
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM WATCH
in 

What Next? Bill C-4
A bill banning the practice of 
“conversion therapy” was passed by 
the Canadian House of Commons in 
just two days. The Senate passed Bill 
C-4 within the week—a process that 
generally takes months. Both houses of 
Parliament passed a motion (December 
1, 2021) without any opposition, 
passing the bill without debate, study, 
or change. A rare occurrence.

On December 7, 2021 the Canadian Senate passed this 
controversial bill and it received royal assent becoming 
Canadian Law on January 7, 2022. The preamble to the 
bill reads:

“… Conversion therapy causes harm to society because, 
among other things, it is based on and propagates myths 
and stereotypes… including the myth that hetero-
sexuality, cisgender gender identity, and gender 
expression that conforms to the sex assigned to a person 
at birth are to be preferred over other sexual 
orientations, gender identities and gender 
expressions; …”

Coercive and abusive behaviour should always be 
condemned; these practices have no place in our families 
and communities. While Bill C-4 has been couched in this 
light, this flawed bill has so broadly defined what 
constitutes alleged abuse, it will likely abuse well-
meaning parents, friends, counselors, and religious 
leaders in the future. The definition of conversion 
therapy is so broad it will likely criminalize legitimate 

practices that have nothing to do with coercing someone 
to change their sexual orientation or identity. Meaning an 
adult would no longer be able to receive support to align 
their sexual behavior with their personal and/or religious 
convictions.

While the church in Canada likely won't feel an 
immediate impact, there is every reason to believe 
(based on recent challenges with other progressive bills) 
that Bill C-4 will be interpreted to ban sincere 
expressions of religious belief from the Christian Bible 
(and possibly other faith texts) in our sermons, classes, 
discipleship methods, and consensual pastoral 
counseling.

The bill is intentionally designed with very broad 
language, lacking precise definitions, and thus creates a 
sufficient lack of clarity to allow the courts to interpret 
and give further definition through future case law. The 
courts will further define what is potentially “criminal” 
after the charges have been laid. Based on recent case 
law from our judiciary on other similar new bills, I am 
left very concerned. This lack of clarity is going to hurt 
well-intentioned Canadians in the coming years. 

So What's Next ?
Be the watchman on the tower warning others of early 
signs. The effect of Bill C-4 will not likely be immediate 
nor loud. Carefully watch. Also, leaders in our churches 
should conduct an audit of all their church's online 
platforms (website, social media, etc.) ensuring there is 
no obvious or blatant violation of the bill's intent. I'm not 
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saying to “dumb down” the truth, but to be wise about 
where we choose to make our stand. My opinion is our 
websites are not the place to make bold and caustic 
statements. If past experience is our teacher, surely we 
would all agree that recent social media attempts have 
ended up with far more heat (hatred, vitriol) than light 
(reasoned discussion, agreeable disagreement). Our 
faithful Christian action and comments on Bill C-4 and 
this broader issue should be characterized by wisdom and 
respect, filled with grace, and done in the spirit of Jesus. 

“Cancel culture” is here and its impact is growing. Free 
speech is certainly at stake. Genuine and sincere 
religious convictions must still be shared and declared. 
But let's make sure to quote “Bible chapter and verse” 
when making any statements regarding sexual matters. 
Ensure the hearer clearly hears that our comment is 
what the Bible states rather than just our own opinion. 
The courts want to hear that our genuine religious 
beliefs are rooted in our Holy Scriptures and Creedal 
Statements; this will help support any potential defense 
if charges should be brought. 

Join me in praying for our nation. The passing of Bill C-4 
without the necessary changes has been very 
disappointing. But we know the end of the story. The 
“gates of Hades shall not prevail against ” (Matthew it
16:18). The “ ” in verse 18 is . The Church. Remain it us
faithful. Preach truth with love. Always align your 
conversation with God's Word. And pray.

Let the Holy Spirit do the subversive work of changing 
hearts. Our job continues to be displaying the love we 

have for one another (John 13:35). The way we love, 
especially in conflicted circumstances, is what truly 
demonstrates who we really are, not what others say we 
are. Speak truth saturated with love.

