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The Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) 
is a strange beast. It operates freely without a legislative 
mandate or guidelines and has no restraints on its activities. 

CIDA is not answerable to Parliament. In short, it can do 
whatever it likes with the $5 billion a year it has been given 
to distribute internationally. This amount accounts for 80% of 
Canada’s international aid. 

The reason for this free wheeling organization is that 
it was established in 1968 by former Prime Minister Pierre 
Trudeau, by way of an imperious Cabinet Order-in-Council 
to permit Mr. Trudeau’s good friend, maverick globetrotter 
and multi-millionaire socialist, Maurice Strong, to run the 
organization as he chose. Mr. Strong was later appointed, by 
Trudeau, as chairman of Petro Canada and he has since held 
many other prestigious positions, both in Canada and abroad, 
mostly because he has the curious knack of making friends 
with influential people. He is currently hiding out in China 
as their supposed Environmental Advisor in order to avoid 
the fall-out of his involvement with the UN’s scandalous “Oil 
for Food” fraud in Iraq. The latter was set-up by Mr. Strong’s 
great friend, former UN Secretary General, Kofi Annan. 

It’s not that CIDA’s unrestrained activities have gone 
unnoticed. Auditors General over the years have criticized 
CIDA’s uninhibited ways. The most recent criticism was from 
Auditor General Sheila Fraser, who, in her July 2010 audit of 
CIDA, described the organization as “dysfunctional”. 

Poverty reduction and human rights are supposed to be 
the core of Canada’s aid programs but the latter have always, 
in practice, been interpreted from a left-wing perspective.

As far back as 1976, CIDA developed guidelines to 
promote feminism abroad. In 1993, it created its Women 
in Development Policy—which required that the “Status of 
Women” be included in all Third World funding projects. This 
is not to say that CIDA has not been helpful in assisting in the 
health, education, agriculture, community development and 
small businesses, over the years, but the feminist slant of its 

projects was highly visible. 
The Conservative government, under Minister of 

International Cooperation, Bev Oda, has been trying to put 
CIDA into some sort of order, to make it more effective, 
timely, and predictable in order for it to achieve concrete 
results. However, despite the governments’ efforts, CIDA 
continues to dance to its own, left-wing tune.

For example, the government prohibited abortion in the 
G 8 maternal health funding in 2010: CIDA, nevertheless, made 
a $6 Million grant to International Planned Parenthood (IPPF) 
in 2011. According to an Access to Information Request, IPPF 
promised CIDA it would use these Canadian funds to deliver:

• 1,229,092 Couple years of protection (CYP)
• 7,090,090 family planning services (FP)
• 3,738,052 sexual reproductive health (SRH) services 

(excluding family planning) and 
• 5,738,052 SRH services provided to young people under 

the age of 25 (including family planning)
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Unions in Canada are not required to make public 
their use of the money they haul in by way of compulsory 
union dues. This is despite the fact that the prosperity 
of organized labour in this country is based on these 
compulsory union dues. 

This situation however, may be somewhat curtailed if 
a private member’s bill, by Conservative MP Russ Hiebert, 
(South Surrey-White Rock-Cloverdale) is passed. Bill 
C-377, introduced on December 5, 2011, passed second 
reading on March 14, 2012 and currently is before House 

of Commons Committee for review. If passed, this bill 
will lay bare the secrets of Canada’s unions representing 
employees working in federal jurisdictions such as the 
airlines, postal, and transportation industries, and federal 
government employees. Because provincial unions make 
donations to charities, which latter must declare their 
income under the federal Income Tax Act, the requirement 
of transparency under this bill may apply to provincial 
unions as well. 

Fortunately, the government supports this bill. The 
bill requires every labour union under federal jurisdiction 
to file with the Minister of Revenue, an annual public 
information return, containing all union transactions and 
disbursements, salaries of officers and directors, and a 
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Yet CIDA refused, for the eleventh time, funding for the 
Canadian based MaterCare which provides medical care 
for pregnant women, both before and after birth in third 
world countries. CIDA’s objections included the fact that 
MaterCare’s purpose was “aimed at curing the problem 
rather than preventing it from taking place”, i.e., trying to 
cure the problem of maternal and child mortality, rather than 
prevent it from occurring. What was MaterCare thinking? 

CIDA also stated that:

“there was concern that MaterCare’s approach to the subject 
matter is not consistent with CIDA’s policies on maternal health. 
CIDA’s approach to improving maternal health and reducing 
maternal mortality includes access to reproductive health care and 
family planning, themes that were not addressed in MaterCare’s 
proposal…” i.e. providing contraception. 

According to MaterCare, however, 

“abortion and birth control are irrelevant to reducing 
maternal mortality as most deaths occur during the last 3 
months of pregnancy, during labour and delivery and one 
week afterwards. It is egregious to suggest to mothers that 
in order to save their own lives, they must kill their babies, 
rather than to provide them with safe comprehensive 
maternity care”.

The mind of CIDA is hard to fathom. CIDA also continues 
to make questionable grants to provocative UN agencies, 
such as the UN Population Fund ($24 -$25 M in 2009-2010) 
and the UN Feminist Agency, UN Women ($10 M in 2010).

Further, CIDA has established a program called 
“Contributions for Partnership Programming” which, in 
effect, hands out money to largely left-wing activist groups 
in Canada, who, of course, use the federal government’s 
money to lobby for yet more foreign aid money. The 
partnership program is used to cover funding of “public 
education” in Canada in order to make Canadians aware 
of the causes of poverty worldwide, and to support 

democracy building, women’s empowerment, and human 
and environmental rights programs in developing countries. 
Some of the beneficiaries of this partnership program 
include affluent organizations such as the Canadian Bar 
Association, Canadian Teachers Federation, and the 
Canadian Labour Congress, as well as many other left-
wing organizations, which can well afford to fund their own 
public education programs on third world problems.

According to the 2008/2009 Public Accounts, CIDA 
handed out $249.76 million to Canadian advocacy groups for 
public partnership initiatives. To put this in perspective, this 
represents nearly 8% of the total amount of money CIDA 
transferred in that fiscal year ($3.17 billion), money that most 
Canadians assumed, in good faith, was going to foreign aid to 
relieve poverty, not to Canadian organizations to educate us 
on the Third World.

