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First let me tell you about my most important job, that of being a wife and a mother and allow
me to introduce my family. My husband Greg and I have 7 children, four biological and three
children we adopted from Mozambique. Luis, Amelia, and Afonso lost both of their parents and
a brother to HIV and AIDS.
I cared for their older brother, who was like a son to me, during some of the last stages of AIDS
and promised him before he died we would adopt his three younger siblings. It was a sevenyear-long battle to legally adopt Luis, Amelia, and Afonso, during which time we learned a great
deal about African culture and family values, HIV and AIDS, and women and children’s rights.
Through this process we also developed a great love for and connection with the people of
Africa.
Our family is part African, and because of this we care deeply about what is happening to the
family in Africa because stable families provide the best protection for women and children.
I should also mention that I come from a family of 14 children. My Mom bore nine children,
and then my parents adopted five children that needed a family. What a blessing it was for me to
grow up in a large family and to now have 7 children of my own.
I also feel the need to make some brief remarks regarding population issues since my colleague
Don Feder of the World Congress of Families was unable to be here to address this topic.
Please, whatever you do, do not listen to those who are telling you that you need to limit your
families to one or two children. Children are Nigeria’s greatest asset. They are your wealth,
they are your future. It is no accident that Nigeria, the most populous African country, is also
one of the wealthiest.
Population data from the UN show that the world in general, but especially the West, is
experiencing a population crisis, meaning, there are not enough children being born to replace
the dying. Some Western countries are even paying couples to have children because they do
not have enough workers to fuel their economies and support their older populations. Nigeria
will eventually face the same problem if you adopt the anti-child values of the West. Do not be
manipulated by rich Western countries and allow them to import the worst of their culture to
you.

As Nigeria continues to develop, we urge you to preserve your strong family values. Embrace
your children and invest in them by strengthening your families and your educational system.
I am also the president of Family Watch International, an NGO in consultative status with the
Economic and Social Council of the United Nations. We work at the United Nations and in
countries around the world to protect the family as the fundamental unit of society, and we serve
as consultants to a number of African nations during UN negotiations on family issues.
Part of our job is quite unpleasant. We expose anti-family, anti-child policies being promoted by
and through the UN. And while we recognize that the United Nations does a lot of good in the
world, we have the unhappy job of exposing the so-called cockroach in the ice cream—the
controversial elements within the UN that are destroying the institution of the family.
Family Watch is in the middle of the battle over the family and sexual rights occurring at the
United Nations. We work to counter powerful organizations and individuals who are seeing to
advance fictitious sexual rights that destroy religious and cultural values, break down the
institution of the family, denigrate the role of mothers and destroy the innocence of children.
Much of this is being done behind closed doors, and the book I have written, Stand for the
Family: A Call to Responsible Citizens Everywhere exposes and documents this battle and
provides tools for policymakers and individuals to stop this onslaught.
What is the Sexual Rights Agenda?
The sexual rights agenda is a worldwide movement to create a right to sexual relations outside of
marriage without any societal or legal constraints and to have government pay for the
consequences. Yet ample research shows when sexual relations occur outside of marriage—it
doesn’t matter if they are heterosexual, homosexual, premarital or extramarital—the evidence
shows that as sexual relations stray from marriage the family unit disintegrates, children are hurt,
economies decline, and nations are weakened.
Worldwide the advancement of sexual rights has caused the number of out-of-wedlock
pregnancies to skyrocket, which in turn has created a drive to legalize abortion.
Let’s go through some common myths used by sexual rights advocates to advance abortion under
the guise of “women’s rights,” “reproductive rights” or the “right to health.”
Myth: Abortion on demand is an internationally recognized right for women.
Fact: International agreed human rights recognize the right to life “before as well as after
birth.”
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The Universal Declaration of Human Rights states that “Everyone has the right to life,” and the
Convention on the Rights of the Child states that children need “legal protection before as well
as after birth. . . .” (CRC Preamble). The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
states that “Every human being has the inherent right to life” and that “This right shall be
protected by law. No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his life.”
And finally The International Conference on Population and Development (ICPD) states,
“Governments should take appropriate steps to help women avoid abortion, which in no case
should be promoted as a method of family planning. . . .” 1 In addition, similar language has been
agreed to in numerous UN documents since the Fourth World Conference on Women. 2
Myth: Abortion is necessary to save the life of pregnant mothers.
Fact: Killing a baby does not save the life of the mother.
Although sometimes it is necessary to deliver a baby early to save the life of a mother, resulting
in the premature birth of a baby that may not survive, it is never necessary to deliberately kill a
baby to save the life of a mother.
