 
new licenses elsewhere in the city hasn’t been a priority.

Technical and moral support for restaurateurs only goes so far. What they 
really need to thrive, and become the anchors of vibrant neighborhood Main 
Streets, is the ability to earn money on their own.

The cap on liquor licenses was imposed on an Irish-dominated city by a censorious Yankee legislature 
in the 1930s. And in the grim postwar decades of urban decline in Boston, neighbors often came to see estab-
lishments with liquor licenses as magnets for criminals, prostitutes, or, at best, students with fake IDs.

Yet just as Boston and other major US cities have sprung back to life in recent decades, diners have 
grown more adventurous — and have come to expect a restaurant experience that includes a drink. “The dining-
out culture has changed in Boston,” observes Tran Le, the Fields Corner restaurant owner. “If people go out and 
have sushi and sake, it’s not perceived as being that exotic anymore. And having a glass of wine with a meal can 
be a rather common thing.” Restaurants that can’t fill that need aren’t able to provide a complete dining experi-
ence.

While Boston can’t issue new licenses, well-financed restaurateurs can buy them from someone else. But 
because of the artificial scarcity of licenses, a full liquor license can go for more than $300,000. Even a beer and 
wine license often costs $40,000 or more — a crippling expense to someone like Henry-Garrett, who bought her 
restaurant tables at Ikea to save money. 

Though opaque to outsiders, the market for Boston alcohol licenses is manageable for large hospitality 
companies. It works well for lawyers and brokers who’ve mastered the process, and for the elected officials to 
whom they contribute. Yet the cost and complexity of the system freezes out a classic American type — plucky 
entrepreneurs, often immigrants or first-generation strivers, who start restaurants on a shoestring. “Why should I 
have to call a lawyer first,” asks Henry-Garrett, “to even know what the process is?”

The cap on liquor licenses creates broader problems. The system has, for instance, become a locus for 
political corruption. Former state senator Dianne Wilkerson — whose district included Roxbury, a neighbor-
hood long starved for economic development — took bribes in exchange for trying to steer a license to a local 
businessman.

Sordid as it was, the Wilkerson case also hints at how hard it’s become to get alcohol licenses outside 
the city’s wealthiest neighborhoods, for the cap turns alcohol licensing into a zero-sum game. When planning 
glitzy new locations in upscale areas, established chains will buy liquor licenses from less-well-heeled estab-
lishments in Dorchester or Mattapan. Increasingly, these neighborhoods are cut off from what in other cities is 
a common engine of redevelopment: Seeing empty storefronts and low commercial rents, a restaurateur takes 
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I
N THE parts of Boston that show up on
postcards and in guidebooks, the popu-
lation is resurgent, the skies are full of
construction cranes, and the restau-

rants are packed. Quite justifiably, City Hall
has tried for years to spread that prosperity
to the more diverse neighborhoods to the
south and west. Boston has devoted a chunk
of its community-development block grants
to “Main Streets” groups, which help neigh-
borhoods spruce up their business districts.
And initiatives at every level of government
seek to stimulate entrepreneurship among
women, ethnic minorities, and immigrant
communities across the city.

Those efforts, however, are likely to come
up short, unless Boston can give business
owners like Karen Henry-
Garrett and Tran Le a fair
shot at licenses to serve al-
cohol in their restaurants. In
a risky, competitive business
built on perishable ingredi-
ents and low margins, the
ability to sell beer, wine, and
liquor gives restaurateurs much-needed
breathing room.

Le, with her family, runs a two-year-old
restaurant called Pho Le in the Fields Cor-
ner section of Dorchester; it’s one of a clus-
ter of Vietnamese restaurants in an area just
off the MBTA Red Line. Farther south on
Dorchester Avenue, British immigrant Hen-
ry-Garrett has tried to turn her five-year-old
Dot2Dot Cafe into an informal community
center. But restaurants simply can’t live up
to their potential — as vehicles for their
owners’ culinary ambitions or as strong
businesses — without the right to sell liquor,
or at least beer and wine. State law limits
the number of alcohol licenses in cities and
towns across the state and imposes a hard
cap on licenses in Boston. The city’s Licens-
ing Board seldom has any open licenses to
give out.