Just recently, however, the Conservatives have developed 
a new policy for CIDA, for it to partner with Canadian 
corporations, such as mining companies, to launch development 
projects in Africa and South America. The purpose, allegedly, is 
to fuel economic growth and international trade at home, as 
well as assist projects in these countries to establish schools, 
job skills training, etc. 

Many critics of this new program are left-wing NGO’s 
who have traditionally been funded by CIDA, and who have 
seen their funding sharply reduced or eliminated entirely 
in recent years, e.g., the church-backed, left-wing Kairos 
organization. These NGO’s argue that the partnership 
arrangements are only a taxpayer-funded benefit to affluent 
Canadian corporations, which could easily afford to cover 
the full costs themselves. In effect these activists claim CIDA 
is subsidizing the social programs that mining companies 
routinely introduce for their own benefit in order to avoid 
conflict with local communities.

Clearly, these left-wing organizations view CIDA as their 
own little funding source, and altogether resent anyone else 
sharing the wealth.  

At the present time, labour union leaders in 
Canada are like absolute monarchs, living 
royally off compulsory union fees. 

UNIONS REQUIRED TO BARE THEIR SECRETS



Feminists always have a chip on their shoulders. They 
think that someone (men) are always out to get them—
discriminating against them every way they turn.

It seems now they are also mad because even “female” 
NGO’s and others at the UN are discriminating against 
them. This occurred at the UN Commission on the Status 

of Women conference held in New York, on February 27th - 
March 9th, 2012. 

To the feminists’ shock and horror, the Commission 
concluded without its usual “consensus” document, even 
after extending negotiations for an extra two days.

The purpose of a consensus document is to highlight the 
commitment of UN member states to certain provisions in 
the document. Negotiations stalled at this conference when 
the officious U.S. delegation attempted to introduce more 
language on sexual and reproductive health issues (abortion) 
on the eve of the last day of negotiations. This action met 
strong resistance from member states, with the result that a 
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record of the percentage of time dedicated to political and 
lobbying activities. Under this bill, unions will be required 
to provide statements on all contributions, gifts and grants, 
including all non-labour related expenditures. In short, 
this bill is attempting to provide some transparency with 
regard to the money and activities of unions.

At the present time, labour union leaders in Canada are 
like absolute monarchs, living royally off compulsory union 
fees. These leaders are not required to account for any of 
their expenditures, whether they be their own salaries or 
others’, bonus or gifts, travel expenses, investments, etc. 
They are not taxed on any of the money they receive from 
the compulsory union dues. 

Additionally, union leaders are not required to 
account for any of the causes they support and promote 
with union dues. Over the years, unions have become the 
godfathers of the left. They have supported Morgentaler 
and his cause for abortion on demand, feminists and 
homosexual organizations, as well as same-sex marriage 
activists. It seems that any policy that fits the socialist, left-
wing agenda can be assured of union support paid from 
these compulsory union dues. 

Additionally, even though unions are, quite literally, 
rolling in money, they have also been given a grant from 
CIDA (Canadian International Development Agency) to 
“educate” both Canadians and those abroad on union and 
equality issues. Wealthy unions were even provided with 
funding from the notorious Court Challenges Program (now 
disbanded by the Conservative government) to intervene in 
several homosexual legal cases. For example, the Canadian 
Labour Congress was funded to intervene in the Supreme 
Court of Canada decision in R. vs. Vriend, which ordered the 
province of Alberta to include protection for homosexuals 
in its human rights legislation. The Canadian Union of Public 
Employees (CUPE) was funded by the Court Challenge 
Program to intervene in R. v. Rosenberg, in which the Ontario 
Court of Appeal ordered that homosexual partners be 
considered “spouses” under the Income Tax Act. 

Courts in Canada have also been incredibly supportive 

of unions. The affinity that the Supreme Court of Canada 
has with unions, is curious and even eerie, The Supreme 
Court of Canada has persistently backed labour unions 
in their disputes and this has prevented any fundamental 
change in union power, control and influence in this 
country. For example: 

• In 2001, in the Mervyn Lavigne case, the Supreme Court of 
Canada upheld the payment of compulsory union dues and 
the use of such funds for non-union purposes.
• In 2001, the Supreme Court of Canada upheld a 

controversial Quebec law that forced construction workers 
to join one of only five government approved unions, in order 
to work in the province, i.e., it forced construction workers 
to associate with specific unions.
• In 2002, the Supreme Court of Canada required the 

Conservative government in Ontario, to facilitate the 
unionization of farm workers.
• In 2007, the Supreme Court of Canada concluded that a 

union’s collective bargaining process is an (unwritten) right 
protected by the 1982 Charter of Rights, and that, if the 
government interfered with collective bargaining, it would be 
violating the freedom of association provision in the Charter.

Another serious problem with unions is that there is no 
legislation to regulate internal and union affairs, at all. Labour 
laws only cover issues such as the collective bargaining process, 
etc. Consequently there are no restrictions on unions as to 
elections of union leaders, the conduct of candidates, length 
of office, the fiduciary responsibilities of officers, and removal 
from office, issues which are governed almost entirely by 
the union’s own by-laws. Also, the duties and liabilities of 
union officers is governed only by their own by-laws. That 
is, there is little control of unions because they are regarded 
by the courts as essentially private organizations which are 
permitted the greatest degree of autonomy possible. 

Something has to be done to control the abuse of 
union dues by union leaders. MP Hiebert’s bill is a good 
start to expose the activities of union bosses and their 
expenditures. 

FEMINISTS AT THE UN ARE REALLY ANGRY!
Feminists always have a chip on  
their shoulders. They think that someone (men) 
are always out to get them—discriminating 
against them every way they turn.



consensus was not reached.
The feminists were furious—so angry, in fact, that they are 

now madly collecting signatures on a statement to present to 
“UN Member States, CSW and other relevant human rights 
and development entities”. They are busy sending out emails 
full of pleas to not “put on hold the advancement of women’s 
rights [and]—to reject attempts to invoke traditional values 
or morals, which infringe upon human rights guaranteed by 
international law”. Oh dear.