Myth: To lower their maternal mortality rates, nations must liberalize their abortion laws.
Fact: Liberal abortion laws do not have a noticeable effect on decreasing maternal
mortality, whereas improving the quality of health care clearly does.
Maternal deaths in South Africa have dramatically increased, even though they have some of the
most permissive abortion laws on the African continent. On the other hand, Mauritius, which
has some of the most restrictive abortion laws in Africa, has the lowest maternal mortality rate
on the continent.
In contrast, Ethiopia, which liberalized abortion laws in response to pressure from the World
Health Organization (WHO) and the UN, has a maternal death rate that is 48 times higher than
Mauritius. In South America, Chile, which protects the lives of the unborn in its constitution,
has a maternal death rate that is 30 times lower than in Guyana where abortion has been allowed
without restriction since 1995.
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ICPD, 1994, par. 7.24; see also par. 7.10, 8.25.
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See Beijing 1995, par. 106-k. Also, the ICPD language prohibiting abortion as a method of family planning was
repeated in other UN consensus documents five years after the original ICPD, and again five years after the Fourth
World Conference on Women -ICPD + 5, par. 63i, ii, iii; Beijing +5, 72-o.
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Nepal places no restriction on abortion procedures but has the highest maternal mortality rate in
Southeast Asia. Sri Lanka, whose maternal death rate is 14 times lower than that of Nepal, has
some of the most restrictive abortion laws in the world. 3
Myth: Where abortion is legal, it is safe, and where it is illegal, it is unsafe.
Fact: Abortion whether legal or not carries serious health risks and contributes to
maternal mortality.
Some of the short- and long-term adverse effects of abortion include: 4
• Accidental tearing of uterine artery, tearing of the cervix, or scarring of the uterine wall
• Heavy bleeding, requiring blood transfusions
• Abdominal cramping, nausea, vomiting, diarrhea, and infection
• Allergic reaction to drugs or anesthesia, sometimes causing convulsions, or worse
• Heart attack, embolisms (caused by blood clots or other foreign matter in blood vessels)
• Perforation of the uterus, and damage to other internal organs
• Miscarriage of future pregnancies, infertility, or sterility
• Increased risk of subsequent tubal pregnancies
• Death (it is estimated that 20 percent of maternal deaths are due to abortion)
• Guilt, anger, anxiety, depression, suicidal thoughts
• Anniversary-grief, flashbacks of abortion, memory repression
• Sexual dysfunction, relationship problems
• Eating disorders, sleep disorders
• Alcohol and drug abuse
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The information in this paragraph comes from http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/aug/09081310.html, but can
be verified by inspecting individual country statistics at UNICEF.org under the “maternal mortality” section of each
country’s statistics (which you can locate by clicking on the “info by country” tab at the top on the main page, then
selecting a country). A comparison abortion laws by country can be found
at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abortion_law.
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United Families International, Guide to Family Issues: Abortion (2007), http://unitedfamilies.org/down
loads/Abortion_GuidetoFamilyIssues.pdf.
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Sexual Rights Promoted by Powerful UN-Accredited NGOs
The wide-scale promotion of other controversial sexual rights (in addition to abortion) at the
United Nations that harm women and children has largely been initiated by powerful and
wealthy non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in consultative status with the United
Nations. (There are over 3,000 NGOs in consultative status with the United Nations.) Over
the past several decades these NGOs have managed to effectively infiltrate the UN system by
getting their friends and allies appointed to positions of influence in UN agencies and
committees or as UN experts and consultants and even as UN Member State representatives.
Some of these high-powered NGOs have even managed to get funding through UN agencies.
They then use this funding to further manipulate elements within the UN system to advance
their agenda.
Their goal is to influence negotiations on UN treaties, conventions, declarations and
resolutions to include provisions that advance controversial sexual rights. Then they use these
UN hard law and soft law documents to bully nations (especially developing countries) into
changing their laws and educational policies to advance their agenda.
International Planned Parenthood Federation
International Planned Parenthood (IPPF), the main promoter of sexual rights and explicit
sexuality education for youth, distributes their controversial materials through the United
Nations. I picked up their “Healthy, Happy, and Hot” booklet (which is also available on their
Web site) at a special session for youth at the UN High-level Meeting on HIV/AIDS.