Bill C-4 is now the law of the land. Fellowship churches 
were encouraged to publicly read a prepared statement 
to their congregations on Sunday, January 9, 2022. The 
objective of the statement was to assure members of 
the Fellowship family that we remain committed to 
God's Word, we will not capitulate to culture and we will 
remain on mission teaching Biblical truth and loving 
people into God's Kingdom. 

The Evangelical Fellowship of Canada, the Canadian 
Centre for Christian Charities, and Christian Legal 

thFellowship followed up on January 9  with a report on 
Bill C-4, sharing their concerns with the new law along 
with prudent counsel on how to proceed as churches and 
pastoral leaders. If you would like a copy of this eight-
page review, please  contact me, Steve Jones, at 
sjones@fellowship.ca and I can provide the link to you. I 
would also encourage you to read Don Hutchison's 
helpful article in the recent Convivium online journal 
( ) entitled, Time to Challenge and www.convivium.ca
Comply (read pdf version here).

As you hear and read of Bill C-4's effect on Canadian's 
Charter Rights, especially toward people of faith, please 
pass this information to me at . I'll sjones@fellowship.ca
get the word out to our Fellowship family and larger 
group of evangelical community in Canada.

Charitable Status of Pro-Life Groups May be in Jeopardy

P
rime Minister Trudeau recently instructed the finance minister to, “Introduce amendments to the Income Tax Act 
to make anti-abortion organizations that provide dishonest counselling to pregnant women about their rights and 
options ineligible for charitable status”. This instruction was found in the December 16, 2021 'ministerial 

mandate letter' which outlines what the PM expects each of his cabinet ministers to prioritize and accomplish in their 
role during the next session of Parliament. (Read ministerial mandate letter .)here

This same instruction went to the minister of women and gender equality, fulfilling a recent election promise that the 
Liberal government would, “No longer provide charity status to anti-abortion organizations that provide dishonest 
counseling to women about their rights and about the options available to them at all stages of the pregnancy.”
 

We need to be concerned for FAIR's partner organization (since November 2019), Pregnancy Care Canada, and their 
Executive Director, Dr. Laura Lewis. Once again, the current Federal government is indicating that a particular view, in 
this case anti-abortion, should be subject to a “values test” before receiving charitable status. Remember the 
“Summer Jobs Attestation”? Will the Federal government single out other organizations (i.e. Fellowship churches) 
which have particular beliefs about when life begins, or have anti-abortion beliefs and are presumed to be involved in 
“dishonest” counsel? How does the Federal government prove this supposed dishonesty? Will more pro-life ministries or 
churches receive greater scrutiny, receive more frequent federal tax audits and be penalized for their deeply held 
beliefs — beliefs protected in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms?

Please be in prayer on this issue and contact your Member of Parliament. A sample letter for your MP can be found on 
the Evangelical Fellowship of Canada (EFC) website (or you can .)click here

— Steve Jones is the President of Fellowship National.

mailto:sjones@fellowship.ca
http://www.convivium.ca
https://www.fellowship.ca/downloads/sb_febv4/TimetoChallengeandComplybyDonHutchinson_Convivium.pdf
mailto:sjones@fellowship.ca
https://pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2021/12/16/deputy-prime-minister-and-minister-finance-mandate-letter
https://www.fellowship.ca/downloads/sb_febv4/charitable-status-prolife-sample-letter-Dec-21-2021.docx
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Are We Still Free?
by Jack Taylor

F
reedom is like the dew 
we took for granted in 
Canada outside the 

seasons of hot summers and 
cold winters. When weather 
conditions include clear skies, 
light wind, soil moisture, and 
low night-time dew point 
depressions, then morning 
condensation is common. 

The Canadian constitution guarantees us freedom of 
conscience and religion; freedom of thought, belief, 
opinion and expression, including freedom of the 
press and other media of communication; freedom of 
peaceful assembly; and freedom of association. When 
these conditions exist then the dew of freedom 
irrigates the land. When the conditions dry up, then 
the land experiences its own cultural, moral, 
spiritual, and community drought. Recent 
applications of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms by the courts have created a realm of 
spiritual climate change, and altered the conditions 
with which we were raised.