To get the full flavour of their outrage, we quote directly 
from their email statement: 

For the first time in its history, the 56th Commission on 
the Status of Women (CSW)—a key global policy-making 
body dedicated to gender equality and the promotion 
of women’s rights --ended with no Agreed Conclusions. 
Not since Beijing (4th World Conference on Women in 
1995) has there been such a stalemate between women’s 
rights advocates and ultra-conservative forces. Once 
more, culture and tradition were invoked to stall progress 
on critical women’s rights issues and provoke a political 
deadlock. Fundamentalist forces see this impasse as a great 
‘pro-family’ victory.

The African Group, the OIC [Organization of Islamic 
Conference], the Holy See [representatives of the Catholic 
Church], CARICOM [Caribbean Community] and several 
states worked in various combinations to explicitly block 
progress on several key issues, including opposition to 
already agreed upon language in international texts, such 
as removing the term traditional from ‘harmful traditional 
practices’, lobbying to change ‘early and forced marriages’ 
to the more ambiguous ‘child marriage’, and replacing 
‘gender equality’ with ‘equality between men and women’ 
to refute the existence of any other genders.

The most conservative blocs also sought to advance 

‘parental rights’ and deny the right to comprehensive 
sexuality education and ‘reproductive rights and sexual 
health’ as human rights. The Holy See once more insisted that 
the terms ‘sexual and reproductive health’ and ‘reproductive 
rights’ should exclude abortion and abortion services. They 
also refused to endorse contraception or condom-use for 
family planning or preventing HIV/AIDS and other STDs, or 
support sexuality education stating that:

The advancement of an agenda which promotes ‘sex 
education’ and artificial contraception to children, and 
completely disregards their parent’s [sic] involvement, is 
antithetical to the role of the state which has the responsibility 
to promote the common good of the family and society.

The small number of pro-family NGO’s pitted against the 
feminist NGO’s and UN bureaucrats was a mighty David and 
Goliath struggle.

One of the reasons for the pro-family NGO’s success 
was that we worked diligently with pro-family member states, 
pointing out the verbal traps laid for them by the opposition. 
For example, the opposition attempted to pluralize the 
word “gender” in the document because multiple genders 
means the legal protection of the transgendered, two-
spirited, lesbian, homosexual, bisexual, etc. which, of course, 
is unacceptable to many countries. Another example was 
the attempt to replace parental rights with the rights of the 
state over children. Fortunately this provision was deleted 
from the document. 

A further factor in our favour was the arrogant, 
aggressive behavior of the U.S. delegation, which demanded 
that member states accede to its recommendations. The 
aggression of the U.S. was offensive to many countries, 
which objected to the overbearing American delegation’s 
attempts to insert its values into other countries. 

The meeting of the UN Commission on the Status of 
Women (CSW), February 27, 2012 - March 9, 2012, was 
labeled “outrageous” by feminist NGO’s and UN bureaucrats. 
It appears that the majority of the delegates of the UN 
member states, assisted by pro-family NGO’s, refused to bend 
to the will of the ruling feminist “elites”, who had expected, 
as usual, to dominate the UN meeting. This time they failed 
to do so. 

REAL Women of Canada was delighted to send a 

delegation to this meeting, sending eight (8) members, led by 
one of our Alberta board members, Theresa Nault. 

It was an intense, busy undertaking for our delegation, 
most of whom were young people, who earned their own 
money to attend the conference. 
REAL WOMEN CO-HOSTED POPULAR  
SIDE EVENT

In addition to our many other duties at the 
conference, REAL Women of Canada co-hosted, with 
the New York based Catholic Family and Human Rights 
Institute (C-FAM), one of the best attended side events 
sponsored by NGO’s at this conference. Our event dealt 
with the horrendous effect of China’s one-child policy on 
women, families and society. We titled our event “Gender 
Inequality In Population Control Programs.” The younger 
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REAL Women team members worked hard advertising 
our event by distributing flyers throughout the conference 
building. The room was full, the panelists were experts 
on the topic, and the audience enthusiastically engaged 
the panelists during question period. The audience was 
diverse and for many this was their first exposure to 
the serious implications emerging from China’s one-child 
policy; especially the disparity that has occurred between 
the number of men and women in society caused by the 
aborting of female babies. 
MONITORING THE CANADIAN DELEGATION

One of REAL Women of Canada’s other responsibilities 
was to monitor the Canadian delegation.  In doing so, we 
expected to attend the delegation’s briefings for Canadian 
NGO’s attending the conference.  These briefings are 
facilitated by the head of the Canadian delegation, and 
were supposed to be open to all Canadian delegates and 
NGO’s. Unfortunately, it became a game of cat and mouse 
between the Canadian delegates and REAL Women, as the 
Canadian delegation did its best to avoid the presence of our 
representatives at its briefings, by consistently providing us 
with incorrect information as to the location of its briefings.

Also, oddly, despite our frequent requests for the names of 
the Canadian delegation, this information was not forthcoming. 

We only were able to obtain the list from other sources after 
the conference. Why is the Canadian delegation so afraid of 
the presence of REAL Women at these conferences? Are they 
concerned that we might report on what they’re doing and 
saying at the UN, information they do not want disclosed?

For example, Canada has a close relationship at these 
conferences with Turkey’s spokesperson, who promotes a 
radical feminist ideology there. Compliments were offered to 
the Turkish delegate by the anti-life chairs of the committees, so 
that we knew Canada was working to input feminist ideology 
into the conference document, with this Turkish delegate. 

REAL WOMEN’S PERENNIAL QUESTION:
Why is the Canadian delegation persistently promoting 

a left-wing feminist ideology at UN conferences? We have 
encountered and witnessed this many times. The Status of 
Women selects our delegation to the UN’s Commission on 
the Status of Women each year and determines Canada’s 
policy position during negotiations. Why? What authority do 
these ideological bureaucrats in the Status of Women have to 
set the Canadian agenda? Why has the Canadian delegation 
been allowed to operate so freely without any control or 
supervision from the Conservative government? We keep 
asking this question and never receive a satisfactory answer. 

For over forty years, the Liberal elites in Canada 
have determined Canada’s supposed values, beliefs and 
behaviour. They have, however, been dumbfounded by the 
election of a Conservative majority government under 
Prime Minister Stephen Harper. 

They cannot understand why ordinary Canadians are 
so misguided as to vote for Stephen Harper’s government, 
and can’t comprehend why Canadians fail to understand 
the importance of equality, diversity and the other 
progressive policies that they have long promoted. 

