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ering more recent evitidnce, aicùmulâted in the eight years since Israel

lifteã its gay ban, is that ú¡ith iis history of over half a century of
continuous military engagement, the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) are

considered to be one of the premiere fighting forces in the world, The
Israeii case thus affords an opportunity to examine the impact of lifting
a gay ban in a high-stakes security context. After discussing the histori-
cal evolution of'Israel's homosexual personnel policy, we examine

whether its decision to abolish restrictions on gay and lesbian soldiers
influenced military performance, readiness, cohesion, or morale. Fi-
nally, we ask if lessons frpm the Israeli case may be relevant for
determining whether lifting the American gay ban would undermine the

effectiveness of the U.S, armed forces. Our findings are that Israel's
decision to lift its ban had no impact on performance and that, despite

differences between the two cases, lessons from the Israeli experience
are relevant for determining what would happen if the U.S, Congress
and Pentagon. lifted the Amerícan gay ban,

Historical Context

The Israel Defense Forces play a central role in the daily life and

identity of the Israeli people.3 Since,its founding in 1948, Israel has

fought five major wars, cqnducted numerous major operations against
hostile neighbors, and s¡pplied ?n,frmy of occupation in the West Bank
andGazafor more than'30 years. The wide-ranging and exiensive nature

of these operations has piôvided tTrq Ïor with nearly unparalleled
combat experience, Israelis rely on a strong military to ensure their
safety as citizens and as a nation, and the IDF has been central to the
lsraeli sense of mission concerning the renewal of the Jewish homeland,
Although the prestige of the IDF has declined somewhat in recent years

and although it no longerplays'às prorhinent a role in the nation-building
process as it once did, the IDF remains an important institution in Israeli
life and the boundaries between civilian and military culture "remain
porous or, according to some views, virtually nonexistent."a

The IDF acts as an imporrant agent of socialization for Israelis as

well. Military service is mandatory for Jewish men and women at the age

of 18, and it provides a common expèrience for young Israelis entering
adulthood, Men serve for three years and women for just under two
years. While women do not serve in combat and primarily occupy
support roles, in recent years they have gained greater access to a range
of opportunities such as that of elite fighter pilot training. Once Israelis
complete active duty, men remain in the reserves until they are 55 and
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women serve in the reserves until they marry or turn 24, Because Israel
is home to a Iarge number of imuligrants and includes people with
diverse cultural, religious, and socioeconomic backgrounds, the IDF
still embraces the ideals of a melting pot for many Israeli groups,s

The Israeli military never has formally prohibited service by homo-

sexuals. Because of the personnel demands of a nation continuously at

war, the IDF geneially has pursued an officially inclusive conscription
policy. Before 1980, however, known homosexuals usually were dis-
charged. In 1983, the IDF for the first time officially spelled out
regulations relating to homosexuality in the Manpower Division Stand-
ing Order K3 1-11-01, "Service of Homosexuals in the IDF." The
regulation stated that homose¡uals would not be limited in their posi-
tions or discharged from sqr.vice solely because of their sexual orienta-
tion. It did, however, proþibit sexual minorities from serving in top
secret and inteìligence positions. The order required officers to refer
suspected homosexuals to a mental health evaluation center to deter-

mine whether they were security risks and maintained sufficient "mental
strength and maturity" for military service, Based upon the results of the

evaluation, the Field Securiry Department could decide to do nothing,
terminate the soldier's service, limit his or her deployment, or conduct
an extensive security investigation. The IDF did not maintain regula-
tions that were specific to homosexual behavior becausç military codes
prohibited all sexual activity, whether homosexual or heterosexual, on

military bases, as well as sexual relalionships between officers and their
subordinates .6 

"

In 1993, the IDF faced mounting opposition to its restrictive policy in
the wake of the Knesset's first hearings on homosexúal issues. Professor

Uzi Even, chairman of Tel Aviv Uiriversity's Chemistry Department,
creatpd a public sensation when he testified that he had been stripped of
his rank ofofficer and barred from sensitive IDF research in the 1980s

because of his sexual orientation. Even conducted highly classified
military research for 15 years and. was open about his sexual orientation
and therefore not at-risk for blackmail when the IDF revoked his securiry
clearance,T His testimony "created a public storm-against the military
and for Eveh."8 In response, tlle iDF'isiued a statement declaring that it
did not discriminate againç1 

igays and lesbians and did not prohibir
homosexuals as a $oup from sensitive assignments, Prime Minister
Rabin declared, "I don't s'ee ány reason to discriminate against homosexu-
als," and called for a military comminêe to explore the matter.e