In its failure to get the cap lifted, the city
has closed off a time-honored path to pros-
perity. To her credit, City Councilor Ayanna
Pressley is leading a drive to persuade the
Legislature to let Boston issue licenses as
the city sees fit. Under her proposal, the Li-
censing Board would still screen applicants
and solicit input from neighbors, but it —
not state lawmakers — would determine the
total number of licenses in the city. Press-
ley’s approach shouldn’t be remotely contro-
versial. Yet many State House wheeler-deal-
ers are happy to meddle in a quintessential-
ly local matter. And while Mayor Menino
recognized the need for new licenses in the
emerging Seaport District, securing Boston’s
ability to issue new licenses elsewhere in the
city hasn’t been a priority.

Technical and moral support for restau-
rateurs only goes so far. What they really
need to thrive, and become the anchors of
vibrant neighborhood Main Streets, is the
ability to earn money on their own.

The cap on liquor licenseswas imposed on
an Irish-dominated city by a censorious Yan-
kee legislature in the 1930s. And in the grim
postwar decades of urban decline in Boston,
neighbors often came to see establishments
with liquor licenses as magnets for crimi-
nals, prostitutes, or, at best, students with
fake IDs.

Yet just as Boston and other major US
cities have sprung back to life in recent de-
cades, diners have grown more adventurous
— and have come to expect a restaurant ex-
perience that includes a drink. “The dining-
out culture has changed in Boston,” ob-
serves Tran Le, the Fields Corner restaurant
owner. “If people go out and have sushi and
sake, it’s not perceived as being that exotic
anymore. And having a glass of wine with a
meal can be a rather common thing.” Res-
taurants that can’t fill that need aren’t able
to provide a complete dining experience.

While Boston can’t issue new licenses,
well-financed restaurateurs can buy them
from someone else. But because of the artifi-
cial scarcity of licenses, a full liquor license

can go for more than $300,000. Even a beer
and wine license often costs $40,000 or
more — a crippling expense to someone like
Henry-Garrett, who bought her restaurant
tables at Ikea to save money.

Though opaque to outsiders, the market
for Boston alcohol licenses is manageable
for large hospitality companies. It works
well for lawyers and brokers who’ve mas-
tered the process, and for the elected offi-
cials to whom they contribute. Yet the cost
and complexity of the system freezes out a
classic American type — plucky entrepre-
neurs, often immigrants or first-generation
strivers, who start restaurants on a shoe-
string. “Why should I have to call a lawyer
first,” asks Henry-Garrett, “to even know

what the process is?”
The cap on liquor licenses

creates broader problems.
The system has, for instance,
become a locus for political
corruption. Former state sen-
ator Dianne Wilkerson —
whose district included Rox-

bury, a neighborhood long starved for eco-
nomic development — took bribes in ex-
change for trying to steer a license to a local
businessman.

Sordid as it was, the Wilkerson case also
hints at how hard it’s become to get alcohol
licenses outside the city’s wealthiest neigh-
borhoods, for the cap turns alcohol licensing
into a zero-sum game. When planning glitzy
new locations in upscale areas, established
chains will buy liquor licenses from less-
well-heeled establishments in Dorchester or
Mattapan. Increasingly, these neighbor-
hoods are cut off from what in other cities is
a common engine of redevelopment: Seeing
empty storefronts and low commercial
rents, a restaurateur takes a chance on
opening a new eatery. Novelty-seeking din-
ers scout out lower-cost eats in funky set-
tings. If one restaurant’s appeal is broad
enough, others follow. So, eventually, do
other businesses.

