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ABSTRACT
Utilizing Curtis and Zurcher's (1973) and Klandermam's ( 1991) concept of the "multiorganizational field, my case study of the pro-family movement in Calgary in 1998
maps out different pro-family organizations: highlights ideological positions on social
issues such as family, homosexuality, abortion, feminism and child care; identifies interorganizational connections in the form of leadership linkages, infonnatiorvresearch
exchanges and joint activities; and explores supportive and antagonistic relations

between pro-famil y organizational allies and their organizational opponents. Based on a
combination of documentary analyses of pro-family publications and semi-structured
intemiews with six pro-family leaden my findings indicate ideological differentiation
exists within the pro-family field; pro-family relationships with allies are characterized
as respectful and relationships with organizational opponents are often adversarial. I
conclude with a brief discussion of how feminists can confront the challenge presented
by pro-family anti-feminism.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE PRO-FAMLLY MOVEMENT IN CALGARY
introduction

The pro-family movement has emerged as an important social phenomenon. And
the pro-family influence on public policy issues such as the Vriend Supreme Court case

and gay and lesbian fostering and adoption issues in Alberta has been increasingly
acknowledged by feminists. Like a number of other feminists I believe it is time not only
to take pro-family organizations seriously but also to recognize and intellectually engage
with pro-family supporters as political actors, for as Petchesky ( 1981 ) has accurately
observed - issues related to feminism and families are political in their roots and
influence every level of public and social policy (Petchesky. 1981 208). But our
understanding of the pro-family movement is limited. We need knowledge of the profamily movement. a knowledge informed by social movement concepts and feminist
interpretations. We also need local and regional studies to go along with existing
national studies. This thesis research fills an important gap in our knowledge since it is
the first sociological study of the pro-family movement in Calgary. Calgary is arguably
the hotbed of the pro-family movement in Canada. By examining the ideological and
organizational relationships that exist among pro-family groups, this thesis offers a rich
and nuanced multi-organizational analysis of the movement in Calgary.
In the following introductory pages, I emphasize the socioIogical importance of

my case study both for me as a feminist researcher and for fellow readers. In order to do
so, I present an overview of the intellectual problems and research questions that form

the basis of this thesis research. I also provide a chapter outline which summarizes the

material discussed in the forthcoming chapters.
Overview of Research Problems and Questions

Shulamit Reinhan (1992:260) suggests in feminist research, '?he 'problem' is
frequently a blend of an intellectual question and a personal trouble." At this point I
outline a brief summary of the important intellectual questions and personal troubles that
frame my thesis research; it is these same problems that are discussed in more depth in
chapter three. While societal interest in the pro-family movement has _mown, to date
there has been little empirical Canadian research on the pro-family movement. My thesis
addresses this need for a more detailed understanding of the pro-family movement. My
original research project represents the first of its kind in Calgary. Specifically, my
thesis, like much feminist research, "[studies] the unstudied" to use Reinharz's
( 1992:248) words and aims to provide more sociological knowiedge of the pro-famil y

movement in Calgary in 1998.

One goal of this project is to establish a conceptual fmmework for analysing the
ideological and inter-organizational linkages that exist among pro-family groups and the
challenges these groups present for family politics from a feminist sociological
perspective. Guided by the concept of the "multi-organizationa) field (see Curtis and

Zurcher 1973; Klandemanns 1991) I identify organizations that comprise the field of the

pro-family movement in Calgary. Adopting an organizational orientation is what sets my
study apart from previous ones which tended to focus more on the individual level of

pro-family membership. Thus we see a shift From an earlier focus on pro-family

individuals, to the current focus on an array of pro-family organizations. This
organizational level of analysis is important for two reasons. First it provides a
framework within which pro-family inter-organizational relations. such as their

relationships to pro-life groups, can be studied. Second, it offers a context within which

I can identify and analyse pro-family organizational opponents, often an overlooked
aspect of a social movement.
Another primary concern of this study is the anti-feminism commonly associated
with the pro-family movement. A question I pursue is what role does anti-feminism play
in the struggle over meaning and interpretation in pro-family organizing? And how do
pro-family groups view and respond to the feminist community in Calgary? Therefore
this research project must be seen not only as an examination of the interrelationships
and inter-organizational activities among pro-family organizations, but also as an

assessment of the prominence of anti-feminism among pro-family groups. In short, my
thesis is an important piece of orienal social research that contributes to our sociological
knowledge of the pro-family movement in Calgary by examining the ideological and
inter-organizational relationships that help sustain the movement. And pursuing this
research is tied to my personal interest in investigating the anti-feminist sentiment that
surrounds pro- farni1y organizing.
Chapter Outline

The purpose of this outline is to offer the reader the "bottom line" of the material
and analyses presented in the following chapters. Chapter two begns by explaining the

theoretical and empirical basis for my research project. More specifically I suggest how I

plan to apply the social movement concept of the --multi-organizationalfield" first
developed by Curtis and Zurcher (1973) in their study of hvo American anti-pornography
organizations and then elaborated by Bert Klandemanns ( 1991 ) in his study of social
movements in Western Europe and the United States to my analysis of pro-family
organizations in Alberta. The concept of the "multi-organizational field provides the
framework for my research project. Following this discussion I briefly analyse how the
"pro-family" movement has been conceived of in the existing sociological literature.
especially how it has been defined, debated and discussed by different feminist authors.
Here the work of three Canadian sociologists, namely Karen Dubinsky ( 1985). Margrit
Eichler (1986; 1988) and Lorna Erwin (1988; 1990;1993) is paramount. This review is
also peppered with research and literature that has come out of the United States and
Britain which serves to enhance ow sociologcal understanding of the pro-family
movement.
Chapter three presents a detailed account of the intellectual problems and
research questions that frame this thesis project. It emphasizes the need for more
sociological knowledge of the pro-family movement situated within the aforementioned
context of the multi-oqanizational field and a feminist analysis of the pro-family agenda:
it considers the saliency of anti-feminism and anti-abortion politics in the pro-family
field: and it reviews the definitional debates associated with conceptualizing the pro-

family phenomenon. Next, I outline the multi-method methodology employed in my
case study, including detailed documentary analyses of pro-family publications and semi-

structured interviews with pro-family leaden. I also discuss sampling considerations and

ethical concerns. It is here where I describe the six organizations I identified as
comprising the pro-family movement in Calgary in 1998. These are The Alberta
Federation of Women United for Families (AFWUF),The Canada Family Action
Coalition (CFAC), the Catholic Civil Rights League (CCRL), Focus on the Family
(Canada),The National Foundation for Family Research and Education (NFFRE)and

Kids First.
Chapters four and five represent the core chapters of this thesis. These two
chapters focus on presenting and analysing my research findings. The ideologcal
orientations, that is the values and beliefs of the different pro-family organizations are
examined in detail in chapter four. I pay particular attention to the groups'
understandings of the natural family, homosexuality, abortion, feminism and child care.
The data suggest that while many of the goups share similar beliefs in one area such as
their definitions of family, their organizational positions may differ on other key issues
like abortion. These data are important in that they demonstrate that the pro-family
movement is not an entirely monolithic movement and that organizational differentiation
exists within the pro-family field.
Chapter five analyzes the interrelationships and inter-organizational activities of
pro-family groups in order to understand how the groups connect with one another. Here
we see that pro-family groups are situated in multi-organizational fields composed of

supportive and antagonistic sectors. I focus on characterizing the numerous
interrelationships among pro-family organizational allies and analysing the nature of

their relations with those groups and individuals identified as their organizational
opponents.
The conclusion, chapter six revisits the main sociological problems and
research questions presented in chapter three. This concluding chapter highlights some
emergent themes and thought provoking issues to come out of my study; reflects on the
strengths and limitations of my study; and offers some insight on how fbture research in

this subject area might build on my current study.

CHAPTER TWO
LlTERATURE REVDEW
Introduction
Chapter two reviews the resource mobilization and new social movement theory
approaches to the study of social movements and then presents the theoretical and
empirical framework for my case study. I begin by introducing and describing the
concept of the 'multi-organizational field' taken From the social movement literature and
consistently apply the concept throughout my discussion in an effort to contextualize and
sensitize the reader to my multi-organizational analysis of the pro-family movement in
Calgary. An overview of the existing scholarly literature on the pro-family movement

from a number of Canadian feminist sociolo~stsfollows as does a short summary of the
relevant research and literature to come out of Britain and the United States in an attempt
to further our sociological understanding of the pro-family movement.

THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL CONTEXT

Revisiting Resource Mobilization Theory: Theorizing the "Multi-organizationaI
fieldwof the Pro-family Movement in Calgary
What if any theoretical perspective(s) have been employed to study the pro-family

phenomenon? Is Resource Mobilization Theory usell? Does New Social Movement
Theory have any relevance for the study of the pro-family movement? Which theoretical
perspective will be most pertinent to my own research objectives, and what utility will
each of these theoretical perspectives have for my case study of the pro-family movement

in Calgary? These are the theoretical issues I now turn to examine.

Several theories have come to the fore to interpret social movements. Various
perspectives have tied to explain the process of mobilization. Both resource
mobilization and new social movement theory offer some explanation for the emergence
of social movements; but "no single theory can stand alone" (Macionis et al, 1997:607).
Here my aim is to distinguish and summarize the two approaches in the most general
terms.
In an attempt to shift attention from deprivation to the availability of resources

and opportunities for collective action. resource mobilization theorists suggest the rise or
fall of a social movement is attributed to its (in)ability to attract resources including
money, human labour, office and communication facilities and contacts with the mass
media in order to mobilize people (Klandermanns, 1991:17; Macionis et al.., 1997:606).

Similarly, in her article entitled "Ladies Against Women: Mobilization Dilemmas of
Antifeminist Movements", Susan Marshall ( 1985:358)argued:
the resource mobilization perspective has drawn attention to the importance of
organizational structure for directing the distribution of movement resources to
maximize their utility. In addition to internal coordination, organizations are
responsible for linking the movement to outside support networks, such as
sympathetic organizations, and attracting public attention via the mass media.
Through such organizational strategies, the movement expands its available
resources and enhances its chances of success.

She reminds us this theoretical framework "assumes a more rational model of social
movement participation than earlier social-psychological models by highlighting the
decisions confronting both potential recruits and socid movement organizations
interested in mobilizing support, sustaining member commitment, and achieving
movement goals" (Marshall, 1985:348). Thus a strength of resource mobilization theory

lies in its recogrution that resources as well as discontent or grievances contribute to the
success of a social movement (Macionis et al., 1997:606).
This theory also stresses the interplay between social movements and other
groups or organizations which are in a position to provide or withhold useful resources;
in other words it has proven practical for analysing the process of mobilization and
underscoring the important role of existing organizations or networks (an organizational
base) in laying the groundwork for the formation of social movements (Macionis et al..

1997:606;Klandermanns, 1991 24). As Envin ( 1990:44) puts it, the resource
mobilization model "focuses on the interaction between 'social movement organizations
(SMOs) and a variety of other organizations

- other SMOs in the same movement,

countermovement organizations and authorities.' It also pays attention to movement
infrastructure - the 'unglamorous nuts and bolts of social movement activity....' in other
words, on the ways movement organizations mobilize money and labour inputs and make
use of various communications technologies, preexisting networks, and the like." And
both Envin (1990) and Marshall (1985) have drawn on resource mobilization theory to
explain, respectively, the pro-family movement in Canada and the anti-suffrage and the
anti-ERA movements in the United States in an effort to highlight the mobilization
dilemmas of anti-feminist movements. For instance, in 1990 Envin utilized resource
mobilization theory to look at the role existing support networks, infrastructure a . d
institutional bases played in the development and expansion of the pro-family movement.
She indicated that while pro-family groups successfuily recruited members from and
developed ties with existing networks, they were less successll in attracting outside

support (Erwin, 1990:10- 1 1). Furthermore, she noted resource mobilization theory's

ability to understand grassroots mobilization and movement formation. She concluded:
to explain the pro-family phenomena it is also important to acknowledge the
significance of leaden and organizational infrasmrcture in activating the
movement, factors that have only been addressed by resource mobilization
theorists. While grassroots discontent played an instnunental role in the
movement's formation, the movement could not have emerged had it not been so
effectively organized...their links to the anti-abortion movement and church
groups also meant that the power and resources of these organizations were at
their disposal (Erwin,1990217).
While resource mobilization theory has helped to increase our understanding of
how participants in social movements are mobilized, critics of this approach maintain
that it focuses "'too much on organizations and resources, neglecting the structural
preconditions of movements" or as Melucci (1 980) states: "resource mobilization theory
focused too much on the >>how<< of social movements and too little on the >>why<<"
(Klandermanns, 199129). New Social Movement Theory on the other hand,
investigates the rise of recent social movements in postindustrial societies and attempts
to identify the structural conditions and origns that produce deprivations or grievances
that make people susceptible to the appeals of various social movements (Klandemanns,
1991 :29). According to Macionis et al., (1 997:607). new social movement theory
suggests contemporary movements focus on "quality-of-life issues" and the strength of
this type of analysis is "its recognition that social movements are increasing in scale in
response to the growing power of the state and the development of a global economic

system." Here Klandermanns ( 1991:26) contends that new social movement theory
concentrates on factors that generate grievances, that is, the rise of a social movement is

II

explained by the appearance of new grievances and aspirations. If we see the pro-family
movement as being as much about "quality of life" as are tradtional new social
movements (youth, environmental, etc.), then New Social Movement theory is applicable
in a study like mine. For instance, in their study of pro-family mobilization Conover and
Gray (1983: 174-175) acknowledged the "role shared grievances play in the transition
from movement to organization. ' They identified shared gnevances of the New Right's
pro-family sector as "high divorce rates, high abortion rates, and women working outside
of the home" all of which served as indicators of the breakdown of the traditional

American family; their rationale being if pro-family groups emerged in states

characterized by high rates of divorce, abortion and working women that "such
preconditions of social disorganization facilitate pro-family mobilization" ( 1983:1 75).
However, this approach has also been criticized for overstating the differences between
old (read: past movements such as the labour movement) and new movements. For
instance, the women's movement centres on many of the same issues - workplace
conditions, hours or pay - that labour organizations have championed for years (Macionis
et al., 1997:607).And for pro-family organizations, economic security and quality of life

are inseparable goals.
According to McAdam and Fernandez (1988:358) an important structural factor

in the study of social movements has been 'Yhe role of linkages among formal
organizations (Curtis and Zurcher, 1973; Fernandez and McAdam, forthcoming,
Rosenthal et al., 1985)". In their investigation of the role of multi-organizational fields
in recruitment to the 1964 Mississippi Freedom Summer project they argue "the main

I2

point of this research is that social movement organizations do not exist in a vacuum: in

many cases their social environment consists of other social movement organizations"
(Femandez and McAdam, 1988:358). In this project I too propose to employ the concept
of the "multi-organizational field"

- first introduced by Curtis and Zurcher (1973) and

then elaborated by Klandemanns ( 1991 ) - as the primary conceptual framework for my
study for it has been a neglected resource mobilization concept in the prevailing profamily movement literature.
Curtis and Zurcher in "Stable Resources of Protest Movements: The MultiOrganizational Field were the first to examine how multi-organizational fields operate
"in the development and maintenance of protest organizations" ( 197353). In their
American study of two anti-pornography organizations, these authors assert that social
movements consist of rnulti-organizational fields or networks of groups or organizations
and multi-organizational fields exist within community settings. Their analyses revealed
that : (1) "APOs (anti-pornography organizations) were enmeshed in a network of other
organizations in the larger multisrganizational field: (2) inter-organizational linkages
were supported through shared characteristics, interests, ideologies, and or audiences; (3)
APO participants were also members in other groups encompassed within the field: and

(4) the organizational linkages or alignments operating within the field differed for the

two groups due to variation in the group's goals, strategies, membership recruitment,

member characteristics, goal achievement and life span" (Curtis and Zurcher, 197354).
In short, their findings indicate few social movement organizations can operate in an
"inter-organizational void" (Curtis and Zurcher, 1973:60).

Specifically Curtis and Zurcher ( 197353) contend that '.the concept of -multiorganizational field' suggests that organizations approximate an ordered, coordinated
system. Inter-organizational processes can be identified on two levels, which
conceptually overlap: the organkationaf level, where networks are established by joint
activities, staff, boards of directors, target clientele, resources, etc.; the rndivlduul level.
where networks are established by multiple affiliations of members." They go on to say
that the term can be employed in both a general and a more limited sense:
A broad w of the term "multisrganizationaI field" would refer to the total

possible number of organizations with which [a] focal organization might
establish specific linkages. A narrower usage would refer to those organizations
among the universe of organizations with which the focal organization &d in fact
establish specific linkages. In this article, the term "multisrganizationaI field is
used in the first, larger, sense. The terms "network" or "linkages" are used
interchangeably to designate the actual occurrence of inter-organizational
alignments in a field (Curtis and Zurcher, 197353).
Curtis and Zurcher maintain multi-organizational fields operate on both
organizational and indvidual levels in the emergence and maintenance of protest
organizations. The focus of this project, however, will almost exclusively be on the
organizational level. In addition, it is to be noted that the use of the multi-organizational
field approach does not suggest that other conceptual frameworks used to study social
movements we unimportant. Thus while I intend to approach the problem from this
perspective, I will also try to incorporate other theoretical positions in order to build a
comprehensive analysis of the pro-family movement in Calgary.
Recently Klandermanns (199 1; 1992) has reemphasized the importance of the
multi-organizational field in social movement research. He did so in the context of

assessing the strengths and weaknesses of new social movement and resource
mobilization theories. Klandermanns's ( 199 1) critique recognizes that the two
approaches complement each other, but also alleges neither framework acknowledges the
important role social movement organizations play in the social construction of protest or
the processes and mechanisms that foster grievance interpretation (Klandermanns.
199129-30). In other words, he criticizes both approaches "for neglecting the processes

and mechanisms that transform these structural factors into collective action" ( 1991:34).

Resource mobilization focussed on factors that generate resources, that is the costs and
benefits of participation, organization and expectations of success. And the new social
movements approach emphasized grievances and their relationship to values, action
forms, constituency, aspirations and the satisfaction of needs. He writes:
The new social movement approach indeed tried to discover the origins of the
demand for social movements, but it failed to see that structural change does not
automatically generate social movements. Resource mobilization theory,
meantime, investigated the supply of social movements but overlooked the fact
that the presence of social movements does not by itself produce grievances and
convince people that movement participation is effective. Neither approach took
into account the significance of the process of grievance interpretation, and the
fact that collective action is socially constructed, nor the important role social
s in this regard (Klandermanns, 199129-30)
movement o r g ~ t i o n play
The interactions which serve to transform structural processes such as grievance
interpretation into collective action, Klandermanns ( 1991:34)argues, all take place
within the setting of a social movement organization's "multi-organizational field - that

is, the set of organizations in the organization's environment (Curtis and Zurcher,
1973)" Klandermanns concurs with Curtis and Zurcher (1973) and later suggests
(1992:95) "movement organizations, like any other, are embedded in a multi-
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organizational field, which we can define as the total possible number of organizations
with which the movement organizations might establish specific links". Here the multiorganizational framework attempts to enrich resource mobilization and new socia1
movement theories by taking into account the important role social movement
organizations play in linking the macro level of structural change with the micro level of
individuai participants to explain the way people define their situation in order to make
their participation in social movements seem reasonable (Klandermanns, 199 1 2 9 ) . In

other words, it allows us to build a bridge between the social changes associated with, in
this instance, organized feminism, the women's movement and the changing status of
women in the province of Alberta, and the organizational orientations of pro-family
panicipators. The multi-organizational field. states Klandermams ( 1991 :34-35),
provides a context within which "grievances are interpreted, means and opportunities are
defined, opponents are appointed, strategies are chosen and justified, and outcomes are
evaluated."
To apply this multi-organizational Framework to the study the Canadian profamily movement involves conceptualizing the pro-family movement as a social
movement industry characterized by supportive (alliance) and antagonistic (conflict)
organizations. And this distinction is important because one must understand that multiorganizational fields need not be entirely supportive, for as Chafetz and Dworkin have
pointed out in their article entitled "Ln the Face of Threat: Organized Anti-feminism in
Comparative Perspective" (1987:42) social movements may not only attract adherents,
but opponents as well. However, Klandennanns (199 1:35)admits that "the literature

contains surprisingly little about the fact that multisrganizational fields need not be
supportive.... In fact some part of the multi-organizational field of a social movement
organization always consists of opponents." Put differently, the multi-organizational
field of the pro-family movement is comprised of both supporting and opposing sectors.
Kiandermanns ( 1991:35-36) describes these sectors as follows: ( 1) a social
movement organization's alliance system, consisting of groups and organizations that aid
and support the organization by "providing resources" and "creating political
opportunities". This is consistent with the central tenets of resource mobilization theory
and its focus on the role of external support in mobilizing persons to participate in social
movements; and (2) its conflict system "consisting of representatives and allies of the
challenged political systems, including countermovements (Kriesi, 1981)" which "drain
resources" i.e. compete for funds and "restrict opportunities". (Some groups that come
to mind are the National Advisory Council on the Status of Women (NAC); the Women's
Legal Education and Action Fund (LEAF) and EGALE,Equality for Gays and Lesbians
Everywhere.) In short, the principal components of a social movement organization's
conflict system are its "targets:governmental institutions. emp!oyersgor business

organizations, elites, political parties, and so on" (Klandermanns, 1992:96).
Klandermanns writes:
Different social movement organizations have different but overlapping conflict
and alliance systems. The greatest overlap will exist among organizations from
the same social movement industry (e.g., the women's movement, the
environmental movement). But movement organizations from different
industries will also have overlapping conflict and alliance systems. Many
activists from the peace movement, for example, were also involved in the
women's movement or the environmental movement (Klandermanns, 1990)....

The specific makeup of the mdti-organizational field will vary over time and
with the particular movement and situation. The proportion of the multiorganizational field engaged in one of the two systems expands or contracts
according to cycles of protest. At the peaks of protest, almost evev organization
will be enmeshed in one system or the other; in the valleys most organizations
will not belong to either (~andermams,199295-96).
Using these concepts, I am interested in studying the anti-feminist character of
pro-family organizations, and their purported attempts to reprivatise "the" family and
contest, restrict and depoliticize feminist goals and interests. Thus, by conceptualizing
the pro-family movement as a social movement situated within the context of a multiorganizational field composed of both conflict and alliance sectors, both pro-family
organizations' alliance and oppositional organizations could be observed in terms of a
dialectical process of conflict, continuous (re)adjustment and social change.
Social movements such as the pro-family movement are thus positioned and
sustained in multi-organizational fields - networks of organizations. And Rosenthal et

al. in "Social Movements and Network Analysis: A Case Study of Nineteenth-Century
Women's Reform in New York State" (1985) suggest, "these networks are important
because they reduce sources of environmental uncertainty (Allen 1974)- increase the
chances for effectiveness (Zald 1967; Kunz 1969), aid in accumulating and establishing
legttimacy of movement programs (Esman and Blaise 1966; Levine and White 1961),
and create an esprit de corps among parhcipants (Aveni 1978; Granovetter 1973)"

(Rosenthal et al., 1985:1023). But what is the logic in adopting this conceptual
framework? What can be ascertained by situating the pro-family movement as social
movement organizations embedded in a multi-organizational field?

First and foremost I expect h s conceptual framework will add to our

sociological knowledge of the movement and help provide a much needed organizational
level of analysis of the Calgary pro-family movement. For instance the case study by
Rosenthal et al.'s (1985) of nineteenth century women reformers focussed on the ties and
alliances of local and national level women's activity in order to map and analyse the
relations between a variety of refom groups in which women were involved. These
authors ( 1985:1052) concluded, "In order to survive, social movements must form ties
with other movements and groups. lnsofar as they aim, in both their formal and informal
aspects, to change the social structure but do not have access to resources, members, and
audiences enjoyed by institutionally based actors, they must create an alternative system
of resources." There remains a lack of empirical evidence to establish any organizational
links among pro-family groups in Calgary, and between these groups and allied or
conflicting groups. Only by studying pro-family literature and communicating with profamily leaders, can one begin to uncover or discover such interrelations and
interconnections.
Second, by acknowledging the ernbeddedness of social movement organizations

in multi-organizational fields composed of supportive and antagonistic sectors, I hope to
gain a much more nuanced picture of the pro-family movement and the relationship
between neoconservatism and family politics. Are contemporary pro-family groups
relatively monolithic or are they more diverse in terms of ideology and organizational
structure?

I am interested in detailing any variations that may exist among pro-family
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groups. These irnprtant questions frame my thesis research and provide the basis for my
organizational empirical investigation.
And finally, because Klandermanns ( 1991:37) maintains these multi-

organizational fields are constantly changing. I believe this project will help illuminate
the dialectical patterns of interaction and interdependence that have developed into an

ongoing relationshp as a result of ideological struggles, organizational opposition and
competition for resources (read: members and money) or political opportunities which in

turn continually (re)shapethe dialectical episodes of protest between pro-family g~oups
and their organized allies and opponents. In short, my project will provide a sense of the

dynamic relations among pro-family groups in Calgary.
An Overview of the Canadian Pro-family Literature

There has been some social commentary regarding the Canadian pro-family
movement. In this category are a number of descriptive, editorial type articles on profamily groups in the 1980's: "REALly Dangerous: The Challenge of R.E.A.L. Women"

(Dubinsky, 1987); "A Tory slap to R.E.A.L. Women" (Day, 1987),"REALists versus
feminists: A funding dispute helps R.E.A.L. Women shake up professional feminism"

(Whyte et al., 1987); and "The feminized bureaucracy" (Byfield and Day, 1987).
However, prior to Erwin's (1990) research only two academic accounts of the pro-family
movement had been published in Canada, those being the works of Eichler (1986;1988)
and Dubinsky (1985). Therefore, prior to Envin's ( 1990) ground brealung study, no

national empirical study of the Canadian pro-family movement and no provincial, let
alone a Calgary study had been undertaken. Even today, Erwin's data from the late

20

1980's are becoming dated. As such there is little recent national level data pertaining to

the Canadian pro-family forces and none focussing exclusively on the pro-farnil y
movement in Calgary. Generally spealung then. the pro-family movement in both Canada

and Alberta has been understudied and as a result there is a need to come to terms with a
number of different pro-family groups and their various "family values" agendas.
Therefore I argue much more research is needed. My case study is helpful because, as
the first study to focus specifically on the movement in the west, it fills an important gap

in our knowledge.
My objective here is to summarize both how the so-called back to the family or
"pro-family" movement has been conceived of in the existing sociological literature. and
how it has been defined, debated and discussed by different feminist authors. This
review of the literature emphasizes the scholarship of Canadian feminist theorists and
researchers incluchng the work of Karen Dubinsky (1985), Margrit Eichler (1986; 1988),

Lorna Erwin (1988; 1990; 1993) and Erin Steuter (1992). I also briefly recount some of
what has been researched on the pro-family movement in both the United States and

Britain, much of what centres around the debate of the place of the pro-family movement
within the politics of the New Right. I intend to review the literature in this area with the

following questions in mind: How has the Canadian pro-family movement been
understood and explained? How has the pro-family movement been conceptualized and

defined by feminist sociologists? And what are the implications of these
characterizations for my empirical investigation?
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In "The Pro-Family Movement: Are They For or Against Families?" Margrit
Eichler ( 1986:1) defines the pro-family movement in Canada as "a socin! moi:emmt
which identifies itself as 'pro-family7 and consists of a conglomeration of organizations
which have their roots in the anti-abortion movement but have now branched out to
concern themselves with policy issues as well, under the general heading of defending

the beleaguered institution of the family" (Eichler, 1986:1 ). h her later work, Eichler
(1988:412,420) argues "'Pro-family' means fighting for the supremacy of one family

form (the patiarchal family) at the expense of all others." She refers to the pro-family
phenomenon as a social movement advocating one type of family, specifically the
"natural" universal, patriarchal family

- the patriarchal family movement is "wedded to

a monolithic notion of the family...a movement for the restoration of the patriarchal
family...this movement is concerned with working for the pre-eminence of one particular

-

family form - the ~atriarchalfamily over other types of families, all of which form a

part of our contemporary reality" (Eichler, 1988:4 1 2 413). The nonnative notion of the
neotraditional, ideal family protected by pro-family organizations such as R.E.A.L.
Women needs to be scrutinized because this rigid, restrictive definition of "the" family.
Eichler maintains, no longer conforms to our contemporary reality (Eichler, 1988b:18).
As Dubinsky ( 1 985:4 1) noted, the ideal, two-parent, male breadwinner family resurrected

by pro-family ideology is "riddled with contradictions" in that it accounts for "'a

shrinking minority of Canadian families". And two Australian authors, Miranda Kaye

and Julia Tolmie, who work on father's rights groups, parenthesise the characterization

of the nuclear, patriarchal family as 'traditional' because "contrary to popular perception,
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this family form has in fact been a relatively recent social phenomenon" (Kaye and
Tolmie, forthcoming).
Again, Eichler stresses "there is no acceptance on their part of a diversity in
family styles as an acceptable - or even desirable - aspect of our soclal reality. Only one

type of family - the patriarchal family - deserves to be called 'the family' " (Eichler,

19881413). Ths is what is so problematic and what raises some serious sociological
questions. For instance, how has what Crawley ( 1988:417) calls this "fantasy image" of
the idealized standard of family life operated to disadvantage black families. immigrant

families and native families? Given that all three groups are definitely disadvantaged by
patriarchal family ideology, what then are the implications of this rigd definition of the
family - implications for those who do not fit the white, heterosexual, middle class

norm? And given that there is no single family form, there cannot be a single family
policy. How then do we begin to realistically address these pluralities? Furthermore
because the patriarchal family movement focuses specifically on "the" family, Eichler
(1988:420) maintains "this constitutes merely a focus for a broader perspective which

constitutes a philosophy of life which t i e s to turn society backwards, towards an ideal
state (which incidentally never was a reality.)" In short, she posits that family
sociologists and feminists are now coming face to face with a "major social movement
that is centred on putting forward one particular definition of the family as the sole
legitimate family fom" (Eichler, 1988:421).
The strength of Eichler's work lies in her critical assessment of the pro-family
movement's definition of Yhe" fmily, for here we have self appointed groups devoted to
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a monolithic definition of the family and it is this perception of family and family life
that is crucial to pro-family thought. By making "the" family the focus of their
sociopolitical philosophy, "patriarchalists," which Eichler ( 1988:412) refers to as
"people actively involved in or suppomng the movement for the restoration of the
patriarchal family," can in effect, tag, brand or label those subversive parties (read:
feminists, homosexuals, liberals, the welfare state etc) who do not subscribe to their
definition of "the" family, as "anti-family". Therefore, as Eichler (1988:41 3 4 14) states,
"if one does not accept 'the family' as put foward by the self-styled 'pro-family' groups

as the only acceptable family form, one is automatically tagged as rejecting and hating
the family, as being anti-family." My study builds on Eichler's work in that I intend to
investigate just how rigidly different pro-family organizations have defined "the family".
For instance, do all pro-family groups operating in the field define the family in the same
way? Is a narrow patriarchal definition of "'the family" a common ideological basis for
all pro-family organizations in Calgary?
According to American sociologist Steven Buechier (1990:202) "sociological
attention to SM [social movement] - CM [countermovement]dynamics has been long
overdue, and the study of antifeminist CMs provides a powefil example of the need to
study and theorize these movement-countermovement dynamics." In her work,

"Women Against Feminism: An Examination of Feminist Social Movements and Antifeminist Countermovements" ( l992), Steuter descnied and analysed both feminist social
movements and the anti-feminist countermovements that have emerged in response to
them, specifically she examined the role of the pro-family movement in Canada and its
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rigorous opposition to contemporary feminist goals. For Steuter ( 1992) as for Eichler, an
important aspect of the pro-family movement i s its explicit anti-feminism. Steuter's
work is useful because it helps highlight the "dialectical" interplay between what I would
identi& as the oppositional and supportive sectors of the multi-organizational field of the
pro-family movement and it strives to recognize women's movements, feminist and antifeminist, as an important pan of women's activism for social change. Steuter describes
this pattern of interdependence as a "dialectical relationship" and cites Turner and
Killian's ( 1987:310) idea that "when a battle between a countermovement and social
movement is not quickly won but instead results in an on-going conflict, a pattern of
interdependence results. This pattern of interdependence is one in which programs.
ideologies, and strategies on each side are continuously adjusted so as to deal with the
programs, ideologies and strateges on the other side and with changes in the ascendance
between the two groups" ( 1992301). Clearly, the conflict and struggle over values,
ideas, interests and experiences is an ongoing process. The prolonged conflict between
feminism and its critiques of traditional gender relations and the patriarchal, nuclear
family, shapes and challenges pro-family organizing, just as the pro-family campaign
contests and calls forth responses from feminists. And what is of particular sociological
interest to rile is that the feminist and pro-family movements continue to operate
dialectically, that is shifting, rnodifylng and adjusting themselves in a continuous,
dynamic effort to achieve societal recognition and confer political dominance.
Steuter also contends women's organizational efforts have largely been ignored
by social movement theorists. Historically, women's struggles for social change have
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typically been characterized as "examples of 'collective behaviour' or 'involuntary
organizations' while men's organizations have been regarded as social movements.
"

She argues this difference in characterization has serious ideological implications which
serve to conjure up certain images and depoliticize women's efforts. She suggests that
"treating women's activities for social change as collective behaviour gives rise to
images of a hysterical mass. and to characterize it as a voluntary organization depoliticizes the activity and denotes it as leisure" (Steuter, 1992:290). Thus for Steuter
( 1992) traditional male models of social

movements are problematic. and it is crucial

that feminist attempts to reclaim women's experiences of organizing for social change be
conceived of as legtimate social movements. As such she argues women's anti-feminist
countermovements and "the inevitable interaction that exists between the two groups"
have largely been ignored (Steuter, 1992:290).
Steuter does however acknowledge the efforts of Chafetz and Dworkin (1987) to
apply the social movement/countemovement paradigm of Mottl ( 1980) to feminist and
anti-feminist organizing by focussing on the srmctural composition of vested interest
groups and voluntary organizations. Historically, as chany oriented social movements.
inciudng the women's movement, have grown and become more noticeable, they have
also spawned their antitheses; that is countermovements characterized by an organized
effort to prevent or oppose social change. Mottl(1980:620,624) argued that it is usehl
to define a countermovement as a "conscious, collective, organized attempt to resist or
reverse social change.. .a particular kind of protest movement which is a response to the
social change advocated by the initial movement. A countermovement mobilizes human,
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symbolic and material resources to block institutional social change or to revert to a
previous status quo." Steuter explains that Mottl views countermovements as "arising
out of existing groups whose status is threatened by the gains made specifically by the
social movement they organize against, or who are reacting to the more general changes
occurring within society" (Steuter, 1992:289). And drawing on Mottl's paradigm,
Chafetz and Dworkin ( 1987:34)contend countermovements tend to mount when existing
social groups perceive that their personal status within the home or the economic sphere
is jeopardized due to the progress made by a social movement such as the women's
movement - but that this mobilization usually depends on the rise and success of the
initial movement. They conclude (1 987:33) that "for men and vested interest groups the
(perceived) threat is primarily class based, but also extends to the status as family head;
for women, it is primarily status based as wives and mothen, but also class based
inasmuch as their husbands' economic interests are threatened" In this respect, the profamily movement may be seen as reacting to the relative success of the mainstream

feminist movement.
Steuter (1992:296) conceptualizes the pro-family movement as "the latest
embodiment of anti-feminist countermovements". She also argues that what sets it apart
From the previous anti-feminist countermovements like the anti-suffrage and Stop ERA
movements in the United States is that it did not develop to defeat a single feminist

issue such as the right to vote or campaigning for legislative changes. She writes:

The anti-feminist countermovements discussed so far have tended to develop in
response to a specific issue of sociai change supported by a feminist social
movement and in general disbanded when they had either lost their fight as in the

case o f suffrage, or succeeded in their goal as in the case of the ERA. The profamily movement developed in part out of both of these issues but retained its
vitality and organizational structure after the ERA battle in order to act as a
constant challenge to all funher gains achieved by the feminist movement.
( 1992:296)

According to Steuter (pp296-297), the pro-family movement justifies its stance with
reference to Christian ideals, blames feminism for the breakdown of the family and the
low status of women especially wives and mothers, and is strongly anti-abortion.
Anti-abortion Politics

The patriarchalist movement is an outgrowth of the anti-abortion (pro-fetus)
movement. The patriarchalists oppose abortion for any reason (Eichler,
1988:4 15).

Opposition to abortion figures prominently in the analyses of pro-family

organizing by Karen Dubinsky ( 1985) and Lorna Erwin ( 1990,19933, both of whom trace
the historical development of the pro-family movement through the already established
anti-abortion crusade. Dubinsky's ( 1985) discussion, "Lament for a 'Patriarchy Lost'?: Anti-feminism, Anti-abortion and R.E.A.L. Women in Canada" commented on the
temptation to dismiss R.E.A.L. Women "simply as a 'front' for the anti-abortion
movement" given that most of the leadership were also anti-abortion activists and that
opposition to abortion ranked hgh on the list of R.E.A.L. Women's priorities (1985:30).
However, her work suggested that it would be a mistake to view R.E.A.L. Women simply
as an "arm" of the anti-abortion movement because to do so would "obscure the scope of
the issues this group is attempting to reclaim" (Dubinsky, 19853 1). She writes:

They oppose no-fault divorce, universal free child care, enforced affirmative
action, equal pay for work of equal value, and prostitution. They argue that the
wage gap between men and women is not evidence of sex discrimination, but

simply a reflection of the different career paths chosen by the sexes. They
support all policies that uphold the Judeo-Chnstian view of traditional marriage
and the family....They organized precisely to undermine the legitimacy of groups
like the National Action Committee on the Status of Women (NAC) which they
refer to as a 'handfbl of radical feminists promoting their own personal extremist
views purportedly on behalf of the women of Canada' (Dubinsky. 19853 1-32).
Dubinsky claimed R.E.A.L. Women was "'obviously attempting to broaden the appeal of
'pro-life' ideology" and recognized the expansion of the organization's scope and
influence beyond the issue of abortion (Dubinsky, 1985:32).
Legalized abortion may be seen as a win for feminists and this is one of the
central premises for Erwin's (1990,1993) take on the pro-family movement. Envin
identifies "Canada's anti-feminist forces - [as] the pro-fami ly movement" ( 1993:402 ).

For Erwin, the pro-family movement adopted abortion as a key unifying issue such that
the prevailing anti-abortion campaign served as a major organizational infrastructure

which was to become a national and local institutional network for the Canadian profamily movement. In fact, Gwen Landolt, co-founder and first president of R.E.A.L.
Women Canada announced in her speech at the first R.E.A.L. Women conference that
the "pro-family" movement emerged from the "pro-life" movement (EichIer, 1 988
:425). In her doctoral dissertation entitled "The Politics of Anti-feminism: The Profamily Movement in Canada" Erwin ( 1990:73)argued:

Through the anti-abortion network nascent pro-family groups began with the
machinery of a modern mass movement already in place. They were provided
with an instructional base and a highly developed organizational and
communicational system which included computerized membership lists, ofice
space, telephones, duplicating equipment, and free advertising. Moreover, profamily organizers had access to a network of solidarity: a national grassroots
constituency of like-minded people who supported their ideology. This kind of
organizational trajectory supports the view put forward by resource

mobilization theorists that it is preexisting infkastructure that facilitates the
construction of social movements (McCarthy and Zald 1977: Freeman 1975).
Indeed, without the support of anti-abortion groups, it is unlikely that a pro-family
movement would have been created.
Furthermore. the anti-abortion movement was also seen as an organizational
model for broadening the drive to delegitimize feminism. In her later piece
c'Neoconservatism and the Canadian pro-family movement" Erwin ( 1993:405406)
asserts:
the movement was organized by a number of key anti-abortion activists, whose
initial idea was to broaden the base of their cause, chiefly by targeting feminists
and their handmaidens in the schools, the government and the media. That these
activists were drawn from the hardline, no compromise sector of the antiabortion
movement is significant, especially in light of a conventional association of
intransigence on moral issues with religious fundamentalism....The point was to
frame the issue of abortion as a manifest symptom of social decay and elite
irresponsibility. The rising toll of abortions, in this view, was the most visible
evidence of a widespread rejection of the values associated with the breadwinner
ethic and the traditional family - a rejection that was rooted in the movement of
women into paid employment, in the social derogation of housewives, and
especially the increasing legitimacy of feminism and feminists.

Erwin's works are important because they demonstrate that part of the Canadian
pro-family movement developed historically out of the already politicized anti-abortion
movement. Furthennore, writing in 1990 she stated that "organizational overlap exists
between pro-family and anti-abortion groups, and they continue to collaborate in ongoing
political coalitions" (p.63). But how salient of an issue is opposition to abortion for profamily groups in Calgary in 1998? And what ideological and organizational links exist
between pro-family and pro-life organizations today?
According to Klandermanns ( 199 1:36),"different social movement organizations
have different but overlapping conflict and alliance systems. The greatest overlap will
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exist among organizations From the same social movement industr). (organizationsfrom
the women's movement, the environmental movement, etc. )." By employing

Klandermann's concept of the "multi-organizational field" I am not only interested in
identifying the pro-life stance of pro-family groups and examining whether or not this
position holds m e for all pro-family organizations at work in the field, but also
researchng the ideological and organizational overlap between anti-abortion and profamily groups, determining whether and the extent to which these two movements
intersect in Calgary, and discussing the implications and complications of these
interrelations. I hope also to be able to determine whether groups from the two
movements are related in terms of goals and strategies. Thus my research updates the
historic account of one of the most imponant sociologcal questions concerning the profamily movement, that is its relationship to the already organized and politicized antiabortion movement.
Moreover Erwin (19902) insisted that the terms anti-abonion/anti-feminist/profamily forces in Canada are interchangeable, that they mean the same thing - "these
terms all refer to a single phenomenon." Here I would argue we need more sociologica1
research before we can make such a blanket assertion. I am willing to concede there is
much evidence to suggest that some pro-family organizations had their roots in the antiabortion movement - that they emerged as an outgrowth of the anti-abortion, pro-life,
right to life movement (Petchesky 198 1;Dubinsky 1985, Eichler 1986,1988; Erwin 1990,
1993; Steuter 1992, Abbott and Wallace 1992; Durham 1985,1994.) And although h s

does lead to frequent overlap, it is abortion alone that animates the mainstream pro-life

movement (Durham, 199429 1). This staunch stance of the pro-life crusade is
exemplified by an unwillingness on its part to shift its focus from the right to life
campaign and divert time and energy from its fight to reverse the American Supreme
Coun's ( 1973) Roe vs. Wade decision. In this vein Durham ( 1994291 ) wlites, "Contra?
to frequent assumptions, the New Christian Right and the pro-life movement are not one

and the same. For the New Chnstian fight the guiding theme is the centrality of the
Christian family; for the pro-life movement it is the right to life." Similarly, Petchesky
( 1981 :218-2 19) has noted that the pro-family

movement in the United States promised to

not only "save fetuses, but to save 'the family' itself and the moral foundations of

'Chnstian civilization"' and that some American anti-abortion leaders were suspicious of
''the New Right's motives and were reluctant to let their 'single issue' focus become
absorbed in the larger 'pro-family ' i 'pro-America agenda"' which has "sown the seeds of
difference between hardcore 'right-to-lifers' and their New Right and fUndamentalist
patrons."

The conceptual distinction between "pro-life" and "pro-family" is also evidenced
in Neitz's piece, "Family, State, and God: Ideologies of the Right-to-Life Movement".
Neitz ( 1981) indicated that the American anti-abortion crusade was also far from
monolithic. In particular she distinguished between a "pro-life" and a "pro-family"
framework. Using ethnographic data collected from inteniews with members of a

Christian prayer group, Neitz maintained that although the content may differ, both
frameworks offer their members a coherent belief system with respect to religious

practices and attitudes towards abortion ( 1981:265). Specifically, she argues there is a
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"pro-life" framework advocated by the elite consisting of the liberal catholic press and to
a great extent the church hierarchy which ties opposition to abortion to other liberal

peace and justice issues; and a "pro-family" framework advocated by the mass following
of right to lifers who link opposition to abortion to beliefs about the sanctity of the
traditional family (Neitz, 1981 2 6 5 ) . Nevenheless, Neitz's analyses seems to suggest a
monolithic "pro-family" framework, somettung my research project problematizes and
investigates.
Furthermore, the pro-family framework views "opposition to abortion [as] a
rational position since freedom to abort breaks the connection between sex and
procreation, denies the sanctity of motherhood and the authority of fatherhood., and
implies that it is the individual and not the family which is the basic social unit'' (Neiu,
1981 :265). Thus this latter group tends to connect opposition to abortion with other

conservative political positions. Therefore, while they uphold the right to life, the profamily network en masse also "embodies central ideas about the family as the basic unit

of the society and about the authority structure of that society and ties together a range of
issues - opposition to abortion, opposition to extra-marital sex, opposition to pornography
(especially sex on television), opposition to the ordination of women and support for

capital punishment" (Neitz, 198 1:272). But just how much overlap exists between "prolife" and "pro-family7' frameworks in Calgary? And do all pro-family groups accept and
promote the same pro-family framework? These are empirical questions that require
further investigation.

33

Thus I would question whether the terms are in fact synonymous as E m l n ( 1 990)

has suggested. While anti-feminism may be seen to be an underlying theme in both
instances, a distinction may have to be made between the pro-family movement and the
pro-life movement. Indeed, the crusade against abortion rights may or may not explicitly
fall under the rubric of "pro-family" organizations. For as Petcheslcy ( 1981208) has
noted, the guiding themes of the neoconsewative pro-family movement are the antifeminist backlash which she agrees was initially aimed at abortion but has since been
extended to encapsulate all aspects of sexual freedom and alternatives to the traditional.
patriarchal family lifestyle; and the anti-social welfare backlash directed at the liberal
welfare state.

Herman (1994) argues that the Canadian "moral right" is a very "Christian kght"
and uses the phrase "Christian Right comprehensively to include both anti-abortion
campaigners and those evangelical conservative Protestants associated more generally
with wide-ranging anti-secular protest" (Herman, 1994268). Her piece, "The Christian
Right and the Politics of Morality in Canada focuses on analysing the effectiveness of
Christian Right activity in Canada with respect to two controversial issues: abortion and
gay and lesbian rights. She indicates Campaign Life, "the organization that was soon to
assume the mantle of leadershp in the anti-abortion protest...clearly represented the
'anti-secular' ideological perspective within anti-abortion protest" where "abortion was
simpIy one abomination amongst many in a society that had lost its Christian way"

(Herman, 1994:270). Thus Herman's study indicates that at least one part of the

contemporary pro-famil y movement may be Christian anti-abortionists ni th an espanded
conservative agenda.

She goes on to say the Canadian Christian Right were also active in the fight
against gay and lesbian rights which were perceived as another threat from secular
culture to the devastation of the traditional familial a.rrangement. She contends that the
"anti-campaign" led by the Reverend Hudson Hilsden of the Pentecostal Assemblies of

Canada included, under the banner of The Coalition for Family Values, the Evangelical
Fellowship of Canada, R.E.A.L. Women of Canada, the Conference of Catholic Bishops

and the National Citizens Coalition - in other words "those groups active in opposing
lesbian and gay equality as part of their pro-family campaigning" (Herman, 1994273,

276). Herman states that:
For Christian moral activists, 'gay rights' came to be synonymous with several
things: anti-Christianity, dangerous morality, and government out of control.
Foremost in fighting against such rights extension were the same type of activists
as those leading the anti-abortion struggle - anti-secular conservative Christians
for whom official recognition of lesbians and gay men was tantamount to the
destruction of the God-given family structure (1994:273).

She concludes by suggesting if "we view the Christian Right as a "new" social
movement, like many others attempting to assert the values, structures and traditions of
civil society against encroaching state and professional domination, we can begin to
understand how it associates both abortion provision and lesbian and gay legal rights

with state interference and the undermining of familial authority" (Herman, 1994278).

So with respect to the abortion controversy, I suspect the Calgar). pro-family
movement is likely to be more multidimensional and encompass a wider range of issues,
as in the United States where Gordon and Hunter (1977: 12) have shown Abortion is only one of many issues. The whole picture includes drug abuse,
alienation of youth, disrespect for authority, religious decline, decay of the family
structure, destruction of traditional education, revolution on the campus, racial
strife, undermining of law enforcement and the judicial system, increase in
homosexuality and perversion, inflation, repudiation of our currency, registration
and confiscation of fire arms, no-win wars, destruction of national pride and
prestige, deliberate loss of United States military superiority and economic
strength, planned and fabricates shortages of fuel and food leading to rationing
and increasing controls over the American people...to fight abortion
without understanding and fighting the total conspiracy is to ensure certain and
total defeat. (John Grady, 'MD, Abortion Yes or No?' American Public Opinion
pamphlet (a John Birch Society publication)

The controversy surrounding the saliency of abortion. and the pro-life, pro-family
dilemma is still open to empirical evaluation and I am confident my research will offer

us some assistance in this adjudication.
Underlying Anti-feminism?
As was previously mentioned, a primary concern of this thesis is the unsettling

anti-feminist character of the pro-family movement. Several Canadian researchers have
identified the central positions of particular pro-family organizations and have profiled
the demographic characteristics of those groups' leaders and rank and file members.
According to Karen Dubinsky (1985:4243), R.E.A.L. Women's leadership has "a
particular set of concerns which are manifestly opposed to feminism." Eichler ( 1986:1)
claims the Canadian pro-family movement is "virulently antifeminist" and juxtaposes
itself against feminism, charging the movement denigrates housewives and destroys "the
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family". She argues ''the movement is self-consciously anti-feminist and in the process
engages in severe misrepresentation of the feminist movement. In particular. the
feminist movement is depicted as anti-family" (Eichler, 1988420). For instance, in the
mid-1980's the Alberta Federation of Women United for Families ( A F W ) wrote
"AFWUF exists to provide a Pro-Family, Pro-Life voice for Alberta women. We are an

alternative to the many groups whch claim to represent "The Women's Movement" and

yet which are Pro-Abortion and which fail to appreciate the beauty in the career of wife
and mother" (cited in Eichler, 19862). Similarly Steuter ( 1992) argues that the self
identified pro-family movement has skilfully stylized itself as a sensible, viable
alternative to feminism by fostering "an aggressive and politically astute organization
that is successfully parrying the feminist movement" (Steuter, 199230 1 ). And in her
survey of 8 12 rank and file pro-family supporten drawn from the subscription list of The

Interim,a Toronto publication which bills itself as ''Canada's pro-life, pro-family

newspaper", Envin ( 1993:4 10-4 1 1 ) reponed:
over 90 per cent of respondents 'agree' or 'strongly agree' that feminism has
'devalued motherhood' and 'undermined traditional family values.'
78 per cent 'agree' that 'feminists do not understand the needs of homemakers.'

91 per cent either 'agree' or 'strongly agree' that 'most Canadians do not support
feminist goals.'

