
EDITORIALS
Snd archaic discrimination

What Defence Minister Gilles Lamontagne
said the first time was what he, and the
armed forces, should say all the time: There
should be no discrimination against homo­
sexuals joining the military,

Thai's the sensible policy Mr. Lamontagne
espoused on Tuesday before the Commons
defence committee. But then his generals in­
formed him that in fact homosexuals are
banned. Mr. Lamontagne quickly back­
tracked and told a reporter that “homosex­
uals can't fulfill some of the requirements
that are asked (of) a recruit — for example,
security.” .

Nonsense. In the days when homosexual­
ity was illegal and every practising homo­

sexual was thus a potential target of black­
mail, that reasoning made some sense. It
makes absolutely none today, when homo­
sexuality is permitted under the law and
when it is sufficiently publicly accepted for
great numbers of homosexuals to have
“come out of the closet.”

Some homosexuals may still be security
risks, just as some heterosexuals are. Some
may fail to meet other criteria of the armed
forces, just as some heterosexuals do. But
there is absolutely no excuse for a blanket
policy which excludes all homosexuals for no
other reason than their sexual preference.

This is an archaic and unjustified rule. Mr.
Lamontagne should see that it is speedily
dropped.

Ban on gays is medieval
Homosexuals should not be automati-

. cally barred from the armed forces sim-
; ply because they are homosexual. Such a

ban Is arbitrary, unfair and illogical.
<-Jt exists, however, as we are lamenta­

bly reminded by the case of the five
women in Nova Scotia discharged from
the armed forces last year for lesbian sex­
ual activity. Two of them deny that they
are lesbians but even if they are, that fo
itself is not grounds to discharge them.

Canada’s armed forces, like those of
many countries, say homosexuals are se­
curity risks. The military further argues
that the presence of homosexuals may
create morale or operational problems

But homosexuality is not a crime in this
country. Homosexual acts, conducted in
private between consenting adults, have
been legal since 1967, and homosexuality
is increasingly losing even the social stig­
ma it once had. Thus the only real reason
why homosexuality per se can be seen as
a security risk is because members of the

I armed forces may be fired if they are
found to be gay. The security risk (that is,
the vulnerability to blackmail) vanishes if
that rule is eliminated.

Some homosexuals, like some hetero­
sexuals, are of course unsuitable to be 

members of the armed forces. Anyone of
any sexual (or political or other) orienta­
tion should, to serve in the armed forces,
have both the necessary job skills and the
strength of character to remain disci­
plined under even extreme stress. And
one must also, of course, avoid associating
with persons who are security risks. But
this is true of heterosexuals, too.

It is hard to see why homosexuals
should create morale or operational prob­
lems as long as their behavior meets the
standard required of all members of the
armed forces. Some suggest they would
show favoritism to people of whom they
were fond — but now that women serve in
the armed forces that risk exists with het­
erosexuals, too, and military discipline
should of course cope firmly with it.

Gordon Fairweather, Canada's human
rights commissioner, has recommended
that the Canadian Human Rights Act be
extended to ban discrimination in employ­
ment against homosexuals. And no less an
authority than RCMP Commissioner Rob­
ert Simmonds has told a Senate commit­
tee that homosexuality in itself is not a
bar to a high-level security clearance.

Defence Minister Erik Nielsen should
order an end to this medieval ban.
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