Many of Boston’s humbler neighbor-
hoods need the boost that a thriving restau-
rant can provide. Restaurants — if they’re
allowed to — will play an ever larger role in
the health of local business districts. Unlike
bookstores and clothing shops of yesteryear,
they’re not vulnerable to e-commerce.

They’re also essential to the holy grail of
development in Boston: mixed residential
and commercial projects along major transit
lines. The success of these projects hinges
on whether residents can walk to a variety
of businesses — including places where they
get something to eat. But to justify building
ground-floor retail space, developers need to
be sure they can fill it. To a developer, a res-
taurant without an alcohol license looks like
a potentially unreliable tenant; to a lender, a
developer with iffy tenants looks like a bad
risk. There’s a good reason the Quincy City
Council — which has approved an ambitious
$1.6 billion plan to remake its center with
dense mixed-use development — has peti-
tioned the Legislature for more than two
dozen new downtown liquor licenses. “This
may be the most important decision you
make to the success of Quincy,” a consultant
told the council.

Meanwhile in Dorchester, restaurant
owner Henry-Garrett is trying to build a fol-
lowing for Dot2Dot Cafe: She has pictures
by local artists on the walls. She plays host
to a book club and a knitting night. She’s
held events using one-day alcohol licenses.
Yet a beer and wine license would only en-
hance her ability to serve as a neighborhood
rallying point — and make it practical for
her to stay open for dinner.

One can imagine a thousand different
public initiatives that would help a fledgling
business like hers grow: low-interest loans,
economic development grants, assistance in
getting the word out. But City Hall could
help far more by leaning on Beacon Hill —
and letting aspiring restaurateurs get the al-
cohol licenses they need to thrive.

OPEN UP, BOSTON

To revive city’s Main Streets,
get more liquor licenses
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A timehonored
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LEARNING FROM LAST WEEK’S ELECTION

RE “GOMEZ DEFEAT leaves a
party searching for answers”
(Metro, June 27) here are
some suggestions for the Mas-
sachusetts Republicans as they
grapple with how to turn
around their fortunes around
in the next election.

A horse with a leather GOP
saddle will win 45 percent of
the vote, but it might take a
better candidate to win 50 per-
cent plus 1.

While picking candidates
based on attractiveness is fine
for fashion magazines, politi-
cal offices have more stringent
requirements. To win, send
people who have real issues to

discuss and solutions to offer.
Scott Brown’s dismissive

refrain of “the professor” in
last year’s race against Eliza-
beth Warren and Gomez’s
catchphrase “37 years” in his
race against Ed Markey were
signals the two candidates
had nothing to say. Stoking
electorate fears wears out
quickly during a campaign.
Stop treating us as if we’re stu-
pid.

Gomez’ career as a pilot
and Navy SEAL gains him a
few points for courage and en-
durance, but what were his
positive goals? His declara-
tions of how he would change
the Senate were naïve. The
party leaders would have side-
lined him just as quickly as

they did Brown.
ARTHUR THOMAS

Gloucester

To win, GOPmust
take us seriously

I AGREE with the theme of
Tom Keane’s column, “This
match never lit” (Op-ed, June
25). But truly this special elec-
tion was doomed from the start,
because of the changes made to
election laws in 2004 regarding
Senate vacancies.

Even as a Democrat, I have
to say that changing the law to
rob former governor Mitt Rom-
ney of a Senate appointment if
John Kerry were elected presi-
dent was nothing but petty par-
tisanship. Changing it again in
2009 to allow a temporary ap-
pointment upon Senator Ken-
nedy's passing was not a real
fix, though it’s good not to leave
the seat vacant while awaiting
an election.

The real way to address this
problem, and stop burdening
Massachusetts voters with
seemingly endless electioneer-
ing, is to repeal the ’04 and ’09
changes. Should another Senate
vacancy occur, allow the gover-
nor (whoever that may be) to
appoint a replacement until the
next general election, when vot-
ers are relatively engaged: every
two years, in the fall.