Thus,antifeminist sentiment appears to have manifested itself within the move
toward the restoration and reprivatization of the idealized, normative family standard:
the traditional, nuclear, gendered, heterosexual, patriarchal family. Spokespersons for
the "pro-family movement" adamantly assert that feminism and other "anti-family"
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forces, including the media, liberal politicians and secular humanists are threatening "our
most cherished values and institutions" (Erwin, 1990:4). The preservation of the

traditional family seems to be closely connected to anti-feminist orsanizing because most
feminists challenge family forms which subjugate women, even when some women
claim that such subjugation is "natural" or in the best interest of the family or society.
Feminists also accept that families come in a variety of shapes, sizes and configurations,
that families "come in different forms" and "no particular form is superior to anothei'
(Eichler, 1988:42 1 ) which flies in the face of pro-family devotion to "the" family.
By making "the" family the focus of their sociopolitical philosophy,
"patriarchalists" which Eichler (1988:412) refers to as "people actively involved in or
supporting the movement for the restoration of the patnarchal family" readily seize upon
a primary cultural symbol and then attempt to tag, brand or label those subversive parties
including feminists, homosexuals, secular humanists, liberals and or welfare state
supporten who do not subscribe to their definition of "the" family, as "anti-family". And
if', for instance, "one does not accept 'the family' as put fonvard by the self-styled 'pro-

f h i l y ' groups as the only acceptable family form, one is automatically tagged as
rejecting and hating the family, as being anti-family" (Eichler, 1988:4 13414). This profamily characterization of "feminism as anti-family" is also found in Rebecca Klatch's
book Women of the New Right. Here Klatch (1 987: 122) has argued "feminism is also

perceived as a force attacking the American family." She claims "the conflict centres on
what constitutes a family, where the lines are drawn. On one side stand social

conservatives d e f ~ n gthe family as persons related by blood, marriage or adoption; this
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they contend is the traditional definition of the family. One the other side stand the
feminists and humanists, who include more diverse forms in the definition of family"
(p. 125). As Klatch remarks, "social conservatives reject this acceptance of multiple

family hrms" (p. 125). Consequently, feminists "are not only responsible for destroying
the family, but also the basic fabric of society, and the well being and health of
individual women?men and children," and in the course of women's emancipation. have
gained control of the political climate in Canada (Eichler, 1986:4). Should these socalled "anti-family" feminist forces remain uncontested, both "the nation and the
foundation of individual well being would be lost" (Erwin, 1 993:407). But does the
ferninisvanti-feminist conceptual couplet lean toward oppositional binary thinking which
may be inappropriate for examining patterns of interaction and interdependence between
feminism and its organizational opponents especially when we consider social and
political organizing around family forms? Only by acknowledging, addressing and
paying closer attention to pro-family organizations can we then begn to understand why
is it that women and men have a history of organizing against women's emancipation and
why some people have categorically chosen anti-feminism over feminism.

How do these anti-feminist characterizations stand up to close empirical scrutiny?

Are all pro-family groups necessarily anti-feminist or at least anti-feminist in the same
way(s)? Dedicated to this end, I intend to empirically determine the extent to which the

traditional sociological characterizations of anti-feminism take shape in the mdtiorganizational field of the pro- family movement in Calgary. Are Calgary pro- family
organizations part of a multi-organizational field which is much broader than the anti-

feminist, such that the ferninisvanti-feminist distinction is just one, albeit an important,
characteristic of this field? My point here is, while on the one hand it may be important
to make the ferninistianti-feminist distinction, do we not at the same time want to avoid

painting a picture of an overly monolithic, single issue movement? That is, is the
feminist movement seen to be the sole or main tsrget of reactionary right-wing profamily politics? To this end, I would argue we need more research to improve on our
knowledge in this area. Thus the place of anti-feminism in the pro-family movement
constitutes an important empirical question to be investigated in my thesis work.
Defining and Conceptualizing the Pro-family Movement

The pro-family position is acceptance and affirmation of the family as the
natural, beneficial, indispensable, and irreplaceable institution for human
development. As James Hitchcock has said - the debate divides between
those who love and accept the family, and those who reject it, hate it or
wish to change its meaning.
(McGraw, 1980:18 cited in Eichler, 1988:4 13).
What is the pro-family movement? How do pro-family organizations compete
with other oppositional, informational sources and gain social credibility? These are
some of the questions I will be exploring in my thesis research. Rosemary Thornson,
who in 1987 Klatch (p. 123) identified as a leading figure of the movement in the United

States, defined 'pro-family' as a "person or group supporting legislation protecting
traditional moral values, generally opposed to a range of issues including ERA, abortion,

gay rights, federal childcare, forced busing, etc." But (re)conceptualizingthe Canadian
pro-family movement is not a simple or technical task for definitions of the pro-family

phenomenon do not occur in isolation, nor are they formulated without social
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implications and consequences. Definitional issues will be discussed below for it is
important that in any attempt to study or debate the place of the pro-family movement in
society, users of the term explain how they are in fact using it. Likewise it is necessary to
clarify what we mean when we refer to the so called "pro-family" movement as an "antifeminist" movement because these concepts are necessary analytic tools for empirical
analyses.
It is important to note that empirical studies such as mine can assist us in
addressing conceptual issues in two ways. First, empirical research underscores how profamily leaders and activists define themselves and what image(s) these organizations
present to the public. As Turner and Killian (1987255) remind us, the public image of a
movement is important and many leaders and members are concerned that their
movements are often misunderstood, misrepresented or ignored. This thesis provides an
opportunity for pro-family groups to broadly and openly define themselves and creates
space for self definition and interpretation. In other words, I begin with the point of view
of those being studied by finding out how they define their situation and what the profamily movement means to them. As was the case with Erwin's ( 1990:16) study of antifeminist politics, my project was perceived by some pro-family leaden as a "welcomed
chance to d~scusstheir values, ideas and political activities.... as means of semng the

record straight."
Second, empirical research can help in (re)defining and refining the pro-family,
anti-feminist conceptualization found throughout the sociological literature. As pointed

out by Neuman (1994:406):

Qualitative researchers conceptualize or form concepts as they read through and
ask critical questions of data. Concept formation is an integral part of data
analysis and begins during data collection. Thus, conceptualization is one way
that a qualitative researcher organizes and makes sense of data.

Thus, this thesis makes a conceptual contribution to the literature by (re)formulating
"working" definitions of the pro-family movement as I examine and analyse the
voluminous body of pro-family literature and the leadership interviews.

How have pro-family groups been conceptualized in the existing literature?
British writer Miriam David (1984:63) has argued that attempts made by the "profamily," New Christian Right to "reprivatise" families in Britain and the United States.
characterized by a reduction in state intervention and the "teaching" and "preaching" of a
narrow definition of sexual morality, were "fundamentally anti-feminist." And numerous

Canadian scholars (Eichler 1986;1988, Dubinsky 1985;1987, Steuter 1992, and Erwin
1 988; 1990;1993) have also consistently defined the pro-family movement as "antifeminist". These authors not only recognize the highly political nature of groups of
women and men organizing against feminism but they also depict the seriousness of the
pro-family resurrection of the patriarchal family as a significant anti-feminist
phenomenon.

In feminist researching and theorizing then, the pro-family movement has
repeatedly been defined as "anti-feminist". However what is interesting is that while
various authors use anti-feminism to describe the political and ideological nature of the
movement, the form that it assumes has attracted dfferent descriptors. The pro-family
phenomenon has been labelled as a "backlash" (Petchesky, 198I), a "movement" (Abbot

and Wallace, 1991)a "social movement" (Eichler, 1986;1988), a "anti-feminist women's
movement" (Ehrenreich, 1981) a -'countermovement" (Steuter, 1992: Chafetz and
Dworkin, 1987), a "Chnstian anti-feminist lobby (Herman, 1994)and as an '-antifeminist force" (Erwin, 1993). As Voss ( 1996256) suggests, there needs to be more
theorizing about the dynamics of countermobilization and I would tend to agree, for the
pro-family movement has not been consistently conceptualized in the literature. In short.
different terms have been used to characterize the form of the pro-family phenomenon,
perhaps indicating insufficient theoretical attention to this issue. These differential
descriptions have compelled me to take a theoretically informed approach to pro-family
organizations, while remaining open to the idea that empirical research will necessitate a
rethinking of theory.

American and British Literature on the Pro-family Movement
My intent here is not to review at length every discussion of the pro-family
movement that has come out of these two countries but to demonstrate that key work
being done in this area outside the Canadian context can still contribute to my research of
the pro-family movement in Calgary in 1998. Compared to the Canadian literature,
many American sociologists have written about the pro-family movement as a part of the
"New Righty'and the pro-family movement has been characterized as "right wing"
(Gordon and Hunter 1977-1978; Ehrenreich, 198 1;Petchesky, 198 1). In 1985, one

analyst suggested perhaps this was because the "new right has yet to reach its zenith in
Canada" (Dubinsky, 198542). Given the changes in Canadian politics over the last
decade, however, the place of the pro-family movement in Canadian right-wing politics
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deserves closer scrutiny. Unfortunately, for the most part this task lies beyond the scope
of my thesis.
Zillah Eisenstein in "The Sexual Politics of the New Right: Understanding the
"Crisis of Liberalism" for the 1980's" (1 982: 80) for example, argued that there were
three segments of the New Right - represented by political, religious and anti-feminist

groups who all wished to dismantle the liberal welfare state and reconstruct the
traditional patriarchal family. Specifically she said, "the third sector of the New Right
comprises the anti-feminist, 'pro-life,' 'pro-family' groups led by Phyllis Schafly's Eagle
Forum and Connie Marshnen's Library Court" who recognize the "National
Organization of Women, Planned Parenthood, Gay Rights National Lobby, National
Abortion h&ts Action League, and Women Strike for Peace as the leading single-issue
political groups of the 'liberal establishment' that are responsible for the liberal takeover

of the family" (Eisenstein, 1981:80-8 1). British writer, Miriam David concurs. In
"Teaching and Preaching Sexual Morality: The New Right's Anti-feminism in Britain
and the U.S.A." (1984:66)she observed that the "'pro-family,' moral policies, then, are

depicted as an attempt to rectify the problems that liberals have created. They are in
other words, a 'backlash' against the liberalism of the welfare state and equal
opportunities policies."
While commentary and critiques surrounding the New Right, family politics and

anti-feminism abound, little empirical research has been done in ths area. Two empirical
studies that have come out of the United States are the works of Conover and Gray
(1983) and Rebecca Klatch ( 1987). Conover and Gray (1983) suggested the successes of

the feminist movement engendered another movement namely, the pro-family sector of
the New Right. Consistent with Eisenstein, they consider the American pro-family
movement to be a pan of the New Right.
The third sector of the New Right is the "pro-family" movement. This sector

views the family as a primary target of attack by humanists, feminists, liberals,
and bureaucrats. While they tend to be economic conservatives like the secular
New Right, religious conservatives like the Religious Right, and anti-communists
like the Old Right, they accord the protection of the family highest
priority....Initially, this sector was composed of single issue groups such as antiabortion and anti-ERA groups. In the late 1970's this countermovement started
calling itself "pro-family ." Such a label is a shorthand way of summarizing
opposition to feminism and coopts the family as the movement's symbol
(Conover and Gray, 1 983:76-77).

Using a combination of interview data with 107 delegates at the Whitehouse Conference

on Families: the 1972, 1976, 1980 National Election Studies (Center for Political
Studies, University of Michigan); registered state level data on interest groups and
political action lobby groups; and literature from various groups, their book Feminism
and the New Rieht: Conflict Over the American Familv argues feminism has been linked
with the breakdown of the nuclear family - that feminism was perceived by pro-family

participants as a threat to the traditional family unit (Conover and Gray, 1983:178).

Thus, the supremacy of the "traditional" family needs to addressed with respect to profamily organizing.

In their analyses of the "pro-family vs. pro-feminist conflict" Conover and Gray
(1983) employed objective measures, including rates of divorce, abortion and women

working outside the home and subjective measures such as the increase in the number of

feminist groups supporting the ERA and abortion - to assess the threat of the breakdown
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of the traditional family as a motivation for pro-family mobilization. Their findings
indicated the subjective threat posed by feminism was what perpetuated pro-famil?.
mobilization. The results demonstrated that it appears that the pro-family movement is
"

primarily a reaction to the subjective rather than the objective preexisting or existing
conditions of the family. These results suggest that what we are analysing is an anti-

feminist rather than a pro-family movement" (Conover and Gray, 1983:184).
In Women of the New Right (1 987) Rebecca Klatch dispels the monolithic
construction of right wing women as antifeminist women who are "a brainwashed flock"
or the "lackeys" of men suffering from "false consciousness" and thus makes the
distinction between social conservative women and the laissez-faire conservative wornan
(Klatch, 1987:152). More specifically, Klatch's work calls attention to "differences
among women of the New Right in order to shatter the illusion of right-wing women as a

monolithic group" (Klatch, 1987:9-10). Her characterization of women of the new right
employed three methodological approaches: intensive interviews with thirq female

activists; field notes from participant observation at conferences and organizational
meetings; and a textual analysis of printed organizational materials ( 1987:12). Klatch's
study found social conservative women regard feminism as a form of moral decay which

symbolizes a threat to both organized religion and the family. Through the social
conservative lens feminism is depicted as a narcissistic, anti-family, attack on the status
of wives, mothers and homemakers. Laissez-faire conservative women on the other
hand, may share part of the feminist vision, they may " share in the feminist belief in the
social construction of gender and also recognize the existence of sexual inequality"
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(Klatch, 1987:152). But Klatch (1 987: 153) also contends that '?hey do not act in the
collective interest of women. It is Communism and Big Government, but not Feminism,
that pose a danger to the laissez-faire conservative world." Klatch raises some important
questions

- What kind of a threat does feminism pose to pro-faniily groups in Calgary?

Are pro-family groups likely to adopt a social conservative perception of feminism? And

what kind of differences with respect to feminism are there among pro-family groups?

There appears to be some disagreement or misunderstanding regarding the
relationship between the pro-family movement and the New Right in the British
literature. Abbot and Wallace in their book The Familv and the New Right ( 199238)
argue the objectives of the pro-family movement in both Britain and the United States

are similar in that "they want to influence the political decision makers so that policies
are implemented which in their view will remoralise society." By analysing New Right
ideology, particularly the relationship between familialisrn and welfarism; examining the
work of British New Right intellectuals such as Roger Scruton and Ferdinand Mount and
Americans George Gilder, Martin Anderson, Lawrence Mead, Charles Murray: and
assessing social policies developed during 'Thatcherism" and "Reganism", these authors
suggest that the pro-family movement in both Britain and the United States can "be seen

as an integral part of the New Right" (1992:38). However they are also quick to point
out that while the ideological basis of the movement may be the same in the two

countries, differences do exist. They see the New Right in the United States as a political

movement separate from any political party but one that has tended to be associated with
right-wing Republicans and therefore the election of Reagan was viewed as a victory by

the "Moral Right" (Abbott and Wallace 1997-:39). In short, Abbon and Wallace
(199239) characterize the pro-family movement in the United States as a "well

organized and broadly based movement coordinating a number of single issue
organizations."
An interesting exchange concerning the pro-family movement and the politics o f

the New Right in the British literature occurs between Durham (,1985: 19933 and
Sommerville (1992, 1993). This dialogue is somewhat confusing in that each author
accuses the other of fundamentally misreading his or her argument.
In order to make sense of these works, let me summarize each author's

contribution to the pro-family literature in the simplest terms. In "Family, Morality and
the New kght" Durham (1985) compared the resurgence of conservatism in relation to
the role of family, morality and the rise of the New kght in both Britain and the United
States. Durham (1985:184) argued that the British New Right was "less coordinated and

uniform than its American counterpart and that its attitudes toward the family and sexual
morality were less prominent", as this abstract denotes In the United States the New Right has campaigned against abortion,
pornography and homosexuality in an effort to create a conservative pro-family
mass movement. In Great Britain, in contrast, such issues have been much less
prominent in the Right's concerns. There are clearly similarities between the
rhetoric of Great Britain's moral campaigner, Mary Whitehouse, and US groups
like the Moral Majority and Christian Voice. However, British moral lobbyists
are not politically tied to the New Right, nor have any of the components of the
British New Right sought to build a pro-family movement (Sociological Abstracts
hc., 1987)

In short, Durham (1 985) argued that the relationship between the British New Right and
familial issues differed From the American situation because British 'pro-family'

organizations appeared to be politically independent of the New Right (Durham,
1993253). He attributed these differences to the strength of feminism and religious

fundamentalism and the aforementioned prominence of pro-family priorities between the
two countries. He wrote:
In addition to there being no overtly political pro-family movement, there are also
problems of definition as to what constitutes the New Right in Britain...not only
are there differences with regard to the strength of both feminism and religious
fundamentalism between the two countries, but there could well be significant
differences in women's experience of family and of post-war social change, an
experience which has pushed thousands of women to fight against feminism over
the Equal Rights Amendment but has had no remotely similar effect in Britain
(Durham, t 985: 185, 190).

Durham (1985) concluded that issues of morality and the family would continue to be a
part of British and American politics. His essay is important not only because it

recognized that pro-family organizing may differ crossculturally, but that it undertook a
comparative analysis of the movement and addressed its place vis a vis the New Right.
Sommerville (1992:126) also concluded the family would remain a "political
pressure point" in western societies. In "The New Right and family politics" she argued

despite calls to strengthen the traditional family and Victorian moral values, the New
IZlght during the reign of Reagan and Thatcher failed to translate or develop these claims
into consistent family pc:licy (Sommerville, 1992:1 15). Her text offers a number of
reasons as to why the New hght family policy failed during this era. These reasons are
briefly summarized as follows: ( I ) probably the greatest obstacle has been '-the sheer

weigh and momentum of the major demographic, economic, social and cultural shifts in

the substratum of the advanced industrialized societies in the twentieth century and in
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particular since the Second World War. These changes of course, have had an enormous
impact on women and consequently on the family. It is highly likely that these
underlying trends will continue" (1 992: I 19). ( 2 )Counter-campaigns and groups of
professionals who Sommerville suggests the Bergers (1 98445)referred to as '-the
professional-bureaucratic complex" composed for example, of social workers, teachers,
researchers whose involvement in the "formulation, implementation and evaluation of
public policy have inhibited the attempts to return to 'Victorian values"' ( 199293, 120);
and (3) the difficulty these conservative administrations encountered in "aligning

governments' economic objectives with policies to strengthen the 'traditional' family"
(1 9 9 : 0 ) . Thus Somme~.lle'swritingis important because, contrary to a number of

Left and feminist commentaries, it challenges the commonly held view that the Reagan
and Thatcher administrations' pro-family rhetoric successfully strengthened the
"traditional" family (Somerville, 199293). Rather, she claims this commitment to the
traditional family and the sexual division of labow assumed to accompany it, did not
effectively translate or materialize in a practical, coherent family policy (Sornmerville,

1993257).
Chapter two has reviewed the sociological literature on the pro-family movement

in Canada and discussed some important works to come out of Britain and the United
States. This literature review is followed by a methodological discussion of my case

study of the pro-family movement in Calgary. For more information on research design,
let us now turn to chapter three.

CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The first part of this chapter focuses on describing the important intellectual
problems and empirical research questions that b

e my thesis project. While there has

been some discussion of the pro-family movement in Canada, there has not been much
Canadian research on the subject. In Canada, pro-family organizing remains by and large
undertheorized and underresearched Not only does this chapter recognize the need for
more sociological knowledge of the pro-family movement and advocate a more
organizational orientation which contextualizes the movement within the notion of the
multi-organizational field, it also raises the following questions - What organizations
constitute the rnulti-organizational field of the movement? What ideologcal or
organizational links exist among pro-famil y organizations? Given its historical
significance, how salient an issue is abortion for pro-family groups? What role does antifeminism play in field of pro-family organizing? And how should we conceptualize the
pro-family movement?
Second, in order to investigate these points of interest I relied on a range of data
sources and research methods. Thus the remaining part of the chapter discusses the
research design and methodology of my case study. It introduces the organizations I
included in the multi-organizarional field of the movement in Calgary. Briefly, it notes
the multi-faceted data collection process I employed which, in the first place, involved
gathering as much documentary information as possible on each orgmzation operating
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in the field. And because I agree with Neuman (1994324) that qualitative researchers
"do not assume there is a single view of reality, but believe that different methods reveal

different perspectives", I then supplemented these documentary data by conducting semistructured, face to face interviews with six pro-family leaders. Iexpected that this

complementary technique would be useful for tapping into inter-organizational linkages
that were less apparent in the documents.

RESEARCH PROBLEMS AND QUESTIONS
The Need for bowledge
Recently there has been quite a bit of interest, discussion, and social commentary
on the pro-family movement. It has been one of the most important countermovements to

emerge in contemporary Canada and has received a great deal of attention from the
media, the public, politicians and a few academics. However. because it is a relatively
new movement, there have been few empirical studies set on documenting the nature of
the pro-family phenomenon in Canada. Most of the research in this area has been
American (Dubinsky, 1985:6). In 1990 Erwin noted that the pro-family movement in the
United States had gven rise to about eight or nine empirical studies, most of them

focussing on movement "activists", but this had not been the case in Canada. She
attributed this lack of empirical investigation to the earlier appeamce of the American
movement whch began to mobilize during the 1970's as a result of the Roe vs. Wade
decision, the controversy surrounding the Equal hghts Amendment (The ERA), and the
ties forged between pro-fmily organizations and the Reagan administration (1990:2).

52

Although Emin's work (1990; 1993) has been especially informative, and other
Canadian discussions by Dubinsky ( 1985), Eichler ( 1986;1988)and Steuter (1 9921, as
well as the work of Conover and Gray (1983) in the United States, have begun to gve us

a clearer picture of the pro-family movement, much work still needs to be done. For
instance, there has been no systematic research at the provinciai level, let alone a study
centred on Calgary, arguably the major metropolitan centre for pro-family or_eanizingin
Canada. Therefore, we need more knowledge of the pro-family movement - a
knowledge informed by sociologcal concepts and guided by sociolo@calmethods.
There is a need to come to terms with pro-family groups and their different "family
values" agendas. My thesis aims to provide some of the knowledge we need to bener
understand the pro- fami 1y movement in Canada.

Theoretical and Empirical Context: The 'Multi-organizational field'
Previous studies including the works of Dubinsky ( 1985), Eichler ( 1986;1988)
and Envin (1 988; 1990: 1993) have effectively profiled pro-family membership: that is.

on an individual level they have detailed the sociodemographic characteristics of profamily participants as well as supporten' goals and objectives, attitudes and beliefs on a
number of social issues ranging from abortion and traditional family values to universal
day care and the mainstream women's movement. However, the focus of my case smdy

is almost exclusively on the organizational level. My approach to the movement
involves shifting the level of sociological analysis from the individual realm of profamily membership and adopting a more meso, organizational orientation. In short, this

thesis advocates moving from an earlier emphasis on members, to the present focus on
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organizations. This shift means delineating and describing a wide varieh of interrelated
pro-family organizational activity that helps sustain the movement. It includes
identifying all organizations and their interconnections in terms of common

organizational networks, joint events and shared beliefs, and pinpointing their
organizational allies and opponents. Thus a primary purpose of this thesis research is to
establish and make use of a more sophisticated theoretical and conceptual frametvork.
thereby enabling me to systematically analyse the inter-organizational and ideological
linkages that may exist among different pro-family groups and the challenges these

groups present for family politics from a feminist sociological perspective.
In pursuing an organizational orientation, this study utilizes a key concept. the
"multi-organizational field", which comes from the social movement literature. This
concept frames my thesis research. It facilitates a new perspective for examining the
pro-family movement by highlighting pro-family inter-organizational efforts and
connections. By examining the multi-organizational field of the pro-family movement,
this research project provides information rich in detail, sensitive to context and capable
of demonstrating the inter-organizational connections within the movement. I will map
out different organizations, identify their beliefs and values, organizational networks,
resources and structures, and investigate the various interconnections among pro-family

groups. I will also provide a partial perspective on the links between organizational

alliance and conflict sectors. But will the "muiti-organizational field perspective meet
the high expectations I have of it? My thesis should provide an answer to this question.

Anti-feminist Sentiment?

Deirdre English writes,
the female subculture has actually divided into two camps: feminist and antifeminist.... It is the wont nightmare of the women's movement come true: a
significant number of housewives, feeling betrayed by 'women's lib,' are lining
up on the other side. It is as if, at the height of the civil rights movement a large
percentage of blacks had suddenly organized to say: 'Wait a minute. We don't
want equal rights. We want things just the way they were (English, 1981:16 in
Erwin, 1990:9).
Another problem in this area is the unsettling anti-feminist character of the pro-family
movement. And because it is noteworthy that some women and men have successfully
organized against the feminist movement, the pro-family movement in Canada warrants
further investigation. To this point, however, there has been little detailed empirical

work on the place of anti-feminism in the range of organizations which constitute the
pro-family movement. What role does anti-feminism play in the smggle over meaning
and interpretation in pro-family organizing? For example, how do pro-family groups
perceive the mainstream women's movement, what influence do they believe feminism
has had upon the institution of the family, and why is it feminists have been deemed
responsible for destroying the family, the basic building block of society? Are all profamily groups anti-feminist, or at least anti-feminist in the same ways? Moreover, what
is privileged or discounted in describing the pro-family movement as anti-feminist? In
the absence of systematic research, is it difficult to determine whether a single brush
stroke paints an accurate picture of all the organizations involved in the movement.

Therefore the purported anti-feminism of the pro-famil y movement constitutes an
important empirical question in this work. My study will provide an opportunity to

empirically examine the extent to which pro-family groups in Calga? share an
underlying anti-feminist orientation. And my thesis should offer a detailed answer to the
anti-feminist dilemma.
The Anti-a bortion Movement
That the pro-family movement had its roots in the politics of the anti-abortion
campaign has been well documented (Petchesky, 1981 ; Conover and Gray, 1983;
Dubinsky, 1985; Eichler, 1988; Envin. 1988,1990, 1993: Steuter. 1992: Abbot and
Wallace, 1992; Durham, 1994; and Herman, 1994). Some time ago Dubinsky ( 19852930) indicated "there is not, at this point, sufficient empirical evidence available to discuss

organizational links between Canadian pro-life groups and other right wing groups in
Canada". These organizational links remain problematic and an empirical focus of my
research. Discussing them entails revisiting the debate between pro-life and pro-family
frameworks and examining the historical origins of the pro-family campaign grounded in
the right- to-life movement. For as Dubinsky (198530)has suggested, the majority of
the founding leadership of R.E.A.L. Women were also anti-abortion activists and the
anti-abortion campaign was one of R.E.A.L. Women's main priorities. But how salient
an issue is abortion for pro-family politics today? And what, if any, relationship do profamily groups have with anti-abortion organizations in Calgary? My thesis is in part an
attempt to empirically reevaluate the present-day prominence of this historical

comection.

Defining the Pro-family Movement
The debate over what to call pro-family activism is both vexing and imponant.
What are the central features of the pro-family movement? How should we define and

delineate this movement? My thesis can begm to assist us in addressing these issues in
two important ways. Firstly, my analyses begin with the point of view of those being
studied. I am interested in pro-family leaders' perspectives, that is how they define their
situation and what the movement means to them. The information gathered from the
documentary sources and leadership interviews reveals how pro-family leaders define

their respective organizations and what image(s) each of these organizations embrace
and package to the public. Worlung with the perspectives of movement leaders. this
thesis provides an opportunity for pro-famil y groups to broadly and openly define
themselves and creates space for self definition and interpretation. In short. my study
offers pro-family organizations an occasion to explicate their points of view and clear up
any misconceptions sunounding pro-fami l y organizing.
Within the existing academic literature, the pro-family movement as it is most

commonly understood, has taken on a variety of forms and has been interpreted in a
number of ways. Pro-family organizing has been conceptualized as a "social
movement" (Eichler, 1986; 1988), as a "countermovement" (Steuter, 1992; Chafetz and
Dworkin, 1987), and as an ardent anti-feminist "force" (Erwin, 1993). In short, different

terns have been used to characterize the pro-family phenomenon, perhaps indicating
insufficient theoretical and empirical attention to this issue. My thesis research aims to
understand which characterization best fits and reflects the central features of the current

pro-family movement in Calgary. How well do the prominent sociological
characterizations of this movement stand up to close empirical scrutiny - specifically the
prevalent views of the pro-family movement as countermovement or as an anti-feminist
backlash?

RESEARCH DESIGN
The first point 1 must state at the outset is that the current case study is informed
by feminist theoly and methodology which stems in pan from my involvement in

women's studies and my interest in feminism and family relations. While there have
been few empirical studies documenting the nature of the pro-family movement in
Canada, three valuable contributions in this area include Karen Dubinsky's ( 1985)
research on anti-feminist and anti-abortion women, family sociologist Marpnt Eichler's
( 1986) account of the pro-family movement's anti-feminist stance and Lorna Erwin's

(1 988; 1 990; 1993) doctoral dissertation examining the relationship between anti-feminisr

politics and the pro-family movement. Each of these contributions have been recognized

as important attempts to fill the gap in our knowledge of the policy positions. social
background and ideology of the pro-family movement's leadership and membership

base. However the absence of an multisrganizational level of analysis, let alone
research focussed solely on Alberta, presents an important sociological space for me to
situate my current research and contribute to our understanding of pro-family activism
based in Calgary. But is Calgary merely a convenient locale for a study of the pro-family
movement, or does it also have some strategic importance?
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Feasibility and manageability with respect to budgetap and time constraints
make Calgary a prime location for my thesis research. But I would argue Calgary is a
more than a convenient locale for my study for a number of reasons. First, Alberta is the

home of the first ever Canadian organization to publicly present itself as a "pro-family"
group, Alberta Women of Worth (see Erwin 1990:70), which later became The Alberta
Federation of Women United for Families ( A F W ) . AFWLTF was initially established
in 1981 by a group of pro-life, pro-family women from the Lethbridge and Red Deer
areas. As the current executive director of AFWUF recalls, AFWUF was founded by pro-

life women who were told that they "weren't welcome in the Albena Status of Women

because of their pro-life beliefs." AFWUF even predates its now national affiliate, the
R.E.A.L. Women of Canada (Real, Equal and Active for Life) which was organized in

1983 in Ontario. Erwin (1990:70,277) noted AFWUF joined R.E.A.L. Women but still
maintained an independent provincial organization and regarded R.E.A.L. Women and
its affiliate groups as representing the core of the movement in Canada. That R.E.A.L.

Women readily accepted A F W as its provincial representative in Alberta seems to
suggest that the groups were similar enough on a number of ideological and
organizational fronts to join forces on a national level.

Second, three of the six groups I identified as comprising the multisrganizational
field of the pro-family movement in Calgary - The National Foundation for Family

Research and Education (NFFRE), the Canada Family Action Coalition (CFAC) and Kids
First - are all national organizations whch have their head offices in Calgary and Airdne
(a bedroom community of Calgary). This geographical concentration of head offices
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suggests that Calgary is a central node in pro-family organizing in Canada and that it is
home to a number of local and national pro-family initiatives. And third, although most
pro-family groups claim to be non-partisan, that is. to have no political affiliations. the
general socio-political climate in Alberta seems to be relatively receptive to pro- fami1y
politics. I anticipate my thesis will help us to understand how influential pro-family

groups have become in setting the policy making and governmental agenda in Alberta.
Moral conservatism has been a prominent feature of Alberta politics since the election of
the Social Credit Party in 1935. In recent years that moral conservative legacy has been
rekindled by both the Reform Party of Canada at the federal level and a rejuvenated
Social Credit Party on the provincial level. As Sylvia Bashevkin (1 998) asserts. Reform
initially established its party platform on the basis of western alienation, offering fiscal
conservatives and moral crusaders in the west an alternative to the Tories. The party has
since attracted decentralists eager to download federal responsibility to the provinces to
reduce the debt in Ottawa. "Among the social right of the Reform party were devotees of
R.E.A.L. Women and many rank-and-tile members who believed feminists wielded

considerable power in Canadian politics. These partisans were often anti-abortion, antiCharter of Rights, and anti-gay rights but vigorously in favour of government subsidies

for mothers who stayed at home with their children" (Bashevkin, 1998:221 ). This newer
blend of economic or fiscal, moral and social conservatism appears to have struck a
resounding chord and found an approving audience in the political arena of Alberta. In
Calgary, the Reform Party swept all the seats in both the 1993 and 1997 federal elections,

and the Social Credit Party outpolled the New Democrat Party in most Calgary

constituencies in the 1997 provincial election. In light of these developments and
Alberta's historically socially conservative past, I would argue that Calgary is the most
important locale for pro-family organizing in the country and is thus a fitting strategic
research site.
This empirical work is guided by certain themes and it is a theoretically informed,
qualitative research project which explores, describes and assesses the validity of predefined ideas and concepts. As was previously mentioned, I make use of Curtis and
Zurcher ( 1973) and more recently, Klandermams' ( 1991 ) idea of the "multiorganizational field" to examine the inter-organizational links of pro-family groups in
Calgary. In examining the pro-family movement in Calgary, this thesis work
incorporates a variety of research methods. Specifically, I employ a combination of
documentary research and face to face interviews with pro-family leaders to investigate
important issues, themes and symbols and pinpoint inter-organizational linkages
operating within the field. I also utilize data generated through attendance at a Focus on
the Family Canada seminar at a local Alliance church, a biannual international
conference held by NFFRE at the University of Calgary in the summer of 1997 and the
annual, national-provincial R.E.A.L. Women and A.FWUF conference held in Calgary in
March 1998.

Documentary Analyses
My project utilizes existing documentary materials, including the voluminous
literature produced by pro-family groups. Primary documents are original sources.
These documents include public works written and distributed by pro-family groups
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such as newsletters, executive summaries. position papers. brochures. pamphlets. flyers
and press releases, all of which were especially informative. Internal documents in the

form of letters were scanned.
The internet is also a hctional informational resource. I collected and studied
primary documents I found through internet searches. Most organizations including The

Canada Family Action Coalition (CFAC), The Catholic Civil Rights League (CCRL),
The National Foundation for Family Research and Education (NFFRE). Focus on the
Family (Canada) and R.E.A.L. Women the national affiliate of The Alberta Federation of
Women United for Families (AFWLF)have established websites offering a wealth of
accessible, fiee information. NFFRE has a highly developed homepage thanks to an
agreement with a local web design company who puts NFFRE's documents onto their
website at no charge. Initially when I inquired about gathering the relevant material for

my study, I was automatically referred to their web page but because 1 explained I had
had difficulty down loading and printing a number of documents, NFFRE then agreed to
send me the hard copies I requested. I used the intemet to find out whom to contact at
Focus on the Family (Canada), to subscribe to their fiee monthly newsletter, to add my

name to the Focus on the Family magazine mailing list, to download documents such as
press releases and to findout about their upcoming "Family Matters" seminar to be held
at a local church. For the most part, accessing the wide range of up to date information
available through the internet furthered the documentary data collection process.

I also personally approached the groups. Through an initial informal contact,

usually a telephone call, I communicated to the different organizations that I was a
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sociology student interested in gathering information on groups specifically working on
family issues in Calgary. I asked whether they would send me any accurate information
in the form of brochures, pamphlets, old news letten, magazines and the like that they

believed best represented their group and its beliefs and activities. Most groups willingly
provided me with the information I requested and often invited me to contact them
should I have any funher questions. In one case, I was invited to the Calgary Family Life
Centre and was provided with a wealth of documents on a number of organizations. I
was also able to browse through their shelves of publications, library files, pour over

material and encouraged to help myself to anything I might need. I was also informed
that I was more than welcome to visit them again should the need arise. Developing this
sort of informal rapport made the following interview requests much less trying. For a

detailed list of the documents collected for each organization please see Appendix A.

Primary documents are an important source of information because they convey
significant symbols, issues, themes and current activities. Primary documentary sources
provide data on the various groups' goals, mandates, purposes, activities, leaders, contact
persons, chapters and membership fees. These sources also enable me to undertake a
systematic comparison of ideological positions, pinpoint any obvious anti-feminist
sentiment and gather some preliminary information on organizational characteristics
including when the group was first founded and the size of its membership base.

Secondary sources on the other hand, such as newspaper or magazine articles, were
somewhat less informative. However, they were u s e l l in that they often provided a
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form of local media social commentary which reveals the dilemmas and the societal
implications of pro-family ideology and attests to pro-family anti-feminist sentiment.
Afier gathering the relevant documents, I proceeded to separate and divide the
documents according to each group and set up specific files (folder and computer) for
each. I began by (re)readingthrough the various publications and in the process 1 started
to put together a running list of recunent themes, concepts and ideas that emerged from
the literature. Predominant issues, positions. definitions and illustrative examples were
noted, labelled, extracted from the text, and then categorized under the appropriate
thematic headings in the list. I entered the material either by typing or scanning the data
onto computer disks. Although I was faced with what appeared to be an overwhelming
amount of literary material, the immersion process provided me with what Neuman
(1994) refers to as an "intimate familiarity" with pro-family publications. Thus this form
of data collection, organization and ongoing analysis was conducted for each group in an
attempt to not only familiarize myself with the documentary data, but to better equip
myself with the background knowledge necessary for the forthcoming leadership
interviews.
Clearly one advantage of documentary analysis is that it is unobtrusive and
nonreactive becacse the groups or organizations being studied are not directly involved
in the research process. I was able to sift and sort through the piles of documents at my
leisure in the absence of the direct involvement of the research subjects. As Neuman
(19941260) notes, "the critical thing about nonreactive or unobtrusive measures is that

the people being studied are not aware of it but leave evidence of their social behaviour
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or actions 'naturally.' The observant researcher infers from the evidence to behaviour or
attitudes without disrupting those being studied." Practicality is another advantage of
documentary analysis. Budgetary and time constraints facilitate the use of existing
organizational materials given that they are often readily available at little or no cost to
the researcher.
However, this research method has some weaknesses which need to be
addressed. For instance, Klanderrnanns ( 1991 :30-33) has stressed that "social movement
organizations are not the only sources of information in a society and often not even the
most credible sources of information" and social movement organizations play an
important role in "generating and diffusing meanings and interpretations." How then do
pro-family organizations such as the Alberta Federation of Women United for Families,

Canada Family Action Coalition, the Catholic Civil Rights League, Focus on the Family
Canada, Kids First or the National Foundation for Family Research and Education

(NFFRE)in their struggle over meaning and interpretation, compete with other
oppositional, informational sources and gain social credibility? Here I had to carefully
differentiate between organizational documents which are constructed for public
relations purposes and public consumption from those which indicate an internal
organizational perspective. And it should be noted that most of the material took the

form of accessible, public documents.
Semi-Structured Intewiews
In addition, I complemented these documentary materials with data collected in
scheduled semi-structured interviews with pro-family leaders. To increase the
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"sophisticated rigour" of my data collection and analysis (Neuman, 1994:325). the
interview process may be viewed as a triangulation exercise, an opportunity to confirm or
amplify pro-family ideological positions; and as a means to fill in gaps on certain issues
and expand on organizational information and interconnections. I did not foresee this to

be too problematic given that they are public figuresand participating in a project such

as this may be seen as an extension of their leadership role with a vested interest in
maintaining a positive public image. As Erwin (1990:18) noted they are often practised at
fielding questions from various media and fimding bodies. I have attached a sample of

the original interview schedule. (Appendix B) However, on the basis of the preliminary
docurnentarq data, the schedule was modified to accommodate each group. Specifically.
questions were eliminated due to the availability of information I was able to ascertain
from pro-family materials.

The schedule itself consisted of six general areas of inquiry: ( I ) tracing the
history of the organization - when, why and by whom it was established and the main
issues the organization was currently concentrating on; (2) highlighting orgaruzational
characteristics such as the group's mandate and mission statement, goals,
recommendations, size and membership base; (3) identifying the multi-organizational
field of pro-family groups including the organization's view of the Calgary pro-family
movement, other pro-family groups the organization networks with,other organizations
the group is involved with and interacts with and the nature of the organization's
relationship with these groups; (4) identifjmg connections and linkages operating within

the multi-organizational field of the Calgary pro-family movement - the honing of joint

activities, the sharing of resources, beliefs, leaders and members, political and or

religious affiliations and the identification of organizational allies and opponents; (5)
detailing pro-family beliefs and ideological positions or non-positions on social issues
including definitions of family, attitudes towards abortion, child care, homosexuality,
feminism and response to the mainstream women's movement; and (6) highlighting
organizational funding and financial resources in terms of the kinds of activities
undertaken, benefactors, donors and what the funds are used for.
Potential interviewees were first mailed or faxed a letter on the University of
Calgary, Department of Sociology letterhead inviting them to participate in my study.
(See Appendix C) The letter briefly identified who I was and the primary purpose of the
study. It indicated that I was a graduate student interested in interviewing a number of

organizational representatives from various pro-family groups in Calgary to understand
the possible interconnections that exist among pro-family groups and to find out their
organization's position or non-position on a variety of social and family issues. I also
communicated that prospective organizations and respondents had been identified and
selected by an ongoing collection of documentary material found in the local media
including newspaper accounts, pamphlets, brochures, newsletters and other information
available on the internet, and that I wanted to supplement tius literature with firsthand
information. I stressed that participation in my study was entirely voluntary.

This letter was followed up with a telephone call to find out whether the
prospective respondents were willing to take part in the case study and if so we then

arranged a convenient time and place for the interview to be conducted Most groups
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readily responded to my interview request and for the most part, obtaining interviews
with movement leaden was successful. The one refusal was from a group I mistakenly

identified through preliminary research but later realized was not pan of the pro-family
field. As well, after numerous attempts to follow up my request with the Canada Family
Action Coalition (CFAC), when I did manage to connect with them, their executive
&rector's first response was to decline to participate in my study gven certain time

constraints and the fact that they are a relatively new organization on the scene. His
response was somewhat &scouraging as I wanted to talk to organizational leaders of all
the groups working in the field. Alternately, I later decided to approach another leader,
the president of CFAC who lives in Edmonton to see if I could conduct a telephone
interview. I faxed him a copy of the letter and followed up with a phone call. Not only
did he agree to participate in the interview process, but we were able to meet in person

the following week as part of a business trip he was making to Calgary. So eventually
CFAC warned up to me and I was able to conduct an informative interview.

Initially Kids First was also somewhat reluctant to meet with me. Upon receiving
my request, Cathy Pem, the National President faxed me back a memo indicating that

she had received my letter and that my thesis topic sounded interesting but she was
concerned about "how helpful Kids First [would] be since [they] only focus on one
aspect of the 'pro-family' movement that of supporting families with a parent at home."

She was also concerned about the fact that they "have been referenced to in other masters
theses, which have bordered on the libellous in terms of representing Kids First" and are

'therefore extremely cautious and perhaps somewhat paranoid about [their] involvement
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in such works."' In closing she suggested if I felt their involvement would benefit my
study, she would be happy to arrange a time to meet.
My response was to email her. I thanked her for getting back to me so promptly
with her queries and comments regarding my request. I indicated that I would still like to
meet with her and would very much appreciate Lds First's involvement in my work. I
said I thought my study would be richer by including Kids First and believed that her
participation would be helpful in shedding some light on families with a parent at home.

I stressed that the interview process was an opportunity for Kids First to share the kind of
information I was interested in, that being information that best and most accurately
reflects Kids First. its goals, objectives and positions on current social issues. She
telephoned me a few days later and we set up a date and place to meet. Later, after we
had met, she proceeded to forward me some additional documentary material, a brief
prepared by k d s First on "The Importance of Nurturing" they had submitted in 1996 to
the House of Commons Standing Committee on Health Preventative Strategies for

Healthy Children Study and the telephone number of another individual, Beverly Smith,
whose name came in up in the come of our discussion.
Before proceeding with the interview I presented the respondents with an
informed consent form which they were required to sign. They were also provided a copy
for their own reference. A copy of the form is included in Appendix D. All of the
interviews were conducted by me between May 4 and June 5, 1998. In total I

interviewed six pro-family leaders (N=6) representing a total of five local organizations,
including one leader from a national organization (Kids First)based in Airdrie and the

aforementioned president of another national organization (CFAC) who resides in
Edmonton. The interviewed leaden were: Hermina Dykxhoorn, Executive Director of
the Alberta Federation of Women United for Families; Roy Beyer, President of the
Canada Family Action Coalition; Joe Woodard, Calgary Representative of the Catholic
Civil Rights League; Mark Genuis, Executive Director of the National Foundation for

Family Research and Education: and Cathy Perri, President of Kids First Parent
Association of Canada. 1 was unable to interview a representative of Focus on the Family

Canada because although they have a membership base in the city, they do not have a
leadership presence; they are nationally organized and the Canadian ofice is based in
Vancouver. Lastly, as an additional, final interview I spoke with Beverly Smith. A

recent newspaper article reveals, "Smith, a married mother of four, has written to the
United Nations alleging a violation of women's human rights, sayng Canadian
hornemaken are subject to discrimination" (Dolik, Calgary Herald July 17, 1997:A1).
The article goes on to indicate "Smith wrote to the UN in May [I 9971, saying: 'I
respectfully request, on behalf of Canadian hornemaken, that you look into this
discrimination that denies women career options, money, social status and feelings of
self worth, that in effect marginalizes and maltreats thousands of women in Canada"'

(Smith in Dolik, Calgary Herald July 17, 1997:A2). Smith is currently a member of Kids
First who has in the past been both a member of National Action Committee on the
Status of Women (NAC) and R.E.A.L. Women. She writes, "REAL Women for instance

does not endorse me and neither does NAC" (Smith, 1998). She considers the two
organizations to be "in some ways the bookends of the feminist movement and [she] tries
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to reconcile the views." Smith who has been active in the arena of family politics for
over twenty years has lobbied government, '*askingwhy women working in the home are
not given equal status with those working outside the home"

(Dolik, Calgary Herald July 17, 1997:Al). She is also in contact with the Canadian
Home Managers in Saskatoon and an Ottawa-based volunteer organization called
Mothers are Women (MAW) which at present does not have an organization up and

w i n g in Calgary, but is interested in setting up MAW chapters across Canada. They
claim to have contacts in Manitoba and Southern Ontario. Therefore MAW could
perhaps be viewed as a "latent" organization for Smith's association could possibly
spawn the emergence of another new pro-family group in Calgary. "MAW IS
EXPANDING.. .. with an ever-expanding membership across Canada and extending into
the U.S. and abroad" (MAW pamphlet).

The interviews ranged anywhere from forty five minutes to an hour and a half
with an average interview lasting approximately an hour. None of the leaders objected to

my tape recording the interview sessions. Two of the interviews were conducted at the
offices of the organizational leaders in downtown Calgary, three were conducted in a
seminar room at the University of Calgary and one was conducted at a local coffee shop,
where the i n t e ~ e w
was paused so that the respondent could partake in the saying of

Grace with the Reform M.P who joined us for part of the lunch time interview. After I
conducted the interviews I also asked whether the interviewees would allow me to
contact them again if need be with any follow-up questions or responses that may have
required clarification and all agreed
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This method of data collection enables me to identify the ideological world view
and pro-family positioning vis a vis local feminist groups: learn about organizational
characteristics of pro-family groups; and more fully understand the interrelationships

among pro-family organizations in Calgary. In short. my conducting interviews was
crucial for investigating some issues, especially each pro-family group's relations with

one another, joint activities, leadership and memberstup crossovers and their views of the
feminist community, for this type of inter-organizational or network information did not
entirely come across on paper and was not as readily identifiable in the documentary
sources.
Conducting interviews allowed me to probe respondents about policy positions
and to evaluate whether or not the attitudes. opinions and beliefs evidenced in written

documents also tmnslated into public practice and if any discrepancies arose between
action and words. However, I had to be cognizant of the possibility of interviewer bias in
terms of tone of voice, appearance, reaction and question wording all of which may
affect the way the interviewee perceives the researcher and the way they may or may not
respond to the interviewer's questions. I knew from my visit to the Family Life Centre
that it was a pro-life centre but one that welcomed everyone. A staff member told me
even if I'd had four abortions, I would be welcomed, because it is an important part of
the healing process. I was given Youth for Life, a local youth pro-life group's reading

material and upon my registration at the annual AFWUFKE.A.L. Women conference I
was immediately directed to the Youth for Life display booth. During my visit to the

Family Life Centre I was also forewarned about the Link between breast cancer and
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abortions; the dangers of sexually transmined disease from pre-marital sex: I was asked
whether I believed in God and if my parents and I went to church. I answered these
questions honestly, yes I believed in a God, no I did not go to church.
Having experienced this kind of reaction, I knew I also had to be aware of the
potential problems associated with presenting myself as a feminist researcher for this too
may have influenced the reception and response I received and I was prepared to handle
such a situation. Had the interviewees pegged me as a feminist, they may have been less
candid in their comments, particularly those pertaining to the way they view and respond
to the feminist community. I presented myself first and foremost as a graduate student in
sociolog~interested in researching the wide variety of pro-family organizations in
Calgary particularly their similarities, differences and common or shared activities. My
impression is that due to my youthfulness the leaders did not perceive me to be too
threatening and not one interviewee asked me if I was a feminist. I did however, sense a
slight crack directed toward sociologists by a Reform MP who sat in on one of the
interview sessions. I had just asked the respondent whether he thought there was a link
between family focussed grotips in Calgary or if he thought they were more
organizationally independent. He replied that he thought that they were "linked on the
level of personalities" but that "there's a lot to do and there's's very few people who are

actually doing it.... that it's a small outtit of sponsors." It was at this point in the
interview ?hat the Reform MP quipped (with a chuckle) that we "need more good
sociologists" and the respondent also laughed and agreed "That's true. That's right."

Although the feminist dilemma did not present itself in the course of the
interviews, or in any of contacts I had with the respondents for that matter. the possibility
presented itself as an ethical concern with respect to both my position as a feminist
scholar and my standpoint as an activist committed to genuine social change. While on
the one hand, I wanted to gain an indepth understanding of the values and ideas of the
variety of organizations involved in the Calgary pro-family movement. I did not at any

point intend to embrace or subscribe to their divergent social, ideological and
organizational views. And I was not what Dubinsh? ( 19857) has referred to as a
"disinterested observer in this debate". But, my being cognizant of this potential
complication in terms of presentation and design permitted me to contextualize my work
so that I did not just serve as a mouthpiece for these group's opinions and beliefs,
because the research process and analyses also allowed for my interpretation of these
diverse meanings.
Population and Sampling
According to Rosenthal et al. (1985:1050), "delineating the boundaries of a social
movement has always been problematic. Both social movement theory and sociologcal
studies of individual movements have largely ignored the question. Social movements
have been arbitrarily defined and labelled without any clear method." As Scott ( 1991:58)
notes, determining the boundaries of a research project is "theoutcome of a theoretically
informed decision about what is significant in the situation under investigation.'' In this
project it is the concept of the multi-organizational field. Since this is a study of all the
organizations in a particular population (the pro-family movement in Calgary), sampling

in the traditional sense is a non-issue. In other words, I selected the whole target
population I wanted to study - all pro-family organizations operating in the city of
Calgary between February and June 1998. This methodological approach has been
adopted in the past by Rosenthal et al., ( 1 985) in their study of nineteenth century women
reformers. These authors state: "This is a population (notable women reformers in New
York State) and thus avoids sampling problems. Data of this kind might become
unwieldy except on a sample basis, if units larger than one state were

considered....Leadershp links between and among organizations tell us much about the
potential flow of strategy, ideology and influence as well as about the possibilities of
joint campaigns." Furthermore they state that this is a useful method because it "has
enormous potential as a strategy for understanding intermovement relationships,
illuminating the texture and shape of social movement clusters, creating new historical
syntheses, and defining social movement boundaries." (Rosenthal et al., 1985: 10281029)

My first undertaking was to identify as many pro-family organizations in Calgary
as I could from preliminary research. I was aware that my original list of organizations
operating in the field might expand or contract as I accumulated more and more
information. The small number of elements in this study was advantageous because it
facilitated the collection of a large amount and range of information and allowed for
greater depth and detail necessary to grasp the inter-organizational linkages that exist

among pro-family organizations. The population of organizations I delineated as
comprising the multi-organizational field of the pro-family movement in Calgary

consisted of six identifiable groups. I am convinced that these six organizations
represent the population of pro-family organizations operating at this point in time, that
is, in Calgary in 1998. However, it is important to recognize that the movement itself is
dynamic in the sense that it is constantly shifting and changing and these changes do not
rule out the possibility of the formation of new groups that may join the movement.
Because this is not an historical study, I have not included past groups or disbanded

groups that may have been viewed as part of the pro-family movement in the early
1990's; groups such as the Premier's Council in Support of Alberta Families.
Let me now identify the groups included in my study. First and foremost is The
Alberta Federation for Women United for Families hereafter referred to as AFWLF

whch is the Alberta affiliate of the national orgaruzation, The R.E.A.L. Women of
Canada whose mono is "Women

*.s

rrghrs. but not ur rhr expense of human rrght.~."