The military committee then drafted amendments to the 1983 order
that officially "recogniz[ed] that homosexuals are entitled to serve in the
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military as are others" and declared that sexual minorities would be
judged fit for service "according to the criteria in force for all candidates
for'securify seryice."r0 The amendments also shifted the assumption of
security risk away from sexual minorities as a group, As a rule,
placement or advancement of sexual minorities in the military would not
be restricted. Cases where a possible security risk existed were to be
handled on an individual basis. According to officiat þolicy, gay and
lesbian soldiers were to be treated thg same as their hererosexual peers.

{1

Effect of IDF Inclusion of Sexual Minorities

In order to determine whether Israel's decision to lifÍ irs gay ban
undermined military performance, cohesion, readiness, or morale, we
gathered information systematically from six different types of publicly
available Hebrew and English Ianguage sources including (1) all pub-
lished scholarly books and journal articles on the topic; (2) interviews
of all known experts on the issue of gays in the Israeli military (listed in
Appendix 1) from the Defense Minidtry, the IDF, Israeli and American
universities and civil rights organizarions (n=35); (3) ail newspaper
articles and wire serviðeldispatbhes relating to homosexual service in
the IDF stored in the Lexis/Ì.Iexis Middle Easr darabase (1985-2000; n=
ZÐ; (4) all articles on Hqbrew University's Internet collection of
newspaper and magazine stories concerning sexual minorities (1993-
2000; n=199); (5) fourteen Israeli web sites relared ro gay and lesbian
issues; (6) government documents that included transcripts of Knesset
hearings and military ordeis'-rèlevant to homosexual service jn the
IDF. Although our footnotes,do nót Iist cirations to most of these
sources, we examined 'al¡ of tf¡em and included the most relevant
referenccs in the article. Certainly it'is possible that we missçd some
evidence, although we tried to ensure that our universe ofsources was
comprehensive. For example, we asked interview subjects repeatedly
to suggest additional experts from different sectors and we contacted
all suggested individuals.

In our search for published evidence in English and in Hebrew we
were unable to find any data indicating that lifting the gay ban under-
mined Israeli military performance, cohesion, readiness, or morale. In
addition, none of the 35 experts we interviewed could recount any
indication that the lifting of the gay bân compromised miìitary effectivc-
ness. The comments of Professor Stuart Cohen, a professor and senior
research fellow at the Center for Strategic Studies at Ba¡-Ilan Univer-
sity, who has written 

":*nr,""'1,:,i rl,iI¡*tt military, were rypicat of
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our findings: "As iar as I have been able to tell, homosexuals do not
constitute an issue [with respect to] unit cohesion in the IDF. In fact, rhe

entire subject is very marginal indeed as far as this military is con-

cerned,"rr In a recent interview for ABC news, Israeli Brigadier-
General Oded Ben commented tha( Israelis show "a great tolerance"
wirh respect to homosexual soldieri in the military.12 Scholars, offi-
cials, NGO observers, and service merirbers interviewed for this report
echoed the theme of toleranc.e,püt'ionyard by the brigadier-general,
When asked if she had bxperienced any problems because of her sexual

orientation, for example, a fèmale sòtilier who served between 1993 and

1996 stated: "I was quite amazed to find out that people either thought
that my sexual orientation was 'cool' or were indifferent to it."r3 Amir
Fink, the co-author of Independence Pørk: The Lives of Gay Men in
Israel, argues that the IDF policy changes, among larger societal
changes, have resulted in a more open attitude in the military: "I believe
that ,,. after the 1993 chánge in regularions tbere are more soldiers who
are aware of the fact that there are gays'.in the unit and [that] they should

treat them decently."te
In an October 1999 article on sexual minorities in the military