“Healthy, Happy, and Hot” encourages HIV-infected youth to seek sexual pleasure through a
number of risky sexual activities and claims it is a violation of their human rights to have to
tell their sexual partners they are infected with HIV. This International Planned Parenthood
guide tells youth to “talk dirty” to each other, to masturbate, and to explore anal and oral sex
among other things.
IPPF’s newest publication called “Exclaim!” 5 tells youth that diverse sexual orientations and
genders are protected under international law and that “Governments must respect, protect and
fulfill all sexual rights for young people.” Their stated goal is ensuring that all “young people
understand that they are entitled to sexual pleasure and how to experience different forms of
sexual pleasure is important for their health and well-being.”
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http://www.ippf.org/NR/rdonlyres/CE7711F7-C0F0-4AF5-A2D5-1E1876C24928/0/Sexuality.pdf
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Of great concern is this publication’s focus on turning young people into sex advocates through
“peer to peer” programs which indoctrinate youth in promiscuous sexual ideologies and then
sends them out into their communities to teach other youth about their alleged sexual rights.
Youth representatives from IPPF can be seen at every UN conference lobbying UN delegates and
pushing for the inclusion of sexual rights invented by IPPF in the documents under negotiation.
You can bet that International Planned Parenthood will be holding workshops and distributing
these booklets to youth from all around the world (including to my Mozambican daughter
Amelia) who will be participating next week at the UN’s High Level Meeting on Youth.
In 2010, IPPF received collectively about 3.5 million dollars from multiple UN agencies
including UNFPA, UNAIDS, UN Women, WHO and the World Bank. 6
Nigeria is in a strategic position to be able to help stop the UN from funding IPPF, especially
since your UN Ambassador, Her Excellency Joy Ogwu has been appointed as President of the
Executive Board of UN Women. If we are to protect our children we must expose the harmful
agenda of International Planned Parenthood and stop the UN funding from flowing into their
coffers.
Sexual Rights Promoted by UN Agencies
UNESCO
Were you aware that UNESCO, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization, released a draft document in consultation with UNICEF, UNFPA and WHO that
called upon nations to teach children beginning at age five that they can find sexual pleasure
through masturbation? The document, called the “International Guidelines on Sexuality
Education” also promoted respect for “sexual and gender diversity” and “people with diverse
sexual expressions” as well as access to safe abortion.
Fortunately, after briefing several voting blocs of UN Member States on the nature these
guidelines, a number of States complained, and they have since been toned down substantially.
But the original draft, which can be found on our Web site, clearly reveals what these UN
agencies were trying to promote to children when they thought they could get away with it.
Family Watch has documented a number of other UN-created or UN-funded comprehensive
sexuality education programs. One published by UNICEF went so far as to tell youth they could
obtain sexual pleasure with animals. This is unconscionable and should never be tolerated.
UNAIDS
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The Friday Fax reported that in 2010, International Planned Parenthood received $1.6 million from UNFPA, more
than $1 million from UNAIDS, and the new UN agency, UN Women contributed over $330,000. The World Bank,
UNAIDS and WHO also gave over $400,000 collectively.
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Did you know that UNAIDS, the UN agency charged with trying to stop the AIDS pandemic, is
seeking to legalize and promote the very behaviors that fuel the AIDS pandemic, ironically,
under the guise of HIV/AID prevention? Their “International Guidelines on HIV/AIDS and
Human Rights” 7 calls upon member states to legalize abortion and same-sex marriage, punish
people who criticize same-sex relations, and repeal laws against adultery, prostitution oral sex
and sodomy. They justify this by saying if States legalize and normalize all of these high-risk
behaviors then those involved will come forward and get HIV prevention education and
treatment. It is a very clever argument made by many top people at the UN.
However, whatever you legalize you get more of so if you legalize and normalize the highest risk
behaviors for AIDS and make them socially acceptable, you are just going to end up with more
AIDS, not less, not to mention the other health and social problems associated with these
behaviors.
During the UN High Level Meeting on HIV/AIDS in June in all night negotiations the African
Group refused to accept multiple references intended to promote and protect “men having sex
with men,” “sex workers” (the euphemistic term for prostitutes) and IV drug users. In the end,
thanks to their persistence, only one reference to these groups was accepted within a limited
context.
Top UN Officials Promoting Sexual Rights
Secretary General Ban Ki-moon has stated, “I understand that sexual orientation and gender
identity raise sensitive cultural issues. But cultural practice cannot justify any violation of
human rights.” He has also claimed that “sexual orientation” and “gender identity” are
protected categories under the Universal Declaration of Human Rights even though they are not.