A F W predates R.E.A.L. Women in that it was formed in 1981 whereas R.E.A.L.

Women was federally incorporated in the fall of 1983. AFWUF now claims to have
approximately 750- 1000 members in Calgary, most of whom are women, and upwards of
5000 throughout the province. AFWW also draws a few members from both British

Columbia and Saskatchewan. AFWClF was not only the first ever pro-family
organization to emerge in Canada, but is arguably the most organized of the pro-family

groups operating in Calgary with an established and solid membership base. AFWLIF's
'Aims and Objectives7'detailed in its bimonthly newsletter "The AFWUF Voice" read as

follows:

*To provide a vehicle for women who defend the rights of the unborn, who recognize the
traditional family as the basic unit of society, and who recognize Judeo-Christian ethics
*To express concern for women's rights to all levels of government
*To gain recognition for the contributions of women in all areas of society
*To sponsor seminars, conferences and study sessions
*To promote and defend legislation whch protects the traditional family
Dedicated to these goals, AFWUF has spoken out on issues related to definitions

of family and the tax burden on families, especially single income, two parent families.
It has also taken a socially conservative stance on divorce, child care, abortion and

euthanasia, parental rights and authority, independent schooling, VLT' s and gambling,
prisoner voting rights, and new reproductive technologies. AFWUF's opposition to

human rights protection for gays and lesbians recently came to the fore in the Supreme

Court Vriend case. Delwin Vriend was fired from his teaching position at an Alberta
Christian college for "publicly flaunting" his gay lifestyle which conflicted with the

religious school's "lifestyle policy and beliefs." Prior to the Canadian Supreme Court
decision which resulted in the provincial govemment reading sexual orientation into the

Alberta Individual Rights Protection Act, AFWW and later Canada Family Action
Coalition (CFAC), Focus on the Family Canada, The Catholic Civil Rights League

(CCRL),and a number of Canadian church groups including the Evangelical Christian
Fellowship collectively intervened on behalf of the Alberta Government in the Vriend
case. Legislating gay rights is perceived by AFWUF as an attempt to recognize

homosexual marriage whch would serve to redefine and undermine their steadfast belief
in the traditional heterosexual family. This "homosexual agenda" aims to "abolish

marriage as a life long covenant between a man and a woman for the purpose of having

and raising the next seneration. To substitute marriage of hvvo or more persons,
regardless of gender, for the purpose of self fulfilment. To normalize hornosesuality as
completely equal to heterosexuality and to use the instruments of the state i.e. education,
health, welfare systems, to achieve this pal" (March - April, 1997 A F W Voice. page
2).
A second group identified as operating in the multisrganizational field is The

Canada Family Action Coalition or CFAC earlier known as the Family Action Coalition
(FAC). CFAC is a national organization. President Roy Beyer was a minister of the

Victory Church of the Rock in Edmonton before leaving this position last year to be
involved with CFAC on a fulltime basis. CFAC is a very new group that emerged on the
AIbena scene in early 1997. CFAC defines itself as "a grassroots organization,
incorporated as a non profit society". It's goal is to "train and mobilize citizens in
defending and promoting Judeo-Chnstian principles in Canadian society". CFAC
envisions "a nation built on Judeo-Christian moral principles. We envision a renewal of
democracy, in which government represents its constituents. CFAC's mission is to
provide strategies, networking, training, and tools to enable ordinary Canadians to
1510 1/98}. As such,
influence their government" (http://www/familyaction.or~tml,

CFAC's "Rocket Launch" or first undertaking was to construct a provincial voter's guide
highlighting a broad range of pro-family and social conservative issues which it posed to
candidates running in the provincial election, the premise being that Alberta voters had

the right to know where candidates stood on important issues - such as tax-funded

abortion, gambling, VLTs, prisoner voting rights, parental consent for minors, defending

the will of the people, independent schooling, and whether divorcing or separating
couples with minor children should undergo government approved counselling. CFAC
is also known for the vehement advertising campaign it directed against the Supreme
Court's Vriend decision in April 1998 and for being especially active and vocal in joint
efforts to oppose the forced inclusion of "sexual orientation" in Alberta's Individual
Rights Protection Act.
CFAC is still very much in the developmental stage and is presently focussed on

establishing effective communication strategies and setting up community chapters with
"key contacts" in a number of cities and towns across the country.
Our strategy is to set up chapters similar to our existing groups in Alberta right
across the nation. These chapters will mobilize an army of volunteers and
network with thousands of churches, synagogues as well as pro-family and prolife organizations within each community. Since the election, CFAC has already
launched an affiliate group in Ottawa that, within a few days of starting,
organized a court injunction against the Marilyn Manson concen there. The
networking though the Internet is a wondefil and effective tool that CFAC ~ 1 1 1
use to help each community chapter in their specific battles. Many other
communities are in the process of starting their own chapter of CFAC. Ordinary
Canadians are ready to take up the challenge of working together for a better
Canada. We invite you to join us. (CFAC in ACTION, Fall 19975)
Providing a voice for 'Canadians with common sense values, citizens who believe in
direct democracy, and people with faith-based morality," CFAC's plans for 1998
included addressing issues concerning discriminatory CRTC policies against religious
broadcasters, responding to the Vriend case verdict, advocating equal funding for private
schools and pushing for a VLT vote during the October 1998 municipal elections
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The Catholic Civil Rights League (CCRL) established in 1985 as an independent
lay organization, is essentially an "antidefamation league" committed to '-working wlth
the mass media to secure a fairer hearing for Catholic positions in issues of public debate
and lobbying government and intervening in court challenges in support of law and
policy compatible with a Chnstian understanding of human nature and society". CCRL's
commitment to inform public policy and public opinion "with light fiom religious faith
and reason" involves - "[promoting] the search for truth in society through sound

education, open communication. and respectful dialogue, [affirming] the traditional
family to be the only secure basis on which society can be built, [acknowledging] parents
to have the primary responsibility for the education of their children, [working] for the
protection of all human life from conception to natural death, opposing discrimination
against Catholics in the workplace on the basis of their beliefs and [encouragng] all
Catholics to champion their faith, to see it as a gift to be shared, and to increase respect

for Catholicism among nonCatholics" (http:webarcos.orgiccrl/function.html 5/ 15/98),
With approximately three dozen members in Calgary and 500- 1000 nation wide, CCRL

has spoken out on issues related to homosexuality and sexual orientation with respect to
the Vriend case as well as the plight of denominational, independent and separate
schools, the moral authority of the traditional heterosexual family and the sacredness of
marriage, taxation and the right to life.
Focus on the Family Canada upholds a similar perception of family and family
life and has an organizational presence in Calgary. Focus on the Family bills itself as a
'hon-profit organization dedicated to strengthening the home." Focus on the Family is "a

non-profit Christian organization whose primary reason for existence is to spread the
gospel of Jesus Christ. We accomplish this objective by helping to preserve traditional
values and the institution of the family". Focus on the Family's ministry is based upon
five guiding philosophies:

The Importance of Evangelism
We believe that the ultimate purpose in living is to glorify God and to attain
eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord, begnning within our own families and
then reaching out ro a suffering humanity that does not know of His love and
sacrifice.
The Permanence of Marnoage
We hhelieve that the institute of marriage is a permanent. lifelong relationship
between a man and a woman, regardless of trials, sickness, financial reverses or
emotional stresses that ensue.
The Value of Children
We believe that children are a g ~ fof
i God, a heritage from the Lord. We are,
therefore, accountable to God for molding, shaping and preparing them for a life
of social service to Him and their fellow man.
The Sanctity of Human Lre
We believe that human life is of inestimatable worth and significance in all its
dimensions, including the unborn, the aged, the widowed, the mentally
handicapped, the unattractive, the physically challenged, and every other
condition in which humanness is expressed from conception to the grave.
The Relatio~trhipof Church, Fam*iy and Government
We beiievc that God has ordained three basic institutions - the church, the family,
and the government for the benefit of all humankind. The family exists to
propagate the race and to provide a safe and secure haven in which to nurture.
teach and love the younger generation. The church exists to minister to
individuals and families by sharing the love of God and the message of
repentance and salvation through the blood of Jesus Christ. The government
exists to maintain a cultural equilibrium and to provide a framework for social
order (Family Matters Lessons We Wish We'd Learnt Earlier pamphlet).

-

Focus's commitment to these principles is "apparent at every level throughout the
organization The values and techniques we teach parents are drawn from the wisdom of
the Bible and Judeo-Christian ethic - rather than from humanistic relativism of today's
theorists. In short, Focus on the Family seeks to be a reflection of the recommendations

of the Creator fimself, who ordained the family and gave it his blessing." Founded by
American psychologist Dr. James C. Dobson in Colorado Springs. the ministry produces

a number of radio broadcasts and resource materials such as masazines, family oriented
books, films, videos and audio cassettes, all from a Christian perspective. Focus on the
Family was also an intervenor in the Vriend case. According to an April 1998 focus
newsletter, effective June 1998, Darrel Reid, formally the Chief of Staff for the leader of

the Official Opposition (Preston Manning of the Reform Party) will become the president
and CEO of Focus on the Family Canada. 1998 marks 15 years of organizing for Focus

Canada which is nationally administered in Vancouver.
The National Foundation for Family Research and Education (NRRE), is also a
national organization based in Calgary with contacts in both Edmonton and Toronto.

NFFRE was founded in November 1994 by Dr. Mark L. Genuis, who received a Ph.D in
counselling psychology fiom the University of Alberta where he studied the development
and implications of secure and insecure bonding between children and parents. NFFRE
presents itself as "a private charitable foundation." And their mission is to "enhance the
health and stability of society through the study and support of families. Our vision is to
foster the healthy and positive development of present and future generations of
Canadians through research, public education and community involvement." NFFRE
prides itself on its "cutting edge" research activities and is in the business of the
dissemination of information, for "more than 90% of NFFRE's budget is dedicated to
research and the dissemination of research findings." In this respect, NFFRE views itself

as being different fiom other groups organizing around the family and working on similar
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issues in that it is a "research driven and prevention focussed foundation. This is the
'*thepiece of the pie" it sees itself as filling.
Most of NFFRE's research activities focus on the effects of nomaternal or nonparental care on child development in four areas including cognitive, social-emotional,
behavioural and child-parent attachment or bonding. These studies are largely centred on
meta-analyses of existing published research and NFFRE's most cited finding is that
"regular nonparental care of children under five years of age, for more than 20 hours per
week has an unmistakably negative effect in three of the four areas outlined (socialemotional development, behavioural adjustment, and bonding.) No positive influence
was found in the cognitive realm. Furthermore, none of the potentially mediating
variables were found to have a significant influence on the four factors. That is, quality
of nonparental care, family structure, age of entry into nonparental care, and
socioeconomic status did not have a serious influence on any of the domains of socialemotional development, behavioural adjustment, bonding or cognitive development'*
(NFFRE, 1996:4-5). NFFRE has also undertaken meta-analyses related to discipline

methods and child development, pornography and child development. NFFRE plans to
examine the issues of teen parent development, the children of teen mothen and child

sexual abuse through meta-analysis.
Finally, I located Kids First Parent Association of Canada within the multi-

organizational field of the pro-family movement in Calgary. Kids First is "Parents
Lobbying for Children", and is a one "hundred percent volunteer-run", registered nonprofit, national grassroots orgamzation primarily concerned with the care and well being

of children. Kids First offers support to families with a parent at home. that is they
promote social policies which "give parents support and recognition and which protect
the choice of raising children in a family semng." Since it was formed in 1987 by two

Calgary mothers, Kids First has been committed to:
serving as advocates for children concerning their needs for generous amounts of
their parent's time; affirming the choice to be home throughout the many stages
of parenthood; providing parent support, education and networking: correcting
society's misconceptions and refuting stereotypes about parents at home. [They]
seek to change the federal social and taxation policies which discriminate, in
particular, against families wishing to care for their own children in the early
yean and [they] believe that the commitment of time to and the emotional
engagement with children will provide continual and long-term benefits for
chldren, women,families and society (Undated, Kids First brochure)
Much of Kids First's lobbying is directed toward supporting parents at home and
has sought to influence governmental funding on child care policies. They identifv this

as their sole issue. They lobby the government to "promote policies which put the
NEEDS of children first" and advocate "TAX EQUALITY for families choosing to have

one parent at home." As such, "Kids Fint believes the best and fairest way to assist
families would be to use a system of subsidy in the form of refundable tau credits to
parents." And Kids First's lobbying efforts saw a partial policy change in the form of a
Child Tax Benefit implemented by the federal government in January 1993. According
to Kids First, "The Child Tax Benefit (CTB)rolls three of the five child-related benefits
targeted in the "Child Care Policy" developed by Kids First, into one non-taxable credit
based on family income and paid monthly. Our proposal, which was strikingly similar to

the Child Tax Benefit, was submitted to Ottawa six times and studied by Health and
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Welfare Canada." Kids First regards ths policy change as a major accomplishment in
their struggle for a more equitable child care program.
In total, 1 identified and included six groups in my multi-organizational analysis
of the pro-family movement in Calgary. Again these were AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL,
Focus on the Family Canada, NFFRE and Kids First. After delineating the groups
constituting the multi-organizational field of the movement. I then began to collect as
much documentary material on these organizations as possible. Once I had gathered
basic information on these organizations, I proceeded to conduct detailed interviews with
those individuals who appeared to be the most important leaden of each organization. I
anticipated, as did Rosenthal et a]., (1 985: 1025), that leaders would be able to "provide
information on the breadth of activity as well as the extent and shape of interorganizational linkages." Through the interview process I realized I may also be tipped

off to other organizations. This would have enabled me to expand my initial list of
population members and undertake both documentary research and interviews relating to
the new additions to the list. And although I did not revise the list, the interviews were

also most helpful in pinpointing a variety of groups and organizations that make up the
supportive alliance and antagonistic conflict sectors of the multi-otganizational field of
the pro-famil y movement.

ETHICAL CONCERNS
Prior to my contacting the various groups to inquire for documents and request
interviews, I was required to submit my thesis proposal, a copy of my preliminary
interview schedule and a sample informed consent form to the Department of Sociology
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Ethics Committee for ethical approval. On January 30, 1998 I received Certification of
Institutional Ethics Review from the Chair of the Ethics Committee. Depamnent of
Sociology.
Interviewees were informed about the general purpose of the study - that it
constituted part of masters thesis project and were asked to sign the appropriate consent
form. (For a copy of the form please see Appendix D.) The form included the research
project titie and listed me as the principal investigator. It outlined the purpose of the
case study and indicated that their participation was entirely voluntary. It informed
participants of possible risks involved in the nudy and suggested that the leadership were
the ones most able to evaluate such risks and on that basis decide what information they
chose to provide. The form did suggest that they consider risks related to themselves and
their organization's social position, reputation and privacy. It also informed respondents
that I could not guarantee anonymity and confidentiality gven that they were public
figures sharing and discussing public information. The form indicated that I may use
their name and title/position in conjunction with the organization they represent. They
would be required to speak on the record and the interview would be tape recorded
which meant they were permitting me to use their name as the source of information
communicated on tape and they understood they could be identifiable. Respondents
were asked to sign the form and were provided with a copy for their records.

Only individuals who voluntarily consented to be interviewed were included in
the study. Those pro-family leaders who agreed to be interviewed were also informed

that they were not required to answer any questions if they would rather not and that they
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were free to end the interview at any time. The taped sessions, copies or transcripts of
the interviews are kept under lock and key and are only accessible to myself and my
supervisor. Lastly, with respect to the information collected in the interview process,
participants were informed that the information gathered in the interviews would be
discussed and analysed as part of my masters thesis and were reminded once again that
the findings may eventually be published.

EXPLANATIONS AND GENERALIZATIONS

Cross-sectional Analysis and Strategic Comparisons
According to Neuman (1994:406) '*the form of analysis and theorizing in
qualitative research sometimes makes it difficult to see generalizations. Some
qualitative researches are almost entirely descriptive and avoid theoretical analysis. In
general it is best to make theories and concepts explicit." And Mason ( 1996:160)
concurs with Hamersley in that "all qualitative research whether or not it is overtly
political or emancipatory, should be 'relevant to some legitimate public concern'
( 1992:68)." With these two thoughts in mind, I have asked myself as Mason ( 1996j has

advised: What kind of generalizations or wider claims wiil 1 be able to make on the basis
of my analyses and explanations? To what extent will my explanations have any wider
resonance outside the current Calgary context? In light of these concerns, I will not
attempt to make empirical generalizations that cannot be supported by my research
strategy or analytic practice. I will use empirical evidence in an effort to illustrate the
theoretical notion of the mdti-organizational field, to illustrate important issues, themes

and symbols and to pinpoint inter-organizational linkages specifically operating within
the field of pro-family organizing in Calgary.
Given the logic of my study, the way I have framed and designed my research
project I intend to make theoretical generalizations on the basis of what Mason ( 1996)
refers to as cross sectional analysis. Mason ( 1996:1 58) proposes:
Cross sectional analysis implies that you are making comparisons across the
whole of your data set, around certain specified themes. This form of analysis
therefore does not insist upon, although it can certainly tolerate, a strategic
approach to comparison. In other words, the focus of the activity is in comparing
everything on the basis of specified themes, rather than selecting specific
comparisons in order to test out developing explanations.
This sort of comparative analysis will not only involve making comparisons
among across all six organizations, but will require me to "ask questions of my data set*'

(Mason, 1996:155). Moreover, according to Mason ( 1996:161 ) my generalizations will
need to be framed in such a way that '?hey feed into wider sets of issues or questions, or
help to initiate debate about issues and questions which [q see as 'legitimate public
concerns'." For instance, what implications will pro-family multi-organizational
interrelations present for current social and political debates surrounding the family?
And how successfbl have pro-family organizations' different "farnil y values" agendas
been in influencing public policy making at :he level of provincial politics? These are
some of the wider issues I hope my study would igrute.
The multi-method methodology employed in this case study - the detailed
documentary analysis of pro-family publications and the semi-structured inteniews with
pro-family leaders

- provides a solid empirical basis for my multi-organizational
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analysis. The findings and analyses related to pro-family ideology are examined in depth

in the upcoming chapter.

CHAPTER FOUR
PRO-FAMILY ORGkh1ZATIONAL IDEOLOGY

Introduction
In this chapter I analyse the ideological orientations, that is the values and
beliefs of Calgary pro-family organizations. This chapter is divided into five sections.

Data on different pro-family organisations' definitions of the family and their respective
organizational positions or non-positions on a number of contemporary social issues,
specifically homosexuality, abortion, feminism and child care are presented and
discussed I draw out the theoretical implications of these findings while undertaking
comparisons among the different organizations and their various positions on these social
issues.
Prwfarnily Definitions of Family - "The nuclear family is NOT a goner*

Seasons come and go, but our family roots are permanent. Our customs, beliefs
and identity come from our families. These are the ties that bind us to the past, to
the present and to htwe generations. The family is, indeed, the cornerstone - the
heart of society.... The struggle for the family will define society. It is, clearly,
no longer just enough to live a healthy family life, we must all strive with all our
might to actively defend tmditional moral values, marriage and family life. Our
children's future depends on what we do today! (Reality, Volume XVI lssue
No.4, July/August 1997).

-

The Canadian family has been politicized and the supremacy and sanctity of "the
family" needs to be addressed with respect to pro-family organizing. According to
Margrit Eichler (1988:412) the family has become a political issue due to the emergence

of a social movement whch identifies itself as "pro-family" and brands more progressive
groups and individuals who do not subscribe to their particular version of "the family" as
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"anti-family". Eichler has also stated ( 1988b:1 8), iToday, there are organized groups

such as REAL Women who wish to push us into a rigd and destructive notion of "the"
family which no longer conforms to our contemporary reality." This organizational dnve
to reprivatise the traditional family raises some serious sociological questions namely:
How do pro-family organizations in Calgary define the family? And is a particular

definition of "the" family a common ideological basis for all organizations operating in
the multi-organizational field of the movement in Calgary?
A common theme expressed in pro-family publications and one that emerged in

the leadership inteniews was the importance of family. This first section details the
findings related to pro-famil y definitions of family. The data indicate that all pro-family
groups operating in the field stress the social and or moral importance of the institution
of family to society. Pro-family groups tend to adopt a structural functionalist view of
society whereby the family is considered to be the building block and or cornerstone of
our society. The family is the stabilizing unit of society, the "cement" that holds society
together. Moreover, the importance of the "natural" family - the traditional, nuclear,
heterosexual, single income, patriarchal family - is evidenced among the four core
groups' (AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL and Focus on the Family) definition of family. The core
cluster also believe the natural family is under attack and they are strictly opposed to a~:y
redefinition of the family. Resistance to the redefinition of family, especially as it

pertains to homosexual prtnershlps, is paramount. NFFRE and Kids Fint have less rigid
definitions of family but they do share the structural functionalist view of the family with

the core groups. Only Beverly Smith stands in contrast to pro-family groups. She adopts

a different understanding of family in that she believes that gays and lesbians should not
be excluded and entertains the possibility of gay marriages.

The family is explored, explained and lamented at great length in the pro-family
groupsoliterature. And in the course of the interviews, pro-family leaden were also
given ample opportunity to discuss their organization's definition(s) of the family. My
reading of the publications and interpretation of the leadership interviews suggest that
four focal or core organizations operating within the pro-family multi-organizational
field in Calgary share a broad ideologcal commitment to the notion of the traditional
family. This core cluster of groups consists of A F W , CFAC, CCRL and Focus on the
Family Canada. According to Roy Beyer, president of CFAC, their organizational
definition of family is based on the Judeo-Christian ethic as previously described by
Eichler ( 1988). Beyer's interpretation is intertwined with a notion of democratic process
in an ideological effort to counter the Canadian "anti-family" lobby:

I mean we stand for Judeo-Christian principles which a lot of people don't
exactly understand but our world view is that there is a God, that we are created
in the image of God, that life is valuable, and that family is the basic structure of
a healthy society. We also believe in the concept of freedom, democracy...we see
democracy as a Chnstian concept, you know, freedom to believe or not to
believe. It's really a concept that was introduced in North America in the highest
level with the United States Bill of Rights and that kind of thing. If you study the
history of it, actudy, people were fleeing religious persecution coming to
America but they believed in God. And so, to blend the concept of there is a God,
but at the same time maintaining religious freedom, this is again what we, as an
organization, felt strongly about. So, we believe in democratic process as well as
the social conservative issues of the natural family-the rights of parents to train
their children and to educate their children-as well as the sanctity of life from
conception to natural death. That pretty well summarizes it and I think a lot of
people are surprised by the fact that we've inserted this concept of democracy
into it. But, what we see in Canada is an erosion of democratic process and the
anti-family, you know, lobby organizations are very good at circumventing

democratic process even through judicial decisions. It's moving around what the
people want to push for in the radical agenda and, so, it's something we felt...we
felt we needed to do as well..is to appeal to democratic process. and so those are
the issues we've focussed on (Beyer, 1998).
More succinctly Beyer defines CFAC's notion of the family as "natural": "1 think
what we're looking for is a recognition that the natural family is seen as something that
needs to be encouraged, promoted and protected by the government in terms of policy
and so the natural family being a man and a woman united in a marriage, and that being
the ideal environment for raising a child...people related by marriage, adoption, and by
blood, it's again...the ideal being a monogamous relationship between a man and a
woman."
An AFWUF Pamphlet entitled "A Snapshot of the Family - What Is
A Family?" describes the ideal family formation for adults, children and society at large

in similar terms:
The family is a group of people related by blood, marriage or adoption. It is
based on marriage which unites a man and a woman in a union hlly contracted
and publicly expressed, with a mutual commitment to faithfulness and
permanency. A family, however, is much more than a mere legal, social or
economic unit. It is a community of love and solidarity, uniquely suited to teach
and transmit cultural, ethical, social, spiritual and religious values essential for
the development and well-being of its members and society as a whole. It is also
a binding, permanent commitment to past, present and fitwe generations and as
such, it is the cement that holds society together. American sociologist,
Christopher Lasch, described the family as "a haven in a heartless world since ir
is the only institution ever invented to provide children with a love that is
centered on them. All other institutions, including schools are designed to be
impartial. But in order for children's personalities to develop in a healthy
manner, it is necessary that someone care intensely for them; so intensely as to
give them priority over all other children. It is within the family unit that this
kmd of intense caring usually takes place.
Here the notion is that children receive optimal care in family units of particular types,

but not other types. This sentiment is echoed by AFWUF's executive director, Hermina
Dykxhoom. When asked, how AFWUF would define the family, she replies:
I think we would be supportive of a man and a woman, opposite sex married to
each other for life and their natural or adopted children, that is the optimum for
the development of both children and for the development of society, when that is
strong in society that creates strong communities and strong families and so that I
would say, we sort of work towards... a female and a male, man and a woman
mamed to each other and their natural or adopted children.
AFWLlF also asserts that the majority of Canadians live within the traditional family

form and cites 1991 census data which inchcate "77% of Canadian families conform to
the traditional one of husband and wife". AFWUF also contends, '?hey do so Freely
because it is the model that works best" (AFWUF pamphlet, A Snapshot of the Family).
Focus on the Family (Canada), upholds this perception of family and family life.

The November 1996 Focus on the Family newsletter discusses the concept of a family in
these terms:
Thirty-five years ago the concept of a family was a father, mother, and children.
It was not up for discussion and an interesting fact was that: Our news media
supported it. Our educational system backed it. Our government endorsed it.
Our churches regarded it as holy, not something to be tampered with. Today, this
foundational bedrock, which is the base for all we believe in, is being removed as
you read this letter. At Focus on the Family Canada, we stand by t h s mission
statement. To cooperate with the Holy Spirit in disseminating the Gospel of Jesus
Christ to as many people as possible, and, specifically, to accomplish that
objective by helping to preserve traditional vaiues and in the institution of the
family (FOF Resources Newsletters November, 1996
http:/Iwww.fotfca/RES/LETTERS/CN1 196.HTM 3 / 9 98).
Furthermore, Focus on the Family claims the traditional Judeo-Christian version
of the family is in trouble, it is under siege. These images of the "beleaguered institution
of the family" (Eichler, 1986) or what Erwin (19905) has referred to as the "embattled

family" (Erwin, 1990) have been seized by pro-family organizations in an attempt to
"construct a political identity that is designed to mobilize the 'silent majority' in defence
of the family." The following quote represents this besieged view of the family.
We are living in very difficult times. The family is being attacked on all sides.
Focus Canada, it seems, has been uniquely called by God to firstly stand in the
gap and protect the Judeo-Chnstian view of the family, and then to boldly
promote the importance of this view both within the church and in society at
large....The challenge is before us here at Focus on the Family to significantly
increase our effectiveness and our influence, both in expandng Gods kingdom
and in protecting the family and Canadian society from firther decline.... Even
though the institution is under attack - Frequently by those who experienced pain
in their own families and would like to free children tiom its strictures - the
farnily endures and deserves to be celebrated and protected. The ministry of
Focus on the Family is dedicated to strengthening the marriages on which
families are based and to celebrate children as a precious gift from God. I like to
remember the fact that the Apostle Paul used the relationship of husband. wife
and family to illustrate the mystery of God and the church and also, to challenge
husbands. wives and children to act toward one another according to the example
of His sacrificial love for us in Chnst (Focuson the Family, July 1997 newsletter;
October 1997 Newsletter).
C

Also regarding the definition of family, at an annual Focus on the Family conference held

in Ottawa in the spring of 1993, the key note speaker, pro-life, pro-family Liberal M.P.

Tom Wappel, challenged pro-family activists to refocus and stand by their definitions of
family as the foundation of Canadian society. He posed the following question to leaders

of various pro-family organizations:
We have lost our focus. We no longer recognize the essence of what made our
country greht- That essence is the recognition that the family is the basis of our
society. By refusing to acknowledge publicly and proudly the fact that family
values are the ultimate foundation upon which Canadian society is built, we stand
to witness - in our own lifetime - the demise of the society which so many before
us have worked so hard to build.... What's the new challenge for the pro-family
movement? Well, how about defining the word 'family'? If we are pro-family,
we'd better know what we are talking about. In a Focus on the Family magazine
recently, a definition was offered: '...which, according to the traditional

definition, is a group of individuals related to one another by marriage, blood or
adoption.' But the interestmg thing about that is we feel constrained to say
'according to the traditional definition.' Why? Family is a group of individuals
related to one another by martiage, blood or adoption. Not according to a
traditional definition - that's just the way it is (Focus on the Family Magazine.
August 1994:7).
This is a very revealing quote which illustrates why they prefer the "natural" to the
"traditional" notion of family. Interestingly his address also went on to suggest:
If homosexual living arrangements are legalized, they will become 'marriages. '
Do people agree that the family is under serious jeopardy if we begin to start
talking about same sex spouses? If we think that is correct, then it is not up to us
to explain why h n g s should remain the way they are; it is up to those who wish
to change things to explain why they should be changed (Focus on the Family
Magazine, August 1994:7).

Besides defending the %atraonaI"famiiy, the natural family, related by blood,

marriage or adoption, a number of pro-family organizations are rigidly opposed to any
sort of redefinition of the family. There is little tolerance or acceptance on the part of
pro-family organizations of non-traditional relationships or alternate family f o n s .
Therefore, the definition of the family, needs to be restricted to the traditional family, as
R.E.A.L. Women argue in a 1996 issue of Reuliy:
Definition of Family
WHEREAS the heterosexual relationship is unique in its capacity to procreate
children and care for their upbringing, and
W E R E A S the traditional family of mother, father and children is the social unit
fundamental to the stability and well-being of society,
BE IT RESOLVED that the definition of the family in both federal and
provincial jurisdictions be restricted to the traditional heterosexual relationship of
mother, father and children who are related by blood, marriage or adoption
(Reality, May/June 1 9962 1 ).

In light of this resolution, the following resolutions regarding same-sex adoption and
fostering of children were later passed in October 1997 at the AFWUF Annual General

Meeting:
WAEREAS proponents of homosexuaVlesbian adoption claim that homosexual
couples are as capable of raising children as anyone else. They argue that

prohibiting homosexual adoption is unfair discrimination.
WHEREAS a closer look at the issue shows that: homosexual,lesbian adoption is
not in the best interest of the children
WBEREAS as children need both a same-sex and an opposite-sex parent in order
to have the best chance to develop healthy sexual identities.
WEEREAS homosexual households are not a suitable environment for the
development of children because of the instability and their hostility toward
natural families.
WHEREAS homosexuaVlesbian households are incapable of providing adequate
role modelling for several relationships that are crucial to the formation of
healthy stable families. These are the interactions between: husbands and wives:
mothers and fathers; men and women. The mom-and-dad family is the natural
environment for chld rearing, and is the foundation of civilization. This is
reflected in cultures the world over.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that AFWUF requests that the provincial
Government of Alberta formulate and adopt a written policy of prohibiting
homosexualflesbian adoption or fostering of children (AFWUF Voice. Nov,?)ec
97 - Jan/Feb 985).
These resolutions demonstrate a coercive, authoritarian approach to family
politics which does not provide individuals a wide latitude of choice. This influence on
policy is evidenced in the Alberta government's 1997 decision on lesbian foster
parenting in which Alberta Social Services Minister Dr. Lyle Oberg disallowed
homosexuals to be foster parents. In Focus on the Family's "Today's Family News"
Oberg "reafirmed his position that same-sex couples can not provide foster children
with the stable and socially acceptable environment that they require. Under a policy
announced in July [1997], foster children cannot be placed with someone about whom 'it
is known within the community that they are a practising gay or lesbian.' 'We have to
look at every individual circumstance, and we will have to do what is in the best interest

of the child,' said Oberg" (htrp:/i~~~~~v.fotfc~TPOL'ARTICLES.TFN-17.HTM.
2.10 98).
An Edmonton foster parent and lesbian known as "Ms.

T'plans to challenge the

government's policy in court arguing it discriminates on the basis of sexual orientation.
In an article entitled ' N A A N ROCK - ROCKS THE BOAT ON FAMILY

BENEFITS" R.E.A.L. Women also argue same sex benefits awarded on the basis of
economic dependency versus legal heterosexual marriage would be very damaging to the
traditional heterosexual family for the following reasons:
•
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It is not the mere definition of marriage that presewes the sanctity of marriage,
but rather, the benefits and privileges awarded to the family, which has a
concrete, positive influence on society. It would do little to keep the definition of
spouse and marriage in place, when. in actual fact, marriage was treated in the
exact same way as any other "union" or group of people living together.
In short, once the benefits are made available to any group, then the legal
definition and meaning of marriage and family become meaningless.
This, of course, is the very objective sought by homserual activists in their
claimfor same-sexfamiiy benefits
The traditional family is the procreative vehicle which provides future members
for society. Benefits are given not just because of "dependency", but rather, as a
matter of social policy in order to encourage the birth of children (it is irrelevant
whether children are actually born to that union).
It would reduce the already limited resources available for the traditional family,
which would be especially affected by reduced benefits since it has so many basic
living expenses and financial obligations, while not having the same ability to
absorb increased costs as do single persow.
It would encourage individuals, including homosexuals, to seek out and find
"dependency" relationships in order to obtain benefits.
It would encourage and provide incentive for homosexuals to practice their
orientation when they might not othenvise do so (Reality, July/August 1995:3).

In short, R.E.A.L. Women maintain "there are practical and political reasons to resist
family benefits awarded on the basis of dependency. Politically, the granting of benefits
to homosexual couples would be perceived as moral acceptance of homosexual liaisons

as more or less equivalent to natural "marriage" unions. This is completely
unacceptable" (Reality JulyiAugust 1995:3).
The Canada Family Action Coalition is also opposed to any change in definition
of the family, especially those redefinitions related to homosexual partnerships. An
article published on CFAC's website entitled "CFAC Objects to Any Change to the
Definition of a Family" voices their opposition to proposed changes to the definition of
family including amendments planned for the Immigration Act which would permit "a
partner of a homosexual to receive special consideration in terms of qualifying for
immigration into Canada, in similar fashion to how a married spouse now qualifies."
These so called "radical changes to the definition of family" are perceived by CFAC as a
"clear assault on the definition of family" (htlp://www.familyaction.org/

CFAC expresses a similar reaction in an excerpt from an article entitled "TKE
GAY AGENDA What's best for the Children?" which communicates this concern,

In all the debate about the
of gays to be foster parents, the most
important issue has been swept under the carpet: What's best for the children?
Alberta's premier Ralph Klein seems to be turning a deaf ear. His recenr actions
indicate more concem about pleasing the high-pressure gay lobby than doing
what is best for Alberta's chldren. Of equal concem to CFAC are his actions in
overturning decisions of his cabinet ministers. First Stockwell Day,former
Minister of Social Services, then Lyle Oberg, current Minister of Social Services,
made decisions that placing foster children with homosexual couples was not in
their best interests. Both of these decisions were overturned by Ralph Klein.
On behalf of the CFAC membership, Executive Director Brian Rushfeldt told Dr.
Lyle Oberg in a letter that "the best interests of the chld is absolutely essential in
these cases. Since these children have already been uprooted, disadvantaged, and
de-stabilized, it is essential they be placed into the very best environment
possible." Dr. Oberg responded to CFAC, stating that he supports the policy of
not placing foster children with same-sex couples. He agreed that foster children

need every advantage possible, as many of them come From troubled backgrounds
and are troubled themselves. "Placing these children in situations that may result
in them being subjected to ridicule or social stigma only makes these children
more vulnerable." CFAC will continue to press provincial governments
throughout Canada to concern themselves about what is best for children, not
what is politically correct.'' (CFAC IN ACTION Fall 1997: 2-3).

In addition to the redefinition of family occurring within the courts, CFAC and
Focus on the Family both oppose the introduction of positive gayAesbian educational
materials in public schools. The following quotes represent this shared oppositional
orientation:
For example, British Columbia is currently a primary focus for efforts to redefine
the family and teach our children that homosexual behaviour is an acceptable
alternative lifestyle. The BC goveinment had previously put legislation in place
that made it illegal to publish anything that "indicates discrimination"or "is likely
to expose a person to hatred or contempt, because of the race, colour, ancestry ...
marital status, family status ... disability, sex. sexual orientation, or age...." In
June of this year, the provincial government introduced two bills that would
change the definition of "spouse" in family-related legislation to include
individuals in "same-gender" relationships. This runs contrary to the 1995
decision of the Supreme Court of Canada in the Egan case which stated that
"martiage is by nature heterosexual". The Supreme Court ruling went on to say
that, although those in same-sex relationships may occasionally adopt or bring up
children, this is the exception "and in no way affects the general picture."
We are deeply concerned about how these changes - and the normalizing of
homosexual behaviour in the schools and in educational materials - will affect
our children. A planned gay-positive program to counter "homophobia" in the
education system, coupled with legislation affirming same-sex "spouses"wil1
serve as endorsements for the homosexual lifestyle to our young people (Focus
on the Family, July 1997 newsletter).

B.C. Re-Defines the Family
B.C.3 NDP government redefined the family in August. "Spouse" was amended
to include same-sex couples. Amendments to B.C.'s Family Relations Act also
granted homosexuals the same child-custody rights accorded to heterosexual
couples. The legislation passed despite ovenvhelrning public opposition,
including parents groups throughout the province and an unprecedented coalition
of religious groups and denominations. Catholics, Jews, Protestants,
Evangelicals, Hindus, Muslims and Sikhs joined together to oppose this

legislation. A few months earlier in March, the B.C. Teacher's Federation had
passed an "anti-homophobia" resolution to develop strategies for eliminating
homophobia and heterosexism in the public school system. Promoted as an
initiative to fight hatred towards homosexuals, many parents and teachers say
much of the material is designed to promote the homosexual lifestyle. CFAC is
networking with several groups in B.C. who insid they will not give up the battle
to fight gay propaganda in the public schools (CFAC M ACTION Fall 1997: 1).
Pro-family organizations view the introduction of same sex benefits. child
custody rights and gay positive educational materials as a means of promoting,
normalizing and endorsing the homosexual lifestyle to Canadian youth. In these three
ways non-traditional, homosexual relationships contribute to the redefinition of family
and endanger the sanctity of the traditional heterosexual family. Clearly, pro-family
organizational efforts centered on opposing same-sex spousal benefits, homosexual
fostering and adoption reflect not only a denial of multiple family forms and an agenda to
counter the redefinition of family but also an attempt to restore the social and political
status of the traditional nuclear Familial arrangement. Recognizing same-sex unions as
the equivalent to marriage, extending same-sex family benefits to gay and lesbian
couples, and granting fostering and adoption rights to homosexual couples is perceived
on the part of pro-family organizations as a threat to the traditional family and as a result
"thenatural family, the fabric of society, will be seriously undermined (CFAC

advertisement, Alberta Report: April 20, 1998136). Again, the primary underlying issue
is what in fact constitutes a family. As Erwin (1990:78) puts it, "The movement adheres
to a very strict definition of the family that takes it as a socially and legally recopzed
heterosexual couple with children; inherent in ttus definition is a rejection of the notion
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of multiple family forms. Used to distinguish defenders of the family from the "antifamily" forces, t h s definition is essential to the formation of pro-family policies."
Nevertheless, the data also demonstrate that not all organizations situated in the
multi-organizatioaal field rigorously subscribe to th~smonolithic definition of family.
The remaining groups, NFFRE and Kids First are also much less rigd in their
understanding of family and tend to embrace broader, looser definitions of family if in
fact they define the family at all. But certain similarities still do exist. In an
"Introduction to the National Foundation for Family Research and Education" booklet,

NFRZE indicates "families are the cornerstone and building block of our society, as well
as our greatest insurance for the development and health of future generations."
Therefore while MFRE may not publicly go along with some elements of the core
definitions, t h ~ sidea that the family is the "cornerstone" of o w society conforms with the
pro-family structural functionalist view of family. The Executive Director of NFFRE's
presentation of NFRZE's position is tied to their use of scientific knowledge and

research. When asked how NFFRE would define the family, Mark Genuis responds,
"It's ...we define the family in many ways for our purposes. Our area of service, our
market if you will are families with children-people raising children. So we define it as
anyone raising children." Thus for NFFRE cluldren do constitute an important part of
the construction of family, but what remains vague is whether "anyone" raising children
includes same-sex partners. It is unclear whether NFFRE's definition of the family
includes homosexual partnerships but with respect to the "Ms.T' case (homosexual

fostering), Genuis believes Social Services Minister Lyle Oberg who outlawed
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homosexual fostering and adopon in Alberta is '-right to be cautious. 'We can't say
what [having same-sex parents] would do to children,' he said. 'It would be reasonably
prudent approach, if you don't know something, not to jump in.'"

(http://www.fotf.ca/PPOUARTICLES~17.HTM, 2! 10/98). In the interview, Genuis
also goes on to say "NFFRE's belief is simply.... well look at our mission statement...that
the family and its children are the core of our society and the only way we can strengthen

it is by creating and delivering vital knowledge, i.e., objective, comprehensive research
information. That's it. We don't have a belief one way or the other - right, left. up,
down, nothing -just that the family raising kids is the core of our society. It's our duty
to help strengthen that unit and place it at the top of our priority list and the way we can
do that is only through comprehensive and objective science. That's it."

In a recent Executive Director's Letter, Genuis congratulates both Deputy
Speaker of the House David Kilgour and Paul and Carol Hill, big fiiends and supporters
of NFFRE, on their declining to appear at a meeting with U.S. President Bill Clinton in
order to attend a daughter's Brownies meeting and son's graduation. Genuis writes,
"Well done Mr. Kilgour. We all benefit from your commitment to your family.... It is
decisions like these that make a positive difference in our children's feelings of worth

and esteem, even when our children are young adults. Like Mr. Kilgour, the Hills made
an important conmitition, not only to their son but to all of us, when they turned the
President down" OJFFRE Family Matters September 1997:1&7). NFFRE's belief that
society benefits from our commitment to family and that families are the "core" and or
"foundation" of our society is consistent with one aspect of the core cluster's definition
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of family; that is, the structural Functionalist view of family that sees the institution of
family as providing social stability, that family is the stabilizing unit of society. In this
respect, NFFRE does not stand apart from the core groups and is not as distinct from the
four core groups as Genuis would lead us to believe. Rather, NFFRE's "research

support" appears to legitimize the core groups' positions and definitions of family by
using "objective" science as a well-founded legtimation tool. Although NFFRE's
Genuis does not overtly concur with other pro-fami l y organizations' definitions of
family, the data collected tentatively indicate that NFFRE's organizational position is not
substantially different fiom the four core groups' definition of family.
And lastly, the president of Kids First, Cathy Pcrri, explains that their group does

not readily put forth a def nition of the family: ".... As an organization we do not define
family." In their newsletter, Kids First says "As Kids First does not screen members we
actually have no idea what the make-up of our membership is in terms of religion,
ethnicity, political affiliations or anything else.... we don't ask people if they're married.
single parents, living common-law or whatever. People join because, they support our

goals" (Winter 19982). To avoid being pigeon-holed, Kids Fint carefully distinguishes
itself fiom other pro-family group by refusing to openly define the family. In other
words, they refrain fiom defining the family in the same way as the core groups.
However, k d s First is very sympathetic to the plight of single earner families, a common
characteristic of the core groups' ideal situation They "seek to change the federal social
and taxation policies which discriminate, in particular against families wishing to care
for their own children in the early years and [they] believe that the commitment of time

to and the emotional engagement with children will provide continual and long-term
benefits for children, women, families and society" (Kids First, brochure). These two
elements, advocating the plight of the single income family and the societal benefit
derived from caring for children in families is subtly tied into the core groups'

understanding of family. Therefore while ffids First may not organizationally define
family per se, its organizational commitments to supporting and protecting the choice of
raising children in a traditional family setting imply that the two-parent, single-income
family, with the stay-at-home parent [mother] primarily responsible for child care is the
optimum for all involved be it women, children or society
Beverly Smith says it is hard to define family. In stark contrast to the
aforementioned local organizations, she doesn't believe homosexual partnerships should
be excluded from definitions of family, nor should people who are not married, although
she does have some reservations.
Well that's a good one because I don't think gays should be excluded and I don't
believe that people have to be married to each other if they're in a committed
relationship, but I also think that very few unmarried people are in a really
committed relationship-that they both understand the same way. You know, they
can be family-two old friends living together can be a family. And it doesn't
even have to be in the same house, obviously if you're living here with someone
you love, it's a way you're a family. I mean, I think it's deterrnined..it's so hard
to define, like love or somethmg.
And for Smith, children may or may not be a part of family, but "they don't have to be."
Following her formal interview, Smith faxed me a more detailed description of her
definition of family. She wanted to 'Lexpand"her answer "because the issue has real
implications politically." She elabora~es:

The question you asked was 'What is a family?' ....Your question intrigues me
because obviously there are many people on 'the right' who believe that family is
just a man, woman and at least one child. I think that people assume that the
maternal, paternal and sexual bonds are based on love because such love is
usually instinctive. However I think that there are many other types of love even
admitted in the Bible. There is the disciple who is always described as 'the one
Jesus loved' and in the Old Testament the bond between David and Jonathan is
described as one of the deepest loves there is. That being the Biblical definition
of love, it is a pretty wide definition.
I am in favour of legislation that allows people who love each other to be
together. I lobby for governments to in particular ensure that children are raised
in a very prejudicial atmosphere - one whch they feel loved and not one in which
they are treated impersonally. The caregver can be a parent or neighbour or
relative or fhend or even an older sibling but I think it should not be a stranger
and it should not be a series of strangers. Governments cannot legislate love but
they can enable people who love each other and their children to make
arrangements which let that love nurture each individual. I lobby government
because as you are aware, current law stands in the way of some people who love
each other being together - particularly parent and chid.
If you are hinting and most studies of this nature are, whether gay marriages
could be a family, I think they most certainly could be. I think that attraction to
someone of the same sex is along a continuum so that each person has some
leanings in that direction but is ofien confused about the nature of those leanings.
It is possible to love someone of the same sex with no sexual attraction at all,
even with a kind of revulsion to a sexual idea but one can still love that person.
Or a person can also feel I suppose a sexual attraction. I feel the same way about
heterosexuality. I can feel very close ro some people for example my own
children or relatives or friends but have an absolute revulsion to the idea of sex
with them. Such is the nature of the mind and many of these feelings are
instinctive. What a person chooses to do with these feelings can be monitored of
course by one's own morals and most societies have a few taboos in that regard
possibly because of the danger of birth defects or disease transmission
historically. So sex and love are not nearly the same consideration. Family is a
term that is defining 'love' not sex and by that interpretation family can be very
broadly defined
Clearly, the conflict and struggle over values, ideas, and interpretations is an
ongoing process, and core group definitions of %e family7'are not necessarily a
common ideological orientation across the entire pro-family field Beverly Smith seems
to genuinely have adopted a different definition of the family. Smith takes great care to
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distinguish sex fiom love and her definition of family is much broader in that she realizes

the possibility of gay marriages with the proviso that the persons involved love each
other. This more open-minded understanding of family may be tied to Smith's self
proclaimed "third wave feminist" beliefs and her involvement ~ 7 t hMAW (Mothers Are
Women). MAW not only welcomes partners in single income families but a wide variety
of family forms consisting of self-employed mothers working from home. mothers
employed part-time, single mothers, mothers on maternity leave. mothers who are
students, mothers employed seasonally and mothers on welfare (MAW pamphlet ). In
short, the data gathered and analysed here show while the core pro-family groups are
indeed wedded to a monolithic definition of the traditional family as Eichler ( 1988:J12-

413) has previously suggested, it is inaccurate to make such a blanket assessment with
respect to the variety of organizations and high prof le individuals located within the
rnulti-organizational field of the pro-family movement in Calgary.

The "patriarchal family movement " advocates the restoration of the patriarchal
family which EichIer (1988:412) characterized as follows: "'The' family is a divinely
sanctioned institution. Its appropriate form in Western society comes from the JudeoChristian tradition (but other religious1y sanctioned forms may be acceptable provided
they match the Judeo-Christian model).... This form of the family deserves special
support and protection fiom the state, whereas extending such suppon and protection to
other forms of the family is seen as a direct threat to "the" family which must therefore
be resisted." Thus, in both the pro-family literature and the leadership interviews the
"natural" traditional family emerges as an important moral, cultural and social symbo1,
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particularly for A F W , CFAC, CCRL and Focus on the Family. These data suggest
there is agreement for the most part across the pro-family multi-organizational field, that
when talking, discussing and debating the family, it is the traditional family that is being
referred to as this quotation reveals: "Okay, sounds funny to have to say it...you know,
what's the definition of family...well... essentially, the definition of the family is the
union of a man and a woman for their own flourishing and for the perpetuation of
humanity..of the next generation...and both of those are necessary" (Joe Woodard,

Catholic Civil Rights League, 1998). The "core cluster" of four groups tend to espouse
the supremacy of a particular familial arrangement, that is, the narrow notion of the
patriarchal family. As a consequence they work to restore the traditional family
structure. Along this line, in A Celebration of Families, [not Family] Jeannie Takahashi
for the Alberta Federation of Women United for Families (1 987: 16)wrote:

Dr. Mary O'Brien, author. lecturer, and founder of the Feminist P a q of Canada,
spoke at the University of Victoria in March, 1987. She said, 'The most
remarkable achievement of feminism is the breakdown of the family. We have
altered the conventional rules of both sexes and exploited the exploiters. The
nuclear family is a goner. We are in fact creating new modes of private life.'
Well, we know that the nuclear family is NOT a goner. But we also know that
there are definitely many powerful negative influences all around us which have
affected nearly every family, and indeed, have destroyed some.
To reiterate, these same groups are very much against the redefinition of the
"god-given" family, particularly any legislative recommendations to include homosexual

partnerships. They have also spoken out against extending homosexual fostering and
adoption rights to gays and lesbians. Not surprisingly, the four core groups also adopt an
ardent anti-gay attitude. Pro-family positions on homosexuality will be discussed in

more detail in the following section where we will see how the documented pro-family
opposition to homosexual familial arrangements has played itself out as a result of the
largely anti-gay stance of the pro-family movement.
"The Homosexual Agendaw
Historically, anti-discrimination laws were written for specially protected classes
and nobody else. Caucasian males under forty weren't protected by those laws.
Millionaires born that way weren't protected by those laws. These laws were
made to protect dsadvantaged, politically powerless people not because of how
they behave or what kind of kinky desires they have. If you're not politically
powerless, if there's no sign that you're actually oppressed, you don't have the
privilege of claiming discrimination just because people don't like your
behaviour or your desires. They're counting on Canadians not to know what
"discrimination" really means. Show the gay extremists that you know. Help us
win this battle! (Excerpt from Colorado For Family Values cited in The AFWUF
Voice, March/April, 1997:6).