In effect, Mr. Harper’s majority win, in the May 2011 
federal election, marked a sea-change in Canadian politics.  
The political, cultural, business and media elites, who live 
principally in Toronto, Ottawa and Montreal and who have 
long dominated the national agenda, have been shunted 
aside.  For the first time in this country’s history, these 

elites are no longer part of the governing coalition. What 
is behind this change? 

A fascinating explanation for this phenomenon was 
published in an article in the Globe and Mail by popular 
columnist, Margaret Wente (April 21, 2012). Ms. Wente 
wrote, as follows:

I’d like you to take a moment and consider three 
issues from the week’s news. First issue: Omar Khadr 
is coming back to Canada—at last!—even though it’s 
obvious our government would be much happier if 
the guy miraculously dropped dead. Second issue: The 
government is mounting a high-level protest to save the 
life of a Canadian man who is about to be executed by 
the Iranian regime on trumped-up charges of espionage. 
However, that government is barely lifting a finger to 
save another Canadian on death row in Montana, who 
brutally murdered two men in 1982.

The third item hinges on the case of the transgender 
beauty contestant, who is now being allowed, on human-
rights grounds, to compete in the Miss Universe contest. 
The renowned ethicist Peter Singer wrote an opinion 
piece in The Globe this week that applauded the decision, 
arguing we’d all be better off if society ignored gender 
entirely and children were raised sexless.

LIBERALS AND CONSERVATIVES  
CAN’T UNDERSTAND EACH OTHER

[Liberal elites] cannot understand why 
ordinary Canadians are so misguided as 
to vote for Stephen Harper’s government, 
and can’t comprehend why Canadians fail 
to understand the importance of equality, 
diversity and the other progressive policies 
that they have long promoted. 
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What are your reactions to these stories? Many 
people I know (I live in an affluent downtown Toronto 
postal code) believe that Mr. Khadr has been treated 
atrociously, and that the government should be 
condemned for not repatriating him from the hellhole 
of the U.S. justice system. These people are also likely 
to fault the government for being hypocritical about 
death-row cases. As Amnesty International says, ‘Ottawa 
has an obligation to vigorously defend any citizen who 
faces execution abroad’. As for the beauty contestant, 
they may well agree with Peter Singer that society’s 
overemphasis on gender identity is a bad thing.

There’s a label for these people. They are WEIRD. 
That is, they belong to a tiny subculture of the human 
population that is Western, educated, industrialized, rich 
and democratic. In Canada, they are the secular liberal 
baby boomers who dominate the opinion elite.

Jonathan Haidt has a lot to say about WEIRD culture 
(of which he is an admitted member). His fascinating new 
book, The Righteous Mind, is a must-read for anyone who’s 
dumbfounded that Stephen Harper got to be prime minister, 
or that so many of his obviously stupid policies are so popular, 
or that Albertans appear to be on the verge of electing a 
party full of bigots and climate-change deniers.

Mr. Haidt is a social psychologist who studies the moral 
foundations of politics. He argues that conservatives and 
liberals operate with two quite different moral systems. 
Liberals are almost exclusively concerned with harm and 
fairness. They see society as composed of autonomous 
individuals who should be free to satisfy their wants and 
needs as they see fit. Conservatives have a wider moral 
palate. They are also concerned with loyalty, authority and 
sanctity – values that are deeply rooted in human nature and 
all societies throughout history. They see society as composed 
of people in relation to community, who have a set of roles, 
responsibilities and obligations to God and their neighbours. 
They believe there is much more to the moral domain than 
harm and fairness.

Mr. Haidt argues that politicians on the right have a 
built-in advantage, because they understand human nature 
better than liberals do. Most people’s moral frameworks 
are far broader—and far less rational and systematic—
than liberals believe. Nonetheless, liberal psychologists (and 
politicians) have spent most of the past 40 years trying to 
explain why conservatives are so misguided. Why don’t they 
embrace equality, diversity and change, like normal people? 
Obviously, they’re repressed and afraid of difference.

Mr. Haidt believes that as long as liberals continue to 
pathologize conservatism, they’re doomed. Instead, they need 

to understand why the reaction of many ordinary people to 
the issues in the news is so different from their own.

The simple answer is that these people are less concerned 
with individual rights and universal justice than they are with 
things such as loyalty, authority and people getting what 
they deserve. They think, for example, that Omar Khadr is a 
troublemaker in a family of troublemakers who are disloyal 
to their adopted country and that he should be grateful he’s 
not dead. They’re glad our government is standing up to save 
the life of an innocent man, but they couldn’t care less if a 
brutal killer gets his just desserts. As for transgender beauty 
queens—well, whatever. But the whole idea that gender can 
be made irrelevant in human affairs—or that kids can, or 
should, be raised sexless – is ridiculous.

Of all the Harper government’s policies, the ones that 
drive liberals craziest are those concerning crime and 
punishment. To liberals, its law-and-order agenda is nothing 
more than base pandering to an ignorant electorate. But 
many Canadians have a sharply different view. They don’t 
care that crime stats are at record lows, or that mandatory 
minimum sentences don’t work. What they care about is the 
Vancouver bus driver who was off work for more than a 
year after a young thug bashed his face in. The thug got 
18 months to be served at a rehab residence. They care 
about the stupidly light sentence imposed on Graham James 
for sexually abusing teenage hockey players and about 
shopkeepers who get charged by the police for trying to 
protect themselves from thieves. They think these things 
are profoundly wrong. And despite the enlightened views of 
liberals, an alarming number of them continue to support 
the death penalty.

Perhaps if these Canadians were better educated they 
wouldn’t think this way. Or perhaps, if liberals were better 
educated in moral psychology, they’d be able to understand 
why conservative policies are so appealing. My advice is to 
begin by listening to Jonathan Haidt.  

• Have an enjoyable summer! It is a great time to visit 
family, friends as well as your MP.

• Thank your MP for serving the people of your area. Discuss 
pro-family, pro-life issues and any other concerns you have.  
Be friendly and polite.

• A special Thank You to our members for your 
financial support. It is greatly appreciated! 
Donations are always lower in the summer 
months, please consider if you can make a 
contribution to support our efforts, click here. 

MESSAGE BOARD



DONATE TODAY 
SUPPORT OUR WORK TO DEFEND THE FAMILY

Yearly membership: $25   Yearly group rate $30 
Contributions are not tax deductible as we are a political lobby group. 