entitled, "Coming Out of the Kitbag," the IDF newspaper Ba'machne
includes comments from seventeen'heterosexual soldiers about their
attitudes about having a gay çommander,rs r#hile the responses do not
constitute a representative sample of heterosexual IDF personnel, they
are consistent with the results of our interviews and literature searches.
Two of the seventeen soldiers (lTvo) intewiewed for the Ba'machne
article felt that serving under a homosexual commander would consti-
tute a problem for them, One soldier explained that "The Íruth is it would
be a bit strange for me. Not that I am primitive or homophobic, but
among my friends there aren't any gays, I would try to get used to the
idea and ifI did not succeed I woqlf rBqgÇst a transfer, I do not think that
gays are less good, but jt would be h bit. difficult:or strange for me." The
rest of the respondeniistaiç¿ihat,the sexual orientation of their com-
manding officèr would noi iluil, a hiffèr"nce to them. Ayah provides
one example of this anitude: "I respect gays a lot, There is no problem

with their service in the Army, It is none of my business if my
commanding officer is gay. If he has'already decided to participate this
does not have to interfere with work..."

While the question posed.áboud working under a gay commander did
not address the issue of showering together specifically, 12 of the

respondents brought up this issue as well. Three soldiers expressed

some concern about sho"vering with a hoinosexual solider, although

545
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they stated that in general they did not have a problem with gay soldiers.

second Lieutenant Gal in Human Resources explained his feelings: "[
don't have anything against homosexuals in the army, They're citizens

of Israel like you and me, The sexual orientation of the workers around

me doesn't interest me, It does interest me if his output suffers from it,

maybe if it bothers him and h9 needs help. I wouldn't shower with him.

There are cubicles here at [the officer's training base]"'Eight of the

respondents stated that they have no problems showering with sexual

minorities. Dima, an officer,;exPressed the prevailing view of the

respondents who brought up the issue: "They're citizens ofthe state, Iike

all the other citizens. I think that even if they have a different sexual

orientation, that doesn't have anything to do with hateful feelings' I
don't have a problem showering with [homosexuals]. It seems to me that

it wouldn't be a problem," 'ì

No statistics have been collected on the number of incidents of
ha¡assment of known hpmoseiual soldiers in the IDF. In 1993, in the

wake of the changes in IDIpolicies toward homosexuals, the Knesset

empanelled a committee to iirvestigate complaints of harassment' Uzi

Even, who was involved in'the review, stated that none of the cases had

their roots in anti-gay bias,16 Brigadier-General Uri Shoham, the

military's judge advocate general, reported recently that harassment

because of sexual orientation is very rare and that he could remember

few, if any, cases. He further stated that that he had never had to deal

with harassment againstrgay troops in his career as a ririlitary lawyer'

Because individual commairders generally handle harassment, how-

ever, Shoham's lack of knowledge of such cases does not mean that

problems have not occurred.r? For example, a female offÏcer presently

in the IDF told us that she experiencÚed general accePtance from most of
her superiors and peers. She said that "In the unit I serve in I have heard

of no discrimination (in either direction) toward gays." She added,

however, that "[r]umors (usually from the news) do show the existence

of some such problems.in 'closed units' ([w]here one lives on base)'"18

Walzer uncove¡ed two cases of harassment of homosexual soldiers

in the IDF. In one, a female former.,soldier recounted in 1997 how the

mate officers on her base tried to sleep with female soldiers: "The thing

was that any giri who refused got a reputation as a lesbian. And the way

it was portrayed was very dirty' It's true that none of them were lesbians,

but the response to them was so harshthät.I didn't dare say anything'"re

Even though her comihandtii evaniuatly'dealt with the problem, the

humiliating treatment'conüin¿*¿ nbi;ió lÉeep silent about her own sexual

orientation. When told of the two examples of harassment, Brigadier-
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General Shoham replied that if they were the only cases that had come

to light, the mititary's policy could rbç cpnsidered quite successful' In

light of his research, \Ì/:alzeq bþlievçs that vicious harassment of sexual

minorities in the IDF is raiê,, ' , .' , . ' '

The IDF does not conduct any special education or sensitivity
training related to sexual orientation issues' In contrast, the Israeli

military provides training on sexual abuse of women and harassment of
new immigrants and Mizrachim, Israelis of North African or Middle
Eastern origin.20 One board niember of Agudaht Zechuyot Ha-ezrach,