-

Canadian homosexuals have political influence completely disproportionate to
their numbers.... Thls isn't an oppressed minority; this is a decadent elite
(R.E.A.L. Women national vice-president, Gwen Landolt).
According to Herman (1994272-273) the Canadian gay and lesbian rights
movement "sought to remove existing prohibitions on same-sex sexual activity, and at

the same time, to achieve through human rights reform a reorientation of public attitudes
towards homosexuality." Herman's analysis of the Canadian Christian right also
contends:
For Christian moral activists, 'gay rights' came to be synonymous with several
thngs: anti-Christianity, dangerous morality, and government out of control.
Foremost in fighting against such rights extension were the same type of activists
as those leading the anti-abortion struggle - anti-secular conservative Christians
for whom recognition of lesbians and gay men was tantamount to the destruction
of God-given family structure ( 1994:273).

And Lorna Erwin ( 1993:408)reported that 52% of the pro-family supporters she
surveyed cited opposition to the gay rights movement as a "very important" and 76%
indicated it was a "fairly important" concern in their decision to become involved in the
pro-family movement. Where do pro-family organizations operating in Calgary stand?
This section focuses on findings related to pro-family organizations' opinions of
homosexuality. In the case of homosexuality, notably, the four core pro-family groups
adopt an openly anti-gay stance. The most common theme expressed by these groups is
that homosexuality is destructive to the natural family. Homosexuals are often blamed
for the spread of AIDS. Homosexuality is commonly viewed as a lifestyle choice that
can be changed; through therapy and ministry based outreaches homosexuals can be
freed of the gay lifestyle. "Homosexuality isn't sometlung you 'are', it's something you
'do"' (AFWUF Voice, March/April 1997:14). However, it should also be noted that Kids
First, NFFRE and Beverly Smith remain noticeably organizationally absent from the gay
rights debate. As Kids First indicates "we only focus on one aspect of the "pro-family"
movement that of supporting families with a parent at home.... we do not deal with the
other issues that are important to the movement" (Perri, 1998). And Beverly Smith at
one time lived next door to a lesbian couple. While she admits, she was initially
surprised at the way they treated each other in public, she says the only difference
between them and her is the person they're attracted to, "they're lovely people" she says.
Thus, Smith, Kids First and NFFRE will not be further discussed in this section.
With the recent Vriend Supreme Court decision, the battle over gay rights has

gained a great deal of momentum within the multi-organizational field of the pro-family

movement in Calgary. Not surprisingly, the data suggest, the core pro-family
organizations have adopted an anti-gay stance. The core organizations' headlines on
gayllesbian issues read: "REAL Women Challenges Gay Agenda" (CFAC); "Gay

Marriage?"(Focus on the Farn ily); ''Justice Minister Misconstrues Catholic Teaching on
Sexual Onentation Issue" (CCRL); "Ralph gets moral, and Alberta gets gay rights: How

Klein snookered public opinion to satisfy homosexuals, the Supreme Court and the
media"(CCRL's Joe Woodard, Senior Editor of the Alberta Report); "Stop the
Bathhouse" (CFAC) and "The Gay Agenda" (AFWUF). AFWUF claims "this radical

agenda is in the process of being realized in Canada". But what exactly is "the
homosexual agendab'?
The entire MarchlApril 1997 issue of the AFWUF Voice, "The Other Side of
Tolerance" was devoted to the discussion of the "homosexual agenda".

Here AFWUF

outlines the gay agenda and its prime objectives. Among other things, A F W argues
the homosexual agenda advocates:

The destruction of traditional morality.
To separate ser from procreation. Normalize abortion. i.e. You want sex for
pleasure without necessarily having children. So do we. We are no different
from you. We need love too. We should have the same right to many.
No individual responsibility- i.e. We are victims. We get AIDS, not because we
have promiscuous sex, but because of your rampant 'homophobia'.
To abolisl, distinction of gender. Men and women are basically the same. We
can slip in and out of roles.
To abolish mm-ageas a life lung covenant between a man and a wonranfor
the purpose of having and raising the next generation,
To substitute mamkge of two or more persons, regardless of gender, for the
puqose of s e l f l f i l m e ~
To nomtaiite homos4xuuiity as complete& equai to heteroseruality and use the
instruntents of the state ie. edrccution, health, welfore system, to achieve this
goal (AFWUFVoice, March/April 1997:2).
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R.E.A.L. Women suggests these goals of homosexual activists *'are accomplished and
enforced through intimidation and public humiliation of dssidents by use of the liberal
establishment and the media.... The imposition of the homosexual agenda in Canada i s
part of a wider cultural transformation that includes abortion, infanticide and physicianassisted suicides. If this transformation is completed, our country \\ill be
unrecognizable. No civilization, however, can long sustain itself with such selfdestructive laws. If we want to bequeath an intact nation to our children, we will have to
act quickly" (Reality, Volume XV Issue No.3 Ma$June 1996:1-2).
Excerpts from the book Homosexuality - A Freedom Too Far by Dr. Charles W.
Socarides ( 1996), which appeared in the same issue of the AMrllF Voice, charge
homosexuality "takes deadly aim on the primary unit in society, the family....
homosexuality is intergenerational suicide.... the very fact of AIDS is the same-sex
movement's terribng contribution to this terrific century, which may end up with as

many as 100 million people infected with the most dread disease in human history."
Homosexuality is also perceived to be an unhealthy alternate "lifestyle" choice
and one that can be treated. Homosexuals can be treated as they struggle to find their
"natural sexual identity". Excerpts reprinted from an article by Knight and Garcia for the
American pro-family group Family Research Council counter the "Assertion" that
"family makeup is irrelevant because homosexuals are 'born that way,' just like
Voice, AugwVSeptember 1997:7). The authors suggest the
heterosexuals' (W
following:

The weight of studies, even those by homosexual researchers, shows that children
in homosexual households are four times more likely to identify with
homosexuality. Furthermore, no credible evidence exists that homosexuality has
a genetic link. Seventy years of studies and therapeutic experience clearly
indicate that homosexuality is an aberrancy that is unhealthy and treatable and
that environmental factors are paramount in the formation of sexual identity.
Masters and Johnson report a 71% success rate in therapy for homosexuals
wanting to change their orientation, and thousands of homosexuals have been
freed through therapy. More than 200 ex-gay ministries around the United States
repon regular successes.
In a similar fashion, Herman's (1994276) analysis suggests: "Focus [on the
Family] also provides key resource materials for the Christian Right position that
homosexuality is a lifestyle choice, not an immutable characteristic inherent in one's
genetic or psychological make-up. Many of its own publications are devoted to proving
this argument and its leaders are frequently quoted in the media insisting that
homosexuality is a choice and therefore changeable.'' Indeed, homosexuality as this
letter published by Focus on the Family (August, 1994:16)"From a Former Lesbian"

attests, can be "healed" through their radio broadcasts.

Thank you for your recent radio program, "Hope for the Homosexual," which
aired in April. I am a former lesbian. After many years in the gay community, I
joined a Christian women's bible study, where I met happy, healthy, normal
Christian women who treated me with respect. I'd never had my emotional needs
met before ... my mother had rejected me and the lesbian community was always
looking for "lovers." Being around real Chnstians was the most healing
experience I've had. I haven't listened to "Focus on the Family" broadcasts
regularly, but after today, I intend to cever miss it again.

Furthermore, in 1997-98, AFWUF and CF AC both voiced concern regarding the
opening of a gay bathhouse in the city of Edmonton In "Bathhouse opponents take to the
net" the Edmonton Sun reports "A moral crusade against a gay bathhouse in Edmonton is
being launched on the Internet. The city-based Canada Family Action Coalition, which

campaigns to put Christian values on the political agenda, is using its web page to urge
people to complain to city council about the bathhouse. 'This is not a homosexual rights
issues,' said the coalition's president, Roy Beyer. 'It wouldn't matter if this place was
for heterosexuals.' 'The fact is that a facility like this cheapens sex and violates what is
a tremendous gift from God"' (Cowan, 1998). These two groups also co-hosted a
speaking tour by Jim Sedlak of STOPP (Stop Planned Parenthood) International to
inform Albertans of Planned Parenthood's proposed GLBT (Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual.
Two-spirited) Rural Outreach project, in partnership with PFLAG (Parents Families and
Friends of Lesbians and Gays). In "In Search of the Rural Gay" (AFWUF Voice June July 1997:4), AFWWF maintains "opponents argue this effort propagates the myth of the

fixed homosexual identity, and condemns its victims to lives outside the loving confines
of the natural family." AFWUF (1997:4) writes:
Mike Wood, a counsellor with the Riven of Grace Ministries in Calgary, believes
PP organizers are well meaning, but mistaken. "They want to offer these kids
hope, love, affirmation, acceptance." However, "they don't offer them a real
option, a real choice," he says. "Up to age 17,26% of youths struggle with
gender confusion, but that figure then quickly drops to 5%. What a pro-gay youth
organization does is short-circuit a kid's normal, internal struggle to find his
natural sexual identity. It tries to affirm him with the simple answer, 'You're gay
and there's nothing you can do about it.' But it doesn't give them the truth." Mr.
Wood speaks from experience. The former homosexual credits prayer for his
reintegration into family life. And his story is not unique. Desert Stream, a
Christian sexual healing group, claims a two-thirds success rate in helping men
escape the gay lifestyle.
And lastly, as has been previously mentioned, the four core groups along with the
Evangelical Christian Fellowship acted as intervenors on behalf of the Alberta
government in the Supreme Court Vriend case. The case sparked the following
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headlines: "Canada's Supreme Court Has No Business Imposing 'Bathhouse Moralin.'

On The Churches And In The Nation's Living-Rooms!" (Ken Campbell, National
Director, Canada's CIVILIZED MAJORITY); "If Vriend Wins, Who Loses" (CFAC);

"W
Goes to the Supreme Court of Canada" (AFWLTF)and "Ralph's New Friends"
(The Alberta Report). Ttus intervention and other joint activities will be discussed in
more detail in Chapter 5.
Clearly, issues related to homosexuality are very important to the core cluster of
pro-family organizations, and these groups adopt an unambiguous anti-gay stance with
respect to the gay and lesbian movement. It is important to understand how these antigay groups view and respond to the so called "homosexual agenda", and how gays,

lesbians, bisexuals and the transgendered pose a threat to their notion of the natural,
traditional family, the foundation of the pro-family way of life. However, it would be
misleading and inaccurate to assert that all pro-family groups working in the field are
vigilant anti-gay organizations. NFFRE and Kids Fiat for example have not yet struck an
oven organizational position on the debate. What can be said is that some groups,
particularly the four core groups are very upfiont about their positions on homosexuality
and gay rights. Pro-family opposition to gay rights came to the fore during the Vriend

decision and is evidenced in several joint organizational activities. These interorganizational relations will be introduced and analysed in greater depth in the following
chapter.

The Abortion Issue
'A person commits homicide when he causes injury to a child before, or during
its birth as a result of which the child dies after becoming a human being'
Criminal Code Sec. 223 (2)' (AFWUF VOICE Jan.-Feb. 1997:14).

It is time for Canadians to demand that the vulnerable child, living so perilously
in the womb, be given a defensive weapon to protect it from instant death at its
mother's discretion. That weapon is a law which recognizes a child's most
important right - the right to life (Reality, Volume XVI Issue No. 1,
MarchiApril, 1997:15).
What was once seen as an act of desperation - the killing of one's own child - is
now fiercely defended as good and promoted as a right. Even worse, a deadly
blindness has come over our land, preventing many persons of good will from
recognizing the right of innocent human lives to respect. acceptance and help.
Claims of privacy and an ethic of unlimited individualism have been used to
undermine government's responsibility to protect life. Legalized violence has
spread through our society like a cancer. The powerless of ail ages are
threatened (A Statement of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops,
November 12, 1997, http://www.familyaction.org/Research/Abortion/
Bishop25yr.html, 2/10/98).
We "support the right to life of all innocent individuals from conception to
natural death" is a phrase often associated with the pro-family movement. Opposition to
abortion figures prominently in pro-fami 1y materials and rhetoric. Facts and figures
strongly condemn the so called " culture of death". Previous work on the pro-family
movement is important because it demonstrates that part of the Canadian pro-family
movement developed historically out of the anti-abortion movement. I am interested in
examining whether or not this holds true for all pro-family organizations in Calgary in
1998. What ideological and organizational links exist between pro-family and pro-life

organizations today? And how can we characterize the relations between groups involved
in the two movements? Thus, my research serves to update the account of one of the

most important sociological questions concerning the pro-family movement, that is its
relationship to the already organized and politicized anti-abortion movement.
A common theme expressed both in the publications and the interviews was the

sanctity of life which protects the rights of the unborn, the elderly, the mentally and
physically disabled from conception to natural death. Organizational opposition ro
abortion is evidenced by the fact that the four core groups bill themselves as pro-life
groups. But abortion seems to be less salient an issue for pro-family groups than it once
was. While pro-family groups maintain relationships w t h pro-life goups and suppon
the work that they are doing, opposition to abortion is just one issue in a range of issues
that pro-family groups currently tackle. Only NFFRE and Kids Fint do not put forward

an organizational position on abortion. And Beverly Smith who doesn't take a stand on
the abortion issue critiques the pro-lifelpro-choice debate in terms of a rhetorical struggle

over a play on words.
Pro-family literature suggests that the crusade against abortion rights may or may

not explicitly fall under the rubric of "pro-family" organizations. This theme also
surfaced in the interviews. Once again four of the groups earnestly support pro-life
views, those being the core cluster composed of AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL and Focus on the

Family (Canada). AFWT's Position Papen statement on Reproductive Choice and
Abortion outlines the organization's staunch pro-life stance and reads as follows:

Since ALBERTA FEDERATION OF WOMEN UMTED FOR FAMILIES
reaffirms that the family is society's most important unit, we value equally every
family member, born or unborn. Reproductive choice is exercised prior to
conception. Conception and birth are consequences of choice, not choices in
themselves. Anyone who is not certain that there is a second human being

growing wittun the pregnant woman should clearly give that human life the
benefit of the doubt. It is said repeatedly by feminists that society over the years
has oppressed women and that feminism is the answer to overtwing this
oppression. How, then, can the genuine feminist justify, in turn, aborting her
unbom son or daughter, the most deadly kind of oppression? Under the Canadian
Charter of Rights, everyone is supposed to be equal under the law. To arbitrarily
take away the right to life of one group of human beings (the unborn) is to make a
mockery of everything the Charter of Rights is supposed to uphold and prorect.
Furthermore the statement made by AFWUF's national affiliate the R.E.A. L. Women of
Canada goes one step further to suggest:
In a democracy, there is the acceptance and practice of the principle of equality of
rights, opportunity and treatment for all. The unborn child must be included
because we cannot arbitrarily take away the rights of one group of human beings
without giving assent to the withdrawal of rights from other categories of human
beings. Since we are pro-family, we cannot discriminate by allowing an anack on
one member of the human family such as the unborn child. Doing so has opened
the door to attacks on other vulnerable members of the family. such as the aged.
and the mentally and physically disabled
(http:iiwww.rea~wornenca.com/htm1/abo~ionl,2~
10/98).
What is fascinating is how AFWW and R.E.A.L. Women use the rights discourse here,

but manage to reject its use when it comes to gay and lesbian rights.
CFAC also identifies itself as a pro-life organization and recently tried to
rejuvenate the abortion debate by making it a prime election issue in its 1997 Alberta
provincial voter's guide. When asked about CFAC' s position on abortion, president Roy
Beyer responds:
And the pro-life issue...again, going back to the pro-life issue...because you have
this group who are idealistically hoping to abolish all abortions and some profamily, pro-life politician saying, "okay, we can't achieve that but this is what we
can achieve", and they didn't receive the suppon that they needed and so then you
have the insanity here in Canada-no law at all governing abortions, which, you
know,is the most radical in the world. I mean,the fact that there is not only no
laws governing abortions, but it's fully funded by tax dollars. We really have, to
a large extent, ourselves to blame for that.

In keeping with h s analysis, the abortion questions posed to candidates running for
elected office in the provincial election that appeared in the CFAC Voter's Guide read as
follows:
TAX-FUNDED ABORTION: Do you favour removing abortions from the list of
insured services so Alberta taxpayers will no longer have to pay for medically
unnecessary abortions? 1 - NO, all abortions should continue to be funded by
taxpayers. 5 - YES, except to save the life of the mother. or in the case of incest
and rape. 10 - YES, except to save the life of the mother.
PARENTAL CONSENT FOR MMORS: Do you favour requiring a doctor to
obtain the consent before performing an abortion on a minor child? I - No. 10 YES.
INFORMED CONSENT: Do you favour requiring a doctor to inform a pregnant
woman concerning fetal development, including printed material and an
ultrasound before performing an abortion? 1 - NO, no specific information
should be required. 5 - YES, in t e n s of printed material. but not to require an
ultrasound. 10 - YES, such information will assist the woman to make an
informed decision.
In "Abortion pushed as vote issue" the Calgary Herald reported:

The guides, modelled on materials used by U. S. religious-right activists, contain
questions worded to help voters determine where candidates stand in the use of
public funds for abortions. The aim of the grassroots campaign is to make
abortion, and other so-called pro-family concerns such as gambling, a leading
issue in the election campaign, Beyer said. "That's our intent," the coalition
organizer said. "Our goal is get voters to respond to these issues" (Cunningham,
February 16, 1997 page A 1 and AZ).
CCRL is also a pro-life organization. As their December 1996 newsletter suggests,
"We work for the protection of all human life from conception to natural dc3th"
and have spoken out against the decision of the Supreme Court of B.C. which
upholds the provincial ban on "peaceful counselling at abortuaries.... So, merely
witnessing silently to what Malcolm Muggeridge once called the 'silent
holocaust' is now banned. Candles and hymns are a 'threat' to the 'vulnerable'
and a gag law by and for the politically correct has been raised in this most
peaceful and law abiding countries to quash disapproval of a practice that, if prolife people are correct, is a great danger to our collective consciences - our souls."
( http://www.arcos.org/cc~l/~ction.htm
5115/98).

And likewise, Focus on the Family champions the sanctity of life from conception to

natural death:
We believe that children are a gift of God, a heritage from the Lord. We believe
that hwnan life is of inestimable worth and significance in all its dimensions.
including the aged, the widowed, the mentally retarded, the unattractive, the

physically handicapped and eveq other condition in which humanness is
expressed from conception to the grave, including the unborn (Focus on the
Family July 1997 newsletter).
The entire Focus ministry "seeks to uphold the value of human life. Whether in radio
broadcasts. books, booklets or magazines; whether through crisis ministries or
counselling department, the people at Focus believe that human life is of inestimable
wonh and significance in all its dimensions." The 1998 Focus on the Family (Canada)
Association Resource Listing offers a number of pro-life videos with titles such as
"Your Crisis Pregnancy", "A Question of Worth", "Reversing Roe", and "A Winnable
War7'. Take also for example, Focus on the Family's September 30, 1996 issue of
Citizen magazine. Cindy Silver's cover story "The Unborn Among Us: Canadians revisit
the fetal rights debate" asks:

Is it ethical to destroy unwanted embryos? Is it a crime to shoot a child while it is
in the womb? Should a court force a pregnant addict into treatment in order to
protect her unborn child? Is it right for a mother to arbitrarily abort one twin but
carry the other to term? These questions are forcing pro-lifers and pro-choicers to
rethink their arguments, not only about abortion, but about fetal tissue research
and such common fertility procedures as the collection, storage and multiple
implanting of embryos. And, although it is unknown whether this new debate
will affect Canada's laws, pro-lifers feel certain that it will challenge the present
apathy of many Canadians on what they argue is society's most compelling issue - the sanctity of life.
Silver's story makes the point that "it is now time to speak out on behalf of the unborn,
while the media spotlight is so clearly focused on the humanity of the "fetus". What

could be clearer than the fact that it is wrong to put a woman's "right to choose" above
the right of the child in her womb to live, except in the most extreme, life threatening
circumstances?" (Jim Sclater, Vice President, Public Policy, for Focus on the Family in
Citizen magazine, September 30, 1996:8). Focus supports the sanctity of life through
other endeavours, including pro-life outreaches in the form of Crisis Pregnancy
Ministries to assist women considering abortion. Run by Sydna Masse, a woman who

had an abortion and "found healing through a crisis pregnancy centre (CPC), the Crisis
Pregnancy Ministies assist more than 3,000 CPC's in the United States and Canada with
resources such as books, videos, audio cassettes and anatomical models of fetal
development" (Tom Neven's "The Sanctity of Human Life" in Focus on the Family

Magazine, January 19982-3)
Moreover, that some pro-family groups had their roots in the anti-abortion
campaign is evidenced by the fact that AFWUF was initially founded by pro-life women
who were told that they weren't welcome in the Alberta Status of Women because of
their pro-life beliefs. As Hermina DyMoom, executive director of AlWUF
recounts:

There were six women, I believe it was six women, mainly from the Red Deer
area but no I think there were some from Lethbridge and, and really a number of
places who had gone to a women's meeting in Edmonton of the Status of
Women,the Alberta Status of Women Action Committee and they were profamily, pro-life women and were more or less told at this conference that if they
were pro-life women they had better s t m their own organization because they
weren't welcome in the Status of Women, so because you could not be for, the
right to life for the unborn and be a part of the, for the equality of women,
which of course is wrong, but I mean, you know that's that's what they were told
so and so they left and started their own orgamzation and that's how the Alberta
Federation of Women United for Families was started

Thus, the first Canadian pro-family group, AFWUF was started by pro-life
activists. But how salient an issue is the pro-life movement for pro-family groups today?
According to the July/August 1997 issue of Reality, "the issues of abortion, gender
equality, and sexual orientation are not single issues. They are pan and parcel of the
political and cultural war against the family" (Reality, Volume XV1 Issue No. 4,
July/August 1997:7). W l e these two movements are still in contact and maintain good
relationships with each other, the pro-family movement while respecting the right to life
of the unborn and other vulnerable persons in our society has arguably branched out to
encompass a wider range of issues in defence of the family. For example, A F W does
not divert time and energy to prioritize the abortion issue since there are already pro-life
people committed to that cause. In her interview, Dykuhoom (1998) explains:
See pro-life and pro-family issues are, you h o w you can, you can sort of separate
them, there are some pro-life people that do not want to become involved in any
other issues they just want to do abortion and euthanasia so that's their thing and
I've spoken at some of those on let's say the United Nations and population
control and all of those issues which I've had experience with. We do not speak
out specifically on the abortion or euthanasia issues we don't make that our
priority because there's other people doing that and there is no point in
wasting your energy and your time when someone else is doing it but we certainly
will support it, I don't make it the issues that we deal with ...
Consistent with this picture of a division of labour between anti-abortion groups and

AFWLTF is Dykxhoom's description of inter-organizational contacts.
I think very good. You know, I think we, we....again when the issues come up,
and on an issue basis, we phone to each other, we talk with each other, and
we...for example on the living will legislation that just passed through our
legislature in November or December-.went into law. You know, I will
disseminate information to our members on that, I can't say other than
encouragement...we certainly support and yeah, encourage those who are working
on the issues.

CFAC on the other hand characterized their organizational relationship to pro-life groups
in this way:
I mean, I think we need organizations that are focussed on single issues but the
fact is, that when there is a need for a broader based, you know, push on
something, that small group is going to need a larger network to get behind them.
So, for example, three years ago, on the tax funded abortion issue, that one
required a broader base of support than just the pro-life movement, and we see
ourselves. From time to rime, being able to work with these organizations and
saying, 'yes, this is something we can win and should win" .... Other than agreeing
in terms of the principle, there is no direct relationship. It's obviously...when
we're taking a policy position on something, we'll consult with them in terms of
what position they're taking and why-that kind of thing-because we want to
know where they're coming from. They have far more detailed information on
that specific issue but we don't necessarily agree, and sometimes, it's
advantageous that way-that they keep a more straight...you know, we're against a
principle position. What we're doing is we're being more incremental in terms of
our approach. But, there's no direct link that way....(Beyer, 1998).
That CFAC advocates a more pragmatic mategy as evidenced in its 1997 Alberta Voter's

Guide which aimed to make abortion a key election issue.
As I have argued earlier, there is much evidence to suggest the pro-family
movement historically had its roots in the anti-abortion movement - that it emerged as
an outgrowth of the anti-aborrion, pro-life, right to life movement (Petcheshy, 1981:
Eichler, 1988; Steuter, 1992, Abbott and Wallace, 1992; Durham, 1994.) However, the
pro-life movement is perceived by pro-family organizations as largely a single issue
movement in that it focuses on promoting the right to life. Dedicated to this end, I would
argue the anti-abortion campaign remains a separate movement tvith a singular focus and
a fundamentalist political pro-life strategy. And while the pro-family movement in part
inherited a pro-life stance from its predecessor, the anti-abortion movement, the
contemporary movement in Calgary seems to distinguish itself as a distinct, broader

based movement with a larger, more multi-issue platform - thus abortion is just one
issue among many undertaken by the pro-family movement. Interestingly, the core
cluster (four of the sis groups operating in the multi-organizational field) principally
support the pro-life position, are very upfront with their pro-life beliefs and publicly bill
themselves as a pro-life organizations, and yet the other two organizations, NFFRE and
Kids First, are much less forthright in where they stand on the abortion issue.
Beverly Smith doesn't have an "official position" on the abortion controversy.
This sets her apart from the core cluster. For her the controversy surrounding the politics
of abortion plays itself out in terms of rhetoric, it is a word game. In deconstructing the
abortion controversy, she says,

I don't have any official position but I would like to tell you one thought on that.
1 think both sides are playng a little word game. Pro-life basically means we

want to, preserve the life of the child, right, yet a lot of women say, "well, this is
not a life yet, you have to think about the quality of the life that that child would
have and the quality of life of the mother.'' So that's a little game And prochoice is for a woman to be able to choose to have an abomon but that eliminates
the choice for the baby, you know. So both of them are misnomers just to make
you upset, I think. But the other one is the difference, the opposite of what they
call each other, anti-life, have you heard that. I've read that. Some people call
the pro-choice, the anti-life.... Yes, I mean it's so mean. And the other one...what
is the oppsite ...anti-choice, which is completely mean, because both sides want
some choices for people, maybe you're talking about choices for the baby or
talking about choices for the woman, but you are talking both sides having a
choice, so it's a word game.
Similarly, Kids Fint president Cathy Perri indicates that the organization has not taken a
position on the abortion controversy. When asked to characterize Kids First's
relationship to pro-life groups in Calgary, Perri responded "we don't really have any, I

don't h n k , relationshp with them, simply because they are focussing on the abortion

124

issue and we don't, so we don't as far as I know have any.. .I assume...I don't know for
sure that there's members of the pro-life organization that belong to Kids First... but then

I'm not definite...so, no, we don't have an):". And Mark Genuis of NFFRE indicates that

NFFRE does not have a position "one way or the other, it is not an area of, it's not
relevant right now to the work we are doing at all." Therefore in contrast to Envin's
( 19902) claim that the "anti-abortiodanti-ferninistipro-familyforces in Canada - these

terms all refer to a single phenomenon", these data indicate that not all organizations
operating in the pro-family multi-organizational field are officially anti-abortion. Here
Beverly Smith, Kids First and NFFRE stand apart fiom the core groups who are very
forthright in their pro-life views. While Kids First and NFRZE do not take an
organizational position on abortion, one can speculate that their membership may contain
pro-life supporters but the data suggest that a pro-life agenda is not part of these two
groups' central mandate or an organizational priority.
Although there may be instances of organizational collaboration between the core
pro-family groups and anti-abortion groups, as exemplified by the tau funded abortion
issue a few years ago, the pro-family movement in Calgary operates as a separate entity
fiom the established pro-life movement. As we have seen, some pro-family groups such
as ARNUF maintain good working relationships with pro-life groups but the
interconnections - consultations and collective action among pro-family and pro-life
organizations - appear to be maintained on an ad hoc, need by need, issue based agenda.
And when asked why they don't focus on just one issue instead of so many, R.E.A.L.

Women replies "REAL Women of Canada is a non-partisan, non-denominational

organization committed to being a voice in government, in the courts and in the media to
defend and promote the traditional values of marriage and family. In order to do this, we
research, analyse and report on the anti-life, anti-family issues in our society. This is the
reason we cannot ignore the homosexual agenda or only focus on one single issue"
(Reality, Volume XVII Issue No. 1, JanuaryEebruary 19985).

An Anti-feminist Impulse?
I think in the States there are two big currents. There's feminism and the profamily, you know. That's the way it's interpreted. Feminists are people
who...now we're talking about stereotypes, right. ...feminists are people who want
equality for women. They want equal pay for work for equal value, they want
women to be able to go as far as they can in the corporate sector, get into all
facilities, have any job, join the military, equality. I pretty well endorse that
group except sometimes, I think, they take it too far. Some of them seem to
actually hate men or can do without men, which I think is taking it too far. but
generally I like some of what they say. The other side seems to be the right-wing
which is identified stereotypically as pro-church, pro-family in the sense that
everybody considers the family the main thing in their life and not career, and
women should be home with their children and should not be in the paid
workforce and this also tends to be associated with anti-abortion and anti-gay,
which I don't take a stand on, right. So I'm not in either of those groups, right,
which is a problem for me (Smith, 1998).
Previous literature clearly documents the tenuous relationship between the
mainstream women's movement and pro-family activists. That the Canadian women's
movement has engendered feminist and antifeminist activities remains problematic and
cause for concern. Why are pro-family, antifeminist politics so attractive to many
women and men and how is it that women have a history of organizing against women's
emancipation? What has pushed, pulled or encouraged thousands of Canadian women to
unite and fight against feminism? Why is it some women, as Erwin (1990:112; 1988:267)

has suggested, harbour a deep-seated resentment towards feminism and "have come to
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feel anxious, vulnerable, and even slighted by feminist demands and symbols"? How do
pro-family groups view and respond to the feminist community in Calgary? And what
role does anti-feminism play in the field of pro-family organizing?
While CFAC and Beverly Smith admit the feminist movement has made certain
gains for Canadian women, this section focuses more on the so-called pro-family antifeminist impulse and hghlights the anti-feminist sentiment that exists within the Calgary
pro-family movement. Focus on the Family is noticeably absent from this discussion, as
I was unable to clearly document any explicit anti-feminism in their publications.
Likewise, two other organizations, CCRL and NFFRE claim they do not respond to the
feminist community in Calgary and their comments are quite brief On the other hand,
the responses of W,CFAC, and Kids First to the mainstream women's movement
are interesting and form the centre of this discussion. There are some common themes
and differences in pro-family complaints directed at feminism and the mainstream
women's movement. Feminists are stereotypically referred to as "anti-family" "man
haters". Feminism has hurt women. The mainstream women's movement has been
criticized for undermining the natural family, the most important societal unit for "social
stability depends on the happy family, and the family depends on the self sacrificing
mother who keeps her feelings and needs to herself and draws her identity from
providing for others. Feminism destroyed all that" (Kaplan in Oakley and Mitchell,
1997:xv). Another common complaint is that the feminist movement is unrepresentative,

that it doesn't speak for the majority of Canadian women. Pro-family anti-feminism
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sends a clear message to the feminist movement that "you don't speak for us." AFWUF,
k d s First and CFAC all voice h s concern.

Furthermore, I would argue that there are two main types of anti-feminism
operating in the pro-family field in Calgary. Thus, not all groups are similarly antifeminist. These two types may be described as a "general anti-feminism" adopted by
groups like W and CFAC who identify feminism and the mainstream women's
movement as a social evil that has served to erode the supremacy of the natural family
form and the breakdown of the institution of the family. To use Oakley and Mitchell's
(1997:.xxiv) words, "feminism becomes a generic ragbag, a coliection of subjectively

perceived disruptive social elements." Feminism is blamed for eve~zhingfrom an
increase in divorce to society's sexual permissiveness. Tied into this notion is the
disappearance of the single earner family. Feminism has positively encouraged women
to pursue higher education and women are now entering the paid labour force in record

numben but at the expense of their families, particularly the developmental lives of their
pre-school children.
A second and related type of anti-feminism is associated with the social status of

mothers and homemakers. This "status" related anti-feminism is clearly evidenced in the
interviews with Kids First and Beverly Smith who argue feminism has at times
downgraded, devalued and failed to recogruze the social contributions of mothers and
homemakers. CFAC and AFWLlF also exhibit some signs of h s status related antifeminism. A F W argues feminism has led women to believe the family is the site of

women's oppression. Women and mothers are l a d into the paid work force where they
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are led to believe they can suppon themselves and their children independent of their
husbands. It is this sense of faise economic security and independence that has
contributed to female and chld poverty. CFAC on the other hand, suggests mothers who
stay at home to be the primary caregiver experience feelings of guilt because they are not
doing what they should be doing, that is working in the paid labour force. Therefore.
what these data suggest is that not all pro-family groups are ovenly anti-feminist as in the
case of CCRL, Focus on the Family and possibly NFFRE and those that are more openly
anti-feminist including AFWLTF. CFAC and Kids First, are not necessarily anti-feminist
in exactly the same way(s).

CCRL contends as an organization they do not respond to the feminist community
and have not adopted a formal organizational position on the influence feminism has had

upon the family. Mark Genuis, executive director of NFFRE, struggles to characterize
the relationship between feminism and family politics and the influence of feminism on
the family in Calgary as follows: "In Calgary...urn, the only....you're focussing here on

feminism...the only, uh,concern that I have....I have no problem...feminism is not
relevant to the organization at all. Where any group, be it feminists, be it anyone, would
encourage policies that are not consistent with the data regarding child development and
family development, then we would have a concern with it. But it's not with the
group...we would hope to educate and bring forth information that is more honest and
objective and clear, urn, so that as people we can all agree on that Urn,feminism
itself.. .to be perfectly honest, speaking directly, as the Executive Director of the
Foundation, urn, 1 would argue that is not something really relevant for me to comment

on as the director of the organization." Genuis's response indicates an unwillinbaess to
discuss the issue. Here NFFRE's lack of candor is actually quite revealing.
The data on AFWW, Kids First, and CFAC who were very forthright about their
views of feminism and the Canadian feminist movement is presented in order to assess
the theorized anti-feminist sentiment of the pro-farnily movement in Calgary In fact.
these three groups are quite critical of the organized women's movement.
AFWUF maintains feminism has had a negative, detrimental effect on the family.
Feminism coupled with sexual permissiveness or liberation has contnbuted to an
increase in divorce, sexually transmitted diseases and female poverty as this quote from

I think it's [feminism's influence on the family] been very negative. The divorce
rates have gone up. There's a rise in that. The sort of sexual liberation...I work
with young grls and when I find when a g r l is wanting to be pregnant at 13wanting to, planning it, crying when she hasn't gotten pregnant and happy
when she is-and I know that these young girls will be ....will be having so many
problems as far as their economic lives....they want to raise children but they're
no more than children...sexual liberation has been very, very bad for womenespecially young women. The sexual liberation that has been touted by the
feminist movement has meant skyrocketing STDs. I mean, in the past there was a
very limited number of STDs. There is now like 52-there were eight in 1950. 1
mean it.. ..it-...because of the rampant....and it has not only been feminism, there's
been a number of other movements that have been in this generation but certainly
that sort of sexual liberationist viewpoint has been a disaster. It has been a
disaster and people don't want to look at the facts of it (laugh). They prefer to
have their own biases. You know what I mean. Most....those that are in that
mindset....I think there's some recognition coming of that. I think there's some
recognition that-just a minute, you know,th~shasn't been entirely good. And so,
you know, I think we're turning around a bit but I think it's been very bad. The
event of female poverty... I mean the idea that you could leave your husband at the
drop of a hat. More women are starting divorce proceedings now than men are
and they end up in poverty and on the expense of the state. To me, female and
child poverty is a direct result of that sort of loosening of the divorce culture-the
idea that I can make it on my own-I can do this. It just isn't the way it actually is

in real practice, you know. You're living off the government. You're living off
the community. You're not living off yourself and you're certainly not living off
that husband. What makes it better to live off the community than to live off that
husband? It...it just..I think it's been very, very destructive in that sense
(Dykxhoorn, 1998).
According to Rebecca Klatch ( 1987:13 1 ) feminism represents not only a battle
between a traditional and a non-traditional definition of the family but also a conflict
over the very status of the homemaker. Beverly Smith suggests, while second wave
feminism has made gains for women in the social sphere of paid employment. it has at
the same time downgraded the status of the homemaker. When asked what kind of

influence she believes feminism has had on the family, she responds:
Usually good influences. I think that men don't feel comfortable anymore
mocking her in public or denying her the right to use the car or things like that. I
think men are now aware that women have values and, I think most women enjoy
having financial value of their own. Most women who have employment miss
the kids but they like the money and most men like the money the woman is
bringing in. So in that way feminism has financially benefitted men and reduced
their stress level a lot and, maybe a lot of men encourage women to work outside
the home, because it makes the man's work easier and, in that way feminism has
just about hurt women because it has said, "you're not allowed to do any
traditional roles''. You know, we've bought into this system where everybody has
to do this other thing. It makes it easier for all of us. So feminism has in some
ways downgraded...at ttus stage the second wave feminism has downgraded the
homemaker (Beverly Smith, 1998)
Smith's o v e ~ e w
reveals the "status" related notion of anti-feminism which centres
around the social status of homemakers. This downgrading of homemakers is tied to

Smith's idea of second wave feminism. Smith is interesting in that she supports what she
calls the 'Yhird wave of feminism." A feature article on Kids First that appeared in the
May 1998 issue of The Western Parent highlights this distinction. "The first wave of

feminists, the suffragettes, demanded and got women the vote. The second wave fought

for equal access to the workplace and gave women the message that they could be
anything they wanted to be. The third wave, promises Smith will win equal treatment for
parents who choose to raise their children at home" (Fischbein, 1998:A7). Smith
"cringes" when she hears the expression 'pro-family' because the phrase has many
meanings. In a fax she sent to me she writes, "I am not 'pro-family' in the sense of
taking a stand against sexual orientation, against abortion, pro-church, pro-spanking, protough young offenders act, as some pro-family groups seem to be. I might come under
the category 'pro-family' for my views in favor of @\ring women choices about where to
raise their kids - a level playing field so to speak. This was suggested in 1970 by the
Royal Commission on the Status of Women but never enacted." She further writes, "I

am not pro-family if that in any way means anti-feminist. I am I think third-wave
feminist. I endorse all careers for women with equal respect and adequate remuneration
for each. In my view second-wave feminists only took the movement half-way, letting us
get valued if we do what men have always done. f want us valued wherever we are. even
if we do what women have always done." Smith's comments are interesting because they
demonstrate recognition on her part that the pro-family movement has been associated
with the notion of anti-feminism and she clearly strives to position herself outside of that
characterization. Smith says:
Well, I feel that it's important to have feminist movements and I think that they
have done wonderful things. They've even got us to change our language and
they have changed hiring policies and opened our eyes to a lot of areas of
discrimination and I thmk, it's essential they existed. I think they should be
phasing themselves out because they have, you know, made their mark in life.
Like, I think they have to stay existing in order to make sure there's a watchdog,
to make sure there are no discrimination issues. But I think when they do this

crying, you know, "we need more funding, we need more than we ever had,
ttungs are worse than they ever were" ....then you're starting to hear from a group
that has gone power mad,you know, that have kind of started to think of
themselves as a political party now. They take a stand on whale hunting, they take
a stand on things that really have little to do with women, or maybe they do in a
very peripheral way. But I get the feeling that, besides this group not being
elected-sort of appointed amongst themselves-not serving Canadian women but
being a little clique group...which isn't really asking us what we think ...that in
some ways they have moved away from seeing what women want to seeing what
they want and tryng to enforce i t So that's my feeling about them. I think it's
important to have them. I think they get off on the wrong track sometimes.
CFAC much like Smith concurs that the women's movement has been
instrumental in creating some positive changes for women in Canadian society.
Feminism succeeded in ensuring women were treated as persons under the law and has
encouraged women to pursue their "dreams". However. CFAC also agrees with AFWUF

in that radical elements of the feminist movement which value and encourage paid work
at the expense of the family, especially with respect to child care have been destructive
of the family.
Well, you know I mean, there's certainly...in the early stages I think that they
[feminists] had some valid concerns that they raised and you might say there's
been some positive things in terms of women being treated as persons, as equal to
men and encouraging young ladies to pursue some of their dreams and that kind
of thing. So, it's just a matter of..the radical elements have pushed it to a point
now where it has become destructive to the family. They are encouragng women
to go to work, even though...and it's like this...it's like, I mean, we've talked to so
many women who feel guilty about staying home and taking care of their kids.
They feel like they're not doing what they're supposed to be doing, and where
this is coming from is the idea that I'm here in the workplace...that what you're
doing is not valuable. I don't think there's anyhng more valuable than
influencing a child's life between zero and five. One h g I b o w is that, so
much of who the child believes about himself, is imbued into their lives at that
age. I think it's been really unfortunate that, in reality, we hurt and undermine
our families by encouraging them to enter the workforce when, even if they sat
down and thought about it, they'd prefer to be at home and take care of their
children. And again, there are some situations that I'm aware of where it was

better for dad to stay at home for different reasons-his health. or because she
could make more money, or whatever, but a parent needs to be at home with the
kids at that early stage.... there's something about one of the parents being home
when the kids get home from school at the end of the day. We h o w the
difference. Our kids are teenagers now and so, households where the parents are
gone until six o'clock, are chaotic compared to the ones where there's a parent at
home for the kids. The message our kids are getting is they don't matter - it's
only the money that matters. I think that really one of the root problems we see
with ...I mean people are so critical of kids...it's like we've got to clamp
down...with the violence and crime rates of kids, but I think it's a reaction you
know (Beyer, 1998).
Cathy Buchanan, coordnator of a Calgary chapter of Kids Fint also remains "less

than optimistic" about the commitment on pan of the feminist movement to the issue of
unpaid work and child care. In her conference report on the "When Women Count

Symposium" held October 17-18, 1997 in Ottawa, she writes:
So where does Kids Fint go from here? While MAW [Mothers Are Women, the
Ontario-based group] believes it should use the Status of Women to push for
recognition of unpaid work in other government departments, Kids Fint is not
likely to get a receptive audience at Status of Women. Many women involved in
the formal feminist movement decline to read our policy papers or
recommendations, prefemng to dismiss our concerns as "right wing." The big
stumbling block is Kids First's opposition to universal day-care, we can't really
be "one of the girls" unless we advocate for day-care like only "acceptable
feminists" do. As a politically non-partisan Kids Fint representative and as an
Albertan, I found the sideswipes at the Alberta government and political
partisanship of some delegates disturbing. I believe this will reduce their ability
to make headway on the issue of unpaid work (Buchanan, Kids Fim Newsletter
Winter 1998:7-8).
A related point on child care and women's paid labour participatiorl Flex time,

extended parental leave, shortened hours while children are under seven years old, etc..

are policies which have been implemented in Sweden, and are supported by childrens'
advocates worldwide. m s is an area where the pro-family movement and the feminist

may agree. So, better integration of child care and paid work is where they agree.

Encouraging women to leave the work force entirely is where they disagree. Feminists
want to maintain the gains of women AND set up better care arrangements for kids: this

requires some important public policy initiatives to create "family friendly" workplaces
and better child care programs. The pro-family take on things is to turn back the clock abandon women's gains in the paid labour force and reprivatise the solution. Therefore,
the solutions are as different as night and day although both sides agree that better qualih
care for young children is needed, and that parents should "be there" for kids and not
have to spend so much time in the paid labour force when kids are young.
Furthermore, Kids Fint president Cathy Perri claims feminism has also done a
great disservice to homemakers and women in the home with respect to motherhood and
parenting and as a result many women feel betrayed by the feminist movement. Once
again, this view represents the aforementioned "status" related anti-femi nisrn. The
women's movement is perceived as being as "anti-motherhood, this lengthy but
pertinent passage reveals:

I think it [feminism] has done a disservice to a lot of women who are at home. I
think a lot of women at home feel they've been betrayed by the feminist
movement because they were led to believe that whatever choice they chose, they
would be supported in that because that is what the formal feminist movement
has said, you know, that women should be supported in whatever choice they
made. But the reality is that when you choose to be at home,you're really seen as
being against what the feminist movement is all about..which we don't see that
for ourselves...so I think there's a lot of anger from the feminist
movement...within our organization, a lot of sense of betrayal, I think, within the
feminist movement towards this...in terms of the family because we don't get into
the d e f ~ t i o nof the family. That's kind of a difficult thing to answer but I know
that in terms of motherhood and parenting we, feel that it's really done a
disservice. I've come across again- maybe this is a preconceived notion we have
but maybe because it's been hard to sit down and mscuss with them, that they
really seem to be anti-motherhood or anti-women in the home and feel that when

you're at home, you're oppressed, that you are dependent. Those types of
connotations kind of come out when we ever talk about this issue. We've been
told we're being screwed by being at home. We've had that comment gven to
us. Our response to that is that we don't feel screwed by being at home. We're
home with our children. That's where we want to be. We feel very lucky being
able to do that so we don't necessarily feel that way. We do realize that in terms
of reentering the labour force that, yes, there is difficulty when you've been at
home for a few years but we feel that has a lot to do with the devaluation of the
work that was done in the home and if it was valued and seen as something that is
important, then there wouldn't be such a difficult reentry and that when you went
to reenter the labour force, they could look at your resume and say "oh my God,
you've been home for ten years. What marketable skills you must have. We
could really use those," instead of looking at you and saying "you haven't done
anything for ten years." And so I think that overall, our experience as an
organization is, feminism to us has not been overly supportive of mothers that
are at home or parents at home, because there are a lot of dads that belong to Kids
First too, and we feel that that's quite sad and that seems unfomnate. Like I said
that seems to be our main adversary in trying to get policy changed to support
women in that choice, so I think in terms of just looking at this issue of child
care, it's been very negative. The fact that there's a lack of action or lack of
policy development on this issue, can be attributed to that...the fact that they feel
that it's not important to them or they feel that it would be ...they would see it in
terms of, being anti-equality which we don't (Cathy Perri, Kids First, 1998).

In the course of the interviews pro-family leaders were also asked to characterize
their organizations' view of the relationship between feminism and family politics in

Calgary. AFWUF had this to say:
I think in...in a word, while I respect every person and respect people's viewstheir right to hold them and so on-I have found that they're [feminists] not v e p
open and certainly not willing to sit down and talk and listen...very much. And of
come, groups like ourselves are not given the opportunity to do that very often
because the feminist movement is pretty much in control as far as government
money and government meetings and all of that is concerned. They would be the
ones to be asked It wouldn't be ourselves or other groups. I ttunk they
[feminists] have one viewpoint and they stick to that and their viewpoint is
always for women, sort of demonizing men...which I saw the other day at that
meeting that we were at...yeah...demonizing men...seeing women as sort of the
lily-white non- .....no- fault...that victim mentality is there quite often. You can't
be absolutely doctrinaire about this because, you know, there are so many people
that are involved and so many different people that are involved I'm being asked

to be very general and you cannot always do that because there are good people
and there are those that. ..you know. But in general. I would say they have been
very destructive of the natural, traditional family and they certainly do not believe
that that is a positive. It's often a bit of this has been used to keep women down
and to keep women oppressed and not recognizing that families are the great,
good in most of our lives. Obviously, there are families where thing don't work
out but the great majority of them have very happy family lives and this is the
center of our lives and it is not a negative and it has not kept us down. It has been
our fulfillment, you know, and I think that has been lacking, you know. among
the feminists that we see (Dykxhoorn, 1998).
AFWUF and CFAC also suggest the mainstream women's movement does not

represent the majority of Canadian women and CFAC suggests R.E.A.L. Women is much
more representative than is the formal women's movement as indicated in these two
passages.
I h n k it [the mainstream women's movement] doesn't represent the average
Canadian woman. I think the fact that feminism has become a bad word is
because of that. I think, a lot of women are saying well I'm not a feminist. Well
there's a reason for that. It's because the women who have been speaking for that
movement have not represented what they're .... what these women believe, so, so,
to me, I believe them to be in that sense-destructive-of not recognizing women's
needs and women's natures and seeing the natural way... it's natural for her to
have children and to look after them. There's nothing wrong with that. That's a
great gift. That's a positive and for a time in her life this will be her main focus.
There's nothing wrong with that. You know,we are not men, thank God, and we
are women and, therefore, we are going to have that in the main. Some women
may choose not to have children and that's fine. They can go ahead and do their
thing. And most of those women are absolutely the same in terms of pay, or at
least very close to it in terms of pay, to men. It's only women who have
intempted their careers, I'd say, with childcare, and they do this willingly, or
women who have only worked part-time when their children are young. They do
this willingly. They want to do t h ~ because
s
this is their priority at that time. So,
you know, 1just, I see it as being very destructive of family, even of women in a
sense..in a certain sense (Dykuhoom, 1998)
I don't know...if you...if they're mainstream...I know they claim to be mainstream
(laugh), but I think that they speak for a small minority of women. It's like, you
know, the feminist movement-the positions they take-and I th~nkmost
Canadians would disagree. Mon women would disagree with what they're

saying.-certainlysome of their statements in the United Nations, some of their
positions are advocating..are vev, very radical and not representative of where
most women are coming from. You know a lot of women perceive that, again,
the feminist movement still is the driving force behind pay equity as far as
women not being discriminated in the workplace-that kind of thing-but the
feminist movement has gone way beyond that and a lot of people are...j ust don't
agree with that. So I don't consider them mainstream. I think, quite honestly,
Real Women is far more mainstream than the formal.... You b o w , it's like...I
think the national organization...so that's, that's right now what we're seeing and
focussing in on is some of the policy positions they've advocated through the
United Nations and, as much as anything, on the whole we feel that we need to
expose some of what's going on and get some sanity in terms of...if Canada's
going to send delegates to speak for women in Canada, it should at least be
somewhat reflective of where women are coming from in Canada and not the
most radical and extreme elements of the feminist movement going to these
conferences and speaking for us (Beyer, 1998).
Smith also questions the representativeness of the formal women's movement.

She says "the National Action Committee claims to represent all women, right" but she
remains suspicious. "I have suspicions about them because I think that if they claim to
represent all women, they should actually find out what all women think, but I never get

any impression they're trylng to do that. They never, for example, asked me. I've tied
to network with them and I recently contacted one of their head ladies in Calgary and she

never got back to me and she knows perfectly well where 1 am and how to reach me.
But, I think if they were trying harder to actually listen to all the sides, it would be good."
These are just three prime examples which illustrate how pro-family
organizations view and respond to the feminist community in Calgary. And these are
some of the telling images the women's movement must resist or accommodate in its
struggle against anti-feminism. A closer examination of anti-feminist sentiment indicates
that there are similarities and differences in pro-family organizations' complaints a p n s t
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feminism. AFWUF,CFAC, Kids First and Smith all agree that the mainstream women's
movement is unrepresentative and that feminism has at times hurt women. There appear
to be different types of anti-feminism operating in the field and as such pro-family
groups are not all anti-feminist in the same way. AFWUF and CFAC tend to regard the
mainstream women's movement as a destructive element of society. AFWUF and CFAC
seem to view feminists as doing the devil's work in undermining the "natural" traditional
Family order and destabilizing society. This represents a highly theological/cultural
critique of feminism and their statements represent what I would call a "general antifeminism"; the feminist movement has become an easy target or scapegoat for a whole
host of social problems ranging from divorce to youth crime to female and child poverty.
For Kids First and Beverly Smith, however, it is the status of stay-at-home mothers that
seems to be paramount. Their disenchantment with the feminist movement is much
more "status" related. The feminist movement has been described by Pem as "antiwomen in the home" and "anti-motherhood. They would like to see the feminist
movement recognize the valuable skills and contributions of stay-at-home parents. Kids
First makes this part of their central mandate. This finding confirms Envin's ( 19905)

claim that feminist initiatives such as h d i n g for child care "constitute a threat to fulltime homemakers by undermining their right to financial support from their husbands
and by devaluing the work that they do." Kids First are committed to "correcting

society's misconceptions and refuting stereotypes about parents, especially mothers at

home who dedicate their time,energies and talent to caring for and nurmring their
children and families" (Kids First brochure). And on the stay-at-home mother issue, I

would argue feminists need to recognize and valorize the attraction of this status for

many women and mothers, while simultaneously critiquing the problems associated with
being a stay at home mother in a patriarchal society. Issues related to stay at home
parents, child care, taxation and the pro-family movement are examined in more depth in
the next section.

