
From: Carman Bradley [mailto:[redacted]]  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 7:57 AM 
To: 'All Conservative MP’s' 
Subject: Feedback on Conservative Talking Points Regarding Bill C-6 – Conversion Therapy Ban 

Honourable .........., 

On October 7, 2020, all Conservative MPs received my email: Six Issues the Official Opposition 

Must Clarify in the Bill C-6 "Conversion Therapy" Debate. Response from the MPs varied, yet 
all were very much appreciated.  A representative reply reads:  

Thank you for your email regarding Bill C-6. Conservatives agree that conversion therapy is 
wrong and should be banned.  No Canadian should be forced to change who they are. We 
know that too many Canadians have been harmed by this practice.   

As parliamentarians, MPs have a responsibility to protect the most vulnerable in our society.  
That includes members of the LGBTQ community who have been the target of degrading or 
dehumanizing practices in an effort to change their sexual orientation against their will. 

The spirit of Bill C-6 is not to end conversations or drive a wedge between children and their 
parents. It is meant to condemn and protect vulnerable people from a dangerous practice. 
The governance of conversion therapy is largely a provincial and municipal matter. Many 
provinces or municipalities have conversion therapy legislation of their own. If you would like 
to learn more about what legislation currently exists in your jurisdiction, I would encourage 
you to contact your local MLA or City Councillor or Alderman.  

All should agree that protecting every vulnerable child in our society is hugely important.  However, 
the talking point that Bill C-6 is needed “to protect the most vulnerable in our society,” hazardously 
divides Canadian children into “the vulnerable” and the “most vulnerable;” placing state priority and 
preference on affirming the latter group - self-identifying LGBTQ youth regardless of the child’s age, 
maturity, and psychological/medical history. The position contends that federal, provincial and 
municipal legislative action is needed, which in legal effect/impact ends all lawful access to 
heteronormative instruction/advice/counselling/therapy. The result puts more Canadian children at 
risk than those the bans are intended to protect.  The Conservative Party appears to see the intent 
or ”spirit” of the bill rooted in the mantra “No Canadian should be forced to change who they are.”  
The response also asserts “The spirit of Bill C-6 is not to end conversations or drive a wedge between 
children and their parents.”  

What matters is not the so-called “spirit” undergirding ban proponents’ motivations, but rather the 
actual wording of the law and its legal applications and practical implications. The definition of 
conversion therapy includes “any practice to repress or reduce non-heterosexual attraction or sexual 
behaviour.” Where does the ban leave parents rearing “vulnerable” sexually 
wavering/questioning/confused children? Wavering/questioning/confused children according to 
statistical surveys (Toronto Teen Survey and  Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance, Selected Sites) 
number more than self-identified LGTQ youth, and this disparity increases as the ages lower from 
15. Moreover, self-identified “B” bisexual youth account for more than LGTQ youth combined
(Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance, Selected Sites).  Where does the ban leave parents with children
“freely” wishing to end dual and confusing bisexual preferences?  Where does the ban leave
parents who oppose the gender transition wishes of their 5,6, 7...year-olds (see Child gender
identity referrals show a huge rise in six years and  New Trudeau law could jail parents who oppose
gender conversion)? 

http://www.wellesleyinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/06/TTS_report.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/pdf/ss/ss60e0606.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/pdf/ss/ss60e0606.pdf
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-nottinghamshire-35532491
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-nottinghamshire-35532491
https://www.jccf.ca/new-trudeau-law-could-jail-parents-who-oppose-gender-conversion/
https://www.jccf.ca/new-trudeau-law-could-jail-parents-who-oppose-gender-conversion/


 
 
Science informs us that wavering/questioning/confused children can develop along either a 
heterosexual or a sexual minority path depending on numerous environmental factors.  The largest 
study on the genetic basis of same-sex attraction (Science, Vol. 365 30 August 2019 p.882) concludes 
“there is no ‘gay gene’.” The study finds at least 75% of sexual behavior can be explained by 
environmental and cultural factors.  The Public Health Agency of Canada Guidelines for Sexual Health 
Education supports this conclusion, stating: “Sexuality is influenced by the interaction of biological, 
psychological, social, economic, political, cultural, ethical, legal, historical, religious, and spiritual 
factors.”   
 