ADAM GREEN
Arlington

Time to get rid of
special elections

DAVID L. RYAN/GLOBE STAFF

Cohasset residents line up to vote last week.

WHY CAN’T WE TALK
ABOUT CELIBACY?

RE “O’MALLEY BARS talk by
priest over views” (Page A1,
June 25):

Although the talk by the
Rev. Helmut Schuller is open to
the public, I would like to ex-
tend a personal invitation to
Cardinal Sean P. O’Malley. To
address the priest shortage in
the Catholic Church, it’s critical
that the entire church, from the
laity to hierarchy, be open to ex-
amining church traditions like
priestly celibacy that discour-
age vocations.

Even within my own parish,
there are married men who
would embrace the priesthood
if celibacy were optional. Given
that the Catholic Church has a
long history (through the 12th
century) of married clergy and
currently ordains married
priests (e.g., former Episcopal
and Anglican priests), Father
Schuller’s advocacy of a mar-
ried clergy is not in direct op-
position to church teachings.

Perhaps if we approach our
challenges with open hearts
and open minds we can find a
better solution than paying
high-priced consultants to
merge our parishes into collab-
oratives, overburdening the
priests we do have, and driving
out even more parishioners in
the process.

LINDA BATES
North Easton

O’Malley should
attend talk

I’M A BIT confused about the
Archdiocese of Boston’s refusal
to allow the Rev. Helmut
Schuller to speak about option-
al celibacy on church property,
forcing organizers to move the
event to another location
(“O’Malley bars talk by priest
over views,” Page A1, June 25).
A number of married Catholic
priests are quite legally en-
sconced in the Archdiocese,
some because Cardinal Law
worked his little zucchetto off
to recruit dissatisfied Anglican
priests into the Catholic
Church. For example, there is
Father Richard Bradford, for-
mer rector of the Ralph Adams
Cram Episcopal Church in Ash-
mont. Bradford, ironically
enough, disagreed strongly
enough with the ordaining of
women to the episcopacy that
he jumped the proverbial Tiber,
along with his wife, three chil-
dren, and half of his congrega-
tion, to become Catholic.

My confusion is about
whether I would be allowed to
continue preaching if I happen
to meet Bradford on the street,
and speak encouragingly to
him. Am I allowed to send him
and his family Christmas and
Easter cards? Can I mention
him positively in my bulletin
column or in a sermon? How
about Father Bradford himself?
Can he admit that he is happy
as a Catholic priest? And what
if the Voice of the Faithful, the
liberal Catholic activist group
that helped organize Schuller’s
visit, shares his joy?

THE REV. WILLIAM
H. MCLAUGHLIN

Immaculate
Conception Church

Newburyport

Double standard
onmarried priests

RE “O’MALLEY BARS talk by
priest over views” (Page A1,
June 25):

There is a remarkable mini-
history embedded in Cardinal
Sean P. O’Malley’s refusal to al-
low the Rev. Helmut Schuller to
speak on property of the Catho-

lic church. Celibacy optional?
Ordaining women? No way,
says the Catholic church. Not
on this ground!

So the talk, the open conver-
sation, the discussion of ideas,
will take place somewhere else.

Since 1517, with Martin Lu-
ther’s posting of the 95 Theses,
it has.

DAVID MCCANN
Watertown

Again, church
shuts down debate

A LOT of people stay, or be-
come, religious for spiritual
growth. They study religious
texts to become better people.

When Cardinal Sean P.
O’Malley refuses to listen to a
prominent Catholic leader
speaking at a commencement
because he disagrees with his
stance on abortion, that is the
opposite of spiritual growth.
When O’Malley refuses to let a
prominent Austrian priest
speak at a parish because he
disagrees with his desire to al-
low women to be priests, or for
priests to marry, that is also the
opposite of spiritual growth.