After a year-and-a-half of personal restrictions, 
constantly changing rhetoric about protocols, and a 
fatigue of compliance, we are sensing the first-fruits 
of what it feels like to not be free. Philippians 4:4-8 
may instruct us to rejoice, to embrace the Lord's 
nearness, to not be anxious about anything, to pray 
and be thankful, and to focus our thinking on what is 
true, noble and right — but some seem genuinely 
confused by how this applies in our COVID world. 
Rather than the image of evaporating dew, some 
identify with the image of our sandcastle of freedoms 
being slowly washed away with each incoming wave 
of legislation aimed at social conservatism and 
constitutional adherence.



In North America, one of the biggest challenges to 
freedom has been labelled Critical Race Theory 
(CRT). Ghanian-Canadian apologist, Samuel Sey, in 

thhis May 17  Slow to Write blog, sees CRT as a 
reaction to the American Civil Rights movement. 
He sees it as the offspring of Marxism, 
postmodernism, critical theory, feminism, and 
critical legal studies. It is based on “Marxist 
concepts of conflict theory and cultural 
hegemony.” Postmodern intellectuals like Michel 
Foucault, Jacques Derrida, and Jean-François 
Lyotard have been linked to the inspiration of 
“second-wave feminism which prioritized 
abortion, opposition to the traditional family, and 
the sexual revolution.”

Social influencers like Kimberlé Crenshaw, Peggy 
McIntosh, Robin DiAngelo, and Eduardo Bonilla-
Silva are coining the lingo of our universities by 
focusing on the “social binary”, “oppression 
through ideology”, “lived experience”, and “social 
justice”. Our society is being divided up into 
dominant, oppressor groups, and subordinate, 
oppressed groups based on lines of race, class, 
gender, sexuality, ability, status, religion, 
nationality, and other factors.

Barton Priebe, senior pastor of Central Baptist in 
Victoria, BC, is most concerned about the political 
agenda to remove charitable status from crisis 
pregnancy centres and the increasing intolerance 
of the government toward any values outside their 
own agenda. He saw this in the Summer Job Grant 
attestation effort a few years ago and wonders 
how long it will be before the test of values is 
extended to other charities like churches.

Canadian lawyers, John Carpay, Jay Cameron, and 
Sheldon Wood see the enforcement of “vaccine 
passports” and the ensuing curtailment of rights 
and privileges at university campuses as other 
urgent challenges to individual liberties in this 
country. Like most Canadians, I got my vaccines 
and my passport because I aim to travel and didn't 
want restrictions. I thought freedom meant 
complying but these lawyers see things differently.

Carpay, president of the Justice Centre for 
Constitutional Freedoms (JCCF), says these 
passports “severely restrict citizens' human rights 
and constitutional freedoms, without a rational or 

scientific basis, as a band-wagon of virtue-
signaling.” Cameron, Litigation Director at JCCF, 
points to a quote from former Clinton advisor, 
Naomi Wolf: “'Vaccine passport' sounds like a fine 
thing if you don't understand what these platforms 
can do… it is about your data. What people need 
to understand is that any other functionality can 
be loaded onto that platform with no problem at 
all.” She adds that the passport function could be 
merged with things like PayPal accounts and 
digital currency. She points to Israel as a place 
where this has already happened with individual 
medical history so that widespread surveillance is 
possible.
Wood points to Wildfrid Laurier University 
professor, David Millard Haskill who, concerned 
about the open hostility against socially 
conservative Christian students on university 
campuses, states that, “It's my thought that a co-
ordinated effort by Canadian Christians must be 
launched. The initiative would insist that 
Christians' rights to freedom of expression, 
assembly, and conscience be supported and 
protected on campus (to the same extent that 
LGBT students are supported and protected). If 
some vocal, visual, public action is not launched, I 
think it will soon be the case that practicing 
Christians are excluded from public universities 
(unless they betray their faith).”