The US Center for Disease Control and Prevention, under the topic Collecting Sexual Orientation and 
Gender Identity Information, states:  “Some patients may question the relevance of being asked 
about their sex listed at birth or their sexual orientation. However, providers need this information to 
recommend appropriate preventive care. In addition, sexual orientation and gender identity may be 
fluid across time and should be reassessed periodically so the most up-to-date information is 
available in the medical record.” According to the DSM-V, as many as 98% of gender confused boys 
and 88% of gender confused girls eventually accept their biological sex after naturally passing 
through puberty, i.e. without taking puberty-blocking hormones, cross-sex hormones, and/or having 
surgical alteration of their body parts.  Also note cross-sex hormones (testosterone and estrogen) 
are associated with dangerous health risks including but not limited to high blood pressure, blood 
clots, stroke and cancer. 
 
To the extent that the earlier quoted response accurately reflects the Loyal Opposition’s position on 
Bill C-6, the Party’s stance (“protecting the most vulnerable” regardless of consequences) appears 
flawed/misguided and rooted in ideology, not science, not reality.  The following “ideological” tenets 
are of major concern to parents: 
 

(1) the position that no youth, of his/her own free will, would ever wish to change/reduce a 
particular sexual attraction; 

https://www.sciencenews.org/article/no-evidence-that-gay-gene-exists
https://www.google.com/search?client=firefox-b-d&q=dsm-v+meaning


(2) the position that no youth would ever mistakenly, misguidedly, or incorrectly wish to 
transition from his/her birth gender; 

(3) the position that no youth, of his/her own free will, would ever wish to gender 
“detransition” to realign with their anatomical sex;  

(4) the position that SOGI self-identity is sacrosanct and fixed, regardless of age, maturity, and 
psychological/medical history; and  

(5) the position that guidance/counselling/therapy to wavering/questioning/confused children 
must never be heteronormative.  

With this background in mind, it is again respectfully requested that the Loyal Opposition 
declare/clarify their position/response to the following: 
 
Issue #1 – Should government force parents to affirm a child’s sexual orientation and gender identity 

(SOGI) self-identity regardless of the child’s age, maturity, and psychological/medical history? What 

should be the legal age for independent SOGI self-determination at home, school, anywhere? 

Issue # 2 – Do parents have a right to know who is influencing their children’s sexual development, 

where and when this is happening, and  what their children are being told and doing while at school 

or off school grounds? 

Issue #3 - Do parents have the right to influence their children’s sexual development along a parent-

preferred path?  If not, at what age, by law, must parents be indifferent to their child’s sexuality 

development and self-identity? 

Issue #4 - Do parents have the right to decide with whom their children associate and from which 

medical professionals to seek advice in attending to their children’s mental health, and sexuality 

development?  

Issue #5 - Now that the state (e.g. provinces) have put in place laws permitting GSA clubs, connected 

to GSA Networks, and further connected to LGBTQ activist/support agencies, is the state (federal 

and/or provincial levels) not obligated to provide sexually wavering/confused/questioning students 

(K-12) with non-ideological, equally well facilitated and accessible, affirming heteronormative 

sexuality counselling?  

Issue #6 – Who is liable should state empowerment of children to SOGI self-identify independent of 

parental knowledge/approval result in physical or mental injury? Will the state (tax payers) pay for 

detransition gender therapy should a child so identify?  Should a child wish to detransition to his/her 

birth gender or wish support/counsel toward a more heteronormative orientation, how can this 

happen without the parents and/or service provider breaking the law?  In other words, may parents 

and medical professionals/therapists “affirm” a child’s desire to move away from a previously 

declared sexual minority development path? 

Sincerely, 
 
Carman Bradley 
 
Canadian Citizen   
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Detransition