Israet's primary gay-rights group, expressed overall approval. of the

military's policies toward sexual minorities but other scholars and

representatives of gay rights groups hbve declared that the IDF could do

more to address the concerns of sexual minorities in the military and that

many soldiers are not aware of official policy.zì

The findings that emerged from oúr intcrviews and literature searches

are consistent with brief reports on the IDF prepared by the U.S. General

Accounting Office (GAO) and the RAND corPoration in the immediate

aftermath of Israel's l99p decision to abolish restrictions ofr gay and

lesbian soldiers,2? In interviews with embassy and IDF officials, active

and reserve military personnel, scholars, a member of the Knesset, and

personnel from the leading homosexual rights and civil rights groups in

Israel, RAND and GAO researchers found that fsrael's long-standing
informal inclusion of homosexuals in the military had neither created

internal problems nor jeopardized combat units. Officials interviewed

for the GAO report stated that'hbmokexual soldiers performed as well
as heterosexual soldieis. Baöed-oh ihe officials' expeiience, homo-

sexual soldiers had noï adVersely affected "unit readiness, effective-
ness, cohesion, or morale."?3 Security personnel noted that homosexual

soldiers were able to hold security cleatances without posing an unnec-

essary security risk. Gal, the director of the Israeli Institute for Military
Studies, affirmed the findings of'the GAO and RAND studies: "Accord'
ing to military reports, fhomosexuals'] presence, whether openly or
clandestinely, has not iinpaired the morale, cohesion, readiness, or

security of any unit, Perhaps the bebt indication of this overall perspec-

tive is the relative smoothness with which the most recent June I993

repeal of the remaining restrictions on homosexuals was received within
the IDF and in Israeli society as a whole,"2a

In the context of a country. continuously at war, Iack of service is

considered suspect. Unrestricted participation in the military by sexual

minorities therefore serves to bolster the core Israeli value of common

defense of the nation rather than to ihreaten military cohesion or morale'

,,1f i,"...,
I

-1
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When asked if he had heard any sulgestion by military officials that

known homosexuals affäcted operational effectiveness' combat readi-

ness, or unit cohesion, a board memhei of the homosexual-rights groups

Agudaht Zechuyot Ha'ezraôh responded: "No, I have never heard any

such nonsense,"25

Relevance to the American Case

The issue of gays in the military has been hotly contested in the

United States in rec€nt years. When President Bill Clinton attempted to

force the Pentagon to allow known gays and lesbians to serve in the

military at the beginning of his administration, Congress reacted by

including new statutory guidelines fpr þgmosexual service members in
the National Defense Authorization'Act for Fiscal Year I994' Accord-
ing to the compromise.refQffed to as "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" that was

embodied in Congressional law as well as Pentagon implementing

regulations, known homosexuals are not allowed to serve in the U.S'
armed forces. The unit cobesion rationale, the official justifTcation for
the new policy, is that if known gays and lesbians were allowed ¡o serve'

unit cohesion, performance, r'eadiness, and morale would decline,26

During Congressional hearings lhat culminated in the passage of
"Don't Ask, Don't Tell,r' and on numerous occasions since that time,
scholars and experts debated whether the experiences of foreign militar-
ies might confirm or falsify the plausibiliry of the unit cohesion ratio-
nale.27 Experts who advocate allowing known gays and lesbians in the

U.S, armed forces often claim that'''foreign military experiences Prove
that performance does not decline after the lifting of a gay ban. Critics
often respond that foreign experiences are irrelevant to the American
case and that they do not show that lhe U.S. military would remain
pffective if the gay ban were lifted.

As for Israel, experts (mostly U,S,) have raised three arguments to

bolster their claim that the evidenge from the IDF is irrelevant for
determining whether the U,S. military would remain effective if the gay

ban were lifted. First, they have argued that even though Israel lifted all
restrictions on homosexuals in 1993, no known gay and lesbian soldiers
have served in combat or intelliÉeircb u'nits of the IDF. Second, they say

that large organizationàl'and cultúial diffeiences distinguish the Ameri-
can and lsraeli cases. Thiid;'they claim that gay and lesbian soldìers

receive speciai treatment in,the IDF.'V/e agree or partially agree with all
of these arguments. Our interpretation of the findings, however, differs
from those of experts who claim that foreign military experiences are

I
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irrelevant, While no single.case,study. can show decisiveiy what would
happen ifthe U,S. changed its poliéy, Iqssons from the Israeli experience
seem to us to be relevant for determining what would happen if the U,S.