In a May video message marking the International Day against Homophobia and Transphobia,
UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Navi Pillay said homophobia and transphobia are no
different than sexism, misogyny and racism. She added that international human rights standards
have already incorporated the principle that no one should experience discrimination on the basis
of their sexuality or gender identity.
She also stated that the UN Human Rights Committee, whose job it is to remind States of such
things, confirmed that under international law States have an obligation to decriminalize
homosexuality and to protect individuals from discrimination on the basis of their sexual
orientation. Other UN treaty bodies have said the same thing.
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The full title of this document is the “International Guidelines on HIV/AIDS and Human Rights, as adopted by the
Second International Consultation on HIV/AIDS and Human Rights.”
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UN Special Rapporteurs Promoting Sexual Rights

Did you know that nine Special Rapporteurs (or UN experts on human rights) participated on a
team of thirty sexual rights advocates to draft one of the most radical sexual rights documents in
existence?
This document, the Yogyakarta Principles, falsely claims that all UN Member States are
obligated under international law to protect homosexuality and transgenderism, even to the point
of facilitating sex change operations, and that nations must work to change their cultural and
religious values in order to embrace various sexual orientations. In essence, it claims that sexual
rights trump religious freedom.
One of the UN Special Rapporteurs that helped draft this radical document, Martin Scheinin,
tried to advance the Yogyakarta Principles in his report to the UN General Assembly. He also
arrogantly attempted in his report to redefine gender for the whole world as something fluid that
can be changed at will.
Fortunately, due to the efforts of African, Arab and Caribbean countries, Scheinin’s report was
successfully rejected by a majority vote of the UN General Assembly, in part because it
mentioned the controversial Yogyakarta Principles.
However the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, Ms. Navanethem Pillay, an avid sexual
rights activist, whom I introduced to you earlier, continues to promote the Yogyakarta Principles
improperly stating that they provide “guidance on the obligations of States under existing
international legal instruments.” 8
The Yogyakarta Principles have also been inappropriately used by UN Monitoring Committees
when reviewing compliance with treaties by UN Member States. 9
Nigeria, be forewarned. Sexual rights activists are also seeking to get the Yogyakarta
Principles endorsed by as many local, state and national government entities as they can. 10
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Statement by Ms. Navanethem Pillay United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, Geneva, 17
September 2010 entitled “Ending violence and criminal sanctions based on sexual orientation and gender
identity: http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx? NewsID=10367&LangID=E
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For example Ireland was asked by a UN Committee “In the light of the Yogyakarta Principles” whether any
consideration had been given to the adoption of children in civil partnerships.
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A policy brief that outlines in more detail the dangers of this radical document that is getting way too much
traction in discussions the UN can be found on Family Watch International’s Web site
(www.familywatchinternational.org).
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UN Committees Promoting Sexual Rights
Sexual rights activists are smart, and they are relentless. Since they know the Islamic and
African voting blocs will never accept “sexual orientation” issues in transparent negotiations,
they have figured out other ways to manipulate the system. They watch for openings on UN
Committees that monitor Member State compliance with UN treaties so they can stack those
committees with their friends. And they have been quite successful at taking over these
committees, and in the same way, co-opting the agenda of a number of UN agencies as well.
They get their friends whom they have helped get positions on UN Committees to deliberately
misinterpret language in UN treaties they are monitoring, pretending that they include
protections for sexual rights, even though they know they don’t. And if a UN Committee tells
your country you are out of compliance because they have interpreted a provision to include
sexual rights that your country never agreed to when they signed the treaty, it is hard to argue
otherwise, after all, the UN experts know best right? Wrong.
The UN CEDAW Committee
Did you know that the United Nations CEDAW Committee monitoring the UN Convention on
the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women has pressured seven countries to
legalize prostitution, 11 six countries to decriminalize homosexuality and protect “sexual
orientation,” 12 and 66 nations to legalize, remove penalties for, or increase access to abortion, 13
even though the CEDAW treaty mentions none of these things?
Although the CEDAW committee is the most notorious, other UN Committees including the
Committee on the Rights of the Child, and the Human Rights Committee have purposely
misinterpreted terms in UN treaties such as “sex” and “other status” to include sexual orientation
and gender identity. 14
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The Republic of Korea (2007), Kenya (2007), Netherlands (2007), Fiji (2002), Hungary (2002), Uganda (2002),
and Saint Kitts and Nevis (2002).
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Brazil (2007), Honduras (2007), Republic of Korea (2007), Sweden (2001), Kyrgystan (1999), México (1998).