It is always time to pray but perhaps it is time to 
do more. Well known Canadian pastor, Bruxy 
Cavey, writes this in his blog: “When it comes to 
the issues of governmental guidelines during this 
pandemic, I am happy to do whatever is 
recommended by our government as long as it 
does not push me to disrespect, disobey, or deny 
Christ. Then I can move happily with my focus put 
back onto things that more naturally (and 
supernaturally) occupy my attention – like the 
mission and message of Jesus and what it means 
to help people experience and extend the 
Kingdom of heaven on earth.” We are, so far, still 
free to do this.

— Pastor Jack Taylor is lead pastor of Faith Baptist, 

Vancouver, BC, and is a journalist and novelist.
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Give Away No Just Ground

by Rick Baker
“He has told you, O man, what 
is good; and what does the Lord 
require of you, but to do 
justice, to and love kindness, 
and to walk humbly with your 
God?” 
Micah 6:8 (ESV)

T
here is mounting pressure 
on the Church in general 
and Christians in 

particular, especially 
exacerbated during the 

“Covidian exile”, that the pursuit of legal rights is 
sub-Christian, or at the very least, a dulling of the 
Gospel intent of Christ. The argument is being pushed 
that the Gospel may become a casualty of Christian 
vigor toward all things “rights”-related. 

To counter this notion, we need to look no further 
than the nature of God and the things that He calls 
good — that justice and mercy/kindness do not 
interfere with one another, ever. Micah 6:8 actually 
becomes untenable if justice is a threat to the 
Gospel. The pursuit of justice is as godly as the 
pursuit of kindness and humility. In fact, the quest for 
justice should be merciful and humble. We can be 
pretty certain that Paul contested Rome for his rights 
(Acts 22:29, 25:11) with the same vigor with which he 
sought to submit to God-appointed governance 
(Romans 13:1f), and found neither mutually exclusive, 
nor a risky hindrance to the advance of the Gospel. In 
fact, Paul pursued justice because the God he 
proclaimed is just. “Seeking the good of one's 
neighbour” (1 Corinthians 10:24) includes forcefully 
defending their legal rights—that's what justice (“just 
behaviour and treatment”) does. 

It is within this biblical and lawful framework and 
intention that Calvary Baptist Church has zealously 
held fast to the legal right to be treated without 
discrimination in the rollout of Canada Summer 
Student Jobs Grant funding (CSSJG). We believe that 

surrendering “just” treatment legally granted to 
citizens of Canada is a deconstruction of the 
robustness of the Gospel and a disservice to the call 
of the church to Christlikeness. We proclaim a 
merciful, gracious, and just God.

Over the past three years, as reported in this forum 
previously ( ), Calvary Baptist Church's see here
applications for CSSJG funding were repeatedly 
rejected and blatantly discriminated against solely for 
holding a traditional biblical human sexuality position 
(found on our website and through an internet search 
of a media-reported church discipline case). This 
wasn't speculative rationale on our part; the 
government agency tasked with the administration of 
funding actually quoted 1 Corinthians 6:9-10 in full on 
their rejection documentation and used our 
adherence to this biblical text to justify their actions 
for withholding funding. At this point, the Canadian 
Charter rights of religious belief (freedom of 
conscience and religion; freedom of thought, belief, 
opinion, and expression) was under attack. We 
believe the Church, the representative embassy of 
God on earth, has an obligation to uphold the justice 
of the land by Old Testament fiat and New Testament 
example.

We reported to you last time that we were once again 
rejected for 2021, in spite of another strongly worded 
support letter from The Fellowship's legal counsel 
Sheldon Wood, as well as our local MP, Dr. Colin 
Carrie. Shortly after the article was published, the 
government agency reversed their decision and 
granted Calvary Baptist Church the full funding 
requested to support the hiring of four students to 
serve the summer ministry vision of the church. It 
probably won't surprise anyone that our church was 
also selected for a government audit to confirm the 
legitimacy of our use of the funding and its 
appropriate allocations. This audit also included a 40-
minute grilling of one of our students substantively on 
any pressure real or even perceived in the matter of 
same-sex attractions and discrimination. We 
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An update on Calvary Baptist Church (Oshawa, ON) and the 
discrimation faced from the Federal government.

https://www.fellowship.ca/downloads/sb_febv4/Spring-Summer2021-ReligiousFreedomWatchinCanada.pdf
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anticipate no discovery of any irregularities in the 
outcome of the audit. 