Family Care and Tax Equality
Well, the..the ovenvhelming evidence....if people want to look at it is that, care by
the mother in the home is best for children, at least for the first, sort of. five years
of their life and, that...that just has both physical and emotional benefits for a
child in terms of attachment ...j ust in every area. And so that's the best. That's
the optimum (Dykxhoorn, 1998).
A full-time mother makes u significant contribution to sociey by nurturing her
children to grow up to be conficlenr und secure udulrs. .4n rconornrc contrrburron
i s evident NI tha1 the full-t ime care of mothers negates (he need and cc~ssrsof
outsrde duy cure services (Realwomen of Canada: CHILD CARE Whose

Responsibility?).
Three main themes characterize pro-family discourse on child care. These

themes are generally accepted across the field: the superiority of family care: i.e. mother
or father care (especially for pre-school, zero to six children); strong opposition to
government funded universal day care programs; and the unfairness of taxation policies
that in their view discriminate against single income families. Aside fiom this general
agreement two important points emerge. One is Kids First stands out fiom the other
organizations in that it advocates the right of single parents to be subsidized by the

government so that they may stay at home to care for a chld at least until that child
enters school. And second, Beverly Smith distances herself from the core groups

because she maintains it is not so much parental care as the stability and continuity of
care that is important for a chld to develop into a happy, healthy person. She says:

I think they should be raised by someone who loves them and the same person
evelyday and a very predictable environment that the child is in. And that's what
was found in a study, Child at Risk, a few years ago and that's what the statistics-actually the results-show what matters to kids. You can do a lot to a kid but you
don't change his stability. If this is the person who is taking care of you today,
it's the same as yesterday. And it should be someone who's quite attached to that
child who thlnks he's not just a ch~ld,not just a number, someone he really cares
about. So that those criteria can be satisfied by a grandma, by a father. by a
mother, by an older sibling, by a neighbour, by a relative, by a nanny, less likely
by a stranger and if it were by a stranger, you'd still have to meet some concerns
that I think matter-do you like this child better than the other kids, which is
pretty hard for a professional to say, and are you going to be here tomorrow?
Thus, Smith's understanding of child care runs counter to the other groups operating in
the field in that someone other than a parent can still offer quality care provided the care
is stable and consistent and that the care giver is genuinely interested in the wellbeing of
the child.

My data suggest issues related to child care assume an important role in the realm
of pro-family organizing. In the July 1998 issue of the Focus on the Family magazine, an
article entitled, "The Relationship Between Church, Family and Government" considers
some of the problems the government has caused the family. One such problem is that
governmental ?ax policies make it difficult for families to survive on one income, stayat-home moms are considered unfashionable anyway. To relieve p l t , 'quality' day care
for all children is Washington's latest scheme" (July 1998:10). And the May 1998 issue
included an article entitled "Who's Minding the Children" by Dr. Brenda Hunter. The
byline reads as follows "On Oct. 23, 1997, the White House hosted a closed session

conference on child care. Of the approximately 100 guests, many advocated the
expansion of day care. One penon present, however, held another view - developmental
psychologist Dr. Brenda Hunter" (Focus on the Family 1998:10). Hunter's piece
suggests Moms are out and "caregivers" are in. Hunter agrees with the Clintons that
society's children are suffering, but goes on to suggest "if we're all worried about
mediocre daycare and unsupervised older children, why not make it easier for more
mothers to work flextime or engage in job sharing? Why not create a tax structure that
lets mothers stay home with their very young children and be present when the school
bus rolls down the street?" (Hunter, 1998:1 1). Hunter ( 1998:1 1 ) argues, "abundant
survey data show that what most parents want is more time with their children, not less.
Universal child care is clearly out of step with the desires of most parents. Yet that is the
direction in which the Clintons are moving." Thus "the bottom line" according to
Hunter is "like an earlier spring conference on child development, this conference was
carefully orchestrated to further a White House agenda that is distinctly unfhendly to
stay-at-home moms and eventually tax all families to provide child care, not just for the
poor, but also for the middle class' (Hunter, 1998:1 1 ).

CCRL maintains that "family care" is the best type of child care for children and
they are not alone. Interestingly, all ti?e leaders of pro-family organizations operating in

the multisrganizational field in Calgary that I interviewed agree that family or parental

care is the best type of child care for pre-school children fkom zero to five or six years of
age. Kids First believes "that parents, that parental care is the best and the ideal care, the
best way to care for children, which is backed up by an ever-expanding body of research
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and just basic common sense. We believe that is the best way to care for children."
Mark Genuis' s appraisal of NFFRE's meta-analy sis of non-parental care reports '-The

data is very, very clear that regular non-parental care for children prior to the age of five
on a regular basis is a substantial risk to children for compromised development in a few
specific areas-one of them being the attachment they have to their parents. So that's
child care...it appears strongly... and this is my analyzed data From every published study
that exists, so the best person ...we say the best...the type of child care that most
consistently produces the best outcome. appears to be regular full-time parental carewhether it be mother or father-it doesn't seem to really matter-just full-time regular
parental care" where "regular" "means less than twenty hours separation per week on a
regular basis with the child up to the age of five."'

In a January 23, 1996 brief entitled "Nonparental Care and Child Development:
A Report of Recent Findings", NFFRE cites a 1991 Decima national survey which asked

Canadian women whether they preferred to make use of reguiar nonparental care
services for their children or not. NFFRE claims parental care is "what Canadians want"
and cites the following Decima result as proof "Seventy percent of the sample responded
that if they had the economic opportunity, they would make their primary focus the Fulltime care and management of their families rather than use regular nonparental care"
(NFFRE, 1996:7). In "Alberta Family Employment Tax Credit", submitted to the

Honourable Stockwell Day, MLA Provincial Treasurer Government of A1berta January 5,
1998, MTRE claims "these findngs were confirmed by a COMPAS Research poll

commissioned by NFFRE and completed in November 1997 which showed that 83% of
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Albertans felt "strongly" or "very strongly" that "ideally, [it is] best for an infant or preschool child to be cared for during the day by his or her parem"'(NFFRE, 19983).
NFFRE's 1996 brief concludes "a great majority of Canadians are focused on caring for
their own families and desire both the economic opportunity to do so and the
responsibility to make the choices for themselves". NFFRE suggests rather than
providing "funher funds" that "separate chldren from their parents and thus put them at

increased risk for various difficulties, there are positive a1ternatives to provide support to
families and help Canadian children. The first, which would equally benefit both parents
and their children, as well as taxpayers, is that the government provide families with
children tax credits for, or in lieu of, regular nonparental care. This approach would
make a clear statement about the criticaI role of families in Canada and would be a solid
step toward improving the ability of Canadian families to choose the form of child care
they wish for their children" (NFFRE, 1996:7-8). Based on their research, NFFRE
argues that "a societal trend of increased use of nonparental care is not in the best
interests of either our children or society. The relationship between a child and his or her

parents is crucial to that child's positive development and parents play a critical role in
fostering that relationship. Any government policy intended to support families would
do well to enhance the economic opportunity for parents to choose to care for their young

children on a hll-time basis" (MTRE, 1996:8).
CFAC's position on child care also advocates " a parent staying at home, especially

through the first five years until the child is in school. We believe that is very much ideal

and so we'd like to see government policy that stops punishing parents for one of the

parents staying at home and encourages some kind of...a_eain,if we're going to have
finances made available for child care, that also needs to be made available to those who
choose to take care of their children at home" (Beyer, 1998). And A F W ' s detailed
position paper on child care states:
AFWUF supports the following principles regarding the care and nurturing of
children:
1. The fmilv is the basic unit of society. exist in^ prior to the state. with rights
which are inalienable and must be respected bv the state.
2. It is the right and duty of parents to be the primary nurtwers and educators of
their own children.
3. Any help offered to families by the state must be in the least intrusive form
possible so that parents - not the state - choose the type of care - including home
care - which the parents believe is best for their own children.
Consequently, A F W supports the principle of tax credits for child care. The
tax credits should be paid directly to the families and increase with the number of
children in the family, but decrease as the family income goes up.
AFWUF opposes universally available state-funded day care. Universal day care
discriminates against all families who want daycare or home care different fiom
the state run system. Universal day care is particularly unfair to those families
who wish to care for their own children because these families, while not using
the system, would be forced to pay for the system via their taxes. On the other
hand, double income families with children would see their daycare costs
drastically reduced According to the Cooke report on daycare, double income
families with children under 12 e m an average income of over $44,000 per year
while two parent single income families with chldren under 12 earn, on average,
less than $34,000 per year. With universal daycare, therefore, the poorer, one
income families would be forced to pay the daycare costs (via taxes) of richer,
double income families. Families who are truly in need, single parent families,
would find less help available because of the great cost - over 1 1 billion dollars - of a state-run daycare syaem. Instead of discriminating against parents who
wish to care for their own children, all levels of government should encourage
such parents to take care of their own (AFWLTF,undated).
However, aside fiom this general agreement favouring parental care are two
interesting findings. One is related to the issue of "mother care". While all pro-family
groups readily agree that mother/father care is the best type of care for 0-6children, some
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disagreement arises with respect to the preference for mother versus parental care. The
data indicate AFWUF, CFAC and Focus favour mother care for preschool children as the
optimal kind of child care whereas parental care is advocated by groups like NFFRE and
Kids First. While the view of parental care adopted by MTRE and Kids First may gain
more acceptance over time and fathers become more socially suitable substitutes for
mothers. this difference in the preference of care sets Kids First and NFFRE apart from
most of the core groups. Secondly, the types of arguments made in favour of parental or
mother care differ among the groups in the field. The views of AFWUF. CFAC, CCRL
and Focus tend to represent a more philosophical, Judeo-Christian pro-family type
argument concerning family and child care. This line of argument is quite different from
the secular views of NFFRE and Kids First. NFFRE and Kids First maintain a more
"scientific". research based argument in favour of parental care whereas the four core

groups adopt a more philosophical line of argumentation. It is interesting to note
however, that the four core groups eagerly make use of the abundant ..scientific" research
of organizations like MRZE to further substantiate their traditional philosophical
positions.
These data clearly demonstrate that pro-family groups favour mother or parental care
over other forms of care, "parents are the most effective care-gvers for their children"

(NFFRE, 1996:8). Parents are considered to be the best care givers for young children
and should not only be supported and encouraged in their decision to raise chldren at
home, but should not be unfairly taxed for caring for their own children. Inherent in
these pro-family positions is an opposition to universal daycare or substitute care.

Universal, government funded day care in particular is frowned upon largely because two
income families that choose to have both parents in the paid labour force and choose to
put their children in daycare impose an additional tax burden on single income earning

families. The single earner family, on the other hand, who has decided to go the parental
care route is perceived to be penalized and forced to subsidize day care programs through
unfair taxation policies. Thus tax relief and t%x breaks for families with children is a
common cry among all pro-family organizations in Calgary.

ARNUF argues the government should look to adopt tax policies that make it
advantageous for women to be at home and not just offer deductions for people who
choose to put their children in day care. The government's current tax and child care
policies are seen to be rewarding a notion of radical sameness promoted by the feminist
movement which has resulted in altering tax laws and ultimately changing people's
behaviour. Here Dykxhoorn ( 1998) suggests the only form of child care that can be tax
deductible is day care when in fact any receipted child care expenses can be deducted.
Well, see, we don't really believe in the government subsidizing anything, but, but,
the *LY regime in the past was such that a man could deduct so much from his
income tax for the value of the spousal deduction and child deduction, that it made it
very advantageous for a woman to stay at home. This has been completely done
away with. There is a....this has been I think....one of the most insidious results of
son of radical feminism and that kind of radical equality. We all believe in equality
but radical sameness that the feminist movement has been a proponent of ...that
obviously through tax law, you can alter how people act by your tax law. And
splitting incomes, for example, and allowing the man to pay for his wife and then
allown~gthe taxes to be deducted that way, for example, would make it much more
advantageous for women to stay home. Just all of those areas...tax deductions for
chddcare being allowed for people who stay home. They only allow tax deductions
for childcare, ifyou put your child in adaycare. Well why should those who are
doing what's demonstratively best for their children suffer financially for what
they're doing and you are rewarding those who are doing what's demonstratively

worse. This doesn't make sense but this is what the government has been doing for
approximately since 19...in the 80's ...in the 70's. ..in 1960 the spousal deduction
was....I haven't got the facts here in front of me but it's a lot higher than it is now.
And what this has been is a view that somehow real life is out there. It i s not here.
Real life-real rewards are out there and not here at home with my children, with my
husband, with my home. That's an insidious concept and it's pretty much caught on
with everyone...a lot of people...and those women who are not doing it are really the
true...setting the pace right now ...1 mean it's ...it's ...they're the ones who are now
becoming radical because the other idea has now been so firmly entrenched. But,
you know, why would it not be fulfilling, rewarding, and so on to be at home with
your children...what, what, you know what makes you going out teaching other
people's children or loolung after other people's children in a daycare, more
fulfilling than staying home and looking afier your own? You know, so it's been
government policy ...the govenunent itself has...has, created this situation through its
tax policy, and of course, they've been pushed by those-the usual-people who want
to...that kind of radical sameness...that they've been pushing not wanting to
recognize that women are different. We do have children...that we are the only ones
who can breastfeed them. You know what I mean. We are the nurturers and we're
not ashamed to say so and when that was affirmed, children did better. Hello!
(laugh) thank you that's it.
CFAC also laments the tax burden for single earner families with a parent at home.

Beyer ( 1998) states:
It's like, these families who have a specific concern-to stay at home with their
children-are having to pay the tax burden for others who choose to go to work.
Our position is, like, you live in a free country and, yeah, you have that choice,
but to ask others to pay for your choice is, again, unfair to those parents, because
as anybody knows who's raising children, it's costly enough to raise your children
but now to have to subsidize somebody else's costs...and those are usually higher
income situations as well, especially when it's two parents and they both want to
go to work and then in addition they want a subsidy. I think it's ridiculous. There
are situations where-again a single-parent situation...she chooses to want to go to
work rather than being on welfare and I respect that. I mean, I've helped people
to achieve that kind of financial independence. It's far less than ideal for the
children.. .you know, I mean the single-parent situation.. .but a parent taking that kind
of initiative of independence...it's far better than a weifare situation so we certainly
understand that there are some situations that require some form of support to
encourage independence financially but universal programs.. .we certainly are
opposed to those kinds of ..to the whole concept of universal programs for child care
and I would even have concerns if they included these others because the whole ...the
cost of these progmms...again, it's like.... this is another issue...the taxation

issue...which is introducing programs and it's creating a lot of pressure on families
that will lead to the breakdown of families in the first place (Beyer, 1998).
And Kids First insists the tau system should be made equal or at least neutral regardless
of child care choice or labour force participation:
What we would like to see with regard to that is the way that our tax system is set
up. It's very much in favour of both parents being in the labour force and the child
being in a paid, regulated child care, i.e. daycare. We would like to see the taxes to
be neutral-not preferential, just neutral, and equal, so that, families would be treated
equally whether they were both in the labour force or whether one parent was at
home, whether the child was in daycare, whether the child was being cared for at
home by the parents, or being cared by the grandma or being cared for by the nanny.
Basically, we'd like to see it be neutral with regard to child care family views and
their labour force participation. We would like to see any fimding or any monies
that go to child care to be given to the family-put into the hands of the parents,
dependent on their family income, but we can target needy families, then let the
parents decide what they're going to do with it-whether they're both going to be in
the labour force or whether, you know, one's going to be at home with the children.
That's what our position would be. We would like to see it be fair, to be equal and
to be neutral, so that families are able to make that decision based on their particular
situation.
Pro-family groups would like to see changes made to child care funding be it in the
form of a refundable caregiver tax credit, an extended tax deduction or an income
splitting arrangement. In "Helping Canada's Children Through Tax Reform" (1 997:5,7)

NFFRE recommends income splitting as the favoured option, followed by an extended
tax deduction.

The Income Tax Act should be amended to allow two parent families in which one
parent stays home to care for children (or other dependent family members) to
"split" their employment income so that one spouse in effect pays the other for his or
her at home care-giving services. This would bring such families' total income tax
burden into line with that of two-parent families that earn the same gross income
with both spouses worlung outside the home. Should income splitting prove too
difficult to administer or too costly in terms of tax revenues foregone, it is
recommended that, as an alternative, the Child Care Expense Deduction be extended
to all families with one or more children under the age of seven at home.
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Thus "tax equality" has become a big issue in pro-family organizing. All pro-family
groups share the idea that the Canadian tax system needs to be amended to make it more
favourable for stay at home parents. And although the form of proposed tax breaks may
differ these organizations oppose tax policies that favour dual earner, substitute care

arrangements. In short, across the field, pro-family groups would like to see changes

made that would assist middle income Canadians to have a parent at home and the
implementation of tax policies that would promote and encourage this form of family
life. We have seen some movement among parliamentarians in these ideas. For

instance, Motion 30 passed in the House of Commons in late 1996. Motion 30 proposed
that, "in the opinion of the House of Commons, the govemment should consider the
advisability of amending the Income Tax Act to provide a Caregiver Tax Credit to those

who choose to provide care in the home to preschool children, the disabled, the
chronically ill or the a g e d and Paul Szabo, C.A., M.P.Missassauga South, credits "the
support of NFFRE and Kids First" whose efforts have made '?tax breaks for the family

one step closer" (NFFRE FAMILY MATTERS Winter 1997:1).
Again all pro-family organizations agree tax rules for the nuclear family need to be
amended to encourage mothers and occasionally fathers to care for their children at
home. But here I(lds First goes one step further in that they lobby on behalf of single

parents and draw attention to the need to provide some form of government payments or
benefits for single parents (read mothers) to care for their own hds at home. NFFRE
makes a similar point, only NFFRE wants the government to crack down on "dead beat"
dads for the money; NFFRE argues the plight of single parents could be alleviated if the

non-custodial parent were required to responsibly live up to familial financial
obligations. Although Kids First strongly agree with amending the tax system much like
AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL and NFFRE and concur with NFFRE that supporting a single

parent in providing the best possible care for a young child is important. Kids First also
maintain that the single parent should be eligible for governmental subsidies and that
they as an organization support such a parent to be there at home for the child during the
crucial developmental period between zero to five years. Kids Fint president Cathy Perri
provides the following example.
We would like to see, when it comes to the issue of single parents...because a lot of
single parents do belong to Kids First ...like our past president before me was a single
mom. We would like to see, them receive assistance to be at home with their
children. Simply, we see that as a social investment, and that's what's best for kids
to have that parent there especially during the critical period of development which
is from the 0-6age range. We felt that's where the money would be best spent,
would be to allow them to do that, and we know from talking to single parents and
even from statistics that the majority of single parents want to be there for their
children simply for the fact that they are the only parent a lot of the time that that
chld has access to and they want to be there. They want to have that choice to be at
home to look after their children so we feel that would be the best way .... and that's
where we differ a lot from other pro-family groups in that we feel that the support
needs to be there for that single parent to be at home with that child because we feel
that's what's best for that particular child. The majority of single parents that we
come into contact with like to be able to hate that choice and a lot of them have
phoned Kids First asking for assistance, "how do I do this? I want to be home. The
government's pushing me out saying I have to go to work, I have to put my child in
daycare. I don't want to do that. I want to be there. What can I do?" So we have
had a lot of contact. In particular, one single mother in Calgary here a couple of
years ago with four children whose husband had just left her and, she was told that
the government-the provincial government-would give her S 1,200 to put her
children into daycare. They were cutting her off social assistance and she said,
"well, give me $900 and I'll stay home with them because, I don't have the skills at
this time to even make any money that I would be taxed upon, so you wouldn't be
getting anythmg from me in that respect" They said, "haven't you any pride? Why
would you want to do that?" So her children had to split up to four different care
centres because of the age difference of her children. So she appealed to Social

Senices. I went to speak on her behalf about the imponance of her being there and
tried to get across that, here their father has left them-she said he would not have an
active part in their life. He didn't want to be actively involved in the children's life.
so he had just left-and now their mother was going to have to go away from them
and they'd have to separated fiom their siblings because they couldn't be
accommodated in other facilities. She only would like to be home for about two
years because her youngest was four and by that time her oldest, I think, would have
been about thirteen, so she could have taken over the hours say between, you know,
this lady coming home fiom work. She could have kind of been there to kind of. you
know, fill in, you know. And no, this is our policy. It's written in stone. There is no
flexibility in our policy. So that's kind of what we call the single mother issue thing.
We need to look at this situation and support them in their parenting role, especially
fiom 0-6 as that i s defined as the critical period of a chld's development. If you can
invest the time and the money and the nurturing in that time, we are going to save
ourselves a lot of money in other areas if we can nurture those children properly-all
children properly. That's one way we differ from a lot of pro-family groups who
feel that because of the situation that single mothers...y ou know, should be in the
labour force. We like to say that we're looking at what's best for that child and also
what's best for the mother. Even in terms of breastfeeding we know how ...what a
wonderful prevention that is for health-related illnesses, etc., and that is very
important. If we're going to encourage and promote that, then we're going to have
to make the baby and the mother available to be together, that sort of thing. So we
would very much support them in their choice to be at home.
Furthermore, in a submission made to the House of Commons Standng Committee

on Health Preventative Strategies for Healthy Children entitled "The Importance of

Nurturing: A Parent's Perspective," Kids First (1996:9-10) writes: "Social policies in the
area of child care are exclusively designed to benefit the 12 to 16% of working parents
using formal daycare. However, the majority of infants aged 0 to 3, are cared lor at
home by a parent. The majority of families in which both parents work do not choose to

use formal child care arrangements, even when they are available. Women's decline in
full-time labour force participation correlates to the ages of their children - part-time
work shows a corresponding increase.... the ovenwhelming majority of Canadians believe
that the best place for a young chld to be cared for is in hidher home by a parent. Sadly,
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ow federal government does not include parental care in its definition of "child care."

Hence, all funding available is for daycare subsidies and research into non-parental care
options." Thus, the proposition of offering a subsidy in the form of a mother's assistance
was welcomed by Kids First, because Kids First believes "parent's must be supported

when they choose to care for their own children" ( 1996:16).
Tied to this idea of governmental subsidy is Kids First's positive view of women's
experiences as stay at home parents. Women who stay at home to raise children are not
typecast on the part of h d s First as lazy or undeserving welfare recipients, rather they are
revered for the immeasurable contributions they are making to the future generation of
Canadians. And this constructive characterization of the stay at home mother goes part

and parcel with Kids First's commitment to combat stereotypes of nay at home Moms
and accord social value and importance to the role of motherhood in our society.
The single parent child care subsidy issue is one where Kids First stands apart from
the other pro-family organizations. This difference may be attributed to the more
economically or fiscal conservative stance of AlWW and CCRL who advocate as little
state interference in family matters as possible. Generally speaking, five of the six

different organizations operating in the multisrganizational field of the pro-family
movement in Calgary that I was able to obtain leadership interviews with (the exception
being Focus on the Family), agree that mother (sometimes expanded to parental care) is

the best or "'optimal" kind of child care, especially for children between zero and six

years. The superiority of mother and/or parental care for children zero to six years is
accepted across the field without question. These groups believe that parents not

neighbours, relatives or the state are the best care givers for their own children: that
parents are the "natural" experts in the care of their own children and that they are able
to raise their luds the best way possible. A R.E.A.L. Women pamphlet on child care
reads, "CHILD CARE IS IMPORTANT- LET THE PARENTS DECIDE - NOT THE
STATE". This belief in the superiority of parental care is combined with two other

beliefs: a commitment to minimal state intervention in the family; and a view that

parents should have ultimate authority in deciding what is best for their child. As
NFFRE's Genuis says:
It is my impression, that over the past few decades we have also removed the...or
worked verv hard to professionalize...the elements within the family. encouraging
people to think that they need a lot of outside intervention for just about everything
they do and that other people know better for themselves than they do. And one of
the things that we found when we actually examine families is that when parents get
involved in their children's lives, generally, they do a very good job and the more
involved they get, the more they learn, and the better job they do. Certainly there are
families with great concerns, certainly there are families that are destructive,
certainly there are these, but by and large if you look into the empirical work, what
we find is that parents are generally competent and if we can get the parent certainly
involved in an earlier stage and throughout, that we will reap benefits and so I'm
concerned with the professionalization of the family and every element within the
family and it's telling parents, you know,you really don't know as well for your
children as say a professional who's been to university for ten years does. I think
that's really ripped a hole, if you will, into the family unit (Genuis, 1998).
Summary

While I cannot make blanket assertions regarding all the ideological orientations of
pro-family groups at work in Calgary, there are some common themes,ideas and

positions that have surfaced, both in pro-family publications and the leadership
interviews. I would like to suggest that a recognizable pattern of similarity seems to have

emerged Most groups, especially the four core groups AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL and
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Focus on the Family, appear to have similar ideological positions on a range of issues.
These groups cling to the notion of the "natural" traditional family structure. a family
that by definition includes a father, mother and children, a family that is by all accounts
patriarchal and heteronormative. Any legislative moves to redefine the family, especially

as it pertains to homosexual partnerships, is seen as undermining the traditional famiiy,
the cornerstone of our society, which is evidenced by yet another AFWLTF article titled
"Homosexual Parenting: Bad for Children, Bad for Society" ( A F W Voice,
AugusVSeptember 1997:4-7).
The women' s movement and changes with respect to abortion and child care are
interpreted as another assault on the family. For the most part feminism is considered to
have had a negative effect on the family and has done a 'disservice" to the status of
homemakers. Here I identify two types of anti-feminism, a "general anti-feminism" and

a "status-related" anti-feminism which coincides with my finding that not all pro-family
groups are similarly anti-feminist. And although the same core groups share a pro-life
orientation, my findings indicate that the issue of abortion does not appear as prominent

as it once was: the pro-family movement has moved beyond the single issue stance of the
organized pro-life movement to tackle a wider range of social issues.
Child care for instance, is another thorny subject. Unfair taxation is considered a
major stumbling block in governmental child care policies. All organizations are in
favour of amending the tax system to lessen the tax burden on single earner families with
children being cared for in the home. A number of suggestions for amendments in the

form of refundable child tax credits, tax deductions or income splitting have been raised.
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Interestingiy, here there is agreement for the most pan among all the or_eanizations
working in the multi-organizational field - pro-family groups agree family care is the
best type of child care for under sixes and are against a national, universal. "institutional"
day care scheme. Subsidizing child care is also met by strong opposition except on
behalf of Kids First who believe in governmental subsidy of needy, d e s e ~ n stay-atg

home parents, especiaily single parents (namely single mothers). Kids Fint supports the
implementation of such a subsidy because it would encourage a parent be at home with
their pre-school child and realize the necessity of parental involvement in children's
developmental lives.
But these unfair taxation arguments only go so far. It is also possible to envision a
daycare system which would combine h d s from a highly progressive tax system and
slidng-scale user fees, and avoid many of the complaints evidenced in these comments.
And although it is beyond the scope of this thesis, one could also envision other counter

arguments that pro-family groups have not yet considered For instance, feminists have
argued that parents should have the right to look after their own kids at home and that
that work should be socially valued. While t h s is usually a good arrangement for very
young children, it is possible to critique pro-family taxation arguments if we realize that
it also has some negative consequences in other areas, namely reinforcing women's
secondary status in families and in the economy and wasting the human capital
investments in many women (the latter point being made by economists, not necessarily

feminists.) For example, they fail to recognize the costs of persons involved in p d
labour such as clothing costs incurred by women partxipating in paid labour. So, should
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the stay-at-home mother option be encouraged by tax policy when it has a downside
along with an upside? Feminists would say no, as would economists (for different
reasons). In "putting children first" other consequences of a particular policy proposal
have to be assessed Even if the policy benefits children, it might be unacceptable
because it has negative consequences in other areas. Feminist-socialists would favour
policies which provide quality care for children while simultaneously strengthening
women's rights and independence and redistributing societal wealth and advantages from
capitalistlupper income employees to workers. Sounds tempting. The issue remains, do
we need to trade off gains in one area to make things better for young chldren? In some

ways, the pro-family proponents suffer from a lack of imagnation.
In conclusion. these findings demonstrate considerable ideological affinity but also a
certain amount of ideological differentiation within the multi-organizational field of the
pro-family movement in Calgary. Is this ideological pattern mirrored in the pattern of
organizational interrelationships? Chapter five focuses on these interrelationships and
analyses each pro-family groups' organizational allies and opponents. Chapter five

details organizational alliance systems, networking, linkages and joint activities as well
as antagonistic relations that all shape and influence intergroup contact in the pro-family
multi-organizational field.

Notes
I. W F R E ' s research conclusions have met with considerable criticism from Canadian
academics and child development experts. For a secondav critique of NFFRE's work
see Margaret Philp's article "Influential child-care adviser under fire, Day-care critic
faces challenge from fellow academics over validty of studies, conclusions" that
appeared in The Globe and Mail, Saturday, April 27, 1996. Page A lo).
2. For a more recent discussion of Szabo's proposal see Nahlah Ayed's article "Pay
parents to stay at home, MP urges, Tax act discriminates, Liberal committee says" that
appeared in The Globe and Mail, Tuesday, July 21, 1998, page A3. Here Szabo argues
"mothers and fathers who stop working outside the home to tend their children should
receive $50 a week to put them at par with working parents who get tax benefits From
claiming child-care expenses." Szabo doesn't comment as to whether this benefit applies
strictly to children under age 6 and or if it is $50 for each child under age 6 that is being
cared for.

CHAPTER FIVE
PRO-FAMILY INTERRELATIONSHIPSAND INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL
ACTIVITY
Introduction

Many pro-family organizations in Calgary share similar values and beliefs,
although some organizations differ on key questions. To fully understand the pro-family
movement it is also necessary to examine interconnections and inter-organizational
activities among pro-family organizations. Pro-family leaders may attend each other's
conferences and numerous organizations set up information display booths at such
conferences. Different groups may also join together to co-sponsor events. Various
organizations contact each other for informational resources. There are also minimal
director/advisor interlocks between groups. For example, Penelope Leach, a Honorary
Research Fellow from the University of London, England who sits on the Academic
Advisory Board of the National Foundation for Family Research and Education is also a
member of the Kids First Parent Association Professional Advisory Board. And the
executive director of AFWUF and the Alberta member of The Catholic Civil hghts
League both sit on the board of Emma House, a teen pregnancy care centre. Chapter five

concentrates on detailing these inter-organizational activities and relationships. Here the
data from the leadership interviews are quite informative.

My discussion in these sections centres largely around the organizational
activities of AMrrLIF, CFAC, CCRL, NFFRE and Kids First Focus on the Family will be
discussed only partially, because the group does not have a leader based in Alberta.
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Likewise, Beverly Smith will not be treated as an organization per se and will only be
mentioned when relevant. I rely heavily on the leadership interviews to highlight the
linkages and networking systems maintained through the multi-organizational field of
pro-family organizations.
As Klandermanns ( 199296)suggests, "Although other movement organizations
constitute a major part

of the alliance system of a social movement, almost any kind of

organization can become engaged in it: those representing recreational interests, youth,
students, women, conservationists, business people. consumers, and community
advocates, as well as political parties, unions, churches, and sometimes even
governmental institutions." Therefore in Calgary. the pro-family alliance system may be
comprised of other pro-family organizations, pro-life groups, church related groups,
civic/plitical groups, women's groups and a loose collection of other community
groups. These alliances offer support to various groups. For the purposes of these
analyses, I consider an organizational ally to be those groups or individuals identified as
allies by the pro-family groups themselves; those groups or individuals the pro-family
organizations have worked jointly with past and present: those organizations they
network with andlor are informally in contact with; those that they hold joint

memberships with: those that they indicate share their principles and beliefs; and those
they share resources with such as ofice space, information, research, volunteers and

ofice space.

The findings related to organizational allies are summarized in Table 1. The
construction of the table based upon Curtis and Zurcher (1 973) denotes the network of
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pro-family organizational allies operating in the mdti-organizational field and I will
often refer back to it throughout my discussion. This section provides an oveniew of the
interrelationships among allied groups. Further chscussion on allies involves highlighting

the different types of links and joint activities that exist in the field and these linkages
will be pursued in the following two sections.
But remember, Klandermanns (199 1 ) has suggested the multi-organizational field
of a social movement need not be entirely supportive. The conflict system or sector of a
social movement's multi-organizational field is also comprised of a range of opposing
forces - organizational opponents. The last section in this chapter offen some insight
into the ideological and organizational conflicts of pro-family organizational opponents
in Calgary.

Table I. Classification ofpro-familv Or~anizationalAllies
Categories of Or~anizations

Profamily
organizations

A F W

CFAC

other
profamily
groups

30%
(6)

pro-life
groups

church
related
gt0UPS

25%
(5)

civic/
political
!PUPS

women's
groups

10%
(2)

1OTo

10%

(2)

(2)

23.5%

0%

other
(youth
serving,
men's
r-@ts.
educational )

Total X
of ties
with
organizational
allies

1Solo
(3 1

100%
(20)
100%
( 17)

29.4%
(5)

11.8%

23.5%

(2)

(4)

(4)

(0)

11.8%
(2

33.3%
(5)

13.3%
(2)

6.7%

13.3%
(21

0%

33.3%

100%

(5)

(13

50%
(3)

17.6%
(1)

33.3%
(2)

0%

0%
(0

t 00%

Kids
First

33.3%

6.7%

0%
(0)

26.7%
(4)

(2)

20%
(3)

100%
(15)

NFFRE

83.3%

0%

0%
(0)

0%

CCRL
Focus

(5)
(5)

Totals:

36.7%
(29)

(1)

(1)

0%
(0)
13.9%

(0)
1 1.4%

(11)

(9)

(0)

15.2%
(12)

(0)
0%

(0)
13.3%

(0)
5.1%
(4)

16.7%
(1)
17.7%
(14)

(6)

100%
(6)
100%
(79)

Frequencies: Number of organizational ties in brackets
Percentages: Ties of this type as a percentage of all ties for each organization
+all figure percentages are rounded to the nearest 10th

Pro-family Organizational Allies
"Social movements tend to form alliances with groups that can offer them aid and
support." (Rosenthal et al., 1985:1023).

Klandermanns (199 1:35-36) has described two sectors of a social movement's
multi-organizational field, one being a social movement organization's alliance system,
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consisting of groups and organizations that support the organization by "providing
resources" and "creating political opportunities." These alliances offer support to
participating groups and may be characterized as "organizational allies". More material

on allies in the form of inter-organizational networking and joint activities will be
presented in the next two sections. Tlus section, however, is a systematic presentation of
the information on allies. All pro-family groups identify other pro-family groups as
organizational allies. They also identify pro-life, church-related, cividpolitical, and
women's groups as allies. Allies may be local Calgary groups such as Emma House and
Calgary Pro-life; national orgaruzations such Junior Achievement; and international
organizations like Virginia-based Mothers at Home or the Promise Keepen. All groups
characterize their organizational relationship to their allies in positive terms.
Relationships with allies are often said to be friendly, congenial and supportive. The
findings related to organizational allies are summarized in Table 1. Table 1
demonstrates that all of the Calgary pro-family organizations are enmeshed to a greater
or lesser extent in the rnultisrganizational field It shows the organizational level
network of the multisrganizational field by presenting the alignment patterns of the

component groups. Each group has a number of connections with other organizations.
The table represents a m d f i e d version of the one employed by Curtis and
Zurcher ( 1973)in their study of two anti-pornography organizations that they originally

adapted from Babchuck and Booth (1969).The "job related", "recreational" and
'bfhternal service" organizational categories included in Curtis and Zurcher's analysis
were deleted and the following categories were constructed: "other pro-family

organizations", "pro-life groups" and "women's groups". In this study, the other
category incorporates Curtis and Zurcher's -)routhsening" element such as Junior
Achievement; "men's rights organizations" including the Promise Keepers; "parent's
rights groups" such as the Parents Rights Association; and "educational groups" such as
the Infant Resource Centre.
The first column of data in Table 1 shows that all pro-family organizations are
allied with other pro-family groups. Specifically, 29 of the total 79 ties were with these

-

kinds of organizations that is organizations from the same social movement industry.

Pro-family organizations are also aligned with pro-life groups which represent 1 1 of the
79 ties. Moreover, 9 of the 79 ties are with church related groups: 12 of the 79 are with

civic/political groups; 4 of the 79 are with women's groups; and 14 of the 79 are
encompassed in the other category, a combination of educational. youth s e ~ n gparent's
,
and men's rights groups operating in and around Calgary. Thus 36.7% of all pro-family

organizational allies are other pro-family groups, 13.9% are pro-life groups, 1 1.4% are
church related groups, 15.2% are civic/political groups, 5.1% are women's groups and
17.7% are linked with other groups (see column marginal percentages, Table 1). The

number of civic/political ties is interesting because during the data collection phase of
this research a number of groups had formed a coalition in response to the Vriend case,

which linked AIWUF, CFAC, CCRL,Alberta Civil Society Association and the
Medicine Hat Citizen's Rights Coalition.
If we focus on each orgniation individually, Table i reveals that AFWUF has

twenty ties with various organizations. The ties may be broken down in the following
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manner: six with the pro-family groups including CFAC, CCRL, Focus on the Family,
R.E.A.L. Women, NFRIE, and Kids First: five with the pro-life organizations including
Alberta Pro-Life, Calgary Pro-life, Calgary Pregnancy Care Centre, Family Life Centre,
and Youth for Life; two ties to the church related groups such as the Evangelical

Chnstian Fellowship and the Chnstian Legal Fellowshp: two ties to the civic-political
groups including the Alberta Civil Society Association and Medicine Hat Citizen's
Rights Coalition: two ties to local women's groups, specifically the Local Council of
Women and the Alberta Women's Institute; and three ties to groups classified in the
other category, includmg the Parent's kghts Association, Emma House (a teen
pregnancy centre) and STOPP International, an American anti-Planned Parenthood

These data indicate that AFWUF has the most contacts with other organizations
of all the groups operating in the field. When asked who they would specifically identify

as their organizational allies, AFWUF indicated:
Oh, our allies? Well, Real Women, of course, and I think Kids First in its limited
capacity of addressing daycare issues. I would say probably the Canada Family
Action at this point because, you know, we don't really know where it's going yet
because it's just been started, but absolutely that. Then the Local Council of
Women, as I say, they have been very forthcoming and very good, just pro-life
groups-the Calgary Pregnancy Care Centre, the Calgary Pro-Life, you know,
those particular pro-life groups....I don't know the others....I would say are our
organizational allies.
And AFWLE identifies those family focussed groups in Calgary that share their beliefs,

as follows:
Oh, well again Pd say CFAC, NFFRE to a lesser degree, Kids First you see, but
they would never speak out on any issues like divorce. They would only speak

out on daycare so in that area we agree. You see we even have agreement with
some groups, you know, on certain issues that we probably wouldn't agree with
on many issues, even the status of women. You know what I mean-with any of
the issues that come up we might have an agreement on one particular issue- like
probably we might not go quite as far on family violence but we would probably
be in the same sort of mind-set in that sense. so you know, it depends. When an
issue comes up we sort of assess what our view will be and over the years we've
developed, you know, some policies and so on so it depends on the group and so
on.
That AFWUF has developed the most ties may be attributed to the fact that
AFWUF is the oldest organization operating in Calgary. Organized in 1981. AFWUF has
had an opportunity to establish a solid membership base and attract inter-organizational
attention Canada-wide gven its affiliation with the R.E.A.L. Women of Canada. As

Woodard of CCRL comments, "W
is probably the only organization at this point
that actually has a solid membership and you can reliably depend upon their membership
to renew their membership when they become due." AFWUF and R.E.A.L. Women also
advertise a joint membership, with membership to AFWW costing $10.00 per year and a
combined membership fee for AFWUF and R.E.A.L. Women costing 520.00 a year.
Interestingly, although AFWUF claims to be nondenominational ("We're not connected
with any churches. We do not distribute literature through churches") 10% of their ties

are with church related groups. AFWUF,one of the major intervenors in the Vriend
case, "cooperated with the Evangelical Christian Fellowship, if only on a legal level and
held a joint press conference with the Christian Legal Fellowship.

When we consider CFAC, we see that on an o r ~ t i o n a level
l they have

established ties with 17 groups. The number of contacts is impressive given CFAC's
recent organizational debut. These contacts are often with other socially conservative
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groups that share CFAC's principles and beliefs, namely the Judeo-Chnstian ethic. As
Beyer says, "Well, 1 think, you know, most of the social conservative organizations-EFC, Focus on the Family, Centre for Public Policy Renewal, NFFRE ...a lot of these
organizations...Real Women, AFWUF-these are all organizations that definitely em brace
a ludeo-Christian world view, stemming from the fact that you have the same position on
family and life issues, so...". CFAC has ties with five pro-family organizations: CCRL,

NFFRE,AFWUF, R.E.A.L. Women and Focus on the Family; two ties with pro-life
groups, those being Alberta Pro-Life and the Family Life Centre: four ties with the
church related groups such as the Victory Church of the Rock (Edmonton), The Roman
Catholic Archdiocese of Edmonton, Evangelical Ministerial Association, and the
Evangelical Fellowship of Canada: four ties with civic/political organizations.
specifically, the Medicine Hat Citizen's Rights Coalition, VOTE (vote on terminals
Edmonton), the Centre for Public Policy Renewal and the Alberta Civil Society
Association; no ties with local women's groups; and two ties in the other category with
the Parent's Right Association and STOPP International.

What is important to notice about CFAC is that 23.5% of their ties are wth
civic/political groups. Along with Kids First, CFAC is the organization with the most
civic/political ties in the field. Their developing ties with civicipolitical groups is
understandable given the "gap" they see themselves as filling is in the realm of political
action. When asked who would CFAC then identify as its organizational allies? Beyer
responds:

I guess, going back to how we see ourselves...we see ourselves as a communitybased grassroots political organization so it's not so much what organizations we
meet with. We're not a lobbying organization. We end up lobbyng but that's not
our strength. Our strength is the indvidual members being activated. being
involved and doing things. Again, depending on the issue, we'll find....on the
prisoners' right to vote issue, there's organizations that linked with us on that one
and on the pro-life issues, they won't but they will, kind of thing. So, there's not
necessarily any one organization that would be allies with us on every issue. The
closest probably is Real Women because they are more directly political than
other organizations and they are broader than just one issue.
CFAC characterizes these inter-organizational relationships in the following way:
Yeah, it is very ad hoc. It is, and with some of these organizations, it's on an
issue by issue basis. I think the organizations that I just described...I mean, on the
major issues, we're always in agreement, it's just a matter of who's going to do
what ... kind of thing, and so, it's quite informal.

The data indicate CFAC's church outreach is quite well developed. CFAC has
the most contacts of all groups in the field with church related groups which account for
23.5% of their allies. The current president of CFAC, Roy Beyer was previously Pastor
of the Victory Church of the Rock in Edmonton. CFAC also distributes information
through churches. For example, CFAC fonvarded its "Vriend Alert" to area churches

and urged them to do the same. The action alert "Canada Family Action Coalition Vriend Ruling is Bad for All. Urgent Item!" called attention to The Supreme Court of

Canada's decision to "force the inclusion of 'sexual orientation' in Alberta's Individual
Rights Protection Act7'and included an "ACTION PLAN" which reads as follows:

ACTION PLAN:

Immediate Step - Please take immediate steps as a Pastor or leader of your
cornunity:
# 1 Read the attached document to familiarize yourself with the issue.
#2 - Write a letterlfax your MLA and to the Premier Fax: 427-1349 Toll Free Fax:
3 10-000 - pause 427- 1349.

-

#3 - Ask people you know to do the same. Also call your MLA and our Premier
immedately and ask people that you know to do the same. If the line(s) are busy
- keep trying. Trus is important. It is important to note that people not argue
exclusively from a religious perspective. Read the attached materials for ideas as
to how to make your point.. .
Additionally - Bulletin inserts have been printed and are available to Churches for
distribution to their membership. Please call our ofice in Edmonton (403) 9449130 for details on where you can get copies.
Advertise the CFAC toll free Action Line - (888)834-CFK (2322) action details
and updates on this issue.
(hnp://www.familyaction.org/AlbeMriendle.1
08/04/98),

And following Premier Klein's decision to uphold the Supreme Court's ruling CFAC

circulated the following memo to Pastors:

April 11, 1998
Memorandum to: All paston to be read in churches
From: Canada Family Action Coalition President, Roy Beyer
# 1 Canada Family Action Coalition wishes to thank all those who wrote, faxed, or
phoned the Premier, their MLA, the Cabinet Committee or all Government
Caucus members.
#2 Canada Family Action Coalition is very cisappointed at the Premier's response
and members are encouraged to indicate their disappointment to the one they
contacted.
#3 We recommend no expression of hate; only great disappointment.
#4 Anyone who did not get through last week should try to do so this week.
#5 For hther information contact your church or CFAC.
(http:l/www.familyaction.org/Albe~riendmemo.
h t m 13/04/98).
It is also important to remember CFAC is also still very much involved in the

process of positioning themselves within the field and this involves establishing "Key

Contacts" which they describe as a "critical link". CFAC stresses that "effective
communication is the key to informing Canadians about what is happening, and

providing viable strategies for responding to issues on a timely basis" and " a critical
component of CFAC's communications strategy is to have a Key Contact Person in

thousands of churches and synagogues across our nation" (CFAC, A Call to Action,
Winter 1998:6).CFAC characterizes the role of a '-Key Contact" as follows:
To serve as a liaison between the local church and CFAC.
To receive and respond to CFAC Acnon Alerts on behalf of yourself and your
church, as well as relay critical information to the congregation (with the
minister's approval).
To relay, where applicable, prayer alerts to the prayer teams in your city.
To represent your church at local meetings of CFAC (usually held bimonthly in
communities with a CFAC chapter).
Over time,and with the minister's approval, provide leadership for a church
Action Committee, which would help with the functions described above.
Please consider being a Key Contact for your church, spagogue/parish. If you
are interested, contact a local chapter of CFAC or our Head Office in Calgary
(CFAC, A Call to Action, Winter 1998:6).

Thus, the church related contacts, especially the "key contacts" could be considered
an important organizational ally, the "critical link" for CFAC in its attempt to better
establish itself and promote its goals and ideas across the corm^.
CCRL has five ties with the pro-family groups including AFWUF, CFAC,

NFFRE, Focus on the Family, and R.E.A.L. Women; two ties to pro-life organizations,
Alberta Pro-Life, and the Family Life Centre; one church related tie to the Evangelical

Fellowship of Canada stemming from their co-intervenor status in the Vriend case; two
civic/political ties to the Alberta Civil Society Association and the Medicine Hat
Citizen's Rights Coalition (also rehted to their involvement in a coalition formed during
the Vriend case); no specific ties to any local women's groups; and five ties to other
groups, specifically the Parent's Rights Association (another member of the Vriend

coalition), MESA (Men's Educational Support Association); EMACS (Equitable

Maintenance and Custody Society); Emma House; and the Calgary chapter of the
Promise Keepers.
What is important to note about CCRL is that due to the well informed,

chansmatic nature of their Calgary representative, CCRL is very knowledgeable about
other groups operating in the city. However, as was previously mentioned, the links
among the groups seem to be very much on the "level of personalities". A number of
allied contacts seem to be sustained through individual contacts among leaden rather
than a formal level of organizational linkages. This is evidenced by the wide array of
links CCRL's Woodard has with a groups like MESA and the Calgary chapter of the
Promise Keepers. Woodard says:
.... you know for example, when MESA, ....now that might be another group you
want to talk to...Men, Educational and Support, MESA, Men's Educational

Support Association or ECFAS, Equitable Child and Faithkeeping...these aren't
exactly pro-family groups as such. What they are is...these are the groups that are
dealing with causes of family breakdowns like...but basically, but what they are,
are groups that are dealing with the aftermath of divorce. Like for example, when
Anne Cools comes through town, meetings with, fathers who have been shafted
when it comes to custody rights...a meeting will be organized at the Life Centre.
....oh, you know who else you might want to interview...how about a maternity
home? In a sense there are sort of linkages. We have a maternity home-I'm
second officer on the Board of a Maternity Home. The maternity home is EMMA
House and the president of the house...or the EMMA Maternity House.. .Maternity
Home Society is Jim Lansing and he lives in Bragg Creek. He's a cop, actually,
and, um, he and two other cops, I think, began the house five years ago. And
when it started up, it was the only maternity home south of Red Deer, and maybe
south of Edmonton, and now there's a couple of others and there's been some
further development of the shepherd homes, but, uh, for example, Hermina and I
are both on the board of EMMA House. But you ought to talk to Jim Lansing.
And you know, also, speaiung of....another organization you might be interested
in...you see, Jim is also on the board of an outfit called Covenant Keepers and
Covenant Keepers is the local...is the Catholic equivalent of a larger policy group

called Promise Keepers. Now Promise Keepers are essentially a church-based
ministry, right, but what you might want to do would be. if you go back in past
issues of Alberta Report and just read all the Promise Keepers' articles, say over
the last five years. So you might want to do that and then it's easy enough to get
ahold of Promise Keepers representatives. You might also want to talk to...like
Jim Lansing, he launched a very small ad hoc group, okay, but, Promise Keepers
here is actually fairly...fairly large. They have....well for example, the last time
Promise Keepers had a big rally in Seattle, I tlunk ...or Denver, no, Denver, and
the Alberta Promise Keepers had gotten up to four buses from Calgary, another
five or six from Edmonton...I think about a dozen buses went down...so that
would be about 40 people to a bus, so that's about 400 people, yeah. So, it's a big
outfit. It's defined... it's primarily a church ministry but the direction of the
ministry is family, definitely. I mean when they say 'promise keeping', what they
mean is guys...since it's essentially a men's organization...they mean wives and
children, like in keep your promise to your wives and children and the whole
organization is structured to encourage men to do this, to be responsible, to be
responsible family members.
Kids First, also one of the established national organizations, has ties with 14

other organizations, four of which are pro-family groups. These groups are NFFFE,
AFWUF, R.E. A.L. Women and Mothers at Home, the Virginia based group. Again the
group they consider themselves to have the most contact with is NFFRE. Kids First
indicates a number of aforementioned organizations share their principles and beliefs.