13

African countries (17), Latin America countries (20) Caribbean (4) Asian (13) European countries (4) Middle
Eastern Countries (4), and Pacific countries (4). These statistics and those in the prior two footnotes were derived
from research done by Thomas Jacobson, the UN representative of Focus on the Family,
www.focusonthefamily.com.
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In 1994 the Human Rights Committee announced without consulting the other UN Member States party to the
treaty that the word “sex” in articles 2 and 26 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights should now
be interpreted to include sexual orientation.
In various General Comments, the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and the Committee on the
Rights of the Child, also, without the consent and sometimes even the knowledge of the parties to those treaties
declared that the non-discrimination sections of those treaties that prohibit discrimination based on such things as
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Though the recommendations of UN monitoring committees are not legally binding, some
nations have changed their laws because a UN Committee has deceived them into believing that
a treaty they have signed requires them to do so.
UN Member States can and should ignore these bogus UN Committee interpretations of UN
treaties; after all, these UN committees have no enforcement mechanisms. UN Member States
should not tolerate pressure from a UN Committee to accept interpretations they never agreed to
and may have even rejected when a treaty was originally negotiated.
UN Committees cannot create international laws. They can only monitor compliance with them.
Nor can the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights create new rights. Only UN Member
States can legitimately establish international human rights law, and every time protection for
sexual orientation is proposed during UN negotiations in a binding UN document, it has been
strongly rejected by UN Member States, showing that there is no internationally agreed
consensus on laws regarding sexual orientation.
However, sexual rights activists believe if enough high-level people, UN agencies and UN
Committees continue to say something is so, and if enough people believe it is so, then it will
actually become so. And they will be right if UN Member States are silent and refuse to
challenge those who tell them Member States are obligated to promote and protect fictitious
sexual rights.
This is an area of UN reform that needs great attention.
Developed Countries Promote Sexual Rights
in UN Statements and Resolutions and Pressure Developing Countries to Accept Them.
In 2008 a European-led statement signed by 66 UN Member States was introduced in the
General Assembly claiming that current UN treaties require nations to protect homosexuality and

race, color, or religion or “any other status” should now be interpreted to cover discrimination on grounds of sexual
orientation.
And in 2009 the UN committee monitoring compliance with the International Covenant on Economic Social and
Cultural Rights (ICESCR) issued a formal comment saying that the term “other status” in that treaty includes
protections not just for “sexual orientation” but now also protects “gender identity” which includes transgenderism.
Family Watch worked closely with the African, Caribbean and Islamic voting blocs to call for a vote in the UN
General Assembly to reject this last UN Committee’s attempt to reinterpret “or other status” to encompass “sexual
orientation” and “gender identity,” and we won by four votes. However, despite this successful vote, this committee
will continue to call nations to account for supposedly discriminating based on sexual orientation and gender
identity because no one has told them they have to stop.
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transgenderism as “international human rights.” Intense pressure was put on developing
countries to sign onto this statement. 15
And earlier this year the U.S. under the Obama administration led the effort to gather signatures
on yet another statement seeking to advance sexual orientation and gender identity, which was
signed by over 80 countries. UN delegates from a number of African countries were very upset
and told us of the intense pressure the U.S. exerted on their governments to try to get them to
sign the statement.
All of these developments are significant because where specific laws granting protection for
sexual orientation and gender identity are enacted, other freedoms are lost. For example, newly
enacted sexual orientation laws in the UK as well as in the state of Massachusetts and in
Washington D.C. effectively shut down Catholic Charities, one of the largest adoption providers
because they refused to facilitate adoption for same-sex couples. Courts in California citing
sexual orientation laws fined a doctor for refusing to artificially inseminate a lesbian and fined a
photographer for refusing to photograph a same-sex wedding.
Also in the UK a couple was informed they were no longer qualified to be foster parents and care
for needy children because of their negative views regarding homosexuality. In addition a Boy
Scout troop in the U.S. lost access to a government building they had used for decades because
of their moral stance on homosexuality. But even more concerning, a court in Massachusetts
ruled that because same-sex marriage is legal there, parents cannot opt their children out of
mandatory homosexual indoctrination. In fact their high court stated that their public schools
now have an obligation to mainstream homosexuality.
So the enactment of specific laws that protect sexual orientation and gender identity does more
than just protect people with diverse sexual identities and inclinations from discrimination, they
also serve to take away the rights of parents to guide the education of their children and remove
the rights of churches and individuals to publicly practice their own religious beliefs in these
areas.