Ethics don’t spring whole
from doctrine; they evolve as
the result of debate and cour-
age. With O’Malley, we don't
get courage, and we don’t get
spiritual growth. We get doc-
trine. That might have worked
once, but today people who are
seeking spiritual growth are al-
so those who are fleeing doc-
trine and superstition. No won-
der the church is shrinking.

NANCY KELLOGG
Northborough

Spiritual growth
requires listening
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I
N THE parts of Boston that show up on
postcards and in guidebooks, the popu-
lation is resurgent, the skies are full of
construction cranes, and the restau-

rants are packed. Quite justifiably, City Hall
has tried for years to spread that prosperity
to the more diverse neighborhoods to the
south and west. Boston has devoted a chunk
of its community-development block grants
to “Main Streets” groups, which help neigh-
borhoods spruce up their business districts.
And initiatives at every level of government
seek to stimulate entrepreneurship among
women, ethnic minorities, and immigrant
communities across the city.

Those efforts, however, are likely to come
up short, unless Boston can give business
owners like Karen Henry-
Garrett and Tran Le a fair
shot at licenses to serve al-
cohol in their restaurants. In
a risky, competitive business
built on perishable ingredi-
ents and low margins, the
ability to sell beer, wine, and
liquor gives restaurateurs much-needed
breathing room.

Le, with her family, runs a two-year-old
restaurant called Pho Le in the Fields Cor-
ner section of Dorchester; it’s one of a clus-
ter of Vietnamese restaurants in an area just
off the MBTA Red Line. Farther south on
Dorchester Avenue, British immigrant Hen-
ry-Garrett has tried to turn her five-year-old
Dot2Dot Cafe into an informal community
center. But restaurants simply can’t live up
to their potential — as vehicles for their
owners’ culinary ambitions or as strong
businesses — without the right to sell liquor,
or at least beer and wine. State law limits
the number of alcohol licenses in cities and
towns across the state and imposes a hard
cap on licenses in Boston. The city’s Licens-
ing Board seldom has any open licenses to
give out.

In its failure to get the cap lifted, the city
has closed off a time-honored path to pros-
perity. To her credit, City Councilor Ayanna
Pressley is leading a drive to persuade the
Legislature to let Boston issue licenses as
the city sees fit. Under her proposal, the Li-
censing Board would still screen applicants
and solicit input from neighbors, but it —
not state lawmakers — would determine the
total number of licenses in the city. Press-
ley’s approach shouldn’t be remotely contro-
versial. Yet many State House wheeler-deal-
ers are happy to meddle in a quintessential-
ly local matter. And while Mayor Menino
recognized the need for new licenses in the
emerging Seaport District, securing Boston’s
ability to issue new licenses elsewhere in the
city hasn’t been a priority.

Technical and moral support for restau-
rateurs only goes so far. What they really
need to thrive, and become the anchors of
vibrant neighborhood Main Streets, is the
ability to earn money on their own.

The cap on liquor licenseswas imposed on
an Irish-dominated city by a censorious Yan-
kee legislature in the 1930s. And in the grim
postwar decades of urban decline in Boston,
neighbors often came to see establishments
with liquor licenses as magnets for crimi-
nals, prostitutes, or, at best, students with
fake IDs.

Yet just as Boston and other major US
cities have sprung back to life in recent de-
cades, diners have grown more adventurous
— and have come to expect a restaurant ex-
perience that includes a drink. “The dining-
out culture has changed in Boston,” ob-
serves Tran Le, the Fields Corner restaurant
owner. “If people go out and have sushi and
sake, it’s not perceived as being that exotic
anymore. And having a glass of wine with a
meal can be a rather common thing.” Res-
taurants that can’t fill that need aren’t able
to provide a complete dining experience.