Peri suggests:
Well NFFRE certainly does, the Alberta Federation of Women United for
Families does with respect to supporting the parent at home. I'm trying to think
of other groups...the Infant Resource Centre would, again, as well share that. A
lot of our Catholic Women's Leagues in Calgary belong to Kids First and, in fact.
the national legislation convener who, urn, is in charge of any legislation that the
Catholic Women's League brings forward, Marie Cameron. She is actual1y a
member of Kids First too. So we have those organizations as well that would
support our goals, ideals.
While Kids First indicates AFWLlF shares its goals, it also makes use of
information provided by R.E.A.L. Women. For example, Kids First reprinted an anicle

"A Positive Response to Child Abuse" based on the *'Hawaii Healthy Start" project Ftom

the Nov/Dec 1997 issue of Reality. The Hawaii Healthy Stan program consists of
"intensive hospital screening of mothers when they arrive in labour at the hospital" and
uses records filled out by the mothers upon admission as a "'screening tool' to determine
a list of risk factors" for child abuse. Risk factors such as "she is single. separated or
divorced; she had no late prenatal care and she sought an abortion for this pregnancy"
warrant a more in-depth assessment prior to the mother leaving the hospital or a
telephone interview once at home. R.E.A.L. Women contend -'according to leading
pediatricians and child- welfare workers in Canada, we need to replicate the Hawaiian
program here, in order to attack the roots of delinquency, crime, domestic violence,

welfare dependency and wasted human potential" (Reality, NovDec 19972). The
project, Kids First claims, has "clearly demonstrated that when h d s are invested in
parents, the savings to society in terms of social services and the justice system are about
$7 for every dollar invested. More outside child care will not solve the problem, nor will

pre-school experiences without also working with parents" (Kids First Winter 1998
newsletter: 10). This sharing and reproducing of information evidences a weak link
between R.E.A.L. Women and Kids First.

f i d s First also has a weak tie with Focus on the Family evidenced by a letter
written by past president Vivian Frost-Rogers to Focus on the Family magazine praising
their April 1994 issue which "contained two very supportive articles for parents. Much of
what Linda Weber had to say in the excerpt fiom her book Mom You 're Incredible.'
reflects what Kids First Parent Association of Canada has been saying for the past seven

years. Similarly, 'Celebrating the Year of the Family' made some very important points"

(Focus on the Family, August 1994:16). Although they do not take a stand on the
abortion issue, I would argue Kids First does have one link to a local pro-life
organization, that being the Family Life Centre which distributes Kids First material, in
the form of brochures which may be considered an imponant pan of the process of their
establishing an "information exchange". The data suggest Kids Fint does not have any
church related ties and in the same letter to Focus, Kids First stressed they have no
'*religiousor political afiliations". But because k d s First is a lobbying association it
does have a number of civic/political ties, in other words, their extensive lobbying for
equitable child care and tax refon may explain their maintaining ties to various
government departments. Kids First is in conract with Health Canada, the Justice

Department, Human Resources Development, the Finance Department. Kids First has
two links with women's groups in Calgary including the Local Council of Women and

the Catholic Women's League. And lastly Kids First indicates it has conract with three
other organizations, the Canadian Pediatric Society, the Canadian Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Children, and the Calgary Infant Resource Centre. And Kids
First is very upfiont with its ties to NFFRE. When asked who would Kids First identify

as its organizational allies, Pem responded:
Like 1 said probably the biggest one would be NFFRE. Also there's the Canadian
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children which is actuai!y out of Ontario
but there are members all across Canada Actually the director there, Dr.Elliot
Barker who is a forensic psychiatrist....they are again another big ally of ours but
again, they are in Ontario but they do have members all across Canada They're a
national organization. Those two are probably our biggest, in a lot of ways,
simply because we look at them in an advisory capacity in a lot of ways because

they've done their research and they've got that type of experience that we like to
have.

Moreover Kids First does not identify any local pro-family groups that may be opposed to
their organization's beliefs. But within the pro-family field, there are some organizations
opposed to Kids First's singular focus, groups that feel Kids First may not "come on
strong enough" or believe they should expand their mandate beyond a single issue.
Nevertheless, they maintam generally fnendly relations. Pem characterizes Kids First's
relationship with these groups as "very friendly" and suggests that they "agree to
disagree". As these two quotes note:
There might be some organizations that would think we might come on not strong
enough maybe, and there's some local attachment parent groups in Calgary that
feel maybe we're too...not really wishy washy...but because we support all
choices for families, some groups might th~nkthat we don't come on strong
enough for parental w e . We h n k that we do but we're also nylng to be
respectll of family positions and that families have different circumstances and
that they are the best people to decide for them what is best for their particular
family. And so we try to be respecrful of that. There are probably some
organizations that feel that we're not strong enough. We have been told by some
organizations that we need to expand a bit more, that we should not just focus on
this one issue, and that all the other issues reflect and influence parents to be at
horne..which we are aware of but because of our limited abilities and our limited
time, we have chosen to focus only on this one issue.
It's friendly, it's very friendly. We kind of agree to disagree so to speak and
support what we are doing but just feel maybe we should be a little bit stronger in
promoting a certain avenue, I guess, or a certain policy, etc. But other than that,
we agree to disagree and we still get along very well. It's not adversarial or
anything like that. They just feel that we should be a little bit stronger and maybe
we feel they're a little bit too strong. So we have just agreed to disagree but we
still manage to work together and we still manage to network and distribute our
information back and forth.
Kids First is quite well integrated into the pro-family field Given their single issue

focus, they do not appear to be as much of an "outlier" as I had anticipated. The core

groups are friendly to them,even though they have a narrower and less ideological (read

. Judeo-Christian world view) agenda.
Interestingly, NFFRE is less willing to claim ties to Kids First than Kids First is to
NFFRE. In fact, NFFRE is guarded in its discussion of ties with other pro-family groups,
but groups like A F W , CFAC and CCRL make no bones about their contact with

MTRE. It wasn't until after the formal interview, that Mark Genuis indicated he knew
Cathy Peni. However, in an article entitled "Motion 30 Passes in the House of
Commons" that appeared on the front page of the NFFRE Winter 1997 Family Matters
newsletter, Paul Szabo, C.A., M.P.Missassauga South, jointly congratulates MTRE and
Kids First for their continued work and support in the area of child care and amendments

to the income Tax Act. Genuis carefully characterized NFFRE's organizational allies in
the following manner:

Organizational allies...our....i call them friends....we just identify with anyone
who can help us in any way serve the mission statement of the organization which
is to strengthen families and their children as the core of ow society. So we
would identify mostly individuals, i.e., donors, some media people, some political
people, some community people in various communities. As far as other
organizations, again, we've tried not to associate with any other organization,
regardless of who they are, how nice they are, whatever, just because we have to
identify ourselves. We're still very young. We're establishing. And the other
thing is that even though many organbations are very good and so forth, they
often have their own agenda and our agenda is information. Their agenda would
be something with the information. And so if we are simply providing them
solely with information and working through them, then there's a terrific risk of
them running with our information in a manner that fulfills their agenda, which is
a problem-a terrible problem for us. And, it's happened in the past-by our
associate taking information and running with it So, the best thing for us to do is
to establish independence and simply run with membership across the country so
that we can direct the information to the end source rather than going through any
other organization.
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The available data which likely underestimates NFFRE's allied organizations
suggest NFFRE has ties with 6 other organizations. The five pro-family organizations
NF.'FRE has been linked with are AFWUF, R.E.A.L. Women, CFAC, CCRL and of

course, Kids First. For instance, NFFRE set up a display booth at the aforementioned
national AFWUF/R.E.A.L. Women conference. The table offered delegates a folder
highlighting NFFRE's mandate and Genuis's business card was enclosed on the inside
flap. The folder contained a listing of NFFRE Repons on Family Structure.
AttachrnentBonding, Child Development, Child Abuse, NFFRE Presentations, Pol Is and
other publications that the foundation has for sale. A flyer advertising NFFRE's fourth
annual "Celebration of Families" fundraiser with guest speaker Charlton Heston and

guest auctioneer Alberta Treasurer Stockwell Day and a NFFRE membership application
form completed the packet. And the March/April 1998 issue of Reality advertised that
the Northern Ontario Chapter of R.E.A.L. Women would host a meeting featuring Dr.
Mark Genuis speaking on "Our Families - Our Foundation and Our Future" to be held at
North Bay City Hall on April 2 1, 1998 at 7:30 pm. Therefore, on an informal level,
NFFEE appears to have well developed links to other organizations working in the field.

The one other organization NFFRE admits to being involved with is Junior
Achievement, included in the "other7' category. When discussing the extent to which
leaders in NFFRE may also be members of other groups operating in Calgary, Genuis

indicates "I would think for the most pan....no not really....we may be involved with

another organization here and there. I'm thinking of one of our directors in Toronto who

-

is heavily involved in two organusitions ours and one other. In Edmonton as well, a
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couple of directors have been involved in two organizations - ours and one other. So.
but they don't overlap that much. They have some common things but they're not
specifically family organizations. One, for example, is Junior Achievement." Again.
NFRZE's well organized information and research consultation is openly acknowledged

by other groups operating in the field and in adopting the role of an essential.

indispensable research resource, NFFRE maintains a dynamic role in shaping the agenda
of the pro-family alliance system.
Compared to AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL, NFFRE and Kids First, Focus on the Family
is less well integrated in the Calgary pro-family field. Here integration is measured in
terms of the number of ties each organization has established with other groups in the
field. Because Focus on the Family is an American organization, whose Canadian office
is nationally run out of Vancouver, it is reasonable to see why they may not be involved
to the same extent as other groups organinng as part of the Calgary scene. Also, because
1 was unable to interview an organizational leader from Focus, I may be missing data on

allies for this group that were unavailable in the documentary material. Thus,the ties
Focus has in the Calgary field may be under represented, specifically with organizations
other than pro-family groups themselves.
From the documentary data I was able to gather and analyse, and inteniews with
the leaden of other pro-family groups, Focus has ties with six other organizations in the
Calgary field. Three of these ties are to the pro-family organizations including AFWIIF,

CCRL, CFAC, all of whom were, like Focus, intervenors in the Vriend case. Focus also

has a link to the pro-life Family Life Centre, which distributes information on Focus and
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catalogues old newsletters and monthly magazines. And lastly, since it is ministry based.
Focus has also been linked with the Evangelical Christian Fellowship, only in terms of
their co-intervenor status in the Vriend case and the First Alliance Church in Calgary. It
was here that they presented their "Family Matters: Lessons We Wish We'd Learnt

Earlier" speaking tour. Rob Parsons,executive director of Britain's Care for the Family
and his wife Diane offered information on family issues and the subjects they spoke
about included the pressures women face; three keys to revolutionize a marriage; kids
and how to survive them; laughter - the missing jewel: three fears we all have for our
children; and men, midl i fe and the affair (Focus on the Family, April 1 998: 13). In the
seminar brochure, Focus on the Family express their "thmks and appreciation" to their

"'Partners in Ministry'

- the host church, participating churches" and "mends and

community volunteers who have assisted us in making this tour possible."

How do pro-family leaders characterize their relationships to their organizational
allies? Positively. All groups appear to maintain favourable relationships with their
allies. The groups are often supportive and have a good impression of one another. The
groups in the field respect the work being done by their allies and tend to have amicable
relationships with them. Beyer of CFAC says, "Well, all of those groups I have a lot of
respect for, because they're doing specific thmgs that we don't have to do, we don't want
to do, and they're doing it well." Kids First agrees and Perri indicates "we respect them
very much and they do very valuable work." These allied relationshps are based on
"friendly terms":

I think it's on very friendly terms. You know, I think when we establish contact
with them. ..when these contacts have been going on for ten Lvears]...when Brenda
and Theresa established it, I think they know on a lot of things we can't speak to
some of the issues that they do and they're very respectful of that and they never
ever push us or contact us, and say "you know, we really would like you to help
us out on this issue.'' They understand that we only focus on the one issue and
they're very respectful of that and that's wonderful so we don't feel any pressure
that we should be standing out, or they don't pressure us into gving opinions that
they know is not what we are all about. So they've been very good very good
and very respectful of that.
AFWUF also believes that "they are very good people and we agree with them on most

everythng that they do and I think, therefore, 1 have a good impression" of other groups
organizing in the field. And NFFRE asserts these relationships are "congenial" that
"these groups are mostly providing an essential service, frankly, you know, and our hope
is that as we mature we can provide them with more and better information that will
relate to their work but I think the vast majority of these people are providing an essential
service." Again by being an "information source" NFFRE is helping fmme the agenda of
other pro-family groups while simultaneously serving to legitimate that agenda using its
scientific authority posture.
What these data suggest is that Calgary pro-family groups are situated within a

multi-organizational field which consists of a number of organizational allies that offer
support, respect, research, information and opportunities for joint action. The number of
allies each group has varies depending on how well integrated the organization is in the
field, and the specific concerns of that organization. Overlapping ties are developed

during joint activities, most importantly the sweeping intervention in the Vriend case.
Ties to "other groups" such as the Promise Keepers, Junior Achievement and Mothers at

Home are very much groupspecific. In other words, unlike the majority of
organizational categories such as "pro-life groups" and "civic:political groups". there is
not the same amount of organizational overlap in the "other" category. For example,
only Kids First has ties with Mothers At Home in Virginia and the Infant Resource
Centre, while almost all groups, with the exception of M3XE are linked to the pro-life,
Family Life Centre which distributes information to and for a number of organizations.
Overall, pro-family groups characterize their relationships with organizational allies in
very positive terms. They respect one another and value each other's contributions to the
field. The pro-family alliance system appean to be very accepting and appreciative of
organizational allies. The alliance system encourages further linkages among groups.
lntersrganizational networking in the form of leadership and research~infomationlinks

can also be found in the pro-family field. It is these two types of intergroup linkages that
are detailed in more depth in the next section.
Prefamily Networking: Linkages in the Multi-organizational Field
Rosenthal et al. (1985:1024) indicate that "links with other social movement
groups and the creation of networks are crucial aspects of the development and growth of

a social movement group." Turner and Killian (1987:373)refer to this network "weblike
pattern of intercomectedness" as "reticulation". These authors write, "Panicularly
strong ties develop among clusters of leaden, and effective agitators and organizers
assist other units besides their own. Making use of these networks, groups combine to
stage demonstrations and other collective action, and regional and national associations

are formed to provide resources and guidance to individual units" (1987:373).What
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inter-organizational links exist among pro-family groups in Calgary and how do these
interconnections help sustain the pro-family movement? In the course of the interviews.
I asked pro-family leaders whether they thought there were any connections between

family focussed groups operating in Calgary or they thought the groups were more
organizationally independent. The interview data strongly indicate that all pro-family

groups view themselves as distinct organizations with slightly different mandates.
Organizational leaders stress their organization's independence and each believes their
group is filling a particular niche in the field whether it be "pseudo" objective empirical
research of a particular kind as in the case of NFFRE or social conservative political
action on the part of CFAC. The leadership interviews also demonstrate that pro-family
leaders either know or know of each other. Leaders phone, fax and often talk with one
another. Contact among groups is facilitated by leaders and these tight leadership
linkages often lead to joint activities. The leadership is composed of a small circle of
high profile people who are very well connected in some areas. These are usually

informal relafir?nshipsin that they are not formally mandated constitutional connections,
but indcate that the groups have cultivated inter-organizational relationships and are

often in close contact. Thus,through their leaden pro-family groups are linked to each
other. The data also suggest that these linkages may be categorized into three broad

types: the aforementioned leadership links which facilitate the other two types of links;
research and information links characterized by an ongoing "information exchange"

between groups whereby research newsletters, and pamphlets are circulated; and also
joint campaign(s) in the form of conferencing, cco-hosting events, court cases, and press
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conferences. The first two types of links will be dealt with in this section while joint
activities will be dealt with in the following section.

NFFRE's understanding is that pro-family organizations are "independent
entirely" (Genuis, 1998). NFFRE indicates "a couple of years ago we ran a series of
luncheons for family focussed organizations and we found that most of them didn't know
each other. And not only did they run independently but they run in different worlds in a
disjointed manner"(Genuis. 1998). Overall, NFFRE's impression is that when these
groups "get to know each other, things seem to click quite nicely" but that the "groups
are not worlung in son of a connected way" (Genuis, 1998). NFFRE is reluctant to
identify or connect itself with any other organization, "We don't have any other
relationship with any other groups at all - any formal relations with anyone. We try to
provide information to anyone at all but as far as formal relationships and so forth, at this
point, we have nothing at all. Again, part of it is because of the age of the organization.
We still have to clearly define ourselves and clearly capitalize ourselves and structure
and focus the organization and make sure that we develop for delivering in our particular
area. The minute we become associated with any women's groups or any other groups,
regardless, it's a problem" (Genuis, 1998). Interestingly, NFFRE appears to have more
contact with other groups than they are willing to share. Other groups working in the
field such as Kids First, AFWLTF and CFAC do mention informal linkages with NFFRE.
And these links will become more apparent in the following sections.

Nevertheless, NFFRE's response is typical in the sense that each group strives to
maintain its organizational independence. All of the leaders interviewed agreed that
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their respective organizations are very much autonomous. In light of this independence.
each organization views itself as fulfilling an important need within the pro-family tield.

NFFRE argues what makes it distinct is that it has adopted a research-driven and
preventative focus. Mark Genuis suggests, "NFFRE would be one of the youngest groups
out there so the advantage that we've had is to take a look at other goups and say, okay,
do we overlap, do we complement, or can we just go in and compete...not very useful".

NFFRE's impression is that "there are a lot of areas of family work covered through very
good service and charitable organizations out there who are very sincerely working v e v
hard and are very sincere in their efforts-doing some wonderful things. Our organization
is a bit different because the piece of the pie that we fill is first research dnven. Second,
we are entirely prevention focussed. and so, these two specific elements make us a fair

bit different. We're not trying to service families after they have broken down,we're
not giving counseling services, we're not feeding and clothing, we're trylng to give
people good information and recommendations and help develop positive policies to help
families be independent and healthy and secure and strong and stable from the
beginning." And "That's why we started because nobody I know is research focussed.

I'm w i n g it through my head in particular around family. People have beliefs that are
sometimes consistent with the information, but that's different than saying, okay we're

just research information based. So, that's why we formed."
Notwithstanding Genuis's comments, I would argue NFFRE is more than simply
"infomation based". NFFRE has a vested interest in providing a particular type of
information and offering a certain kind of research support. NFFRE extends an
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interpretation of scientific research to other organizations which they can then use to
legitimate their pro-family positions. In resource mobilization terms, NFFRE may be
viewed as a "resource provider", an organization that fills an important pro-family niche,
which is gving research support and backing to other groups operating in the field. As
Tumer and Killian ( 1987:248) note, "the surest technique for legitimating any moral
claim is the 'laying on of hands' through public support from an already respected
group." In this way, NFFRE and Genuis's "respected" academic research play a key role
in the field and have become a central informational node in the Calgary pro-family
movement. To use Scott's ( 1991 ) words, NFFRE has a "large 'neighbourhood"' of
contacts and has "a position of strategic significance in the overall structure of the
network'. with respect to its research ties ( 1991 5 ) .NFFRE's relationship to other profamily groups may be referred to as an "information link" in that its research is what ties
it to all the other organizations in the feld with the exception of Focus on the Family.

CFAC also wants to avoid duplicating what other organizations are doing and

sees itself as filling a gap in pro-family work in terms of political action. As president
Roy Beyer says, "Well, there's organizations that are doing really important things and 1
guess what we looked at is not so much trying to duplicate anything else that's
happening, as to fill a gap, aqd the gap we saw was of political action. You know, a lot

of these other organizations are charitable so they are educational in focus and they are

limited in terms of how far they'll step into the political arena. Ours is not...I mean, we
don't have charitable status. We are non-profit-incorporated federal1y-but we don't
have charitable status. We won't be getting charitable status and we're very deliberate in
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that because we'll be able to take it a step further than other organizations have been able
to go." Thus, CFAC sees itself as doing something other pro-family organizations do not
do and that is providing a political voice and political action for social conservatives.

"You how, again, you have the research, you have the education, you have the ministry
organizations, you have different organizations that can't go further than what they
want...than what needs to happen, and so, basically t h q pass the baton on to us and we
can go f o w d beyond that. But, I thnk. it's definitely being able to do some of the
tlungs that others are not able to do and that's how we see ourselves functioning.... I'd

say they are filling a niche, you know doing sometlung that needs to be done and again,

ours is more of a networking, bringing together the pieces to make sure there is some
political action that corresponds with these issues." In shon. CFAC's goal, according to
Beyer is "actually to create an ongoing presence in all of our communities where there's
people that can handle the issues as they come and you don't have to duplicate the
process of building an organization that someone else has already done. You can use

your network and get onto the issue really fast."
Kids Fim is unique in that it presents itself as a single issue organizhtion. They
"do not deal with the other issues that are important to this [pro-family] movement."

Kids First directs all of its attention toward "promoting social policies which gve parents
support and recognition and which protect the choice of raising children in a family
setting." Kids First focuses "solely on the issue of supporting parents at home simply
because that's what our founders had decided they would focus on.... and so we focussed

on that particular issue - supporting parents at home...so protecting the choice to be at
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home to look after your kids, promoting parenting and the importance of it - that it is a
valuable...the most valuable - we would say -job that there is, and offering supports to
parents who would like to be home, for those families who are at home...so to lund of.
you know, promote the choice, that their choice is there and that should be a viable
choice to families" (Pem, 1998). And even though promoting a parent at home is their
sole focus, Kids First recognizes there is a link between them and other pro-family
organizations who share in this belief, "It's interesting, when you had contacted us about
this, because we'd never considered ourselves a pro-family organization. It was

interesting because....I know when I was talking to another member of the national
executive she said "well, we never identify ounelves as that". I said 'yeah, I know, but
because we share this promotion of the parent at home as being the best and the ideal to

raise children, that is a pladorm of the pro-family movement. That is sornehng that
they support' so most of them that we've networked with, we've found to be extremely

helpfbl. We've found that they've provided good information to us and so I would guess
that our opinion would be quite high of what they've done and their ability to
communicate with us, etc." Kids First's self consciousness is interesting because while
they would not consider themselves to be part of the so-called "pro-farnilyWphenomenon,
they still seem to be well integrated in the pro-family field. They have both direct and
indirect ties to all of the other groups working in the movement and despite not taking a

stand on a number of prominent pro-family issues, they maintain regular contact with
N F F E and on occasion liaison with AFWUF. They seem to have established all three
types of links: leadership, information and joint campaign(s) with these two groups and

have negotiated a place for themselves and their agenda to comfortably operate within
the pro-family field.
AFWUF claims what makes them distinct is that they are "specitically"a

women's organization. AFWUF asserts it focusses primarily on women's issues but also
welcomes the organizational efforts of a number of other groups. As Dykxhoom
comments:
Well, each of us that I can see is fulfilling a need that's there so I think, great! I
think the more people that are concerned and the more people that are active is
going to be a positive. Like I only know of a couple that I would consider profamily organizations - I think the National Foundation for Family Research and
Education, NFFRE, and CFAC, Canada Family Action Coalition which has
recently been organized. So we are very specifically a women'sorganization. We
address also women's issues and so, you know, we are a little bit different than
the other groups that have sort of a broad membership, you know. I thmk it's
great. The more that's organized the better at this point.
By billing itself as a women' organization, AFWUF hopes to better represent the women

of Alberta (and Canada) but welcomes the efforts of other organizations.
The data in Table 2 show the overall pattern of direct and indirect links that exist

among pro-family groups just in Calgary. Indirect links exist when two pro-family
groups share a common ally. The matrix of all pro-family dyads serves as the basis for

my analysis of inter-organizational relations in Calgary. This modified matrix formation
adapted from Rosenthal et al. (1985) shows the number of links or 'Kies" for each pair of
organizations. I characterize the strength of the inter-organizational ties in the following

manner: ties of one to three are weak, four and five are moderate, and six or more ties
are strong.
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The matrix demonstrates that of the 15 potential dyads in the movement, all pairs

of organizations have at least one tie. The breakdown of the number of ties for each
group is as follows: 28 for AFWUF, 24 for CFAC, 25 for CCRL, 15 for Focus on the

Family, 15 for NFFRE and 17 for Kids First. The total number of ties (direct and indirect)
shown in the matrix is 62 with an average of 20.7 ties.
Table 2. Direct and Indirect Links Between Pro-fmilv Groups in Calgary 1998.
AFWUF

CFAC

7

CFAC

CCRL

7

6

CCRL

Focus

4

4

4

Focus

NFFRE

5

3

4

1

Kids First

5

4

.

4

-7

NFFRE
2

Total number of ties is 62
In terms of direct links, there are 12 direct links in the movement of the 15 potential
direct links. The dyads without direct links are CFAC - Kids First, Focus - Kids First and

-

Focus NFFRE.
Overall, AFWUF has the most direct and indirect links to other local pro-family

groups. For instance looking at the dyad created by AFWUF and CFAC we see seven
links because the two groups are directly linked and are indirectly linked through CCRL,

Focus, NFFRE and three other organizations, namely the Family Life Centre, STOPP
International and the Alberta Civil Society Association. in addition to a direct tie,

AFWLTF and CCRL are indirectly linked through CFAC, Focus and NFFRE and three
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other groups: the Family Life Centre, Emma House (a teen pregnancy centre) and the
Alberta Civil Society Association. AFWW and Focus on the Family have a direct link

and are indirectly linked through CCRL, CFAC and the Family Life Centre. AFWUF and
Kds First have a direct link and are indirectly linked through NFFRE and CCRL and are
linked through two other groups: the Family Life Centre and the Local Council of
Women; and in addition to their direct link, AFWUF and MFRE are indirectly linked
through AFWUF's affiliate, the R.E.A.L. Women of Canada, CCRL, CFAC and Kids
First.
Looking at the remaining dyads for CFAC we see: CFAC and CCRL are directly
tied and are indirectly linked through AFWUF, NFFRE, Focus and the Alberta Civil
Society Association and the Family Life Centre; CFAC and Focus also have a direct tie
and are indirectly linked through AFWUF, CCRL and the Family Life Centre; Kids First

and CFAC although they are not directly tied, are indirectly linked through the Family
Life Centre, AFWUF, CCRL and MTRE; and CFAC and NFFRE are directly linked
through a leadership tie, for Beyer of CFAC knows Genuis of NFFRE and indirectly
linked through AFWUF and CCRL. Looking at the remaining dyads for CCRL we see: in
addition to a direct link, CCRL and Focus are indirectly linked through CFAC, AFWUF

and the Family Life Centre; CCRL and Kids First are directly tied and indirectly linked

through AFWW, NFFRE and the Family Life Centre; and CCRL and NFFRE are directly
linked in that Woodard is familiar with NFFRE and Genuis's research and indirectly
linked through AFWUF, CFAC and Kids First. Loolang at the remaining dyads for Focus
we see fewer links given the lack of organized leadership in Calgary. Focus and Kids
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First are indirectly linked through AFWUF and the Family Life Centre: and Focus has but

one indirect link to NFFRE through AFWUF. Looking at the remaining link with Kids
First we see: Kids Fint and NFFRE are directly linked in that Pem and Genuis know
each other and exchange information and indirectly linked through AFWUF.
A note on NFFRE's links. The number of lmks to NITRE observed in Table 2 is

somewhat misleading and underestimates the organizational importance of NFFRE. But

the number of ties for NFFRE is not as important as the quality of NFFRE's direct ties
and the nature of what NFFRE is trying to accomplish with their direct ties. Offering
research support to pro-family groups is what makes NFFRE qualitatively different From

the other organizations. By cultivating strong direct ties with other pro-family groups,

NFFFE is attempting to become an indispensable resource provider. And even that
NFFRE employs a fulltime staff member (Genuis, executive director) and has availed
itself of a growing financial resource base (acknowledged in its "Book of Gratitude")
composed of: "leadership donors" namely Trinity Energy Ltd who have contributed

over $100 000; "major sponsors"inc1uding The Donner Canadan Foundation and Ricoh
who have contributed between $50 000 and $99 999; "patrons" like Crownlife and

Cantel AT&T who have contributed between $25 000 and $49 999;a whole host of

"sponson" such as Hunter Family Foundation, The Edmonton Oilers, Minolta, Trans
Alta, Tarragon Oil and Gas Limited, Canadian Western Natural Gas Company Limited,

Emst & Young and the Calgary Herald to name a few in the amount of $5 000 and
$24 999; and "friends" of NFFRE such as Husky Oil, Atco Group, Sentinel Self Storage

and many more who have donated between % 1000 and %4 999, NFFRE has secured the
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financial backing other groups are lacking to establish itself as a vital resource provider
with Genuis offering leadership consultation. Unlike the other groups which are largely
nickel and dime, volunteer-run organizations, NFFRE has attained the organizational
ability to invest time and money in fostering direct ties within the pro-family field.
Because of its large number of ties with pro-family groups, the newly formed
Alberta Civil Society Association is possibly an up and coming group to keep an eye on.
It is worth mentioning that the leader of this association, Ted Morton, is a candidate for

the Reform Party nomination in the 1998 Senate Nominee elections in Alberta. And ties

to the Family Life Centre in Calgary serve an important source of indirect link for

W,CFAC and CCRL. Five of the pro-family six organizations (83%) including
AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL, Focus on the Family and Kids First are indirectly linked through
the Family Life Centre.

I also discovered that the Family Life Centre acts as a resource service provider.
Not only does it distribute the information of a number of local groups, it is well
connected to the various groups' contact persons. During a visit, I was informed that the
centre's policy was not to give out the names of persons associated with particular groups
but they told me they would contact whomever on my behalf and then it would be up to

them whether they got back to me or not. This information system works. For instance,
while I was waiting to interview Dykxhoorn of AFWW, I asked the administrator about
a pamphlet I had picked up at the Centre on CCRL and where I might be able to get some

more information or reading material. Withm five minutes Woodard of CCRL appeared
and we had an informal 15-minute discussion about the principles of CCRL and his
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involvement in CCRL. Because of this impromptu meeting I was in a position to later
contact him and schedule a formal interview session. The Family Life Centre serves as a
central connective node for local pro-family groups.
The internet indicates links between local pro-family groups and allies in the

multi-organizational field. Focus on the Family's website has an "Other Helpful Links"
page with the following disclaimer which reads: "The following links are provided for

your information on1y, Focus on the Fumriy fCirnadu) Associurron by no meuns endor.ws
uny of these groups in particti far, nor 2s Focus on the Family ((irnudu) responsible for
rhe content these groups publish on the WorIJ Wlde Web.

However, there is a lot to be

said for being an informed citizen, and also for being aware of others who are active in
shaping the Canadian family. It is for this purpose we publish these links here"
(http://www.fotfca/PPOL/LINKS.HTM, 2/ 10198). This page provides links to various

media issues, news/information sources, anti-pornography, sanctity of life

(abortion/euthanasia)and government/political party sites. In addition, links to other
organizations published at this site under the heading "Christian Organizations"
specifically include: The Catholic Civil Rights League and the Evangelical Fellowship;

and links to The Canada Family Action Coalition, Centre for Renewal in Public Policy,
Family Research Council, National Foundation for Family Research and Education,
R.E.A.L. Women of BC, R.E.A.L. Women of Canada, The Parent Network and the
Vanier Institute of the Family appear under the heading "Family Research/Advocacy"

(hnp:////www.fotfca/PPOuLINKS.HTM,
2/ 10198).So while Focus on the Family may not
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publicly endorse any of organizations listed on its links page, they are still very aware of
other organizations undertaking work in the field.

Links between different organizations may vary in terms of strength, from strong
to weak ties. Although I am not able to quantitatively measure the strength of the inter-

organizational linkages, it is clear that providing an internet address is a relatively weak
tie while having an organizational leader speaking at another group's conference is a
somewhat stronger link. On the other hand, undertaking a shared activity or event such

as the coalition formation that occurred in response to the Vriend case may be considered

a much strongerjoint campaign type link between the participating organizations.
Regarding the strength of the ties, again AFWUF, CFAC and CCRL seem to have the
strongest ties to both pro-family and other groups operating in the field. According to my
measurement scheme (where six or more ties are strong ties and three or fewer are weak
ties), AFWUF has strong ties to CFAC and CCRL and moderate ties to Kids Fint and

NFFRE and Focus. CFAC has a strong ties to AFWLTF and CCKL: moderate ties to Kids
First and Focus on the Family; and a weak tie to NFFRE. Lastly, CCRL has strong ties to
AFWUF and CFAC; and moderate ties to Focus on the Family, NFFRE and Kids Fint.

One point on the strength of ties. We should not turn a blind eye to NFFRE's apparently
weak and moderate ties to the other pro-family groups given NFFRE's relevance in
disseminating information and sharing research information. ?WFREappem to be an
irnpopmt informational resource for a number of pro-family groups and through this

ongoing, ever expanding, information delivery service, NFFRE has very well developed

direct links.
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One important dimension of Kids First's work is its international connections. A
group from Australia, one from Britain, and Mothers at Home, a Virgnia-based group,

are all organizational members of Kids First: "So it's not limited to Canada [Kids First
membership], and we do that...we do that simply so that we can network and exchange
information because, even though the countries are different, the issue of parenting and
promoting parenting is very similar, and it lund of transcends borders. So we have a lot
of simi larities when we're dealing with, you know, government and lobbying etc., and
obstacles that we come up against so it really helps to get their perspective and what they
have found successful in their respective countries" (Perri, 1998).
Moreover, some pro-family leaders are very knowledgable of other leaden
involved in the entire alliance sector of the field. CCRL representative Joe Woodard is

familiar with the names of penoas involved in a whole host of organizations including a

teen pregnancy centre (EmmaHouse), Ted Morton's Alberta Civil Society Association,
and a number of men's rights groups. Interestinglv, Woodard, Senior Editor of the
Alberta Report, is also a writer for CFAC. And the lone campaigner for homemakers,

Beverly Smith is in touch with the Canadian Alliance of Home Managers in Saskatoon.
Mothers are Women in Ottawa and Kids First in Calgary. She says "I find I get phone
calls, you're doing a survey of Calgary, but about a year ago now...because 1 made a
complaint to the U.N. on behalf of mothers around the world, I've been in touch with a
lady in Australia who faxed me and I get literature fiom Chicago and from New York

and short wave radio in Costa Rica and some mail fiom London, England and they phone

me from Unica in Rome - international. So, it's a widespread feeling because of my fa?c
maclune and my phone and letters."

For the most part, these organizations as well as Beverly Smith, acknowledge
that there are linkages between themselves and other family oriented groups. Here
A F W characterizes its organizational link with its national affiliate R.E.A.L. Women
and its ongoing relationship with CFAC while at the same time also emphasizing
AFWUF's organizational independence.

I would say, yes, we don't have things like interlocking directorships. You might
be asking that later, 1 don't know. We have a completely free...you see Real
Women of Canada staned in 1983, so AFWUF started in 1981, so by then you
know we were already going so Real Women staned across the country and we
became ...all the other provinces have what they call-how do they call itchapters. But we have an affiliate membership because we are a separate
organization with our own board and our own policies and we liaison with each
other and we do a thing like having that conference together in March, but we are
a separate board so we make decisions entirely free of Real Women. We have
two members of our board at AFWUF also sitting on the Real Women Board.
But we are a separate affiliate membership and we're the only province that has
that. The other provinces are all chapter boards, you know. and the major
national organization speaks for them but we have a separate voice. So with them
we have that relationship of being an affiliate organization. With CFAC we have
no combined directorship. We are completely separate so they go their way, we
go our way, but of course we have a similar mind-set so we're going to cooperate
as much as we can. You know what I'm saying so I think that's pretty much how
it works. It works through usually the Executive Directors. They would discuss
things as I said I did with the phone and the fax. Brian Rushfelt comes over here.
We meet you know, and just sit and chat and what are you going to do, what are
we going to do, that kind of thing but even on the Vriend case we did different
things because we were involved in a different way. We had been an intervenor
in the court case and they were just coming into it in the end when the decision
was made so we had separate news conferences. Well we did have one news
conference together. A lot of groups...a number of groups went together and had
a news conference but as far as our own memberships we had sent a separate
letter to our membership. They had all kinds of pamphlets and stuff, and, you
know, we help each other but we're a separate organization.

Again, Kids Fim echoes this sentiment. Kids Fint prides itself on maintaining its
organizational independence in order to meet the needs of its diverse membership base.
But communication, information sharing and contact with other groups serve as
important links. President Cathy Pem says:
Well we do, we try, I think we've prided ourself on maintaining our
independence,just simply because our membership...from the contacts we
have...even though we haven't formally, you know, broken down or focussed on
our membership. We do know from the letters we've got that it's a very diverse
group and that we do have people who are...I don't want to say anti-family, but
they are more, to the left say in the political sector, Some are really to the right
and some really in the centre, whatever. So we've tried to maintain our
independence out of respect for our diverse membership but we do, communicate
back and forth with groups because we really only focus on the one issue which is
the child care issue. Anytime we have got something that has come up or if we're
doing a promotion or...we did a lobby protest a couple of years ago when we were
doing a postcard campaign targeting Paul Martin. So we did contact the various
pro-family groups across the country to see if they would be willing to distribute
these through their membership, which they agreed to do. So we do
communicate in that respect. When it comes to the other pro-family issues,
because we don't have an opinion as an organization, we don't ...so we do
maintain communication with them but it's limited, depending on the issue.
Cathy Pem recognizes that some members of Kids First also "belong to other pro-

family organizations, like NFFRE and Alberta Federation of Women United for
Families". And Kids Fint participates in what they describe as an "information
exchange' with other organizations as these two quotes suggest:
Well, any papen that we write or any papers that we present to government, etc.,
they're welcome to have. We make them available to them. We usually let them
know they're available because we're not sure if we just send it to them if it
would be something they would have time to read or it would be something, you
know, at that parhcular point that they are focussing on, but we do definitely
make it available to them at no cost. Ifthey want something that's fine and they
know we're there, so a lot of the groups, because we focus on this one issue of
child care and taxation for families and social policy with relation to parenting at
home, they know we have a certain level of expertise. Probably because they're

more diversified...I'm not saying that they don't know about the issue..but maybe
not as well as we do. So they know we're there, so I know any time that they
have contacted us..something has come up and they wanted our opinion on it. Or
if we can supply them with statistics, or speakers, facts or figures, etc.. we are
always willing to do that. So they know that we are there and that we are
definitely agreeable to helping anpme they feel a need or there's something
they'd like to know.
We do share our newsletters and that kind of thing with organizations. We kind
of do an information exchange between them. And if there's conferences we put
it out and advertise through those venues. Like with our annual general meeting,
we advertised throughout the other pro-family groups. They knew. We sent out a
poster etc., saying this is when our annual general meeting is, alert your
membership. So we do do an information exchange with those organizations but
that's kind of ...that's what we do. We don't really go beyond that.

Thus, Kids First actively participates in information type links with other pro-family
gro?lps.However, it should also be noted that these types of pro-family linkages and
contacts are perceived on the pan of pro-family organizations as largely informal, that
they exist on what many groups refer to as an "ad hoc" basis.
Leadenhip links were explored in some depth by CCRL representative Joe
Woodard. Woodard suggests, these groups are "linked on the level of personalities" and
that ?here's a lot to do and there's very few people who are actually doing it. And so
personalties tend to come into contact. Not enough people are doing it and so, basically
the personalities who are involved in pro-family politics tends..it tends to be a small
outfit of sponsors or a small constellation." Because they bill themselves as "essentially
a Catholic antidefamation league" CCRL7s"'commitments to pro-family policies is a
consequence of that, not part of the central mandate." CCRL for example, admits there
is a sharing of volunteers among local groups, "Yes (laugh). Well, I mean, we make a
joke that you know that somehow for a smaller event, it's always the same, say, twenty
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faces, and for a larger event it's always the same eighty faces and for a yearly event it's
always the same 120 faces. You know what I mean.... What tends to happen is that, you
know, the chief of one outfit calls on the Indians of another and the chief on this
outfit...you know what I mean. We try to be mutually supportive as much as possible ...."
There are linkages fostered on the individual level of personal affiliations and certain
individuals, like Woodard are knowledgeable about the goings on in the field and are
well connected within the field. Woodard's point is that pro-family leaders know each

other, because it is a small community of individuals who are working on the issues.

However, I would question the "ad hoc" nature of pro-family liaisons. The interviews
suggest pro-family leaders talk, telephone, write and or fax each other. These
interrelationships may not be formally mandated, but they seem to be much closer than at
least some of the leaders want to admit. In fact, based on the information 1 gathered,

there seem to be regular, extensive contacts and exchanges between the groups,
organized by group leaders. In this sense, the ties are of a particular character: regular
but not organizationally mandated, and usually in the form of exchanges (i.e.
information, research consultation) rather than overt cooperation.

In sum, a common theme expressed in the interviews by all organizations
operating in the multi-organizational field in Calgary is that they are autonomous groups
that take great pride in maintaining organizational independence. That each group has a

different focus may also explain the number of groups at work in the field, because if all
organizations were advocating exactly the same thmg, they might be better off merging

or joining forces to make one large formal organization. However, the data indicate that

all six groups are co~ectedto each other even though the groups themselves tend to
downplay the importance of these interconnections.
Further insights into the "ad hoc" networking of pro-family groups are provided
by CFAC and AFWUF. Interviews with Beyer and Dykxhoom provide evidence of the

importance of NFFRE. And as these two quotes suggest NFFRE has become a central
organization in the pro-family field, a group with many direct contacts with other groups.

NFFRE is a central organization to use Scott's ( 1991 :86) words in that it is "wellconnected" and or '-in the thick of things".
Well, our networking is very ad hoc, you know. I mean, we...we literally don't
even sit down and talk and strategize. I mean,we h o w ....but, if we're looking
for information on a certain issue, we might connect that way, but there's ...I guess
some of the key organizations that we tie into are...I've forgotren Mark Genuis'
group here in town... NFFRE....and,you know, research, I think, is very key for us
because these organizations provide some kind of a foundation in terms of facts
and information and the research you need So I kind of see them as, like you
know....like, the Taxpayers' Federation seven years ago...they needed a Fraser
Institute to provide research, you know, Foundation, to take it a step further into
some specific political proposal, so we see the work of NFFRE and other
organizations like that providing the information, the statistics that we need, but
we're not wanting to duplicate what they are doing. but we can go now and do
something with that. So, that networking is important and we try to avoid
duplication and so when we see somebody else doing something, we'll simply not
duplicate it. On the VLT issue here in Calgary, somebody else took the initiative.
We just get behind it. We're not going to try to duplicate...you know, sometimes
it's advantageous to that...j ust form an ad hoc and get a lot of different groups
behind and push on a specific issue (Beyer, 1998).
Well on a sort of ad hoc non-organized basis I suppose we talk with each of the
groups that I know of that are involved. We have contact with CFAC. We have
contact with NFFRE. If we need any kind of research we can phone them and ask
for it. We have contact with Kids First through the women or whoever they have
working for them and so we're in sort of regular-well it's on an ad hoc basis-it's
not on a formal basis. When something comes up we phone each other, we fax,
you know. We're not meeting together on a regular basis or anythmg like that
(Dykxhoorn, 1998).

Likewise Kids First indicates that the main organization that they are in contact with is

NFFRE but it also maintains ties with AFWUF and the Infant Resource Centre. As
President Cathy Perri says:
Probably the main one that we maintain contact with would be WFRE and Dr.
Genuis because his research...I mean his doctoral thesis was all on attachment
and bonbng and nurturing and the importance of parental care with children. So
he's probably our main one that we network with but we ...we do maintain some
contact with ARKLIF,Alberta Federation of Women United for Families,
especially, I guess when it comes to the issue of child care or taxation issues with
respect to the family. I'm trying to think of who else....the Infant Resource
Centre. The Director there, Kitty Raymond, is actually on our advisory board so
we do maintain networking with her. I'm trying to think, there are so many, I'm
t@ng to focus on what is specifically in the Calgary area. Hrnmrn, there aren't
others that come to mind right now, but NFFRE would be the main one.

Thus, there are obviously inter-organizational links sustained among pro-family
organizations operating in the Calgary field. Contact between groups is common for
most groups, even if it is only for the purposes of exchanging information. Groups
network with one another within the field and are interconnected through leadership,
researcWinfomation and or joint campaip(s) type links. Although the groups claim this
contact and networking often occurs on an ad hoc, issue basis, the data seem to suggest
that "ad hoc" may not be the right term to characterize these relationships. Rather, they

seem ro be regular, extensive contacts and exchanges, organized by the leadership.
Granted the links among groups are largely informal in that they are not formally

mandated and no group claims to have any formal relations with another, but these types
of links are an important basis for the sharing of ideas and information and also provide
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an organizational basis for pro-family joint activity. These joint campaigns and activities
are examined in the upcoming section.
Pro-family Joint Activities

Are there any joint activities between pro-family organizations? The data
indicate there are a number of joint activities and events undertaken among different profamily groups. Joint campaigns indicate a direct link between groups and I would argue
a strong link in that to orchestrate a collective event requires extensive contact.
cooperation and collaboration. This section presents an overview of pro-family joint
l discussed in this section
activities. Prominent pro-family joint activities that ~ v i l be

include: combined annual conferences, the Voter's Guide, STOPP International
speaking tour, opposition to last year's Marilyn Manson concert, K T ' S and the recent
Vriend Supreme Court case. As we will see. joint activity between AFWUF. CFAC and

CCRL is quite common in the Calgary field. AFWUF has also joined with Kids First on
occasion to present a child care proposal related to taxation and single income families.
Aside from their participation in the Vriend case, Focus on the Family will not be
discused in this section. Comments on h;FFRE will also be limited. NFFRE claims they
have yet to undertake any such activity but plans for the future may be in the works.
Although NFFRE has yet to engage in any joint activities with other pro-family
organizations, its director believes that the potential still exists. As Genuis suggests,
"We had an idea for doing something that was very joint and interactive with a whole
host of them but it was just too much too soon for us. We just had too many things
going. So there's a possibility in the next couple of years that we might invite a number
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of other organi.zations that service families and children to join in." Nevertheless, their
bi-annual 1997 International Conference, The Changing Family and Child Development
held at the University of Calgary, July 10- 12, 1997 was hosted by NFFRE and the World
Federation and Society of Adolescentology, The Canadian Society of Adoloscentology
and the Faculty of Social Sciences, The University of Calgary. So NFFRE has made
some important contacts within the academic community and these are the types of direct

links and liaisons NFFRE is set on attracting and cultivating.
An Overview of Joint Activities

For the most part, the majority of groups, that is four of the six including
AFWUF, CFAC, CCRL, and Kids First, undertake joint activities in the pro-family multi-

organizational field Again, many of these activities are organized on an issue by issue
basis as CCRL's Woodard suggests, "only on an ad hoc basis, you know, the, the
particular issues, for example, the Vriend issue prompted a whole bunch of
Catholics...oh, there's somebody else you might want to talk. There is another
organization that you don't have down there yet, it's not pro-family as such but it is, it is
very much a sort of subsidiary association. It's the Alberta Civil Society Association.

You might want to talk to them. The head honcho of it is an academic-in fact you might
know him-Ted Morton of the Political Science Department." Participation in pro-family
joint activities depends on the issues at hand. This sentiment is echoed by AFWUF who
comment:
Well, it depends again on the issue and what's happening. If we're involved in an
issue such as we were with the Vriend case or something, then we would liaison
with groups rather frequently during that period of time when the issue is being

discussed. But 1would say probably at this point CFAC because they're here and
they're pretty organized and so on so we do talk to each other. ... largely on the
issue. Cause there are probably issues that they're involved with that we're not as
involved with such as, I think, VLTs and that. It's a family issue but we have
been so heavily involved in other things that we have not concentrated on that and
they have, so we're not really liaisoning with them all that much on that issue so,
you know, it just depends on the situation at the time (Dykhoom, 1998).

b d s First has worked with the Local Council of Women in Calgan in preparing a
proposal on taxation and families. As Cathy Perri explains, "we are definitely agreeable

to helping anytime they feel a need or there's something they'd like to know. For
instance, the Local Council of Women in Calgaq needed to put together a proposal for
the National Council of Women out of Ottawa, which was looking at this whole issue of

taxation on families, in pmicular families with a parent at home. So they contacted us
and said this is the letter we got, this is what they want to know, we don't have the

expertise, could you put something together for us that we could submit and we did that.
So, we do things like that." At present, Pemi suggests there are not any joint activities in

the works for Kids First, "when we did our postcard campaign, or if we do a letterwriting campaign, or if we come across information that we think would be helpful to
them, we definitely distribute it to them. But currently at this stage, no there isn't."
Interestingly, AMrLlF has also joined with the Local Council of Women and
appears to have established a rather unique relationship with them. They have banded
together to present a brief to the Provincial Government Committee reviewing and

updating legislation on child custody, maintenance and access (AFWUF Voice, NovDec
97- Jan/Feb 98,3). In an "AFWUF Report on Recent Activities" under the heading of

"Child Support", AFWUF writes "rather than become embroiled in the divisive disputes

which are so often a part of these discussions" in this joint effort with the Local Council
of Women "we emphasized the necessity for governments at all levels to be proactive in
support of maintaining the natural family, rather than having to deal with the fallout of

continuing family dissolution" (AFWUF Voice, NoviDec 97- J M e b 98,;). And during
the interview session, Dykxhoom characterizes AFWLTF's positive relationship to the
Local Council of Women in the following manner:
And another group that we have a very good relationship with is the Local
Council of ...I know the president very well and some of the members and we
have done briefs together to the government. In general, the councils of women
all across Canada are v e q feminist and are gender feminists. But the Calgary
one, because of the nature of Calgary, is very much in tune with what we're
doing. And so, it has been, it's an organization....and, and, they are groups of
women's groups, church groups.. .other groups of women join and they go to the
Local Council of Women. And so AFWUF is a member of that at that level. As a
group we're a member. And so all these groups come together and they form a
Local Council of Women and they have an executive. And I know the Executive
Director...or the President....or the imrnechate President. .Carol Tolma.. ..and, so
we do some work together with them. And there would be in other cities,
possibly, those who oppose us. But in Calgary, in this instance, given the women
who were there, they've all son of agreed that they agree. So we're very
cooperative with them. They meet separately. They, you h o w , have their own
board. I don't know of their board members, but...so in that sense we have a good
relationship.

AFWUF also participates in events with its national affiliate R.E.A.L. Women. In
March 1998, AFWUF and R.E.A.L. Women held their annual national conference
"Women Changing the Future" in Calgary at the Camage House Inn. Prior to the

Saturday conference sessions, both AFWUF and R.E.A.L. Women held their annual

general meetings. As Dykxhoorn recounts: "Well you saw the joint activity that we had
with Real Women of Canada. We hosted their conference th~syear and so we won't be

having a conference. And we have our own annual meeting. On the Friday night they
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had their annual meeting at 8:OO. We had ours from 7:00till 8:OO. And so, with that,

because we are just affiliated we could do this. And, because their members are here in
Alberta we can organize that conference together and we did the banquet night, they did

not." Speakers at this year's conference included Gwen Landolt, National Vice
President, R.E.A.L. Women of Canada; Heather Forsyth, MLA Calgary Fish Creek; Leon
Craig, Department of Political Science, The University of Alberta: Dr. Ted Monon,

Department of Political Science The University of Calgary [Alberta Civil Society
Association]: Senator Anne Cools: and Wendy Lowe, Executive Director Calgary
Pregnancy Care Centre. Dr. Craig also delivered a speech "Courage, Honour and Duty:

The Role of Women in Cultivating Virtue in Men" at the AFWUF banquet and the
R.E.A.L. Women of Canada National Awards Presentation that followed the conference.
Display booths offering information booklets, pamphlets, newsleners, magazines, and

bumper stickers were set up by a number of organizations including AFWUF, R.E.A.L.
Women, NFFRE, Focus on the Family, Alberta Pro-life Association, Youth for Life and
the Calgary Pregnancy Care Centre.

In "CFAC on Parliament Hill", A Call to Action reports that "On October 28,
CFAC and the Catholic Civil Rights League co-hosted a public forum with Members of

Parliament. The theme of the event was the role of faith in politics. MP's discussed
their personal faith as well as how their beliefs influence their decision making" (Winter
1998:4).