Name _________________________________________________

Address _______________________________________________

City ___________________________________________________

Province ____________ Postal Code _______________________

Tel _______________  Email _______________________________
Send online at www.realwomenca.com or by mail. Thank you.
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The decision on June 15, 2012 by Madam Justice Lynn 
Smith of the B.C. Supreme Court to strike down the 
prohibitions on assisted suicide was not surprising.

She formerly held the position of President of the 
legal arm of the feminist organization, The Women’s Legal 
Education and Action Fund (LEAF). Entirely consistent with 
her liberal ideology, she struck down the restraints placed 
on the protection of the lives of vulnerable patients by way 
of assisted suicide.

Judge Smith applied the usual tool of Section 7 of the 
Charter, which activist judges consistently use to strike 
down laws they don’t like due to their own ideological 
perspectives. 

Section 7 provides that “Everyone has a right to life, 
liberty and security of the person and the right not to be 
deprived thereof…”. These vague words are interpreted 
by judges to mean anything they want it to mean in order 
to strike down laws, whether on abortion, homosexual 
rights, drug injection sites, prostitution, etc.  That is, it is the 
practice of judges to use this section as the hinge to advance 
the cause of the liberal left.

Judge Smith’s decision is just another example of this 
prevailing trend in the judicial process, whereby Parliament 
has been reduced to a lumbering, dancing bear attached by 
a leash that is firmly grasped by the organ-grinders—the 
appointed, unaccountable judges who determine the tune 

and the steps to which the captive bear must dance.
The greatest tragedy, however, is that the Canadian 

public has become the voiceless victim of the system because 
citizens no longer have input into the laws that affect their 
lives. As a result, when it comes to making the really decisive 
social determinations, Canada is no longer a democracy.

Blinded by her ideological beliefs, Judge Smith has 
obviously either been unwilling or unable to grasp the long-
range ramifications of her decision.

Patients who desire assisted suicide have several 
overwhelming fears: fear of loneliness and abandonment; 
fear of pain; fear for the emotions and financial pressures 
on their families; and, oddly, fear of death itself, which they 
want to control.

These fears have been proven over and over again to 
be remedied by palliative care. It is far more sensitive and 
compassionate to eliminate these terrors, rather than the 
patient.

With the legalization of assisted suicide, patients will 
be made extremely vulnerable if they guiltily try to hold 
onto their lives despite concerns about their family. Our 
aging population, coupled with our already failing health 
care system, will only exacerbate the problems of gravely ill 
individuals.

This is why the federal government announced on June 
13, 2012 that it would appeal the decision of Madam Justice 
Lynn Smith. In the meantime, the judiciary must be stopped 
from its wholesale attempts to change Canadian values. We 
can no longer live with its tyranny. The federal government 
must invoke the very legitimate and reasonable provision of 
Section 33 (the Notwithstanding clause) in the Charter to 
put a stop to the games being played on the public by the 
machinations of arrogant, unaccountable judges. 

B.C. SUPREME COURT STRIKES DOWN PROHIBITIONS 
ON ASSISTED SUICIDE

This cartoon appeared in The Hill Times on June 18, 2012.

With the legalization of assisted suicide, 
patients will be made extremely vulnerable 
if they guiltily try to hold onto their lives 
despite concerns about their family. Our aging 
population, coupled with our already failing 
health care system, will only exacerbate the 
problems of gravely ill individuals.



MP Shelly Glover (St. Boniface Manitoba), phoned 
me at my home on June 6th, 2012 at 1:30 pm to discuss 
REAL Women of Canada’s opposition to Bill C-279, (the 
transgender bill). Introduced by NDP MP Randall Garrison, 
Bill C-279 is a private member’s bill to amend the Canadian 
Human Rights Act and the Criminal Code to include “gender 
identity” and “gender expression” as prohibited grounds of 
discrimination.

REAL Women had 
previously sent two 
pieces of communication 
to Conservative MPs to 
express our opposition 
to this unnecessary 
legislation. The first was a detailed three-page letter, dated 
April 27, 2012, outlining our concerns with Bill C-279. Our 
objections included:  

1) the lack of a definition of “gender identity” and “gender 
expression”, 
2) the fact that these terms had been rejected by the UN, and 
3) the consequences of the bill, such as male access to 
women’s washrooms.

Our letter also explained the experience of Johns Hopkins 
Hospital in Baltimore, Maryland, the leading authority on 
transsexual surgery; this hospital has now ceased to provide 
this service. The reason for the discontinuation was that 
the hospital found that individuals were no happier or well-
adjusted after the surgery than they had been before, and, 
significantly, such treatment was contributing to the mental 
illness of such patients by providing surgery and hormone 
treatments for their obsession to belong to another gender, 
which had no medical basis. REAL Women concluded its 
letter to MPs by stating that transgendered individuals must 
have the same rights as all other Canadians, but should not 
be given special rights.

On June 5, 2012, REAL Women also emailed a one-page 
memo to Conservative MPs to encourage them to vote 
against Bill C-279 on June 6th at second reading. 

Ms. Glover began our telephone discussion on June 6, by 
saying she was “alarmed” at REAL Women’s April 27th letter, 
and that she was “quite shocked” at our comments. She 
informed me that she was a former police officer, and had 
covered child abuse cases. Ms. Glover then complained that 
we had not cited any studies to document our concern about 
male access to women’s washrooms. Our letter had stated 
that one consequence of the bill would be the risk of child 
predators using cross-dressing as a pretense to gain access to 
children in public washrooms. 

Ms. Glover was correct in that we did not specifically 

cite any studies for this statement. However, our conclusions 
were based on two cases in British Columbia. In the first case, 
in 1999, Sheridan vs. Sanctuary Investments Ltd. doing business as 
“B.J.’s Lounge” [1999] BCHRTD 43, a man, who believed he was 
of the female gender, but had not received hormone treatment 
or surgery, and was very much a male under his dress, entered 
the women’s washroom in a Victoria nightclub. He was 
ordered to leave the women’s washroom. He subsequently 

laid a complaint with 
the B.C. Human Rights 
Commission, which 
upheld his complaint 
and fined the nightclub 
$2,000.00. In short, 
a male dressed as a 

woman was allowed by the BC Tribunal to access a women’s 
washroom. If Bill C-279 is passed, this bizarre decision would 
be confirmed, giving any male dressed as a woman, access to 
women’s washrooms. 