In this cultural climate of ever-increasing and 
escalating hostility from the state toward the Church, 
it is not an affront to the Gospel to hold firm on legal 
rights. On the contrary, it would be an affront to the 
robustness of the Gospel and the character of God to 
surrender justice lightly. Government exists as a 
servant of God to do good (Romans 13:4) and to 
facilitate the tranquil and quiet life in all godliness 
and dignity of the believer. This is good and 
acceptable in the sight of God our Saviour (1 Timothy 
2:2-3). We therefore encourage our sister churches to 
vigorously and passionately hold the Government of 

Canada to honour the just rights and righteous laws of 
the country: 1) you will reap a harvest if you don't give 
up, 2) you will honour the character of God and the 
intent of the Gospel impact on all human life, and 3) 
you will preserve the God-honouring ideals awarded 
this country by the Sovereign Lord of our land for the 
sake of your children and your children's children. 
Though it may cost you resources and criticism, we 
urge you as part of a righteous (just) movement, GIVE 
AWAY NO JUST GROUND. This, too, pleases our JUST 
GOD. 

— Rev. Rick Baker, is lead pastor of Calvary Baptist, 
Oshawa, ON.  

Vaccination Passports: 
A Necessary Evil?

by Sheldon Wood

S
eventeenth-century 
English philosopher, John 
Locke, wrote that all 

individuals are equal in the 
sense that they are born with 
certain "inalienable" natural 
rights that are God-given and can 
never be taken away by the state. 
Among these fundamental natural 

rights are "life, liberty, and property”. Another 17th-
century John Lilburne Englishman, , argued for basic 
human rights he called "  rights", which he defined freeborn
as being rights that every human being is born with, as 
opposed to rights bestowed by government or by human law. 
Thereafter, the Scottish Presbyterian philosopher, Francis Hutcheson, placed clear limits on such 
otherwise inalienable rights. Hutcheson stated that, “there can be no Right, or Limitation of Right, 
inconsistent with, or opposite to the greatest public Good,” while acknowledging that even then, “For 
wherever any Invasion is made upon unalienable , there must arise either a perfect, or external Rights
Right to Resistance. . . Unalienable Rights are essential Limitations in all Governments”, based on the  
Reformation principle of the liberty of conscience. One could not give up the capacity for private 
judgment (e.g. about religious questions) regardless of any external contracts or oaths to religious or 
secular authorities so that right is "unalienable." Hutcheson then noted: "Thus no man can really change 
his sentiments, judgments, and inward affections, at the pleasure of another; nor can it tend to any 

Sheldon Wood

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/17th_century
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/17th_century
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Lilburne
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Freeborn
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rights
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Protestant_Reformation
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good to make him profess what is contrary to his 
heart. The right of private judgment is therefore 
unalienable.”

Given the hard-won and long-held freedoms of 
Western societies, how are infringements upon and 
losses of these freedoms to be viewed? How are such 
infringements to be viewed when the freedoms our 
culture is founded upon include the competing ideas 
of limiting rights for the “public good”, and that of 
allowing resistance to limitations which people find 
to be contrary to personal “sentiments, judgments, 
and inward affections”? This contradiction, if the 
“right to resistance” is to be prohibited in the 
exercise of rights, is where we are now with the 
“vaccination passport”.

A “vaccination passport”, as it is popularly called, is 
an official proof of immunization you show when 
taking part in higher-risk activities like attending a 
large group event or traveling internationally. In 
some places, it is a physical card you carry or a 
digital QR code, or both. It is meant to be a 
consistent, reliable, and secure way to provide proof 
of immunization if asked. This official proof of 
vaccination would afford you some benefits (or 
“privileges”, as the Prime Minister recently stated) 
like being able to travel by specified methods of 
transportation or attend certain venues.