MP 's in attendance included Deborah Grey, Reform MP for Edmonton North;

Dan McTeague, MP for Pickering-Ajax-Uxbridge; and Calgary Southeast Reform MP
Jason Kenney. Also on hand were Newton Stacey of CCRL "who addressed the growing

306

problem of persecution of Christians around the world and anti-religious b i g o in
~
Canada. He quoted the Jewish thinker Michael Horowin of the Hudson Institute who

says that 'Canada has the worst record of anti-Christian bigom. of any western
democracy."'(A Call to Action, Winter 1998:4). Dr. John Patrick of the Centre for the
Renewal in Public Policy, Senator Anne Cools and Roy Beyer also participated in the
fonun. The story runs with a picture of Dan McTeague, Deb Grey and Jason Kenney
seated at a table draped with a Canadian flag and "CCRL - CFAC" on the wall in the
background.
The Voter's Guide
A F W has also joined with CFAC to undertake a number of activities. A F W

participated in the provincial election Voter's Guide under the auspices of the Canada
Family Action Coalition. In "Election '97 The Issues: Voter's Guide" which appeared in
the JanlFeb 1997 issue of the AFWUF Voice, AFWUF writes "It is a primary goal of
FAC [now CFAC] and AFWUF to encourage change in the way government works, to

make elected officials more responsive to the people and less beholden to the paw" (p.
10). The Voter's Guide, the brainchild of CFAC was intended to appeal "to three basic

groups of Albertans: people with common sense morality; people with faith-based
morality; and people who believe in direct democracy"and was designed "toinform
voters where their candidates stand on issues of concern to many Canadians....and is
designed to encourage a stronger commitment on the part of candidates to the voters".
Christian Week magazine reporter Doug Koop writes: '"Theguide takes dead aim at so-

called moral issues, and is trying to provide voters who are concerned about the moral

dnft of society with information they need to vote for candidates more favourable to their

positions on select issues. It does not endorse parties or candidates, but simply lets
voters know how their candidates responded to the questionnaire. The 10 questions on
the inaugural FAC voter's guide dealt with issues including the banning of VLT's and the
government's role in gambling, tax-hded abortions. equal funding for students in
independent schools, suspending prisoner voting rights, and requiring counselling for
divorcing or separating couples with children" (Koop, 1998). The ten questions read as
follows:
1. B A N G VLTs: Shouid the government take immediate steps to restrict the
use of Video Lottery Terminal (VLTs) to licensed casinos in Alberta? 1 - NO. the
present regulation on the use of VLTs are satisfactory. 5 - YES, but only after a
province wide binding referendum- 10 - YES, VLT use should be restricted to
licensed casinos.
2. GOVERNMENTS'S ROLE IN GAMBLING:Should the government's role in
gambling be limited to regulating rather than promoting and profiting from
gambling? 1 - NO, the present approach is satisfactory. 5 - NO, but the majority
of profits should go to community groups or charities. 10 - YES, all profits
should go to community groups or charities except the actual costs involved for
regulating and for gambling treatment programs.
3. CITIZEN IMTIATM: LEGISLATION:Would you support legislation
allowing citizens to initiate a petition that would require a province wide, binding
referendum on a specific issue? I - NO, I would vote against such legislation. 2 YES, but the results should require 60% support to be binding on the legislation.
10 - YES, with a simple majority required to be binding on the legislature.
4. T A X - W E D ABORTION:Do you favour removing abortions from the list
of insured services so Alberta taxpayers will no longer have to pay for medically
unnecessary abortions? 1 - NO, all abortions should continue to be funded by
taxpayen. 5 - YES, except to save the life of the mother, or in the case of incest
and rape. 10 - YES, except to save the life of the mother.
5. PARENTAL CONSENT FOR MINORS:Do you favour requiring a doctor to
obtain the consent before performing an abortion on a minor child? 1 - No. 10 YES.
6.INFORMED CONSENT:Do you favour requiring a doctor to inform a
pregnant woman concerning fetal development, including printed material and an
uhsound before performing and abortion? 1 - NO, no specific information

should be required. 5 - YES, in terms of printed material, but not to require an
ultrasound 10 - YES, such information will assist the woman to make an
informed decision.
7. DEFENDING THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE:Should the provincial
govemment move to invoke the "notwithstanding clause" of the constitution in
situations where the courts override the clearly expressed will of the people?
[Explanatory Note: " The Vriend Case ", presentlj?before the Supreme Clourt of
Cunadu, could mie aguinst the decision of rhe government of .-liberru unri upheld
by the A Iberta courts, to exclude "srruaI orientat ion "fiom the indivtducll Rights
Protecrron Act ofAlbertu] 1 - N o , non-elected judges should be able to force
changes to legislation enacted by elected officials. 5 - YES, but only after a
province wide vote to determine the will of the people. 10 - YES. I would be in
favour of invoking the notwithstanding clause in such cases.
8. EQUAL FUNDING FOR STUDENTS:Should independent schools which
meet provincial academic standards receive the same per pupi 1 "instructional
grants" as the public, c h a m , alternative and separate schools receive? I - NO,
funding grants should continue to be less than those in other schools. 5 - YES, but
only for independent schools using the Alberta cumculum. 10 - YES, funding
should be equal doe all Alberta students.
9. SUSPENDING PFUSONER VOTMG RIGHTS:DO you agree that prisoners
should not be permitted to vote and do you commit yourself to amending the
Charter of Rights to ensure such restrictions remain in place? [EE'cpiunoloy:Vote:
SeveroI courts in Camda hove interpreted Sectton 3 of the Charm-of Right to
meun all prisoners have u right to vote] 1 - No, 1 believe prisoners have the right
to vote. 5 - YES, but some prisoners (guilty of minor crimes) should be allowed
to vote. 10 - YES, prisoners should not be permitted to vote and I would favour a
Charter amendment.
10. COWSELLING FOR DIVORCNG/SEPARATING COUPLES WITH
CHILDREN: Do you suppon legslation that would require couples in separation
disputes, involving minor children, to take government approved counselling that
focuses on minimizing the negative impact the divorce/separation may have on
the children? [Explanartory Note: Similar to the "ParentingAjier Separation "
(PAS) program beingpiloted in Edmonton] 1 - NO, no such course should be
mandated by the govemment/courts. 5 - YSS, but only for couples seeking
divorce. 10 YES, for all separating/divorcingcouples.
Disclaimer: All candidates of the four major parties were given an
opportunity to respond to this questionnaire and the results were tabufated
on information provided to us by noon February 25. The party bead offices
were informed of the February 25 deadline (Family Action Coalition [CFAC]
Voter's Guide, Alberta Election - March 11, 1997, Calgary Region).

-

In coordinating the Voter's Guide, Beyer of CFAC explained that CFAC

"consulted with more than a dozen groups in developing the survey. The questions don't
necessarily represent any one group's position on all issues. 'We are here to see where
the candidates stand on the issues put forward to us, and then to compile and distribute
the results,' said Beyer. 'We are not telling people how to vote, just simply @vinethem
the information they need to vote according to the issues important to them. "'(W
Voice, JanEeb 1997:10-1 1 ).
On their web site, CFAC indicates "responses to the survey questions are srlfscored between 0 and 10, with higher numbers reflecting a more social conservative
position. Failure to provide a numerical response is scored as a zero.... For most
questions, three different positions are provided that would coincide with a 1,5, or 10
score. Candidates self-scored themselves between 1 and 10"
(http:www. familyaction.org/ Research/politicalwatch/FedEIection/howtos~~~ey
.html,

190 1/98). In this survey, most candidates scored "O", which means one of two things:
either they disagreed with the social conservative position on all issues, or they did not
respond at all to the Guide. However, 18 Social Credit candidates running in 2 1 Calgary
ridings responded to the Guide with scores ranging from 66% to 100% (those scoring
100%, scored each question a "10"). Liberal candidates Marie Cameron (national

convenor of the Catholic Women's League) of Calgary Fish Creek scored an 80%; Darryl
Hawkins of Calgary - Lougheed scored a 92%; Amar Singh of Calgary - McCall scored
55% and Airdrie - Rocky View, Jim Welsh scored a 70%. Only one PC candidate,

Heather Forsyth (guest speaker at AEWU3R.E.A.L. Women's 1998 conference) of

210

Calgary - Fish Creek responded with a 70% and one NDP candidate, Brent Johner from
the Calgary-Bow riding responded with a 54Y0.Thus, the greatest support for the guide
was elicited from Social Credit candidates, both in terms of participation and relatively

high scores.

CFAC also distributed its voter's guide to candidates of the major political parties
running in the 1997 federal election. They produced two versions, one for Western
Canada and one for Ontario. Interestingly, CFAC "advised the head ofices of the
political parties represented in this s w e y that we do not have the space to publish the

party position on these 12 issues. We encouraged them to prepare a written response to
each of these issues and publish their positions on their web site. We offered to publish
the web site address for each party where more than 50% of the candidates responded"
(http:www.familyaction.org/ Research/politicalwatch/FedElection/howtosurvey .html.
1510 1/98). Those web sites are for the Christian Heritage Party and the Reform Party of

Canada.

STOPP International Tour
In September 1997, in response to a leaked memo that PPA (Planned Parenthood
Alberta) was preparing to launch new programs to "target young rural Alberta
homosexuals", AFWUF and CFAC cosponsored a series of seminars featuring Jim
Sedlak, president of the New York based group STOPP International (Stop Planned

Parenthood) to ''expose Plamed Parenthood's destructive sex education programs in
Alberta public schools" (AFWUF Voice, Nov/Dec 1997-Jan/Feb 1998:3; CFAC in Action
Fall 1997:3). In "Sex Ed: Dangerous to Your Kid's Health, Jim Sedlak On Tour in

Alberta, CFAC and AFWUE: Co-Host Seminars" CFAC maintains the Alberta-wide
speaking tour was designed to "inform parents of the policies and strategies of Planned
Parenthood, as well as provide specific instruction on what parents can do to keep these
programs out of local schools". AFWUF explains Sedlak's tour was necessary to
"educate the public and the media on the insidious and destructive plans Planned
Parenthood has for our children and our communities" (CFAC in Action Fall 1997:3:
AFWUF Voice, NoviDec 1997-JanlFeb 19985). On the importance of this action. CFAC

argues "Through seminars such as the Sedlak tour in Alberta, and by networking with
organizations such as STOPP.CFAC will endeavour to inform parents on how they can
have more say in their children's education" (CFAC in Action Fall 1997:3).

Thus, even though CFAC is a relatively new organization to emerge on the
Calgary pro-family scene, they have to date undertaken a number of joint activities with a
number of other groups. This joint action is consistent with their mandate to
"bcoordinate"the "development of political strategy in consultarion with political,
religious, organizational, and community leaders that have a common interest of
defending and supporting values of family, faith, freedom, democracy, and justice" and

"network" with other "citizens and organizations with: family oriented objectives,
common sense values, a belief in direct democracy, and faith-based morality'' to
work towards "facilitating unified action on issues of concern"
(http://www.familyaction.orgmtml 15i0 1/98).

Marilyn Manson

Last summer, CFAC joined together with the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of
Edmonton and the Evangelical Ministerial Association to forcehlly oppose the Marilyn
Manson concert scheduled to be held in Edmonton July 26. '-Canada Family Action
Coalition (CFAC) played an active role in this debate through efforts to ban the male

shock rocker from promoting his message of hatred, violence, and anti-religious bigotry
to youth" (CFAC in Action Fall 1997:1 ). In an article entitled "Marilyn Manson Whose
Community Standards?" CFAC reports their "groups in Ottawa, Edmonton, Toronto and
Calgary, together with the Catholic Civil Rights League (CCRL)and other ad hoc groups,
decided to raise community awareness about the immorality of the concern and
attempted to have the shows stopped. Calgary directors found sympathy with a private
concert hall owner who agreed the concert would violate community standards and
cancelled the contract. Efforts in Edmonton and Toronto met with less success even
though the concen facilities were publicly owned and subsidized" (CFAC in ACTION,
Fall 1997:1-2). The Onawa CFAC chapter and CCRL "decided stronger action was
needed if change was to occur" and went so far as to seek a court injunction to oppose
the concert booking. The article concludes that "while the concert went ahead, CFAC
was encouraged by the progress that was made in motivating a large segment of the

community to meanin-gfid action and the significant policy reversal of a public
institution. Community standards received a boost across Canada this summer and
CFAC will continue to offer leadership on this issue" (CFAC in ACTION, Fall 1997:12).

Anti-VLT Forces

CFAC president Roy Beyer, is also a member of VOTE, which stands for Vote
On Terminals Edmonton, an anti-VLT group organizing a plebiscite to include a question
about banning VLT's on the municipal ballot in October 1998. The first organizational
and informational meeting was held at the Victory Church of the Rock in Edmonton,

March 18, 1998, where Beyer had been a pastor.

The Vriend Supreme Court Case

-

Canada Family Action Coalition Vriend Kuling is Bad for All
The Supreme Court of Canada has announced its decision to force the inclusion
of 'sexual orientation' in Alberta's Individual Rights Protection Act. The

practical effect of this decision (based on similar occurrences in BC and Ontario)
includes the following:
Government mandated introduction of materials in the Alberta
Curriculum sex education programs legitimizing homosexuality
•
Adjustments in the reading materials for Alberta students (even at
Kindergarten and grade one levels) to neat homosexual relations as equal
to marriage relationships
•
The introduction of support senices and counselling for 'sexually
confbsed' teenagers in Alberta schools, with no parental permission or
notification required
•
Homosexual couples will receive sex spousal benefits as mandated by
government legislation
•
Homosexual relations could soon be given marital status as in the case
already in BC
Hiring practices that discriminate against homosexuals even for religious
reasons (Christian schools, Churches etc.) will be illegal
•
The Mayors of Alberta cities will be required to declare 'Gay Ride Day'
or face severe penalties
•
Homosexual couples would be given equal access ( in some cases
preferred) in adoptions and fostering
Many other serious implications for our Families, Churches, Schools and

Communities
This is an issue of huge importance, not just for Alberta, but for the entire nation.
The inclusion of 'sexual orientation' in Alberta will clear the way for its inclusion
in Canada's Charter of Rights and Freedoms. It is considered likely that if this
happens, in the near future, Churches spealang out or taking a stand against

homosexuality will face consequences even in terms of charitable status. This is
not an issue to be taken lightly.
(http:!/~vww.farnilyaction.org/Alberta/Vriendalert.html,08/04/98).
Contact between groups is often related to the pressing issue of the day. Perhaps
the most recent and most demonstrative example in Calgary has been the Supreme Coun

Vriend case. Vriend was fired from his teaching position at an Alberta Christian college
for "flaunting" his gay lifestyle which conflicted with the moral position of the religious
school. Prior to the Canadian Supreme Court decision which resulted in the provincial
government reading sexual orientation into the Alberta Individual Rights Protection Act,
A F W , CFAC, Focus on the Family (Canada) and CCRL, along with a number of

Canadian church groups including the Evangelical Christian Fellowship collectively
intervened on behalf of the Alberta Government in the Vriend case. Intewenors in
favour of Vriend were The Canadian Labow Congress, the United Church of Canada,
The Canadian Jewish Congress, the Canadian Human Rights Commission, Alberta Civil
Liberties Association (not to be confused with Ted Morton's Alberta Civil Society
Association), the Gay and Lesbian Centre of Edmonton, Dignity Canada and the
Women's Legal Education Action Fund. The Vriend case, which was decided in April
1998, saw a number of pro-family groups legally join forces, hold joint meetings and

collective press conferences. As Dykxhoorn ( 1998)vividly recounts, AFWUF was
involved from the beginning.
But with, for example, the Vriend decision, we had one or two meetings...two
meetings prior to its coming down... when we h e w it was going to be coming
down. When it first went we were on our
we had no support. There was no
one intervening on behalf of the Alberta government. There were like five or six
intervenors on behalf of Vriend-probably all h d e d by the Equality Action Fund

that the government has for equality issues. But, we entered on our o w . Real
Women does a lot of court cases of a national sort but we did this one because it
was Alberta. We took it on. It was very expensive but we were on our own until
the very last minute when he started getting supponers From the Canadian Jewish
Congress, the Canadian Labour Congress. I mean the big y n s . You know what I
mean. And here's little old us and so then the Evangelical Fellowship of Canada
and Focus on the Family hired a lawyer and also intervened so, in that sense, we, I
suppose, cooperated with them just at a legal level. We didn't really meet with
their boards or anything. Our lawyen also cooperated. With regard to when the
decision came down. we had met a couple of times with the Canada Family
Action Coalition and with the Catholic Civil Rights League, you know, to sort of
say, okay what are we going to do? And we did decide on some joint strateges
and on some joint press conferences. We had our own press conference in
Lethbridge because they do not have a presence there so our representative did
the press conference on her own. And I did the press conference with the
Catholic Civil Rights Group and with CFAC and with the Christian Legal
Fellowship there as well. And in Edmonton, our representatives did a press
conference with CFAC as well. We had sent a letter to all our members-not the
members of CFAC. We communicated with our members ourselves with our
own mailing and then CFAC. With o w approval we saw the pamphlet and said
yes, we think this is good but we did not contribute financially to it because we
had spent $50,000 to take this case to the court but we didn't have a lot of money
at that point. Then, 1 think Ted Morton's group, the Alberta Civil Society Group
were also involved with several meetings which we had but they did mainly their
own thing because I think they are more of an academic group and they write
editorials and they write articles and thngs like that from an academic viewpoint.
So we were very happy to have Dr. Morton as an educational tool to use because,
you know, the charter issues are very difficult and, the average individual really
doesn't know much so it's p o d to have people who are...he's written on the full
charter politics and with Dr. Reiner KnopE And so he was helpfbl in just
informing what was legal and what was in that sense...so in that sense that was
sort of a joint activity that we've done but you know we've been pretty much
alone in the field for many,many years. Focus on the Family is here but it's not
here, it's not organized here, it's organized in Vancouver. So as far as Alberta is
concerned, they have members but they don't have anyone to sort of organize
that. So we are it. We have been it. CFAC has come on the scene lately and is
doing organizing so, you know, that's a new thing. We have been doing it since
1981.
Also, when the Vriend decision came down, CFAC issued an Action Alert "Who

Governs Alberta? Supreme Court Dictates Endorsement of Homosexuality: Judges

Ignore Democratic Process". The Alert which laments the legal and democratic
implications of the Supreme Court decision and demands the provincial government to
invoke Section 33 of the Canadian Charter of h g h t s (the '-Nohvithstanding Clause")
indicates that '-this action is a coalition effort of the following: Alberta Civil Society
Association, Canada Family Action Coalition, Alberta Federation of Women United for
Families, Alberta Pro-Life. Catholic Civil Rights League, Medicine Hat Citizen's Impact
Coalition, and Parent's Rights Association". Thus, the Vriend case illustrates one

instance where local pro-family groups have cooperated, undertaken joint activities and
adopted similar strategies on a number of levels, albeit largely on a prominent issuebased agenda.

Participation in joint activities is facilitated by the numerous links among profamily organizations, linkages established through informal contact in the form of
networking and research/infonnation sharing. All organizations stress repeatedly that
collaboration and coalition formation are largely issue dependent, that is, they are

undertaken strictly on an ad hoc basis. h this way, each group is able to join forces
while at the same maintaining its organizational integrity and independence. But as we

have seen, the interview data indicate that regular informal contact among the leadership

has resulted in ARNUF,CFAC and CCRL joining forces on a number of occasions.
Anticipation of opposition can also spark joint campaigns. As we saw with the Vriend
case, pro-family groups will band together to counter their organizational opponents.

Relationships between pro-family organizations and their opponents positioned within

the conflict sector of the multi-organizational field are explored in the last section of this
chapter.
Coping with Opposition: Pro-family Organizational Opponents

Dear CFAC:
I am disgusted with your homophobic, right wing, fundamentalist sh-. I hope
when you meet God, she gives you the good paddling you deserve. -name
withheld, Vancouver, BC
CFAC would happily remove your name from our mailing list, if so instructed.
For the record, we are not "opposed to homosexuals, any more than we are
"opposed" to alcoholics or drug addicts. We are opposed to the promotion by our
governments of fundamental1y unhealthy homosexual behaviour. (A Call to
Action, Winter 1998:3).
STATUS OF WOMEN - TRYING TO JUSTIFY ITS EXISTENCE
The Status of Women held six consultations between March and May, 1996 in
regard to this future direction. This consultation process cost the taxpayers
$350 000. In addition, the Status of Women sent out 3000 questionnaires of
which only 1 19 were returned. There were also 400 participants at these
consultations, who may well have completed questionnaires as well. Of course.
the Status of Women, consulted with mainly feminist organizations and
individuals. REAL Women and its affiliate. Alberta Federation of Women
United for the Family (AFWUF), and a representative From the Catholic
Women's League, were up against approximately 400 other women, representing
government-funded Women's Centres, provincial Status of Women Councils,
Sexual Assault Centres, feminist university professors, and leaders from wellknown feminist organizations, such as the National Action Committee on the
Status of Women (NAC). The notorious federal Court Challenges Program,
which funds feminist and homosexual court cases, was generously allotted two
slots, including one of its well-known lesbian panel chairperson, Shelagh Day.
Planned Parenthood, Canadian Abortion Rights Action League (CARAL), day
care advocacy groups, and of course a representative From the Ottawa-based
homosexual/lesbian lobby group, EGALE (Equality for Gays and Lesbians
Everywhere) were all invited. Such groups could hardly be described as
representative of Canadians (Reality JanuarylFebruary 1997: 10).
Turner and Killian ( 1987:310) note that social movements must "cope with
various degrees of opposition." Klandermanns ( 1991:35-36)describes the conflict
system of a social movement's multi-organizational field as consisting of

"representatives and allies of the challenged political systems, including
countermovements (Kriesi, 1981 )". These organizational opponents "drain resources" in
that they compete for funds, political and media attention and "restrict opportunities."
In 1990 Erwin (pp 153-154) reported the pro-family membership she studied tended to

describe their adversaries as primarily :
well-educated, wealthy, white, divorced, and childless. Moreover, the respondents
distinguish the opposition by cultural forces and value orientations: "anti-family"
individuals are 'sexually promiscuous,"materialistic,' 'atheists,' 'secular
humanists,' 'have permissive child rearing practices,' and are 'radicals who hate
men.' The anti-family forces are also associated with a number of organizations.
such as the National Action Committee, the New Democrat Party, the bnited
Church, Planned Parenthood, and all pro-choice, gay rights and feminist groups.

Thus,by examining the pro-family movement multi-organizational field's "conflict
sector", we can better observe and understand how the Calgary pro-family movement
views and responds to groups or organizations that may oppose their positions and
beliefs, including organizations that represent the mainstream women's movement and
the feminist community in Calgary.
In this study a number of groups or individuals are identified as organizational
opponents by pro-family groups in Calgary. The key opponents are perceived to be the
women's movement and the gay and lesbian rights movement. Opposition is focussed on
cleavages or disparities in securing media resources and governmental funding. For

instance, a common organizational complaint evidenced in the i n t e ~ e w is
s that profamily groups are misrepresented and misunderstood in the liberal media and are

excluded from funding that is reserved for "feminist-on1y research" and gayllesbian
rights groups. "How much longer will the Canachan taxpayer tolerate the h d i n g of

these unrepresentative, radical, left-wing organizations and programs. Please \\rite once
again to the Minister of Finance, Paul Martin, and demand that his spring budget

eliminate complerefy the terrible abuse of power and money by the Status of Women"
(Reality, JanuaryFebruary 1997:10). Relationships between pro-family organizations
and their opponents vary fiom fhendly chsagreement to antagonistic and adversarial.
Most leaden candidly discussed their organizational opponents and openly shared their
stories and experiences with me. In this section I provide extensive examples and quotes
from the organizational leaders to characterize the tenuous relationships between profamily organizations and their foes because as Klandermanns (199 I ) has suggested
relatively little research has been devoted to the study of a social movement's organized
opponents. And as Reinharz (1992267) observes, "many feminist researchers who
interview include quotations from the interviews in the research product in order to give
the reader a sense of these people. When the interviewees 'speak for themselves' or 'use
their own voice', the reader is better able to understand."
A F W identifies its organizational opponents as follows:

Well, 1 would say any of the radical gender feminist groups. Well I think probably
if you need specific names, obviously the Alberta Status of Women Action
Cornminee, the Status of Women Alberta. I can't even keep them all straight
frankly. Planned Parenthood.um, urn ...EGALE, GALA, even AIDS Calgary will
speak out awnst us on occasion.
AFWUF also provides the following example of how its ideological and organizational

positions differ fiom a key opponent.
Well, I think groups like the Alberta Status of Women. You know the
Alberta ...now which one was it that folded....there was one that folded just in
1996 'cause they no longer got government funding so they would have been

opposed to our viewpoint. Oh, for example, EGALE, Equality for Gays and
Lesbians Evewhere-groups that would like to see family status given or marital
status given to homosexual partnerships. Well, who would be opposed to our ...I
think really rachcal gender feminist goups generally spealung and it's funny
because I was giving this brief to the committee on Thursday and they had put
myself and two women From-I think it was ASWAC, Alberta Status of Women
Action Committee, and I'm doing my brief and it was all very ....you know talking
about the negative effects of divorce on children and the fact that children need
their fathers....mainly their fathers because that's mainly the problem, most
women get custody and access to the children and the men often do not and so.
the effect of father attitudes particularly on boys and on grls as well. And,
they're sitting beside me and they're sort of....we don't want.. .I was aslung for
mandatory counseling and mandatory arbitration between the parties so they
could come to a mutual agreement. And, I was calling for shared and coparenting arrangements to be worked out and. you know, these women started...
and no, they don't want mandatory counseling because with the power
relationship, women feel threatened when they come into a room because of the
way the power relationships are when they have to do mandatory negotiations
and, like that to me, is a mindset that I think is very negative, first of all towards
women-that women are not strong enough to be able to do this. You know what 1
mean and the idea that somehow... the idea that somehow co-parenting or shared
parenting would threaten someone, rather than be what's good. So you could see
the difference right there. I mean it was right in front of you and on and on and
on, mainly about battered women. Well, the majority of women going into
divorce are not battered and the government has to make laws for the majority.
We need to look to the Criminal Code to have battering and all of that looked
after, of course. I mean we don't want people to be hit or whatever, but to not
think about some of these issues in the vast majority of mixed divorces where the
issues are not abuse-they are just marital breakdown or whatever-and then to not
look at the issues of shared parenting and co-parenting and mandatory arbitration
and counseling to me is to close the door on any openness to having both parents
involved in the children's lives. So, you could really see the difference if you'd
been there between what we're W n g to say and what these women-they see
everything in terms of power relationships for men or women as a political thing
and, to me, I just don't look at the world like that. It's not the way we look at the
world Our whole organization does not You know, we believe men can be
good and can be bad, as can women, and therefore we need-and children really
need to be protected So, that particular groupthe Status of Women Groupsome of those, I imagine...some of the Planned Parenthood, the Canadian
Abortion Rights Action League or the Alberta, if there is one, Abortion Rights
Action League, all of those groups that share those kinds of views-radical gender
feminist views-the absolute rights, the view of absolute rights, you know, to me
would probably oppose us.

This quote vividly illustrates Dykxhoom's understanding of how "radical gender
feminists" misconstrue family issues. AFWUF's impression of their organizational
opponents, particularly the mainstream women's movement, is that they are "radical"
and "unrepresentative" and iintolerant''.

Well, I consider them very extreme and radical and unrepresentative of the
majority of Alberta women. I think that's a proven thing. The minute that they
lost their government funding here in Alberta, they folded because they couldn't
carry on. So, you know, whereas we have never had any government fbnding and
we're rnanagng to carry on. So, I think they do not represent the women of the
province of Alberta at least, and probably the county of Canada. More moderate
women's groups such as ourselves, I thirdc, represent quite a few people and many
people will support them. So that's my impression. That does not mean that
there aren't some individuals in these groups and even the women that were at
our conference-the women that came from the Status of Women Canada--there
were a few of them-and some of them-it's great, of course, because we're all
human and we all have loving or non-loving characteristics. Many of them are
very nice people. It has no bearing on a person's individual warmth and
Friendliness and so on, but as groups, I would say that they're.. ..I have
been....honestly, if you want me to tell you about Beijing....it was the weirdest
because 1 was in the press room at the last day in Beijing and our government had
funded approximately, you know, a whole group of lesbian women to go to the
conference and I had been asking questions at press conferences because I was
there representing the Calgary Sun. I was sent on their behalf and I reported back
and I do some writing there. This was not as an AFWUF person but just as a
person. I do some writing for newspapers and so on. And, on the very last day,
you know, the radical gender feminists had pretty well gained their agenda at the
meeting. You know, that's the way it was and I had been....I guess some people
had recognized from the questions I'd been asking of the delegations and so on,
that I was probably not a radical gender feminist and about ten of them in the
pressroom surrounded me a . started cackling "we won, we won, we won, you
lost, you lost, you lost". This type of tactic ....I've had this happen to me before.
The most unrealistic thing.....I read a book about women's studies by Daphne
Pertie....I do the debate with her in Montreal on PBS and she had written about a
book on women's studies and her experiences in women's studies, her rather
unfortunate experiences in women's studies. She identified this sort of public
humiliation as part of the really radical gender feminist agenda, like to humiliate
those whom you oppose publicly in a rather bizarre way. So I had that happen to
me at Beijing. It was a very different, different experience I must say. But those

things happen to us. You know what I'm saying. I've actually been sworn at.
I've been called, I don't want to put it on your tape, GD f....ing Christian whore.
My husband came up to me at one of these meetings and he was in the centre of
the city and he kissed me on the cheek and then he went back up to his office, and
they surrounded me and yelled GD f l i n g Christian whore. Which groups are the
most intolerant?

In another story, AFWUF leader Dykvhoorn details the strained working
relationship she has with leaden of feminist groups.
Well, I have had occasion to be the only woman in a group of 40-other times too
-but this was a rather telling situation. The Status of Women Canada did a
conference in 1996-five conferences across the country, and they invited 40
women from each region where they were doing a conference in-so one in the
Atlantic provinces, one in Quebec, one in Ontario, one in the Prairie provinces
and one in B.C.For the Prairie provinces and the Northwest territories, we met in
Edmonton and I got an invitation and we met in Edmonton with 40 women who
had gotten invitations. I would say that probably of every woman in that group, I
was the only non-radical gender feminist in the entire country that got an
invitation to these meetings. I figure, because they probably thought of it being
Alberta, so they should probably invite somebody who wasn't pro-abortion, who
wasn't a radical gender feminist. Most of the women there could have been
characterized as such. It was probably the most uncomfortable meeting I have
ever been to in my life because I went and 1 tried to contribute to the dialogue that
was going on, but you see, there are people that are, when they're in, L have found
sometimes, the groups that oppose us, are rather intolerant. I've actually had
women actually walk out of the room because they will not be in the same room
as me because they oppose our views. I would never do that. I p to these
meetings, I try to make a contribution because I think I probably represent a very
large number of women in Alberta at least, if not in Canada, and the view that we
represent has not had the same and equal credence with the view that is being
expressed by those that oppose us in the sense that they have been getting copious
amounts of government h d i n g and that was another thing these two women
said. You know, they couldn't keep statistics in their office The senators and the
MP's that were on this committee asked them, you know, how many phone calls'cause they were talking about all the battered women that were coming through
the doors-and how many phone calls do you get in a year. Well we can't keep
statistics because we don't get enough money. If you give us more fundingwe'll
keep statistics. Well we keep statistics. We can do that without a nickel of
government money. We don't get government money and we know we've got
something like 1,970 calls or something like that and that so and so, many of
them....we have to go at the end of each year and sort of sit down and say, okay,

this many were on family issues, this was just Fred phoning to know if I needed
any insurance, or you know. So those are things. They kept on harping that they
weren't getting enough money. Well we run this whole ofice. I'm not the
Family Life Centre, but even with no govenunent money whatsoever, we do what
we do. As [ say, it may be spotty at times because we cannot always cover
everything but we...anything that you've seen or that you hear is done without any
money from the government whatsoever. So anyways, I was at this meeting with
40 other women and everytime I would walk into the room. son of a hush would
fall upon it. I'd be having coffee and nobody would talk to me and I'm going up
to people and talking. I found a kindred spirit. She was in a wheelchair and she
didn't believe that the physically handicapped should be.. .it was right after the
Latimer case had been ...she said some profound things and some of the women
were just floored because most of them really agree with the right to kill, and this
women said well they asked us what impact is your group having on your
community, or, you know, on your province or whatever. Georgina Hazelton was
her name. She was with the Handicapped Women's Group in Saskatchewan and
she said "well our group isn't having much impact at all because 80 percent of
Canadians want to kill us." We could have heard a pin drop. It was like ....then
the Chairman said when they did a Globe & Mail poll, after Latimer, they thought
hey go ahead, th~sis fine. Oh yeah, the Chairman says, oh yes, but there are
extenuating circumstances there. Georgina said "what, extenuating
circumstances, one minute she was living and the next minute she was dead.
What do you mean?" Here's a handicapped woman saying that and 1 said well
you know the minute that we de-value life, we've done it for the unborn. You
know it's going to end in death for a lot of people. It will end in death. And so,
we had a bit of a kindred spirit there but, you h o w , very few and far between. 1
was very surprised to have even been asked I think it must have been as an
honour to be asked where I probably represent over 50 percent of the women of
Alberta but you'd never know that by the kinds of things that go on at that official
level with government fbnds.
These are just two prime examples which illustrate how AFWUF views and
responds to their organizational opponents. The mainstream women's movement is
characterized as a power-mad, money-hungry, unrepresentative, intolerant group of
radical gender feminists. However, in order to sustain the challenges posed by the
feminist community,I would argue AFWUF exudes an inflated or exaggerated sense of
representation. Dykxhoom believes she and AFWUF as opposed to the "radical

Feminists" are better able to represent the majority of women in Alberta, let alone
Canada. Thus, the issue of representation is one that keeps coming up over and over
again.

EGALE (Equality for Gays and Lesbians Evey.vhere), a national organization, is
a common opponent of both ARNLlF and CFAC. And standing in opposition to EGALE.
CFAC also believes the majority of public opinion is on their side. When asked what

groups might be opposed to their organization or their organization's beliefs CFAC
responds:

I...well, 1 mean, there's obviously groups, you know...whether it's the feminist
groups or the gay rights lobby, I mean, they would probably be the most obvious
groups that would be opposed to it, but I can't say I've had any direct conflict
with any of these organizations. 1 think we're too new for that, you know.
Because, I mean, EGALE, I think is the first time we locked horns, you know,
with the Vriend issue, and you know, it's a different position on an issue. I don't
...I mean I can sit down with them and talk to them ....it's like, urn, obviously we
have a difference of opinion but I don't think it's gotten nasty or anything like
that.... i don't even know their names as organizations. 1 mean, obviously, it's not
so much ...we're not centering in on these organizations-whether it's EGALE or
different organizations-it's more the fact that our strength is that we believe the
majority of opinion is on our side and we need to get the average Joe and M a q
voter informed of what's going on and getting involved without so much paying
attention to these lobbying organizations. I mean, every time you go to Ottawa,
you get the sense that there is this organization, that organization, that they're all
there kind of thing. They're all present and I suppose we could have taken that
approach but we thought Canada needs something different. It really needs a
real, hdamental, democratic renewal. So our approach is different because we
believe that people are hstrated with the system the way it is. We're pushing
not just a social conservative agenda, but things like citizens' initiative, free votes
in parliament, and just. ..an elected senate..things that will really help spread out
the power more so it's not so concentrated and get the people more involved, so it
matters more what the constituents have to say than what we we have right now
in Canada.
However, later in the interview, when asked to characterize CFAC's relationship to their

organizational opponents, it seemed to move beyond a "difference of opinion".
Interestingly, Beyer says it is largely on an individual versus an organizational basis.
I mean, obviously we get tons of hate letters but it's not from any of these
organizations- [it's fiom individuals] Our executive director, you know, it was
related to the Vriend issue-about two and a half to three years ago-and he got a
death threat and he got, you know, human feces and such sent in the mail. 1
mean, this was reported to the police. There's at least three or four others in the
province of B.C. who received packages like that. So, you know ...and there were
just a lot of strongly worded letters and,....I don't even look at them myself My
philosophy is, I mean...my staff, when they see a letter like that, it goes smaight
into the file called 'disagree' and I don't have time to read it, kind of thing...
CFAC refuses to engage with the derogatory tactics of these individual opponents -

No, no, there's people who disagree with me who are kind arid that's fine, like if
you say, "look I believe you're wrong, I believe your position is not very
Christian, how can you do that", obviously I respect an opinion like that. I don't
agree with them but then, they don't agree with me, but that kind of dialogue can
be healthy to understand, you know, where the other person is coming from. But,
when it gets into name calling and....actually, the organization that has been most
unfair is the media....the Journal in Edmonton has been particularly bad that way,
in terms of distorting the facts and getting into name calling...
Kids First also identifies the Status of Women committees as an organizational

opponent and views struggles with the formal women's movement as one of their
"biggest obstacles":
Probably, you mean specific groups...probably any of the status of women
committees like the Status of Women who meet federally but have an office here
in Calgary. The Alberta Status of Women Action Committee, I believe...there
was a provincial...I know one of them was just disbanded and I'm not too sure
which one. Those would probably be our greatest adversaries, I would say....
within the government's status of women, we've found not very much support at
all. In fact they are probably our biggest opponent when it comes to the issue of
supporting parents, and particularly women. Some of the formal feminist
movement has been supportive but it's been very limited ad,unfortunately I
think, that's probably our biggest obstacle and our biggest opponent is the
women's movement, which I think is quite sad &henyou come down to it
because all we've talked about is supporting women in the choice that they would

like to make. If they prefer to be at home they should be supported in that choice
to be at home. When the women's movement first began, that was what they
were looking at- was the value of women's work- and that they were trying to
promote how valuable to society the work that women traditionally did...looking
at homemakers' pensions and those types of things...really say, this is valuable
work that is being done in the home and our formal economies will depend on the
social structure, infra-structure, that, you know, that parent in the home will
provide-stability in the family. That is what a lot of our large formal economies
depend upon. And, I don't know what happened along the way but it tended to go
off in the other direction in trying to, I think... l know it's never been explicitly
stated..but implicitly the message is that you are only of value, and only of
importance, and you can only achieve equality if you're doing what a man doesif you are in the labour force and you are traditionally doing what a man has
always done. I think it's done a real disservice to women who don't ascribe to
that definition of equality and who feel equal in being at home in looking after
children and that's where they want to be and they're using their skills and
they're tying in their talents to their children. I think it's very unfortunate that's
the route that we've gone and that seems to be ow biggest obstacle and wc've
tried to approach it by saying, "yes, it's important to remove barriers to women
accessing the labour force, but we also have to look at the barriers to women's
access in the home." As you remove one barrier to access in the labour force, you
seem to erect another barrier to women's access in the home. You have to look at
that-that some women do not want to do that-they want to be at home with their
children and they should be supported in that. We try to approach it that way,
urn, and then also now, what's happened is basically where women are expected
to be has changed. But our choices really haven't. We're expected to be at home
and, uh, that was basically when a woman didn't see themselves as having any
other choice. Now, we're supposed to be in the labour force and now women still
don't feel that they have a choice to be at home now. So basically where we're
expected to be has changed but really, our choices haven't and we think that's
really sad. We've had women contacting Kids First crying saying ''1 want to be at
home and, uh, whether for financial reasons or just social reasons, I don't sense
any support there but that's where I want to be." And when they've done surveys
and polls of women outside the home, 70 percent would like to be at home with
their children at least for that critical period of development and we would like to
see that-them being able to do that. But, unfortunately, as I said our biggest
obstacle seems to be the formal women's movement.
Here Beverly Smith,a member of Kids First agrees. She writes, "There are some
women's groups whch seem offended by what I do - on extremes of the contintiurn.... By
some fluke, since I subscribe to a certain magazine, I am still a member of NAC though I

often officially criticize it in some of its policies" (Smith, 1998). NAC is often perceived

as overlooking the input of homemakers and is criticized for ignoring the views of
homemakers.
They are very clever and they're in power..Status of Women-the National Action
Committee on the Status of Women and the minister of it, and the you know
National Action Committee and the...okay, I'm talking about the official
department, you know, and the National Action Committee which is separate.
They kind of have the same view which is that women should be economically
independent at all times. Because they're in power, they can...wh3t they do is
they leave us out. When they are having a meeting, they don't happen to inform
us .... When they're having a conference, writing up submissions--no one asks us
for a submission. When they have a parliamentary sub-committee that's traveling
around, they ask for submissions about child care and they ask for submissions
from daycare groups. And so they don't ask homemakers and they define child
care in a weird way, which sounds like it means the care of children-it means
daycare. It's a weird note. And they are very good at ignoring us. It's even like
the Kids First lady told you that she went to a conference where, two
conferences...one she was allowed to go...she was invited at the last moment. She
was seated at the table, where everybody else was daycare people. They didn't
really talk to her. And then at one conference the people were sitting on a
podium and her chair was actually lower than the other people's chain. So
anyway, just little, subtle, silly things.
As an organization Kids First responds to the feminist community by ~ i n tog maintain a
"dialogue" which involves moving beyond any "preconceived ideas of what Kids First
is really all about. This quote demonstrates that Kids First more so than other pro-family
groups, is much more hopeful about Wng to find common cause with feminist groups.
Seeking common ground. sets Kids First and member, Beverly Smith apart fiom the
other groups in a distinctive way.
We try to maintain a dialogue. We try to approach it as being, you know, we're
trymg to respect women's choices and trylng to really get them to understand
where we're coming fiom and that when we say that it's important that we're
staying at home, we're not saying that all women should be back in the home
barefoot and pregnant in the kitchen and that we, we feel that we've moved

beyond that debate and that this is supporting women in their choice that they've
made and in their role of motherhood and that, within the feminist movement,
we don't really feel that you can really build or ride consensus in the women's
movement if you are seen as being anti-motherhood. or anti-child, or anti-family
which unfortunately is how a lot of women do view the formal women's
movement-that they've very much anti-motherhood and that they're not
supporting women in that particular role. So we do try to maintain a dialogue.
We do try to educate because a lot of times when it comes to the issues of child
care or the issues of motherhood, a lot of times they don't really have the
expertise and the knowledge that our organization has and, in particular, an
example I can give you, is we met Sheila Finestone, who used to be the Status of
Women Minister, federally. She was the secreta? 1 think, for the Status of
Women. Dr. Hedy Fry is the Minister now, but when she was the Minister, I met
with her in Ottawa and it started off to be a very confrontational meeting because
she came on very, very strong and said "I know you don't believe in this but I do.
I don't care what you believe," and was very, very strong and ve?, very
confrontational. And so we just backed down and we just had our dialogue and
discussion and I just kind of explained to her how the tax system discriminates
against parents who want to be at home. Our social policy ignores women who
are in the home and basically, we are an oppressed group, if you want to look at
it. We don't have the power or the access to government or the access to money
that the other women's groups do and we have a right to be heard and that we are
being ignored and just kind of talked to her about the different facts and statistics
around this issue, around women being at home. A lot of it she didn't know. She
was very shocked to know how the taxes were discriminating, very shocked to
know that within social policy, that women at home are not included within the
definition of child care, so, hence with any policies being developed, they're
ignoring a big part of it. And so a lot of it was just education and when we did
explain to her where we were coming from, because we tend to get hs...Idon't
know...we're labeled as really radical and right-wing and that we want all women
back in the home and that, you know. So we believe they'd misrepresented us
and that's kind of the notion she had about us when we went in there. And just
from maintaining that dialogue with her, she came around and was very
supportive of what we were doing. A lot of times we find that within the feminist
movement that they have a preconceived notion of what we're ail about. They
label us, or we have been labeled, say, through the media a i d we kind of have to
get past that kind of bias that they have had against our organization just fiom
kind of preconceived notions that they have developed and once we're able to sit
down with them and actually maintain a sort of dialogue...I mean we disagree on
some things but there is some agreement on other things. We find we support the
accessible workplace policy, flex time and job sharing and homemakers' pensions
which is a lot of, you know, the feminist movement started out to be about and I
think it's still part of their policy but they've just focussed on other issues and

kind of got away from that. So a lot of it is just being able to maintain a dialogue
with them which we do tq to do and sometimes. it's dumb.. .they haven3 been
interested in sitting down and discussing it with us, which we think is kind of a
shame, because we think if we can air our differences and sit down adult-to-adult
and talk about this-not fight, but just talk about this-it would be beneticial to
both, both sides. But a lot of time it's just getting to the table and actually sitting
down to discuss it which has been very hard because it's t y n g to get past their
bias or their pre-conceived notion of what we're all about (Pem, 1998).

CCRL is somewhat reluctant to - "name names'.

- to identify its organizational

opponents. Woodard suggests, much like k d s First, opponents fail to understand what

CCRL is about. In the interview, Woodard states:
Well that's a loaded question now, isn't it ...( laugh). You ask about any
organizations 1 can think of that might be opposed to o w organization's beliefs
(laugh)....Actually, no, I can't. 1'11 tell you why I can't. You know the reason I
can't is that it is tempting, for example, ...maybe I will name names, it's tempting
to see certain other civil rights organizations...let's put it that way ...certain civil
rights organizations as being opposed to our commitments, primarily because
their perception of civil rights is founded upon the autonomous individual,
whereas ours is founded upon the dependent individual in autonomous splendor.
However, 1 think it's fair to say that...that any apparent opposition in that manner
is accidental...I mean, a simple failure on their part to understand what we're
about.
And when I probed, Woodard Further commented:
Ah, again we wouldn't [identify organizational opponents]. Well I'm not really
being cute. We basically have two principles in the CCRL-one is no outsiders,
you know we're here to serve Catholics and liberal Catholics, you know. And the
second principle is we don't fight to the death. And the reason we don't is
because we really want a civil society, and so going to the jugular ultimately you
may win individual battles but you're not going to get a civil society.
Similarly, MFRE does not readily identify any organizational opponents. Genuis
maintains NFFRE's research approach is agreeable, although certain individuals may

disagree with their results. Those who are critical and challenge or "discredit" NFFRE's

findings are considered to be opponents. Genuis says:

Again, our beliefs being that to strengthen the family we need to use cutting-edse
research, I haven't found anyone....oh wait ...I had a debate with a particular
professor from the University of Calgary about two years ago on live television.
At the end....this is the professor....at the end of the debate she said to the camera,
"parents, don't worry about what the research says, you just.. .." So there's
perhaps one person....Yes, yes, and 1 really don't want to share her name. So that
was it, but 1 think she was probably just conhsed and frustrated. I haven't found
or met with anyone who disagrees. They might not like the outcome of the
research and the information and the implications, however, have I met anyone
who says "no, we shouldn't be using information data", no, I haven't met anyone
who said that. So I cannot identify anyone who would disagree with that
principle. Again, some people disagree with the outcome and the information
that comes out, but with the principle, I haven't found anyone to disagree....
However, there are....there are some individuals who are relatively well placed in
society who don't like some of the information that has come out. who are
actively working to discredit us in some ways, in some particular circles...so that
would be, in a substantive way, opponents, I guess..so.
Another note with respect to organizational opponents and NFFRE. Genuis and

NFFRE have met with more academic opposition, methodological and ethical criticism
from child development and child care experts than Genuis admits. An article titled
"Influential child-care adviser under fire" that appeared in the April 27, 1996 Globe and
Mail suggests Genuis's "growing influence has started to alarm some child-care expens,
who say his doctine reflects neoconservative ideology and contradicts the fndings of
two decades of child-care research" (Philp: 1996:AlO). The article criticizes Genuis's
research methodology (meta-analysis)and states eighteen child care academics from
Canadian universities have signed a critique spearheaded by Hillel Goelrnan, professor of
early childhood education at the University of British Columbia, challenging the validity
of Genuis's results
'As university professors, experts in child development and family studies,

authors of numerous published books and scholarly articles with national and

international reputations as respected researchers, we clearly, firmly and
unanimously reject these ... arguments as being completely without foundation.'
he writes. 'The ... arguments violate the most accepted standards of practice and
ethics in social science research. "' (Goelman cited in Philp, 1996:A 10).
Disputes over government funding are common in the conflict sector. CCRL
argues pro-hrnily opponents who are federally funded willingly make themselves '-wards
of the state".

Of the pro- family movement...our understanding of the pro-family movement is
that it's extremely difficult, okay. And the reason that it's extremely difficult is.
because, precisely as I said before, you know, there are those whose first
commitment is primarily family, their political activities have to come second,
and so this is something that always gets done, you know, after the kids have been
taken to the dentist, after violin lessons are over, and on and on and on. I mean.
to pro-family groups family responsibilities for the members of them...family
responsibilities come first. I mean, it's, we understand it precisely because we
understand politics and have a supportive position...it doesn't have a dominant
position in our lives, and can't have. And so there are very few-few or noprofessional activists in this area. On the flip side of the coin for those
movements...for those radical individual1st movements, they should gladly make
themselves a ward of the state. They can go to the court challenges program, they
can go to specific departments, they can go to... and seek f u d s for projects. We
can't (laugh). I mean they are into radical individualism. They are essentially
declaring themselves to be wards of the state an4 therefore, they make free use of
political resources made available to them and the state makes those resources
available precisely because it recognizes them as willing wards. Okay, like Real
Women, for example, has never gotten...I mean despite the fact that it is a more
representative association that the National Action Committee on the Status of
Women. I mean, NAC has...y ou know it claims all the membership of the Y
because the Y is an organizational member of NAC so it claims about 500,000
members. In fact NAC has about 300 members and it gets, if I may be vulgar-a
piss-pot full of federal funding. Real Women is solely membership driven. I
don't know how many thousands of members it has-10,000, 15,000 members,
now, don't quote me on that, but it gets no federal funding. It doesn't want
federal funding. All it wants is for NAC to not have it's federal funding so it can
actually work out these policies on a level playing field

Charitable status is another sore point for pro-family groups. AFWUF for
instance is a non-profit organization but does not have charitable status. AFWUF is "not

charitable because we do speak out on....see this is a funny thing too, isn't it. We speak
out on political issues. We're not able to gve charitable receipts. The National Action

Committee on the Status of Women speaks out on political issues but it can issue a
receipt. Hello! Never min? (Dykxhoom, 1998).
Like Woodard, Dykxhoorn emphasizes the monetary crunch faced by A F W .

I think often because we're dealing with issues...most of us are involved with our
families and so we ofken do not have the time to spend on sort of secondaq
organizations. None of us have ever had any money from government whereas
those who oppose us have had thousands and thousands of dollars from
government funding. We never get any and so we have done it all, but this has
put us at a disadvantage because we have been limited as to what we can do
because we rely on, you know, our supporters and many of them are busy raising
their families and need their money for that. Most of them are even single-earner
families, you know, because the whole point is that we believe in parents looking
after their own children. You know as far as daycare is concerned the parent in
the home can give the child the optimum attention and so on that they need and
help that they need in raising them and so we consider that a positive. So
obviously our members do that and do not have a lot of, you know, income that is
just to be spent on organizations. So I think probably we're not as affluently- or
whatever you might call it -organized as perhaps those who would oppose us,
but I think whatever we're doing hey go for it. Like to me it's we do what we can
with the limited resources we have and that's my view of it. They're good people
and in every location there are people rising up themselves from the grassroots to
take on leadership roles and that's across the country and I think that's great.
We've certainly been buffeted you know and the work is not easy because, you
know,some of the issues that we're involved in are rather controversial and, you
know, we get a lot of opposition but great-that's my view (Dykuhoom, 1998).

In addition, pro-family groups such as AFWLIF, CFAC and Kids First who believe
they are "usually misinterpreted" (Calgary Herald, June 6, 1993) are also critical of the

perceived biases in the liberal media Kids First suggests the media perpetuate a cultural
disrespect for at-home-parents, pamcularly mothers. "Media presentations depicting athome mothers using negative stereotypes have created a social climate that creates

enormous psychological burdens for them. Derogatory comments and images often

create a mental barrier for many women or men who are considering the option of being
at-home to nurture their children" (Kids First brochure). AFWUF suggests "There are
just all kinds of sorts of little groups and 1 don't know the connections and I don't know
all the names but that's usually if you have an opinion in the paper and somebody asks,
and there is somebody replying to that, it's one of those groups". Beverly Smith

criticizes the media for creating "controversy" which hinders those seeking common
ground.