In the second case, Kimberly Nixon vs. Vancouver Rape 
Relief Society, 2000 BCHRT 32, a man, who had had hormone 
treatment and sexual reassignment surgery, applied to be a 
volunteer at a Vancouver Rape Relief and Women’s Shelter. 
This individual, despite wearing women’s apparel, was still 
obviously a male with a prominent Adam’s apple, broad 
shoulders, large hands and feet and was unusually tall. The 
Rape Relief and Women’s Shelter refused him as a volunteer, 
stating that he had not experienced life as a girl and woman 
and that his presence would intimidate women who were 
being counseled because of a rape. The individual subsequently 
laid a complaint with the B.C. Human Rights Tribunal, which 
ordered the payment of $7,500.00 for “hurt feelings”. This 
decision was subsequently set aside by the B.C. Court of 
Appeal, which unanimously held that Vancouver Rape Relief 
and Women’s Shelter had the right to train only women who 
have never been anything but female. The Supreme Court of 
Canada refused to hear an appeal in this case. If Bill C-279 
is passed, there will be no protection for rape victims from 
counseling under such circumstances. Moreover, this case 
makes clear that despite surgery and hormone treatment, an 
individual retains not only his/her life’s experiences, but also 
many of the physical characteristics with which he/she was 
born including the DNA and reproductive system.

During our telephone conversation, Ms. Glover spoke 
to me in an emotional and annoyed manner, stating that 
“REAL Women better get their stories straight”. Ms Glover 
then demanded that REAL Women negate its position. She 
said that she had “trouble with our organization”, claiming 
that we “had defamed and done serious damage to these 
transgendered people”. 
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‘REAL Women better get their stories straight’.  
Ms Glover then demanded that REAL Women negate 
its position. She said that she had ‘trouble with our 
organization’, claiming that we ‘had defamed and 
done serious damage to these transgendered people”. 



The Conservative government, uneasy about social issues, 
was hoping the transgender Bill C-279 would just go away. 
But lack of unity in the Conservative government has given 
the bill another day. REAL Women informed all Conservative 
MPs of the shortcomings of the bill and asked them to vote 
against it. Yet, the NDP sponsored bill was rushed through 
the House of Commons, and allowed to pass second reading 
on June 6, 2012, to be reviewed by the Standing Committee 
on Justice and Human Rights.

Since this Bill protects “gender identity” and “gender 
expression”, which are undefined in the Bill, human rights 
tribunals and the courts will subsequently have the 
responsibility to define these terms, according to their own 
ideological perspective. 

Further, no cost estimates were tabled for “health” 
care, such as plastic surgery, hormone follow-up, and health 
complications; attainment of “economic equality” for those 
who avail themselves of these new sexual categories; or for 
future litigation costs to the taxpayer. 

At second reading, only Conservative MPs voted against 
the bill. No MP from any other party opposed the bill. However, 
15 Conservative MPs voted in favour of C-279, ignoring 
arguments made by their own government, such as those 
by Ms. Kerry-Lynne Findlay and Dean Allison, who spoke on 
April 5, 2012 against passing a bill with these undefined terms 
and unknown consequences. Also, 16 Conservative MPs did 
not vote on the bill at all. NDP MPs were united in voting in 
favour, with two absentees. All Liberal votes were in favour, 
with 5 not recorded as voting (Cuzner, Karygiannis, McKay, 
Simms and Trudeau.) 3 Bloc MPs voted in favour, one did not 
vote. Of the two Independents, Bruce Hyer voted for it, while 
Peter Goldring did not vote. The official result was 150 Yeas 
and 132 Nays. There were 307 sitting members of Parliament. 
If the Conservatives had been united in voting against it, the 
bill would not have passed second reading.

The 15 Conservatives who voted for the transgender bill 

were as follows:
Chris Alexander-Ajax –Pickering, ON
Michael Chong-Wellington -Halton Hills, ON
John Duncan-Vancouver Island North, B.C.
Kerry-Lynne Findlay-Delta-Richmond East, B.C. 
(although she had spoken against it on April 5, 2012)

Jim Flaherty-Whitby-Oshawa, ON
Shelly Glover-Saint Boniface, MB
Laurie Hawn-Edmonton Centre, AB
Gerald Keddy-South Shore-St. Margaret’s, NS
Cathy McLeod-Kamloops -Thompson-Cariboo, B.C.
Lisa Raitt-Halton, ON
Michelle Rempel-Calgary Centre, AB
Bruce Stanton-Simcoe North, ON
Bernard Trottier-Etobicoke –Lakeshore, ON
Bernard Valcourt-Madawaska - Restigouche, NB
David Wilks-Kootenay-Columbia, B.C.

The 16 Conservatives who did not vote or were absent:
Diane Ablonczy-Calgary - Nose Hill, AB
Rona Ambrose-Edmonton - Spruce Grove, AB
John Baird-Ottawa West -Nepean, ON
Maxime Bernier-Beauce, QC
Steven Blaney-Levis Bellechasse, QC
Ed Fast-Abbotsford, BC
Stephen Harper-Calgary Southwest, AB
Ed Komarnicki-Souris-Moose Mountain, SK
Ryan Leef-Yukon, YK
Kellie Leitch-Simcoe-Grey, ON
Colin Mayes-Okanagan-Shuswap, BC
Phil McColeman-Brant, ON
James Moore-Port Moody-Westwood-Port Coquitlam, BC
Deepak Obhrai-Calgary East, AB
Pierre Poilievre-Nepean-Carlton, ON
Stephen Woodworth-Kitchener Centre, ON
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Ms. Glover demanded to receive immediately a written 
statement from REAL Women of Canada, retracting our 
position. She further stated, that if she did not have this letter 
by 8 pm this day she would send her own letter to MPs 
attacking our position on Bill C-279. 

I firmly but politely refused her demand stating, “I can 
assure you that you will not receive any communication from 
us by 8 pm this day or at any other time to reverse our 
position on Bill C-279.” 

The telephone discussion ended with Ms. Glover calling 
REAL Women “irresponsible”.

It is our understanding that an MP’s role is to listen to 
the views of the public and to balance opinions before voting. 