While Boston can’t issue new licenses,
well-financed restaurateurs can buy them
from someone else. But because of the artifi-
cial scarcity of licenses, a full liquor license

can go for more than $300,000. Even a beer
and wine license often costs $40,000 or
more — a crippling expense to someone like
Henry-Garrett, who bought her restaurant
tables at Ikea to save money.

Though opaque to outsiders, the market
for Boston alcohol licenses is manageable
for large hospitality companies. It works
well for lawyers and brokers who’ve mas-
tered the process, and for the elected offi-
cials to whom they contribute. Yet the cost
and complexity of the system freezes out a
classic American type — plucky entrepre-
neurs, often immigrants or first-generation
strivers, who start restaurants on a shoe-
string. “Why should I have to call a lawyer
first,” asks Henry-Garrett, “to even know

what the process is?”
The cap on liquor licenses

creates broader problems.
The system has, for instance,
become a locus for political
corruption. Former state sen-
ator Dianne Wilkerson —
whose district included Rox-

bury, a neighborhood long starved for eco-
nomic development — took bribes in ex-
change for trying to steer a license to a local
businessman.

Sordid as it was, the Wilkerson case also
hints at how hard it’s become to get alcohol
licenses outside the city’s wealthiest neigh-
borhoods, for the cap turns alcohol licensing
into a zero-sum game. When planning glitzy
new locations in upscale areas, established
chains will buy liquor licenses from less-
well-heeled establishments in Dorchester or
Mattapan. Increasingly, these neighbor-
hoods are cut off from what in other cities is
a common engine of redevelopment: Seeing
empty storefronts and low commercial
rents, a restaurateur takes a chance on
opening a new eatery. Novelty-seeking din-
ers scout out lower-cost eats in funky set-
tings. If one restaurant’s appeal is broad
enough, others follow. So, eventually, do
other businesses.

Many of Boston’s humbler neighbor-
hoods need the boost that a thriving restau-
rant can provide. Restaurants — if they’re
allowed to — will play an ever larger role in
the health of local business districts. Unlike
bookstores and clothing shops of yesteryear,
they’re not vulnerable to e-commerce.

They’re also essential to the holy grail of
development in Boston: mixed residential
and commercial projects along major transit
lines. The success of these projects hinges
on whether residents can walk to a variety
of businesses — including places where they
get something to eat. But to justify building
ground-floor retail space, developers need to
be sure they can fill it. To a developer, a res-
taurant without an alcohol license looks like
a potentially unreliable tenant; to a lender, a
developer with iffy tenants looks like a bad
risk. There’s a good reason the Quincy City
Council — which has approved an ambitious
$1.6 billion plan to remake its center with
dense mixed-use development — has peti-
tioned the Legislature for more than two
dozen new downtown liquor licenses. “This
may be the most important decision you
make to the success of Quincy,” a consultant
told the council.

Meanwhile in Dorchester, restaurant
owner Henry-Garrett is trying to build a fol-
lowing for Dot2Dot Cafe: She has pictures
by local artists on the walls. She plays host
to a book club and a knitting night. She’s
held events using one-day alcohol licenses.
Yet a beer and wine license would only en-
hance her ability to serve as a neighborhood
rallying point — and make it practical for
her to stay open for dinner.

One can imagine a thousand different
public initiatives that would help a fledgling
business like hers grow: low-interest loans,
economic development grants, assistance in
getting the word out. But City Hall could
help far more by leaning on Beacon Hill —
and letting aspiring restaurateurs get the al-
cohol licenses they need to thrive.

OPEN UP, BOSTON

To revive city’s Main Streets,
get more liquor licenses
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RE “GOMEZ DEFEAT leaves a
party searching for answers”
(Metro, June 27) here are
some suggestions for the Mas-
sachusetts Republicans as they
grapple with how to turn
around their fortunes around
in the next election.

A horse with a leather GOP
saddle will win 45 percent of
the vote, but it might take a
better candidate to win 50 per-
cent plus 1.