Yes, the media used to think that there must be two sides-the prodaycare and the
anti-daycare and you don't seem pro-daycare so you must be anti-daycare so they
would set up panels, and I was on a TV panel where I was supposed to be the
anti-daycare spokesman and I was on a radio interview where one week they had
all the pro-daycare people and one week they had me. And I was thinking,just a
minute, you don't understand, you know. So the media tends to like the
controversy of setting people up. So it &scourages us from seeking common
ground. And so the public perception to that too, I think is hard ....Yes, and we're
trying very hard to get the media to understand this. And they're starting to I
think.
However, pro-family groups do have access to right wing media. Some media

sources such as the Calgary Sun and especially the Alberta Report are very supportive
and sympathetic to the pro-family cause. Every issue of the Alberta Report includes a

"Fighting Back" column which invites groups to list their "pro-family events". Columns
by Peter Stockland and Joe Woodard have appeared respectively in the Calgary Herald,

and the Alberta Report and the Calgary Sun. And AFWUF's Dykxhoom has done some
freelance writing for the Sun newspaper. By publishing letten to the editors, writing
editorial pieces and through call-in radio programs such as The Dave Rutherford Show

aired on QR77 am, pro-family organizations are afforded an "avenue" to communicate
their views and opinions. And while CFAC's Beyer is critical of The Edmonton Journal,

it may be the only liberal mass media news source left in Albena.
Klandennanns ( 199296) also suggests occasionalIy the actions of a social
movement organization may push others into the conflict system. "Coalitions can fall
apart, and previous allies can become part of the conflict system" (Klandermanns,
1991 :36). This appears to have happened in the case of Beverly Smith and M W ' s

affiliate R.E.A.L. Women. Regarding Smith's complaint on behalf of homemakers to the
United Nations, in the MarchiApril 1998 issue of Reality, national president Cecilia
Forthsyth's message stated:

I feel it necessary to inform our members that REAL Women does not support the
1 1-point complaint against the Canadian government filed by Beverly Smith of
Calgary to the W Commission on Status of Women. The basis of her complaint
is that the federal government discriminates against homemakers, especially in
the tax laws. From our very beginning days in the fall of 1983, REAL Women
has addressed inequities and discrimination in the tax and social policies of our
government against homemakers and against the single income family. However,
we do NOT accept the notion that the United Nations or any of its agencies
should interfere with the internal matters of a sovereign nation state. In addition,
since 1994 REAL Women has been working with a world-wide coalition of prolife, pro-family groups to promote and defend the basic rights and responsibilities
of the traditional family. We have been working diligently to oppose UN
jurisdiction, plans and programs that take over, monitor or control the rights and
responsibilities of the family or the nation state. We do not support the UN
telling a country that it must implement gender equality, population control or
abortion services. Nor do we support the UN telling a countq how to tax its
citizens (MarcWApril 1998 issue of Reality, Volume XVII Issue N0.2~9-10).
Smith's response is as follows:
If the government's policy is to try to talk to everybody, it should recognize we
don't agree as a spectnun out here and so that the government policy should
endorse everybody equally. That's my thing. So when you say pro-family, I think

you probably mean the right...and I'm not in that. I'm certainly in favour of the
family and as a homemaker my little cause is to promote the value of the option
of being home with children. Most people assume that I am in that camp and I iry
to be really, really polite with people like that because. you know, support your
supporters, but obviously I disagree with them on some other issues. For
example, the Pope endorsed what I did at the U.N. and so did Focus on the Family
and so I've had some support fiom some great church organizations. The United
Church, actually, has even been encouragng so, you know. I would not turn that
down. That's wonderful. But, I'm not taking it in the sense of God means me to
be in the home and all women should be there, you know what I mean.
What is fascinating is that Kids First, one of AFWUF's organizational allies, backed
Smith's complaint. A Kids First press release and a public service announcement

supporting Smith's efforts states. "The fact that homemakers cannot contibute to the

Canada Pension Plan, cannot deduct their child-care expenses. and cannot secure credit
at banks is also cited as is the fact that homemakers are not even included in offtcial
Statistics Canada documents as a profession category or listed as 'working"' (Fischbein,
i998:A7). Thus, Smith's U.N. protest alienates her fiom R.E.A.L. Women but

strengthens her relationship to Kids First. This divergence makes one wonder whether
Smith is as much in the pro-family conflict sector as she is in the alliance sector and
when 1 asked her how she thought she might h o p to resolve this inconsistency she
plainly responded, "Well I don't.''

In short, the pro-family movement has aroused and encountered some strong
opposition and part of a social movement's multi-organizational field is always
composed of organizational opponents. The data suggest this is evident in the Calgary
pro-family field. Gay and lesbian and feminist organizations are repeatedly identified by
pro-family leaders as organizational opponents. Leaders categorize any "rad~caigender

feminist groups", pro-choice groups such as the Canadian Abortion Rights Action
League, secular humanists, NAC (the National Action Committee of the Status of
Women), the now defunct Alberta Status of Women Action Committee, the C a l g a ~
Status of Women Action Committee, Planned Parenthood Alberta, EGALE, LEAF (Legal

Equality Action Fund), GALA Gays and Lesbians of Alberta, A D S Calgary and the
government funded Court Challenges Program as the prime targets of the pro-fami 1y
movement. Controversy over funding, media and poiitical attention is also evident in the
conflict sector of the field. Opponents are regarded as draining governmental funding
resources and restricting political opportunities, they are perceived to be the ones "in
control" so to speak of the political and media agenda. The data also indicate that the
relationship between pro-family organizations and their opponents varies in terms of the

degree of antagonism. Most groups attempt to maintain some son of inter-organizational
dialogue while others refuse to engage with opponents' offensive tactics and are resigned
to agree to disagree.
Summary

To review, Chapter five discusses pro-family interrelationships and interorganizational activities. This chapter provides an overview of how pro-family groups

are connecting with each other. The first section on organizational allies suggests that
pro-family organizations in Calgary are situated in a multi-organizational field comprised
of a supportive alliance system. This system of allies consists of a range of organizations
including prelife groups, church groups, civic/poIitical groups, women's groups and a
whole host of other community service groups. Allies provide organizational support
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and resources. Relationships with allies including other pro-family groups are generally

characterized in positive terms; allied partnerships may wax and wane but for the most
pan are fhendly and respectful.

Moreover pro-family groups establish three different types of links with their
organizational allies which may take the form of leadership ties, researcfvinformation
linkages and joint campaign(s). These links may be direct or indirect, and vary in terms
of strength from strong to moderate or weak. Pro-family groups also informally nehvork
with one another. Networking often involves information exchanges. It is through these

kinds of exchanges that allies appear to maintain regular contact with one another.
contact usually facilitated through the leadership. And lastly, the most demonstrative
example of a major joint activity or to use Conover and Gray's (1983205) words.
"offensive mobilization" has been the recent Vriend Supreme Court case, where aside

from voicing opposition to the role of the nine non-elected members of the Supreme
Courts role in determining public policy, the core pro-family p u p s launched a joint
corn battle and advertising campaign in an attempt to sway the provincial government
and public opinion on two important issues: the preservation of the natural family and
homosexuality.

Part of the pro-family multi-organizational field is its conflict system. Contact
with organizational opponents such as feminists and gayilesbian rights activists is often

adversarial. Cleavages among pro-family groups and opponents arise with respect to
b & n g media and political attention. Bear in mind,pro-family opponents are routinely
considered to be unrepresentative whereas pro-family leaders see themselves and their
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respective organizations as representing the majority of people in Alberta, if not Canada.
But is there any truth to their representative claims, or are they mistaken? Furthermore,

is their commitment to "democracy" based upon their belief that the majority of
Canadians are with them? And does not taking government money afford them a certain
moral high ground? If so, who backs them and who do they draw on for financial
support? These questions are raised and many others will be revisited in the concluding

CH-4PTER SIX
CONCLUSION
I undertook this thesis project with a number of research interests in mind. First
and foremost was my aim to fbrther our understanding of the pro-family movement in

Calgary. I was intent on delineating the groups that form the basis of the movement in

Calgary; examining the ideologcal positions of the different groups: exploring the
relationships that each group has with both allies and opponents; and assessing profamily groups' understanding of the women's movement. In panicular, I was interested
in investigating the anti-feminist tendencies of pro-family groups. This last chapter
reviews some of the important findings related to the research problems and questions
that frame my case study; assesses the strengths and weaknesses of my analyses; and
offers some recommendations for future research in the area of pro-family organizing.

Research Problems and Questions Revisited
Although the pro-family movement is a relatively new phenomenon in Canada,
interest in the movement has taken off in the last few years. If you recall, there have

been few empirical studies centred on the pro-family movement in Canada. The works
of Dubinsky (1985), Eichler (1986; 1988) and Erwin (1988; 1990;1993) have been
particularly useful in documenting the sociodemographic characteristics of pro-family
supporters. However, prior to my case study, no empirical study has focussed
specifically on the movement in Calgary, a prime locale for pro-family organizing. Thus,
the findings of my w e study contribute to our sociological knowledge of the pro-family

movement in Calgary in two important ways.
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First, this empirical investigation fills a gap in our knowledge of the pro-family
movement, a knowledge informed by sociological concepts and guided by sociological
research methods. Second, this study shifts the level of sociological analysis to
emphasize organizational aspects of the movement. To do so, conceptually and
empirically, the notion of the '-multi-organizational field has shown to be a valuable
dimension in the exploration of the pro-family movement. From my viewpoint, this
approach not only demonstrates that pro-family organizations are intermeshed in a multiorganizational field, but also acknowledges interaction among pro-family organizations
by redirecting our attention from an earlier focus on individual pro-family members to

the present focus on organizations with the intent to examine intergroup connections and

social movement allied and conflict systems. The findings of this study provide much
suppon for the multi-organizational perspective which offers a new multi-faceted
framework for evaluating pro-family inter-organizational relations and activities.
In short, the multisrganizational field approach gves us a better view of the dynamic
character of pro-family groups and their dialectal interaction among allied and conflict
sectors. And just because pro-family groups are organizing in opposition to certain
things (read: redefinition of family, abortion, homosexuality, universal child care and
feminism) does not mean they should be easily dismissed.
Confronting Pro-family Anti-feminism

The pro-family movement represents a real challenge for the feminist movement,

a challenge that must be taken seriously. We can no longer overlook the popularity and
persuasive ideological appeal of patriarchal ideals and easily dismiss the organizational

efforts of the pro-family campaign. To counter misrepresentation and attack antifeminist agendas which feed on the misperception that the feminist movement is "antimotherhood", "anti-women in the home7*or "anti-family", not to mention intolerant and
unrepresentative, the contemporary women's movement must as Eichler ( 19 8 6 2 8)
concludes, make some clear distinctions; that it must sufir~cientlydifferentiate feminist
rhetoric in order to clarifv that what is opposed and criticized by feminists is the
patriarchal family, that feminists are not against all types of family formations.

The "general anti-feminist sentiment" situated within some pro-family
organizations compels feminists to ask some serious questions about the central tenets of
feminism and of feminist movement. The women's movement must be more self-critical
and realize that the mainstream feminist movement may not speak for all women. As a
R.E.A.L. Women document would lead us to believe:
'Vornen are not all the same. We are as different in our likes and desires as men.
No one organization or ideology can represent the views of all women anymore
than one organization can represent the views of all men. Until the formation of
REAL Women of Canada, there was no voice to represent the views of those
many thousands of women who take a different p i n t of view from that of the
established feminist groups. We're filling a need that has long existed. None of
us has a comer on the truth. Thus, the diversity of views and approaches should
be regarded as an advantage to women, as well as an indication of our
tremendous diversity, independence and resourcefuiness....a women's movement,
such as REAL Women of Canada, was necessary to provide new ideas for
meeting this challenge of promoting the advancement and equality of women
while at the same time, attempting to integrate family life into government
policies and legislation....Our positions may not please everyone, but in a free and
democratic county all groups must be free to express their views. Other
organizations may arrive at different approaches to those of our organization.
However, no group should suffer discrimination because of its approach or point
of view.... Before women can have equality with men we must first have equality
among ourselves and this means a tolerance and respect for the differing views of
other women. This also means a recognition, not only of the dignity of the

individual, but also for the fact that women have always required more than just
one voice to speak for our concerns. REAL Women speaks for women who
support traditional family values. Society may change, but society's need for
strong, stable families remains. As Canada moves toward the new century, REAL
Women is the vanguard of change for a fairer, more compassionate, caring, profamily society (http://www.redwomenca.com/htm1~our
-view.html?! 10!98).
Upon closer examination, we see two different types of pro-family anti-feminism
operating in the pro-family movement. Therefore it would be inaccurate to suggest that
all pro-family groups share a common anti-feminist orientation. Consistent with the
finding of both a "general anti-feminism" arid a "status-related anti-feminism", feminists
need to outline two lines of strategy for the women's movement in order to effectively
confront each type of anti-feminism. In order to challenge and resist pro-family "statusrelated anti-feminism", the feminist movement must ask, as Dubinsky ( 1987:43)has
stated, "Is there some tiuth, for example, in REAL Women's claim that issues pertaining
to women in the home have been under-emphasized or forgotten by the women's

movement? Is it true that the majority of feminist activists are white, young (i.e., under
40), urban and university educated? When we speak of women at work, do we really

have in mind the Full range of women's jobs; from factory to checkout stand to ofice?"
Here I would be more explicit and direct attention towards the enormous amount of
unpaid, domestic labour often performed by women in the home; and the intense socialemotional work invested in child rearing practices.
Feminists are committed to societal change, but how can gender roles change
when the current organization of paid work requires men and women to make a huge

time and effort commitment to their careers? What can we anticipate from an economic
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system that still expects women to be the primary care givers and to subordinate paid
work to their children's needs? How then can feminists raise and debate the issues of
child care alongside central economic issues? Moreover how does the supremacy of the
natural family inherent in the pro-family movement's "general antifeminist discourse"
operate to situate "women's issues" such as unpaid labour and child care in a
subordinate, gendered context? Dykxhoom's comments reveal women are society's
"nurturen" and AFWLTF is not ashamed to say so and when women's nurturing was
socially affirmed,"children did better." How then do feminists counteract the pro-family

"general anti-feministo'move to "reprivatise" child care and act to make these issues a
part of the public sphere, a public responsibility? As Erwin ( 1990229) aptly concluded,
'the pro-family phenomenon draws anention to the need for a more comprehensive
feminist and socialist analysis that addresses both theoretically and politically, the

conflict between the family, work, and personal life." These are some of the issues
feminists must continue to struggle with in order to foster a more inclusive framework
From which we can theorize and strategize personal, political and intellectual change. By
making a commitment to a politics of inclusion, feminists know the world can and will
be different.

In short, one could argue the prefamily movement may be understood as a
reactionary response to feminist ideas, facilitated by the existence of a relatively strong,
successfid feminist movement in Calgary and Canada. In this respect, the organizational
efforts of the pro-family movement may be observed as " a measure of our success"
(Dubinsky, 1987:7), but our success remains contested and constrained Thus,the
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positive, proactive, cultural and structural changes that have occurred as a result of the
feminist movement may have also served to create a sense of insecurity and vulnerability

among those individuals or groups such as homemakers or single income families who
believe their social status or class interests are threatened. Gordon and Hunter ( 1977:10)
have referred to this as the "feminist impulse" behind changes called for by the women's
movement that may, according to Chafetz and Dworkin have ( 1987:33-34). "inevitably
threatened vested interests" (i.e. status of female homemakers and single earner families)
and "when their threat is perceived as major, backlash movements have arisen". The
feminist impulse behind the women's movement is consistent with the two types of antifeminism I identify. Ehrenreich and English (1 978319-220) suggest, "the constituency

for neo-conservatism is the vast numbers of women who see themselves as the potential
'losers' in the sexual free marketplace: housewives who have no alternative means of
suppon to their husbands' income and, they fear, no alternative to their present
husbands." And these data also suggest, pro-family organizations such as AFWUF,

CFAC and Kids Fint may once again be responding to what they consider to be a
"status" based feminist threat. Feminism symbolizes social and economic changes which
could serve to disrupt the status quo of the traditional, heterosexual, single income, twoparent family thereby creating what social movement theorists would call a new set of
"grievances" in highly industrialized societies (Chafetz and Dworkin, 198756;

Klandermanns, 1991:17). Nevertheless, as Rosalind Petchesky has observed,

"Antifeminism has attained a mass following and a measure of political power because it
is in fact a response to real material conditions and deeplying fears - a response that is

utterly reactionary but nevertheless true" (Petchesky cited in Dubinsky, 1987:7).
Beyond the Politics of Abortion
According to Klandermanns ( 1991:36) social movement organizations have
overlapping conflict and alliance systems with the greatest overlap among organizations
from the same movement industry. As we have seen, there is organizational overlap
between the pro-life, anti-abortion campaign and the Calgary pro-fam i ly movement. We
have learned that the pro-family movement had its roots in the already politicized pro-life

movement and even today organizational overlap between these two movements exists.
These two movements intersect both ideologically and organizationally. The four core
pro-family groups adopt an anti-abortion stance and support the right to life from
conception to naturai death. Pro-family and pro-life organizations may be intertwined,
various groups joined forces to oppose the provincial tax funded abortion issue a number
of years ago and CFAC's 1997 Provincial Voter's Guide tapped into candidates' views
on the politics of abortion.
However, the results of my study indicate today this interaction is less
pronounced. Pro-family groups incorporate pro-life views as part of their organizational
mandates, but their mandates have since expanded to include a number of other
controversial issues. In light of these finding, it would be a mistake to view the two
movements as one and the same as did Erwin ( 1990), for the pro-family organizational
platform has grown from its initial focus on the politics of abortion to encompass a wider

range of social issues which involve protecting the natural family, opposing
homosexuality, feminism and universal day care initiatives. This is not to suggest that
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members of pro-family organizations may not also be pro-life activists. but that the focus

and/or the priorities of the two movements is what sets them apart organizationally. For
the pro-life movement abortion and euthanasia issues are paramount. The pro-family
movement includes abortion as just one of many issues, family and feminism and child
care concerns take organizational precedence. As Dykxhoorn ( 1998) has suggested. why
devote time and energy to focus on a single issue that is already being tackled?

Emergent Issues
This case study has tapped into some interesting issues worth reviewing.
Ideologically, we have seen that pro-family groups may share cemin values and beliefs.
The results presented here demonstrate a pattern of ideological agreement whereby four
orpuzations namely ARNUF,CFAC. CCRL and Focus on the Family comprise a core

group with similar ideological orientations. The natural family for example, is
understood to be the most important type of family among these groups and this unit is
commonly viewed as the foundation of our society. Families, namely the natural family

are for the most part, considered to be in Dykxhoom's words the "great good in our
lives." However, it is also important to point out that not all groups adopt similar
positions on all issues. While AFWLIF, CFAC, CCRL and Focus adopt an openly antigay stance, Kids First and NFFRE have yet to enter the gaynesbian rights debate, and

neither has Beverly Smith. Thus, while there is orgaruzational ideological agreement on
some issues, the groups may also differ on other key issues.

This ideological disjunction between the four core groups and NFFRE and Kids

Fim is interesting because in terms of inter-orpzational relationships, the groups are
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closely tied The four core groups adopt Judeo-Christian positions versus the secular
ideological positions adopted by NFFRE, Kids First and Beverly Smith. Why this split'?
This split may be attributed in part to Genuis's guarded ideological presentation of
NFFRE's views, so the differences with respect to NFFRE may be misleading for NFFRE
has obviously found research sympathesizen in other pro- family groups. Kids First

seems to have been rejected by the formal women's movement: they claim to be written
off as "right-wing". In contrast, among pro-family groups Kids First found suppon for
their idea of tax breaks for parents caring for children at home. Finally. AFWUF's
affiliate R.E.A.L. Women seems to have had a serious falling out with Beverly Smith;
R.E.A.L. Women openly admit to rejecting her claim to the United Nations on behalf of

homemakers. Thus, Smith and her association with Ottawa-based MAW (Mothers are
Women), represents a somewhat different trend. The differences between the core
groups and the rest of the field indicate that there is a recognizable ideological split
between the Judeo-Chns~ianor "religious" pro-family groups (AFWUF, CFAC. CCRL

and Focus) and the more secular pro-family groups (Kids First, Beverly Smith and MAW,
and possibly NFRZE). Will this split evidenced in the Calgary field in 1998 become more

pronounced over time? If yes, could the Judeo-Christian sector conceivably join forces

with the Canadian religious right? Or might there be more movement in the secular
direction towards alignment with groups like Kids First and NFTRE?

In addition, this work shows how NFFRE is an organization to keep close tabs on.
It is NFFRE's direct ties and its taking on the role as a major pro-family resource

provider which set it apart from the other groups operating in the field Specifically,
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NFFRE7srole is very much that of a research provider (research of a particular kind that
is.) NFFRE's Genuis has worked hard at establishing direct contacts with all pro-family
groups and providing information and research to other groups operating in the Calgary

field. Other groups, in turn,rely on NFFRE's research to substantiate their
organizational positions such as their positions on child care, particularly the purported
superiority of parental care. And by cultivating direct ties with other organizations
through the process of "scientific" information dissemination, NFTRE has now become a
central node in the pro-family arena. NFFRE is in the know,so to speak, and much more
in the know than Genuis is willing to admit.
The data indicate CFAC is another up and coming organization. Given that
CFAC emerged on the Calgary pro-family scene a little over a year ago, its
accomplishments and inter-organizational activities to date are impressive. It has
conspicuously carved out a political action-oriented space for itself in the pro-family
field and is already well connected with a number of organizations, most notably

AFWUF and CCRL. CFAC's extensive networking and alliance building through local
churches intent on setting up "key contacts" and establishing chapten in towns and cities

across Alberta and Canada is worth watching.

Based largely on the leadership interviews, the ad hoc name of intergroup
interaction is also questionable. There seems to be more informal interaction than the

groups themselves are willing to admit. There are extensive, regular contacts and
exchanges among pro-family groups, largely organized on behalf of the leadership.

Linkages between groups may take the form of leadership ties, informationkesearch
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exchanges and joint campaigns. These linkages are of a particular nature; while they are
not formally mandated, they are common reciprocal information exchanges coupled with
instances of intergroup cooperation and collaboration.
Representation is another reoccurring theme. Not only do pro-family groups
consider the mainstream women's movement to be unrepresentative of Canadian women:
but pro-family leaders seem to exhibit an inflated or exaggerated sense of organizational
representation. Recall that AFWUF's Dykxhoorn believes she represents over half of the
women of Alberta and that CFAC's Beyer believes that the majority of public opinion is

on the side of his and other social conservative groups. The percentage of Albertans
these groups actually represent remains unknown, but I would venture a guess that only a
small minority of Albertans support their Judeo-Christian social c~nservativephilosophy.
Yet on particular issues like banning VLT's, they command more support. Therefore this
question of representativeness is one worthy of fiuther study, especially as the pro-family
movement becomes better established.
Undoubtedly the pro-family movement is more important than some of their
opponents (read feminists and gay/lesbian activists) have gven them credit for which
indicates that neither side of the debate has correctly gauged the importance and social

influence of the pro-family movement. Therefore, there is a need for a finer view of profamily organizations, one such as mine which distingui*shesamong the groups operating
in the field, for these groups should not and cannot all be easily lumped together and
equally dismissed. We benefit from a more sophisticated analysis that treats the groups

and their agendas seriously but that also differentiates the groups and their respective

values, beliefs and opinions. Any discussion of the pro-family movement must
acknowledge that these organizations are political acton with a political agenda. And if
Fields' analysis of the Christian Right is any indication that the pro-family movement

may begin to gain political ground, we must realize -'right-wing movements do not need
to mobilize large constituencies or gain control of the state in order to achieve a

significant impact upon public debate.... the power of the Christian Right lies in its
ability to explain the social world, to identify problems and solutions confidently, and to
communicate these ideas as an alternate vision7'and"the Christian Right is one
oppositional social movement amongst many. but one with significant powen of social
interpretation. In this way, its ability to convey its vision to others may be more

important than achieving actual legislative or judicial successes" (Fields cited in Herman,
1994278). What indications are there that suggest the pro-family movement is gaining

any political ground? Does the prwfamily movement represent the majority of Albertans
as it claims? Is the Refom party willing to lend a sympathetic ear or is it more concerned
with distancing itself from pro-family organizations? How do we integrate policy
decisions, questions and concerns into discussions about the pro-family movement?

These are important empirical questions that still need to be examined. But whether or
not the pro-family movement gains any socio-political ground, does not deter from their

ability to present an alternative world view and offer specific, although at times
unimaginative solutions to those concerned about the state of the family today.

One point with respect to religion. All pro-family groups in Calgary claim to be
nondenominationai, they do not identify any part~cularreligious affiliations. Only
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CFAC seems to have established an extensive outreach program through local churches,
most likely due to Beyer's connections with the Victory Church of the Rock in
Edmonton. Erwin (1 990) found that pro-family women were very religious individuals,
93% reported that religion was "very important" in their life and 78% of the pro-family

respondents she studied were Catholic and 17Y0were Protestant-fundamentalists.
Therefore I was somewhat surprised at the very minimal role organized religion played in
the Calgary pro-family field. Even with the concentration of Mormons in Calgary and

the importance of family to Mormonism, it did not enter in any significant way into the
picture in the Calgary field. Only AFWUF offhandedly mentioned that they &havea lot
of Mormons [as members] in Southern Alberta." Possibly, here is where subtle
differences in Erwin's individual level membership data and my organizational level data

arise; pro-family supporters may have particular religious affiliations but the
organizations that they belong to remain as they claim, largely non-denominational.
Further research may want to reinvestigate the importance organized religion and
religious affiliation, especially Mormonism play in the pro-family movement to see if

there are in fact any organizational level links to the fundamentalist Christian Right.
Strengths and Limitations

I have discussed at length the strengths of my case study: in a nutshell it amplifies
our knowledge of the pro-family movement; employs and develops a new theoretical and
empirical organizational framework; reinvestigates the historical relationship between

the anti-abortion and pro-family movements; increases our understanding of prefarnily
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relationships with respect to organizational opponents: and substantiates so-called profamily anti-feminism.
I should point out that this multi-organizational analysis is limited in three

respects. The most obvious drawback to these analyses is attributed to the lack of
leadership interview data on Focus on the Family. As I have stated before, my findings on
Focus are partial at best and likely underestimate their actual involvement in the profamily field. Dile to their limited organizational presence, ideologcal differences and
inter-organizational relations can not be explicitly examined and no definite conclusions

can be drawn.
Second, although I consider Calgary to be a very suitable location for studying
pro-family organizing, if time and resources had permitted, it would have been nice to
conduct a provincial study, which would have facilitated a more comparative analysis.
Interestingly, prior to the formal interview, AFWUF's Dykxhoorn commented she
thought I may be limiting myself by only focussing on activism centered in Calgary. In
light of these comments, hture researchers might consider conducting a province-wide
study as it would be especially interesting to see if any ruraliurban differences arise with

respect to pro-family organizing and in what ways these differences operate. The
aforementioned Mormon membership in Southern Alberta may be an idea worth
pursuing in a provincial study. One might also want to ask to what extent Alberta's profamily organizations are modelled on established American organizations and what if any

kinds of connections exid between the two countries. To answer these questions,
systematic cross-national data need to be gathered
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This study's richness in detail reflects the fact that most pro-family leaders were

quite candid and forthcoming in the formal interview process. They all eventually
warmed up and opened up to me except for NFFRE. m

7

sGenuis remained guarded

and as a result the i n t e ~ e w
data are not as vivid and animated. However at times,

NFFRE's lack of candour is actually quite revealing. A case in point was Genuis's
inability and/or unwillingness to characterize NFFRE's take on the relationship between
feminism and family politics in Calgary and the influence feminism has had upon the
family.

Recommendations for Future Research
My results stimulate further questions and suggest avenues for fume research.

Klandermanns ( I991 :33) has stressed that "social movement organizations are not the
only sources of information in a society and often not even the most credible sources of
information." How then do pro-family organizations in their struggle over meaning and
interpretation, compete with other oppositional, informational sources and gain social
credibility? Is it by offering an alternate vision with cut and dried solutions to society's
social ills? Is it by supporting their ideas by making use of NFFRE's "objective"

scientific research? The social credibility of pro-family organizations is something worth
considering, given that NFFRE's research has apparently weathered academic criticism

and succeeded in attracting donors and mends province wide.

This suggests h

e work in the area of pro-family organmng should also look

more carefully at the relationstup between business and the pro-family movement. Other
than NFFRE who has been on the receiving end of funding from the corporate sector, the
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rest of these organizations are largely nickel and dime, -'pass the hat" type groups as
CCRL's Woodyard suggests. A more thorough understanding of who these organizations
draw on and depend on for financial support may help shed some light on the role
business plays in terms of pro-family fundraising activities. It would be useful to know
how economic vested interest groups covertly support the antifeminist sentiment

embodied in the pro-family movement.
Here it may also be wonh noting that the male headed groups such as NFFRE and
CFAC seem to be going places. NFFRE in particular has been able to attract funds in the

form of big name corporate donors via its networking. On the other hand, the volunteer

run female headed groups such as AFWLlF and Kids First have managed to build an
impressive membership base. From a resource mobilization perspective, these two
findings are interesting. Social movement organizations need to attract both kinds of
resources - money and members - in order to mobilize collective action. Whether

NFFRE and CFAC will be able to match this membership mobilization remains to be
seen.
Challenging Pro-Family Anti-feminism

The notion of anti-feminism has been positioned within a variety of academic
accounts of the pro-family movement and emerged a w n as an underlying theme in this
case study. But what are the implications of prefamily anti-feminist characterizations?

Does describing the pro-family movement as anti-feminist privilege certain aspects of the
movement? Certainly it does. I would argue it tends to emphasize the major
contributions feminism has made to Canadian society. It accentuates pro-family policy
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positions on social issues such as family, abortion, homophobia, day care, and opposition
to other "feminist 'scared cows'" (Dubinsky, 19852) while downplaying its Christian
fundamentalist and socially conservative political ties. But not to call it a '-general antifeminist.' or "status-related" anti-feminist movement as I have suggested, would be a

great disservice. Not only would it contradict the existing data, it would deny a material
reality of the mainstream women's movement and be a gross misrepresentation of the
history of men and women's organizing. As Virgnia Woolf wrote: '-The history of
men's opposition to women's emancipation i s more interesting perhaps than the story of
emancipation itself' (Woolf cited by Stark pp.224 in Oakley and Mitchell, 1997).
Feminists recognize family issues as public issues. The more knowledge we have of the
pro-family movement, the better able we are to resist, subvert and challenge their
organizational appeal. Feminists must continue to combat pro-family anti-feminism in
order to keep issues related to feminism and families in the personal and public arena as
well as the realm of policy making.
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APPENDIX A
Pro-Family Publications

I. Alberta Federation of Women United for Families ( A R W F )
The Interim Canada3 pro-life, pro-family newspaper. January 1998 Vol. XV No. I I
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The AFWUF Voice November - December 1997 January - Februav 1998 Volurne 1 7 No. I
The AFWLTF Voice August-September 1997 Volume 16 No.4
The AFWUF Voice June - July 1997 Volume 16 No. 3
The AFWLlF Voice March-April 1997 Volume 16 No. 2
The AFWUF Voice January - February 1997 Volume 16 No. I
The AFWUF Voice September October 1995 Volume 14 No.3
REALity MarcidApril 1998 Volume XVII lssue No. 2
REALity JanuarylFebruary 1998 Volume XVII Issue No. 1
REALity NovemberiDecernber 1997 Volume XVI lssue No.6
REALity SepternberlOctober 1997 Volume XVI Issue No.5
REALity July/August 1997 Volume XVI Issue No.4
REALity March/April 1997 Volume XVI Issue No.2
REALity JanuaryEebruary 1997 Volurne XVI Issue No. 1
REALity September/October 1996 Volume XV Issue No.4
REALity MayIJune 1996 Volume XV lssue No.3
REALity Juiy/August 1995 Volurne XN Issue No.4
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Pamphlet - REAL Women of Canada Historical Perspective, May 1997
undated a. Pamphlet - Alberta Federation of Women Unite for Families (W)
A
Snapshot of the Family
undated b. Pamphlet - REAL WOMEN OF CANADA Conference '98 Women Challenging
the Future March 27 - 28, 1998
undated c. Pamphlet - REAL WOMEN OF CANADA CHILD CARE Whose Responsibility?
undated d. POSITION PAPERS ALBERTA FEDERATION OF WOMEN UNITED FOR
FAMILIES R.R. #2, Red Deer, Alberta T4N 5E2 (403)347-2719
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Alberta Federation of Women United for Families 1998 REAL WOMEN CONFERENCE
PACKAGE INSERTaWHAT IS THE D E L W VRiEND CASE ALL ABOUT?
conference notes - REAL WOMEN OF CANADA Conference '98 Women Challengng the
Future March 27 - 28,1998
Takahashi, Jeannie for The Alberta Federation of Women United for Families. --A
Celebration of Families." Ed-Web Printers, Edmonton, AB, 1987.
2. Catholic Civil Rights League (CCRL)
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http://web.arcos.org/ccrl/news.htrn 5/ t 598
http://web.arcos.org/ccrVcontact. htm 51' 1598
undated a. Pamphlet CCRL
The Alberta Report, April 20, 1998

3. Canada Family Action Coalition (CFAC)
CFAC IN ACTION Fall 1997
A Call to ACTION Winter 1998
A Call to ACTION Summer 1998
http://www.familyaction.org/htm1 1/ 15/98
http://www. familyaction.org/mainstory/CRTCbac
kg. htrnl
http://www.fmilyaction.org/calendar/callisigs.html
3/5/98
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htm 1 1115/98

http:/iwww.familyaction.orglResear~hlE~~anasia/~0~n~disab11atimer.
h t m 2110/98
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4/8/98
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html 1/ 1 5/98
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1 3/98
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I
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http:/lwww .familyaction.org/Research/co/lU
10198
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http://www.familyactionorgfliesearch/Abortion/da:Uneth.
htmlU 10/98
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http://www.southam.com/edmontonjournaliarchives/040398briend7.html
Canada Family Action Coalition Together for a Better Canada Pamphlet
Family Action Coalition Voter's Guide Alberta Election Calgary Reeon Pamphlet
CFAC Action Alert "Who Governs Alberta?"
CFAC Action Alert Pamphlet "CRTC Says YES to "PLAYBOY' and NO to CHRISTMN

TV!
Christian Week Vol. 10 No. 23 "Citizens angle for political impact Pro-family voter's guide
distributed in Alberta by Doug Koop ChnstianWeek staff
The Calgary Herald April 8, 1998 page B3 Advertisement "It's Not Too Late! If Vriend
Wins.. Who Loses?"
The Calgary Hemld February 16, 1997 page A1 and A2 "Abortion pushed as vote issue" by
Jim Cunningham
The Calgary Sun Wednesday Apri! 8, 1998 page 7 by David Bray and Bill Kaufman
"Pressure put on premier Group wants Klein to reject gay ruling"
The Calgary Sun, Thursday, April 9, 1998 page 4 'Line in the sand' by David Bray and
Michael Lau "Klein takes stand on gay debate"
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4. The National Foundation for Family Research and Education (NFFRE)
Introduction to the National Foundation for Family Research and Education. Undated
booklet
National Foundation for Family Research and Education Brochure January 1998
NFFRE HIGHLIGHTS undated
Parenting: You Have To Be There To Do It! Undated Flyer
Comments on NFFRE from across Canada. Undated
NFFRE Projects 1998 Research
NFFRE Projects 1998 Education
NFFRE FAMILY MATIERS September 1997 Volume 2 Number 3
NFFRE FAMILY MATTERS Spring 1997 Volume 2 Number 2
NFFRE FAMILY MATTERS Winter 1997 Volume 2 Number 1
NFFRE FAMILY MATTERS Autumn 1996 Volume 1 Number 2
NFFRE FAMILY MATTERS July 1996 Volume 1 Number 1
NFFRE display package at REAL Women 1998 Conference March 27-28' 1998
NFFRE Membership Application undated
NFFRE Tabular Summary of Business Plan undated
Enclosure B Letter to Diane Ablonczy from Martha Friendly February 9, 1995
Enclosure C Letter to Diane Ablonczy from Mark Genuis March 20,1995
Enclosure G THE NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR FAMILY RESEARCH AND
EDUCATION ACADEMIC ADVISORY BOARD undated
Letter to David Kilgour from Mike Cardinal March 7, 1995

Letter to Mike Cardinal from Mark Genuis March 20, 1995
http:/lww.nfie.com/englishipressreleases/press97O 107.html 1; 15/98
http://www.nffre@nffreecom/englishAogo.html 1/30/98
http://www.nfTie.com
The next set of documents were all found on NFFRE's website:
NFFRE Book of Gratitude
"NFFRE - COMPASS FAMILY POLL" undated
"Second Article in the Southam/Compas Poll on Anticipated Surplus. Make Family Life
a Priority.''
"How Responsible Should Parents Be for their Children's Conduct: A Report on Ontario
Public Opinion prepared for NFFRE by Compas Inc."
"Should Couples Have to "Study" Before Getting Divorced: A Report on Ontario Public
Opinion prepared for NFRZE by Compas Inc."
"A Recommendation to Support Low Income Alberta Families Through an Expansion of
the Alberta Family Employment Tax Credit" submitted to: Honourable Stockwell
Day, MLA Provincial Treasurer, Government of Alberta, January 5, 1998 by The
National Foundation of Family Research and Education (NFFRE).
"Helping Canada's Children Through Tax Reform" submitted to Standing Committee on
Finance, Government of Canada, October 17, 1997 by The National Foundation
of Family Research and Education (NFFRE).
"Opportunities to Support Ontario Families: Research, Public Opinion and
Recommendations." Submitted to The Government of Ontario, March 27, 1997
by The National Foundation for Family Research and Education (NFFRE).
Ayed, Nahlah. "Pay parents to stay at home, Mp urges Tax Act discriminates, Liberal
Committee says." The Globe and Mail, Tuesday July 21, 1998, page A3.
Genius, Mark. "The importance of Secure Bonding Between Children and Parents:
Personal and Social Implications." The Journal of Empathetic Parenting Spri ng
1996.
Genuis, Mark and Elizabeth Oddone Paolucci. "The Effects of Family Structure on
Child Development: A Literature Review."
Philp, Margaret. "Influential child-care advisor under fire Day-care critic faces challenge
from fellow academics over validity of studies, conclusions." The Globe and
Mail, Saturday April 27, 1996 page A 10.
Stockland, Peter. "Day care issue not even on Liberals' backburner: Grits still pushing
hard with fiscal and social imbalances that make non-parental care even
necessary." The Calgary Herald, Friday March 6, 1998 A 18.
Violato, Claudio and Clare Russell. "Effects of Nonmaternal Care on Child
Development: A Meta-analysis of Published Research." The University of
Calgary, Calgary,
NFFRE brief January 23, 1996. Wonparental Care and Child Development A Report
of Recent Findings."

Woodard, Joe. "Day care's dangerous legacy." The Calgary Sun, Wednesday November
5, 1998, 1 1.
5. Kids First
KIDS FIRST NEWSLETTER Winter 98
Buchanan, Cathy. "Stay-at-home parents slapped again." The Calgary Herald Monday,
May 26,1997 A 15
Buchanan, Catherine. "Restore value to caring for kids - Where's the help for parents
who want more time with their children?" Calgary Herald, June 3, 1996 A 10.
Buchanan, Catherine. "The reason for their discontent." The Globe and Mail, Tuesday
May, 14, 1996.
Carter, Nadine. "Parents' eyes on Calgary - City couple is test case for child care
expense." Calgary Herald June 6. 1993 front page.
Jeffs, Allyson. "U.S. doctor blasts day care - Court told of how parents risk turning kids
into criminals.'' Calgary Herald, Friday June 1 1, 1993.
Jeffs, Allyson. "Doctor to testify in tax battle U.S. pediatrician says children raised at
home cost less." Calgary Herald, Thursday June 10, 1993.
Fischbein, Maxine. "Kids Fint" The Western Parent Calgary Women's issue, May 1998
Volume 3 No. 5, A6-A7.
Kids First white pamphlet undated a
Kids First white pamphlet undated b
Kids Fint blue pamphlet undated c
IOds First blue pamphlet undated d
Kids First brochure undated e
Kids First 'The Importance of Nurturing: A Parent's Perspective" Submission to the House
of Commons Standing Committee on Health Preventative Strateges for Healthy Children,
April 4, 1996.
A1 Johnson. M.P. Calgary North flyer undated
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6. Foeus on the Family Canada

FOCUS ON THE FAMILY Magazine with Dr.James C. Dobson, April 1998.
FOCUS ON THE FAMILY Magazine with Dr. James C. Dobson, January 1998.
FOCUS ON THE FAMILY Magazine with Dr. James C. Dobson, August 1994.
FOCUS ON THE FAMILY, CANADA CITIZEN Volume V, Number 12
December/January 1997.
FOCUS ON THE FAMILY, CANADA CITIZEN Volume V, Number 9 September 30,1996.
FOCUS ON THE FAMILY NEWSLETTER, April 1998.
FOCUS ON THE FAMILY NEWSLETTER,November 1997.
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Family Matters Lessons We Wish We'd Learnt Earlier brochure undated a
Helping You Strengthen Your Family brochure undated b
Life '98 Euthanasia: Killing Them Softly Is Still Killing brochure undated c
Men's Malibu brochure undated d
Family...High Yield Bonds undated e
Focus on the Family (Canada)Association 1998 Resource Listing undated f

7. M isceltaneous
MAW (Mothers are Women)pamphlet
Advenisement The Globe and Mail, Saturday April 18, 1998, page A9.
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APPENDIX B
Sample Pro-family Leadership Interview Scheduie
1.

History of Organization

I would like to begin by asking you a few questions about the history of your organization.
When was your organization established?
Why and by whom was your organization established?
How many years have you been involved in this organization?

What would your organization say are the main problems/ concerns facing the family today?
Please Identie.
Rank the top three problems in order of importance. (Starting with most i m p o ~ t )
2.

Organizational Characteristics

Who are members of your organization?
Approximately how many members does your organization have here in Calgary?
Approximately how many memben does your organization have province wide?
Approximately how many memben does your organization have nationwide?
What does your organization offer its members?

Does your organization educate its members? If yes, what tactics or strateges do you
employ? Explain
3.

Identifying the Multi-organizational Field of Pro-family groups in
Calgary

What is your organization's opinion of other groups organizing around the family in
Calgary?

What is your organization's view of the Canadian pro-farnily movement?
what other local groups does your organization network with?

What groups are you most often in contact with?
What other groups would you say share your organizations principles and beliefs?

How would you characterize your organization's relationship with these groups?
What is your organization's overall impression of these groups?
Please identify local groups that oppose your organizations' bell efs?
How would you characterize your relationship with these groups?
What is your organization's overall impression of these groups?
4.

ConneetionsLinkages Within the Multi-organizational Field of the Calgary
Pro-family Movement

Would you say there is a link between family focussed groups in Calgary or are they
organizationally independent?
Are there joint activities? Examples

Is there a sharing of resources? Examples
Is there a sharing of paid personnel? Examples

Is there a sharing of volunteers? Examples
Do Lfferent organization's attend similar conferences? Examples
Are there similar benefactors or common donors? Examples

Do you undertake shared fundraising activities? Examples
Are there any other kinds of interaction between local groups?

Are there any leadership crossovers between groups? If so, who and in what capacity?
Are leaden in your organi7ation also members in other groups, if so what groups?

Are members of your organization also members of other local groups?
Is your orgnuation in contact with groups not specifically worhng on family issues? What
groups?

What if any is your organization's relationship to pro-life groups in Calgary?

What is your organization's relationship to other women's groups in Calgary?
Who would your organization identie as its organizational allies?
Who would your organization identify as its organizational opponents?
Does your organization have any political affiliations?
Does your organization have any religous affiliations?
5.

Pro-family Beliefs, Organizational Positionsmon-positions on Social Issues

Now I would like to ask you a little bit more about your organization's views on
contemporary social issues.
What is your organization's definition of the pro-family movement?
What is your organization's definition of the family?
What is your organization's view of abortion?
What is your organization's view of homosexuality?
What is your organization's position on no-fault divorce legislation?
What is your organization's position on what type of child care is best for children?
Should the government subsidize mothers to stay at home to look after preschool chi!dren?
In the case of a single mother with a preschool child, where should a government subsidy
be spent?
For day care costs so the mother can take a job outside the home?
On mothers assistance so the mother can look after the child at home?
What is your organization's position on the concept of equal pay for work of equal value?

What is your organization's's position on mothers m c i p a t i n g in the paid labour force?
What is your organization's view of affirmative action?
What is your organization's view of the mainstream women's movement?

What is you. organization's view of feminists in Calgary?

How does your organization respond to the feminist community?
How does your organization characterize the relationship between feminism and family
politics in Calgary?

Overall, what kind of influence does your organization believe feminism has had upon the
family?

6.

Organizational Funding and Financial Resources

Is your organization a charitable, non-profit or for profit organization?
How does your organization fund projects and activities?
What are the funds used for?

The interview is now complete. Thank you very much for your time and patience. 1 really
appreciate your willingness to participate in my study.

APPENDIX C
Sample Participation Letter Sent to Pro-Family Leaders

Date
Address
Dear
Hello, my name is Gillian Anderson and I am a graduate student in the Department of
Sociology at The University of Calgary. 1 am writing to invite you to participate in my study
of the pro-family movement in Calgary. This research project constitutes part of my masters
thesis. The pnmaq objective of my study is to undertake an organizational level of analysis
of the Calgary prefamily movement. I am interested in researching the wide variety of profamily organizations in Calgary particularly their similarities, differences and common or
shared activities. I would like to more fully understand the possible interconnections that
exist between pro-family groups.
To this end, I am interviewing a number of organizational representatives From
various pro-family groups in Calgary to find out their orgamzation's positlon or non-position
on a variety of social and family issues. Prospective organizations and respondents have
been identified and selected by an ongoing collection of documentary material found in the
local media including newspaper accounts, pamphlets, brochures, newsletters and other
information available on the hternet. I would like to supplement this literature with
firsthand interview information. And the leader or leaders of various organizations, those
howledgable individuals best able to represent the organization and its positions are now
invited to participate in the interview process.
Participation in my study is entirely voluntary and the interview will take
approximately an hour or so of your time.
I will telephone you in the next week to ask whether you would be willing to
pamcipate in the study. I hope you will agree to take part. Please feel free to fax me at 2829298 if you have any questions. You may also contact my thesis supervisor Dr. Tom
Langford at 220-5043.
Thank you for your time and I look forward to talking with you soon.

Yours truly,

Gillian Anderson
Graduate Student
Department of Sociology
The University of Calgary

APPENDIX D
Sample Pro-Family Interview Informed Consent Form

UNIVERSITY OF CALG..Rk'
INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR ORGANIZATIONAL LEADER(S)
Research Project Title: A "Multi-Organizational" Analysis of the Pro-family Movement
in Calgary
Investigator: Gillian Anderson
This consent form, a copy of which has been given to you, is only part
of the process of informed consent It should give you the basic idea of what the
research is about and what your participation will involve if you would like
more details about something mentioned here, or information not included here,
please ask Please take the time to read this form carefully and to understand
any accompanying information.
Purpose of Case Study
Hello my name is Gillian Anderson and I am a graduate student in the Department
of Sociology at the University of Calgary. This research project constitutes part of my
masters thesis. The primary objective of this study is to undertake an organizational analysis
of the Calgary pro-family movement. I am interested in researching the wide variety of profamily organizations in Calgary particularly their similarities, differences and common or
shared activities. 1 would like to more N l y understand the interconnections that may exist
between different pro-famil y groups
To this end, I plan to interview a number of organizational representatives from
various pro-family groups in Calgary to find out their ~r~gnization's
position or non-position
on a variety of social and family issues. I would like to be able to include every pro-family
group in Calgary in my study, and have been putting together a list of groups by reviewing
public information and the recommendations of persons knowledgeable in this area.
Prospective organizations and respondents have been identified and selected by an ongoing
collection of documentary material on a number of groups found in the mecha including
newspaper accounts, pamphlets, brochures, newsleaen and other information available on
the interne:. The leader or leaden of various organhtions, those knowledgable individuals
best able to represent the organization and its positions, are invited to participate in the
interview process.

a

Participation
Participation in my study is entirely voiuntary. The initial interview will take
approximately an hour to complete. As an interviewee, I would be askmg you a series of
questions pertaining to your or-tion's
positions or non-positions on a variety of social
issues such as family, child care and feminism; organizational characteristics such as size,

membership and leadership and your organizational connections with other pro-family
groups in Calgary. I would also be able to reinteniew you at a later date should any new
questions arise or clarification be required. If need be, these follow up contacts may take
anywhere from five to thirty minutes, depending on the issue(s) at hand, be they further
questions or clarifications for example. You are not obligated to answer any of the questions
I may ask during the interview and you are entitled to stop the interview at any time. You
may also withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. If you choose to withdraw,
any information you have provided will be destroyed at your request. 1 would also ask that
you refer me to any documents that may be relevant for this research project.

Possible Risks
Tne University of Calgary's Ethical Guidelines requires research participants to be
informed of any possible risks involved. I think you and your orgaruzation are the ones most
able to evaluate such risks and on that basis decide what information you choose to provide.
I would however, suggest you to assess what risks may be related to you and your
organization's social position, reputation and privacy.
0

Confidentiality and Anonymity
Given the nature of my study, I must inform you that I cannot guarantee anonymity
and confidentiality given that you are a public figure shanng and discussing public
information. 1 would be able to use your name and title/position in conjunction with the
organization you represent. I would have you speak on the record and tape record the
i n t e ~ e w T. h s m m s you are permitting me to use your name as the source of information
communicated on tape and you understand you will be identifiable.
Copies or transcripts of the interview sessions will be kept under lock and key either
in my office at the University or in a filing cabinet at home and will only be accessible to
myself and my supervisor, Dr. Tom Langford. The information gathered in the interviews
will be retained by myself or my supervisor and will be destroyed no later than five yean
after the collection of this data. Again because the information gathered in the inteniews
well be analysed as part of my masters thesis, the findings may eventually appear in
published form.
@
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Informed Consent
Your signature on this form indicates that you bave understood to your
satisfaction the information regarding participation in the research project
and agree to participate as a subject. In no way does this waive your legal
rights nor release the investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from
their legal and professional responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from
the study at any time. Your continued participation should be informed as
your initial consent, so you should feel free to ask for clarification or new
information throughout your participation. If you have any further

questions concerning matters related to this research, please contact Gillian
Anderson or her thesis supervisor, Dr. Tom Langford.

Gillian Anderson
Department of Sociology
The University of Calgary
Calgary, Ab
T2N l N 4
phone: 22b3212
email: glanders@acs.ucalgary.ca

Thesis Supervisor
Dr. Tom Langford. PhD
Associate Professor
Department of Sociology
The University of Calgary
Calgary, .4b

T2N IN4
phone: 22&5043
email: langford@.aes.ucalgary.ca

If you have say questions concerning the ethics review of this project o r the way you
have been treated, you may also contact the Department of Sociology Ethics Committee
at the University of Calgary and ask for the Chairperson, 220-6501.

Participant

Date

Witness

Date

A copy of this consent form has been given to you to keep for your records and
reference.