It is not the responsibility of an MP to harass and insult an 
organization because that organization does not conform to 
his/her own personal, liberal, “politically correct” opinion. 

Ms. Glover was using her position as a Member of 
Parliament and as a former police officer to intimidate and 
bully REAL Women of Canada into changing its position on 
Bill C-279. Ms. Glover’s conduct towards me (and thus, REAL 
Women) was altogether intolerable.

On July 5, 2012 a letter was sent to the Right Honourable 
Prime Minister Stephen Harper bringing this unfortunate 
incident to his attention. Ms. Glover’s actions do not speak 
well of either her judgment, nor of her respect for members 
of the public. 

TRANSGENDER BILL RUSHED THROUGH THE 
HOUSE OF COMMONS



In the April 5 House of Commons debates on C-279, 
Conservative MP Dean Allison (Niagara West–Glanbrook) 
warned that “the law cannot simply abolish gender categories 
and gender norms in Canadian society. Nor should tribunals 
and courts be asked to reconstruct and interpret gender 
norms. That is an unrealistic view of what the legal system is 
empowered and entrusted to do”. 

On April 5, Conservative MP Kerry-Lynne Findlay, 
Parliamentary Secretary to Justice Minister Rob Nicholson 
stated: “It seems to me that it is rather imprudent as 
legislators to pass legislation without 
clearly demonstrating the full extent of the 
bill’s intention. ...I have explained that the 
amendments proposed by this bill are largely 
unnecessary, given the jurisprudence to date. 
The Canadian Human Rights Tribunal has 
already dealt with several complaints brought 
by transsexuals under the existing ground of 
sex discrimination. I mentioned a few. There 
is no need to add new and vague terms to the 
Canadian Human Rights Act or the Criminal 
Code. I would therefore urge my colleagues 
on both sides of the House to oppose this bill 
for those reasons.”  

She obviously spoke with a forked tongue, 
since she then proceeded to vote in favour of 
the bill on June 6, as did Finance Minister Jim 
Flaherty, whose wife, MPP Christine Elliott co-sponsored a 
similar bill, which passed in the Ontario legislature on June 
13.

The Transgender bill has a certain emotional appeal 
for left-leaning “progressives” who think the government 
legislation can alleviate all human problems. The bill deals 
with Gender Identity Disorder which is now called “gender 
dysphoria”, which is dissatisfaction with the sex one receives 
at conception, and/or the gender identities associated with 
that sex. This covers a large area of dissatisfaction. 

GLBT (gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender) political 
activism has spawned an ever increasing number of such 
rights-seeking activists dealing with gender identity and 
expression: transvestite, cross-dresser, two spirited, 
questioning, queer, drag queen or king, gender bender, 
cisgender, asexual, pansexual, intersex and those who reject 
“the binary construct of sexual orientation” will all likely 
eventually be protected by this bill.  One of several “alphabet 
soup” designation is GLBTTQQIT-S, but Canadian lobbyists 
camouflage the expansion by using the simpler term GLBT. 
Beyond special rights, many demand “recognition and 
acceptance.” These and further categories would fall under 
the umbrella of “gender identity” and “gender expression.”  
For example, pedophiles, are now clamoring to achieve 
acceptance for their disorder, on the basis that they are 
entitled to recognition and equality rights for their specific 
orientation.

THE TRANSGENDER ISSUE AND MEDICINE
There are however, genuine physiologically based 

conditions referred to as intersex. These are persons who, 
because of a genetic condition or developmental factors, 
are born with reproductive organs that are indeterminate 
in terms of male or female. The medical profession is divided 
as to whether surgery or hormonal treatment is appropriate 
for this condition.

It is quite another matter, however, when people whose 
sex is definitively determined at conception as male or female, 

choose to undergo drastic chemical and 
surgical procedures to attempt to become 
the opposite sex because they believe they 
have been born into the wrong sex, contrary 
to their actual chromosomal and physical 
make-up. 

The medical profession is also divided 
on how to treat the so-called “gender re-
assignment” requests, which do not change 
the basic DNA of the patient or his/her 
reproductive organs. It only creates a false 
vagina or penis, which do not function as such. 
Many professionals are convinced that the 
most compassionate and respectful approach 
to gender identity disorder is counseling. 
Such an example is Dr Paul McHugh, former 
Director of Psychiatry at Johns Hopkins 

School of Medicine, who said “ it is not obvious how this 
patient’s feeling that he is a woman trapped in a man’s body 
differs from the feeling of a patient with anorexia nervosa that 
she is obese despite her emaciated, cachectic [a condition of 
weakness of body or mind] state. We don’t do liposuction 
on anorexics. Why amputate the genitals of these poor men? 
Surely, the fault is in the mind not the member.” McHugh 
halted sex change operations at Johns Hopkins Hospital on 
the basis that, this is, “with the exception of frontal lobotomy, 
the most radical therapy ever encouraged by 20th century 
psychiatrists.” He has also encouraged other facilities to end 
“sex-change” operations.

TRANSGENDER AND PARENTAL RIGHTS
It is not surprising that parental rights are ignored as 

the brave new world of human rights marches through our 
institutions.

In 2002 a transgendered boy was given permission by 
the Nanaimo-Ladysmith school board, under the direction of 
“legal and human rights experts”, to use the girl’s washroom 
in the school, overriding the opposition of parents. 

Despite the objections of numerous parents, in 2002, the 
Vancouver Public School Board permitted a male teacher, 
who had undergone surgery to appear female, to continue 
teaching. A board spokesperson stated, “We are creating a 
caring and accepting community.”

In March 2010, the American College of Pediatricians 

The Transgender 
bill has a certain 
emotional appeal 
for left-leaning 
“progressives”  
who think the 
government 
legislation  

can alleviate all 
human problems. 
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The World Congress of Families, held in Madrid in May, 
was magnificent. It included a superb agenda, outstanding 
speakers, and the technology used during the Congress was 
amazing. 

The Congress took place in a huge auditorium in which 
thousands were seated. Because of the vastness of the 
auditorium, the speakers at the front appeared small and 
indiscernible from the back. This problem however, was 
overcome by the speakers being projected onto a large 
background screen on the stage, giving the audience an 
intimate view of the speakers. The translations in English and 
Spanish were flawless. 

There were 3,100 registrants at the Congress from 80 
countries. 