Just last month there was another concerning development—the Human Rights Council adopted
a resolution proposed by South Africa and backed by the U.S. and several European countries
that requests the High Commissioner to commission a study “to document discriminatory laws
and practices and acts of violence against individuals based on their sexual orientation and
15

Family Watch initiated a counter statement that was eventually signed by 60 UN member states and also
presented to the UN General Assembly (there would have been more signers had there been more time). Our
statement made it clear that there is no international consensus on “sexual orientation” (homosexuality) and “gender
identity” (transgenderism) and that UN Member States are under no obligation to promote or protect alternative
sexual behaviours.
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gender identity, in all regions of the world, and how international human rights law can be used
to end violence and related human rights violations based on sexual orientation and gender
identity.” 16
Now I want to be clear that Family Watch does not condone violence against homosexuals and
transgenders, but based on the debate around this resolution, it was obvious that all UN Member
States were aware that this study will be used, not just to prevent violence against homosexuals
and transgenders but to advance sexual rights and harass nations that do not accept and protect
these lifestyles.
The African and Islamic voting blocs worked hard to defeat this resolution, but it still passed by
only four votes.
Let me read you a few excerpts from the Nigerian delegate’s excellent speech on the matter
speaking on behalf of the African Group:
“. . . The issue of sexual orientation in the United Nations human rights system has not yet
mustered consensus. All the previous attempts to integrate sexual orientation into existing
universally recognized human rights have not been successful. There were strong attempts at the
2001 World Conference Against Racism, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance to establish and
accept sexual orientation . . . which the conference uniformly rejected. . . The commission on
human rights in 2003 could not gain sufficient consensus to adopt a resolution on this matter.
“. . . The heads of states of governments of the African Union adopted by consensus a decision
on shared values during its summit in Kampala, Uganda on July 2010 . . . resolved not to accept
or integrate concepts which have not been universally defined and accepted in international
human rights law. The African leaders thereby rescind the obsession by other regions or groups
to impose their own value system on other regions which are not shared by such regions.
“The African Group does not support the current haphazard and disjointed manner in which
virtually the thematic special procedures of the human rights council have many references to
the issue of sexual orientation and gender identity in their various reports without guidance of
the council or even without assuring that there was at least a common understanding of these
concepts.”
“ . . we do not want any discrimination against anybody under any condition whether sexual or
otherwise. But we have to state clearly and forcefully that this concept stands against everything
we stand for in Africa . . . we believe in God and we believe that he ordained everything. For the
Western countries it may be that it does not matter anymore because going to church there
means preparing to die and not for the living… Our own concept of children is that children
come from the combination of the man and the wife, under the family husband and wife. It also
16

See http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/HRC/17/L.9/Rev.1 for the document and
http://www.ohchr.org/en/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=11167&LangID=E for the press release.
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touches on what we regard as family because for us family stands at the heart of everything we
will do. We live for the family.
“. . . right now every issue, every mandate holder, every discussion reduces the problem of
Africa just to sexual orientation. It is unforgiving and unfair. And finally, we have to state
clearly, that our leaders as African heads of State and governments clearly stated that every
nation has the right to protect its culture and issues of life. That is every nation, particularly the
African regions has the right of their culture and religions. And finally, no culture of that group
should be imposed on the other. In effect, we do not hold for those that want sexual orientation to
be a way of life in their cities and villages, any construct, but what we are emphasizing is that
you maintain your way of life while we maintain our own.”
As the president of Family Watch International, on behalf of our members in over 170 countries
I would like to publicly thank the government of Nigeria and the UN Member States in the
African Group for this landmark speech in the history of the UN. I commend you for standing
up against the attempts by Western countries to impose their radical sexual agenda on your
nations. No country has the right to impose their sexual ideologies and corrupted values on other
nations. Human Rights law calls for respect for national sovereignty and the religious and
cultural values of UN Member States.
Conclusion
With these examples, I have only scratched the surface of the multi-pronged assault on the
family, women and children being perpetrated through various elements within the UN
system. I invite you to join us in helping to stop this madness. We are passing out these
petitions and if you sign one with your email address you will get our free online Family
Watch newsletter that will keep you up to date on these issues.
Those who sign our family petition will get this “I Stand for the Family” button. If you are a
government official or work on policy issues and would like to serve on a Nigeria Family
Watch committee please talk to me or my husband, who will speak tomorrow, and give us
your contact information.
I also have a limited number of copies of my book, Stand for the Family, which goes into
these issues in much more detail. I will be doing a book signing during the break. It was an
honor to speak to you today.
Thank you.
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