While picking candidates
based on attractiveness is fine
for fashion magazines, politi-
cal offices have more stringent
requirements. To win, send
people who have real issues to

discuss and solutions to offer.
Scott Brown’s dismissive

refrain of “the professor” in
last year’s race against Eliza-
beth Warren and Gomez’s
catchphrase “37 years” in his
race against Ed Markey were
signals the two candidates
had nothing to say. Stoking
electorate fears wears out
quickly during a campaign.
Stop treating us as if we’re stu-
pid.

Gomez’ career as a pilot
and Navy SEAL gains him a
few points for courage and en-
durance, but what were his
positive goals? His declara-
tions of how he would change
the Senate were naïve. The
party leaders would have side-
lined him just as quickly as

they did Brown.
ARTHUR THOMAS

Gloucester

To win, GOPmust
take us seriously

I AGREE with the theme of
Tom Keane’s column, “This
match never lit” (Op-ed, June
25). But truly this special elec-
tion was doomed from the start,
because of the changes made to
election laws in 2004 regarding
Senate vacancies.

Even as a Democrat, I have
to say that changing the law to
rob former governor Mitt Rom-
ney of a Senate appointment if
John Kerry were elected presi-
dent was nothing but petty par-
tisanship. Changing it again in
2009 to allow a temporary ap-
pointment upon Senator Ken-
nedy's passing was not a real
fix, though it’s good not to leave
the seat vacant while awaiting
an election.

The real way to address this
problem, and stop burdening
Massachusetts voters with
seemingly endless electioneer-
ing, is to repeal the ’04 and ’09
changes. Should another Senate
vacancy occur, allow the gover-
nor (whoever that may be) to
appoint a replacement until the
next general election, when vot-
ers are relatively engaged: every
two years, in the fall.

ADAM GREEN
Arlington

Time to get rid of
special elections
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Cohasset residents line up to vote last week.

WHY CAN’T WE TALK
ABOUT CELIBACY?

RE “O’MALLEY BARS talk by
priest over views” (Page A1,
June 25):

Although the talk by the
Rev. Helmut Schuller is open to
the public, I would like to ex-
tend a personal invitation to
Cardinal Sean P. O’Malley. To
address the priest shortage in
the Catholic Church, it’s critical
that the entire church, from the
laity to hierarchy, be open to ex-
amining church traditions like
priestly celibacy that discour-
age vocations.

Even within my own parish,
there are married men who
would embrace the priesthood
if celibacy were optional. Given
that the Catholic Church has a
long history (through the 12th
century) of married clergy and
currently ordains married
priests (e.g., former Episcopal
and Anglican priests), Father
Schuller’s advocacy of a mar-
ried clergy is not in direct op-
position to church teachings.

Perhaps if we approach our
challenges with open hearts
and open minds we can find a
better solution than paying
high-priced consultants to
merge our parishes into collab-
oratives, overburdening the
priests we do have, and driving
out even more parishioners in
the process.

LINDA BATES
North Easton

O’Malley should
attend talk

I’M A BIT confused about the
Archdiocese of Boston’s refusal
to allow the Rev. Helmut
Schuller to speak about option-
al celibacy on church property,
forcing organizers to move the
event to another location
(“O’Malley bars talk by priest
over views,” Page A1, June 25).
A number of married Catholic
priests are quite legally en-
sconced in the Archdiocese,
some because Cardinal Law
worked his little zucchetto off
to recruit dissatisfied Anglican
priests into the Catholic
Church. For example, there is
Father Richard Bradford, for-
mer rector of the Ralph Adams
Cram Episcopal Church in Ash-
mont. Bradford, ironically
enough, disagreed strongly
enough with the ordaining of
women to the episcopacy that
he jumped the proverbial Tiber,
along with his wife, three chil-
dren, and half of his congrega-
tion, to become Catholic.