The Congress helped to establish an extensive 
international network of defenders of the family, who mainly 
came from Europe, North and South America, Africa and 
Australia. These pro-family leaders share a common bond 
as they individually struggle fearlessly in their countries to 
promote a better world for all. They were informed, inspired 
and uplifted to continue their critical work, by this Congress.

The text of the speakers (including that of REAL Women 
National Vice President, Gwen Landolt) can be found online, 
as follows:
Friday, May 25: http://congresomundial.es/agenda-viernes-25/
Saturday, May 26: http://congresomundial.es/agenda-sabado-26/ 
Sunday, May 27: http://congresomundial.es/agenda-domingo-27/

A Spanish and English version of the Congress will be 
available in book and DVD form. 

We should also add that the Congress included an 
important event: an International Parliamentary Forum took 
place in which speakers made proposals for specific action, 
best practices and synergies between politicians and civil 
society. Some members of the European Parliament were 
present at the Forum, both to provide insight and to acquire 

information as to how to work effectively in defence of 
life and family. A Declaration of Parliamentarians and Civil 
Society, signed by the participants at this Forum, is currently 
being prepared. 

At the end of the conference, participants were addressed 
by Spain’s Minister of Culture and Education. He stated 
that Spain is currently facing two serious problems—fiscal 
problems and problems with its values. He said as serious as 
the fiscal problems facing Spain are, it is even more serious 
that Spain has lost its family values. He said that family life 
must be strengthened in Spain and that traditional moral 
values, including that of the right to life, which is the most 
important right of all, must be restored to the nation. 

It was encouraging to hear this from a member of a 
European government. It provided the participants at the 
conference hope for the future. 

The World Congress events are open to everyone. We 
would love to have you at the next one that will be held in 
Sydney, Australia, in May 2013. Visiting “the land down under” 
would be a great treat for you as well as very uplifting.

REAL WOMEN’S PARTICIPATION AT THE CONGRESS
REAL Women of Canada is one of the international 

partners of the Congress. As a result, REAL Women of 
Canada was included among the speakers at the Congress, as 
well as in the Parliamentary Forum. In addition, REAL Women 
had a very popular booth at the Congress. It was located at 
an excellent location, right in front of the auditorium. A quick 
view of REAL Women’s poster distributed from our booth 
can be seen on YouTube at http://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=cQCkfmkD8cw&feature=youtu.be

Our booth was managed by two REAL Women members 
from British Columbia, Laurie Geschke, former President of 
REAL Women, and Doris Darvasi, former president of the 
B.C. chapter and currently a member of the REAL Women 
National Board. Both of these wonderful women (who also 
speak French), came as volunteers and paid all their own 
expenses. REAL Women cannot thank them enough for their 
tremendous contribution. 

The Congress helped to establish an extensive 
international network of defenders of the family 

THE MAGNIFICENT WORLD CONGRESS OF FAMILIES: 
MADRID 2012

distributed a warning letter, citing various research studies, 
which affirmed that many adolescents go through a stage of 
experiencing sexual confusion, but that, if it is not reinforced, 
they generally pass through this stage.

The letter went on to say that when “parents or others 
allow or encourage a child to behave and be treated as 
the opposite sex, the confusion is reinforced and the child 
is conditioned for a life of unnecessary pain and suffering. 
Even when motivated by noble intentions, schools can play a 
detrimental role if they reinforce this disorder.”

The letter informed educational professionals that “in 
dealing with adolescents experiencing same-sex attraction, it 
is essential to understand there is no scientific evidence that 
an individual is born ‘gay’ or ‘transgendered’”.

Please take the time to thank your MP if he/she voted 
against C-279. Inform the MPs, who are undecided or 
who voted in favour, of the facts behind the issue. C-279 
is expected to be before committee and voted on at third 
reading this fall. This left liberal expansion of government 
defending gender confusion must be stopped. 
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The following is a first hand account by Doris of the 
experience of managing the REAL Women booth at the 
World Congress of Families in Madrid in May 2012.

The place was buzzing, people hugging each other, “Good 
to see you again “. There was lots of laughter and chatting. 
Excitement was in the air. People from all over the world 
were gathering to encourage, inform, and share on issues 
relating to the natural family. 

As Laurie Geschke and I were setting up our booth, men 
and women came by to say hello. Some were very familiar 
with REAL Women and congratulated us on the great work 
the organization is doing, while others had never heard of us. 
We explained to them who we are and what we do and they 
shook our hands and thanked us for working so hard on behalf 
of the family. We put out the two new pamphlets (one on 
the importance of the 
family and the other 
about the aftermath 
of legalizing same-sex 
marriage in Canada) 
and some of our 
other material, as well 
as free pens with our 
name and logo. We 
also had available our 
famous REAL Women 
poster, designed by 
Mazoe Kaufmann, a 
Vancouver artist (see 
reproduction of the 
poster on this page). 
We also provided 
some copies of REAL 
Women’s cookbook.

Throughout the 
three-day event, Laurie 
and I talked to people 
from around the 
world. There were several groups of men and women from 
Ghana, Nigeria and Kenya. The women loved the REAL Women 
cookbook that we give them as a token of our kindred spirit. 
Mazoe’s poster was a great hit among many, and we gave away 
over 50 copies of it. Many people picked up our pamphlets and 
brochures as good resources to be used in their home country, 

where the same issues are surfacing. The Nigerians told us that 
their country had been bullied by western countries threatening 
to cut foreign aid if it didn’t change its laws on homosexuality. 
Two young men from Poland came by our booth to chat. They 
told us that they often make presentations to youth groups 
about the importance of becoming involved in family-and life-
affirming issues. Apparently, they use Canada as an example of 
how bad things can get if people don’t get involved!

It was a pleasure to represent REAL Women at the 
Congress and to meet so many kindred spirits from around 
the world. We also enjoyed the opportunity to hear some 
of the speakers during quiet periods at the booth when 
we would spell each other off and cross the hall to sit in 
the auditorium to listen. We enjoyed every minute of our 
experience and were glad we could make this contribution 
to the excellent work of the World Congress of Families. 

MANAGING REAL WOMEN’S BOOTH AT THE 
WORLD CONGRESS OF FAMILIES IN MADRID

This poster was designed by Mazoe Kaufmann, a Vancouver artist.
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