For some, the problem with vaccination passports is 
the sharing of private health information and/or the 
coercive nature of the requirement. Although such 
might be “for the public good”, the idea that the 
government is granting a “privilege” to the 
vaccinated while taking rights away from the 
unvaccinated, goes against the “sentiments, 
judgments, and inward affections” of many people 
who believe that an erosion of cherished freedoms is 
not outweighed by the public benefit the state claims 
will be obtained. If citizens are possessed of 
"inalienable", natural rights that are God-given and 
cannot be taken away by a government (as has been 
a foundational concept in Western societies for 
centuries), then how can a government claim to be 
granting someone the “privilege” to do something 
only if the person will agree to do the government's 
bidding (as opposed to individuals having the 
“natural right” to do it)?

Further concern arises from the uncertainty of how 
far the limitations will be extended for those not 

eligible to be “privileged” (the “unvaccinated”) to 
exercise their otherwise “natural” rights, and of how 
long will the misnamed “passports” be required. 
Limiting attendance at venues such as movie 
theatres, concerts, and even sporting events 
(although egregious to many) can be justified by 
many others who see it as limitations for the greater 
public good; but what if the “public good” is 
extended to include private gatherings that exceed 
an arbitrary number of people, or for places of 
worship? Do the vaccinated have the privilege of 
attendance while, contrary to their “God-given 
natural rights”, the unvaccinated do not?

If the Church is truly the people, and not the building 
in which they worship, then should not the 
“unwashed” (unvaccinated) be free to worship with 
the “washed” (vaccinated) regardless of any edict by 
the government? For that matter, should the 
vaccinated church members willingly exclude the 
assembling together of unvaccinated church 
members for communal praise and worship 
(especially when the past 20 months has, to the 
greater degree, demonstrated the ability of the 
church to manage the risk associated with doing so)?

We live in interesting and difficult times, but not any 
more interesting or difficult than the times of 
previous generations. Those generations dealt with 
economic crisis, social upheaval, war, and pandemic 
without limiting, eroding, or doing away with the 
“freeborn rights” it has taken a thousand years to 
enshrine as a hallmark of Western societies. Is the 
present generation so possessed of a unique fragility 
that, in its fear, it must seek security through eroding 
the freedoms of some (thereby unknowingly 
weakening freedoms for all)? A “reset” of our society 
is unnecessary. Many prior generations in similar or 
worse circumstances than we now face have 
nevertheless advanced our traditional freedoms and 
“freeborn rights”—why can this generation not do 
likewise? 

Has a virus now caused God to remove His power and 
love, and given the Church a spirit of fear and an 
unsound mind? Of course not.

— Sheldon Wood is a charities lawyer in London, ON 
who attends West Park Baptist Church and serves as 
Vice-Chair of the Fellowship's National Council and 
serves on the Fellowship's National Council.



The Fellowship, P.O. Box 457, Guelph ON  N1H 6K9   fellowship.ca

1.    Awareness: Church leadership must actively become aware of issues surrounding religious 
         freedom.

2.   Teach: Pastor to preach/teach on the issue with ongoing teaching through small groups,     
    Sunday school, workshops, and church library resources.

3.   Coordinator: Appoint a Religious Freedom Coordinator in the church accountable to a   
    church leader.

4.   Committee:  Create a working committee to support the Coordinator.

5.   Budget: Create a religious freedom/Christian values budget item in the church budget to 
    support national, regional, and local efforts.

6.   Bylaw: Modify the church’s bylaws or constitution to protect church members (i.e. adopt the 
    Fellowship's new “Marriage and Human Sexuality” policy)

7.   Communicate: Develop an internal communication process to promptly pass information or 
    calls to action along to members on the issue.

8.   Resources: Inform church members of resources available in the event of a violation of their 
    religious freedom, and encouragement to inform the church’s Religious Freedom Coordinator.

9.   Plan: Determine the specific religious freedom issues your church will address, encourage  
    member participation and develop a plan.

10. Reserve funds: Allocate reserve funds to annual budget to accommodate future realities 
    such as removal of tax exemption status, property taxes, funds for legal fees (lawsuits), and 
    financial support for members who lose employment due to the issue.

Local Church Religious Freedom Strategy

“The only thing necessary for the triumph of 
evil is for good men to do nothing.”
                                                 —Edmund Burke
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