My confusion is about
whether I would be allowed to
continue preaching if I happen
to meet Bradford on the street,
and speak encouragingly to
him. Am I allowed to send him
and his family Christmas and
Easter cards? Can I mention
him positively in my bulletin
column or in a sermon? How
about Father Bradford himself?
Can he admit that he is happy
as a Catholic priest? And what
if the Voice of the Faithful, the
liberal Catholic activist group
that helped organize Schuller’s
visit, shares his joy?

THE REV. WILLIAM
H. MCLAUGHLIN

Immaculate
Conception Church

Newburyport

Double standard
onmarried priests

RE “O’MALLEY BARS talk by
priest over views” (Page A1,
June 25):

There is a remarkable mini-
history embedded in Cardinal
Sean P. O’Malley’s refusal to al-
low the Rev. Helmut Schuller to
speak on property of the Catho-

lic church. Celibacy optional?
Ordaining women? No way,
says the Catholic church. Not
on this ground!

So the talk, the open conver-
sation, the discussion of ideas,
will take place somewhere else.

Since 1517, with Martin Lu-
ther’s posting of the 95 Theses,
it has.

DAVID MCCANN
Watertown

Again, church
shuts down debate

A LOT of people stay, or be-
come, religious for spiritual
growth. They study religious
texts to become better people.

When Cardinal Sean P.
O’Malley refuses to listen to a
prominent Catholic leader
speaking at a commencement
because he disagrees with his
stance on abortion, that is the
opposite of spiritual growth.
When O’Malley refuses to let a
prominent Austrian priest
speak at a parish because he
disagrees with his desire to al-
low women to be priests, or for
priests to marry, that is also the
opposite of spiritual growth.

Ethics don’t spring whole
from doctrine; they evolve as
the result of debate and cour-
age. With O’Malley, we don't
get courage, and we don’t get
spiritual growth. We get doc-
trine. That might have worked
once, but today people who are
seeking spiritual growth are al-
so those who are fleeing doc-
trine and superstition. No won-
der the church is shrinking.

NANCY KELLOGG
Northborough

Spiritual growth
requires listening



a chance on opening a new eatery. Novelty-seeking diners scout out lower-cost eats in funky settings. If one 
restaurant’s appeal is broad enough, others follow. So, eventually, do other businesses.

Many of Boston’s humbler neighborhoods need the boost that a thriving restaurant can provide. Res-
taurants — if they’re allowed to — will play an ever larger role in the health of local business districts. Unlike 
bookstores and clothing shops of yesteryear, they’re not vulnerable to e-commerce. 

They’re also essential to the holy grail of development in Boston: mixed residential and commercial 
projects along major transit lines. The success of these projects hinges on whether residents can walk to a vari-
ety of businesses — including places where they get something to eat. But to justify building ground-floor retail 
space, developers need to be sure they can fill it. To a developer, a restaurant without an alcohol license looks 
like a potentially unreliable tenant; to a lender, a developer with iffy tenants looks like a bad risk. There’s a 
good reason the Quincy City Council — which has approved an ambitious $1.6 billion plan to remake its center 
with dense mixed-use development — has petitioned the Legislature for more than two dozen new downtown 
liquor licenses. “This may be the most important decision you make to the success of Quincy,” a consultant told 
the council.

Meanwhile in Dorchester, restaurant owner Henry-Garrett is trying to build a following for Dot2Dot 
Cafe: She has pictures by local artists on the walls. She plays host to a book club and a knitting night. She’s held 
events using one-day alcohol licenses. Yet a beer and wine license would only enhance her ability to serve as a 
neighborhood rallying point — and make it practical for her to stay open for dinner.

One can imagine a thousand different public initiatives that would help a fledgling business like hers 
grow: low-interest loans, economic development grants, assistance in getting the word out. But City Hall could 
help far more by leaning on Beacon Hill — and letting aspiring restaurateurs get the alcohol licenses they need 
to thrive.
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