Congress and Pentagon lifted the American gay ban, In particular, we
believe that the Israeli experience lends some weight to the claim rha[

American military eflectiveness would not decline if known homosexu-
als were allowed to serve.

Known Gay and Lesbian Soldíers in Combat and Intelligence Units of
the IDF

According to Professor Charles Moskos, one of the principal archi-
tects of "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," thêre are no known gay and lesbian
soldiers in combat or intelligence units of the IDF. l)uring testimony
before the Senate Armed Services Committee in 1993, Moskos stated
that known gay soldiers were not assigned to elite combat units, did not
work for intelligence units, and did not hold command positions in any

branch.28 In later work, Moskos reaffirmed that "gays are excluded
from elite combat units, and most gleep at their own homes rather than
in barracks."2e During trtro recent appearances on National Public
Radio, Moskos said that there are no known gay soldiers in combat or
intelligence units of the IDF.30 . ì 'i ,.,,

Our findings indicàte that he- is partially correct. As is true with
many militaries, a distihctisn mustibe'rriáde between official IDF policy
concerning sexual minoritiès aúil the rtialities of informal IDF practices
and culture. Like the rest of Israeli society, the IDF was until recently
an environment in which sexual minorities were largely invisible. Prior
to the lifting of the ban in 1993, the vast majority of gay and lesbian
soldiers kept their sexual orieniation private, due to fears ofboth officiai
sanctions and ostracism from fellow soldiers.3r Lesbian and gay sol-
diers often preferred to wait until reserve service to be more open about
their sexual identity, sinie tle atmosphere was less restrictive and more

conducive to a separate persònal life, Rafi Niv, a journalist who writes
on gay issues, confirmed in 1993 that "Most gay soldiers I know are in

the closet,"32

Even before Israel lifted itô gay ban in 1993, however, some known
gay and lesbian sol.diers did serve in the IDF and some were promoted
through the ranks and served in positions requiring top security clear-
ances, In 1993, for example, an Isracli military attaché assigned to the
embassy in Washington, DC, decla¡ed that Israel did not have a blanket
ban on homosexuals for top-secret positions.33 Gal reported in 1994 that

.;
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prior to the lifting of the ban, much latitude normally was given when
a seasoned soldier lvas suddenly discovered to be a homosexual. He said
that homosexual soldiers did in fact serve openly in units with top
security clearances and that soldiers who excelled were unlikely to be
removed once their sexual orientation was revealed. According to Gal,
"Commanding officers, even in highly classified intelligence units, who
had homosexual soldiers who perfo¡med satisfactorily under their
command refrained from enforcing'¡the ban on homosexuats in sensi.
tive units]."$unltsJ."-

All available evidenceiiuggêsts that the IDF continues to be a place
where many homosexual soldiers choose not to disclose their sexual
orientatign. As more gay Israelis have grown comfortable about ex-
pressing their orientation in recent years, however, greater openness has
been found in the military as well.35 A woman who decided to bring her
partner to one of her base's social events in 1997 explains that ,,the

decision was preceded by consultations with my professional
commander,.,.He recommended to me quite warmly not to hide my
sexual oriçntation and promised to qupport me professionally if there
were any problems following my revelation,"36 A June 2000 Israeli
television broadcast thar was sanctioned by the IDF featured homo-
sexual active-duty and reserve soldiers discussing their experiences of
being gay in the military,3T Walzer found that military personnel
generally reported positive respor¡ses ro their coming out and in 1997 he
spotted a soldier ,in uniform ft a gay pride march. 'When asked if
appearing in uniform could cause problems with military officials, the
soldier replied: "No, not at all. I can come here in uniform, The military
command is accepting of [gay and lesbian soldiers],":r An officer
interviewed for ¿his report had no problems rising through the ranks as
an open lesbian. When asked how everall ardüdes had changed since
the I993 policy change, the major replied: "I have felt a change for the
better, mainli in the attïtudp,'of s'ecuriti' o$icers, but not as big a change
(because not as big a change was needed) as it seems by the change in
army regulations."3e 'Wtrile. no bfficihi statisrics exist on the nurnber of
known gay and lesbian soldièrs in the IDF today, these and other sources
indicate growing openness.

Even though we agree thar most homosexuals in IDF combat and
intelligence units do not acknciwiedge their sexual orientation to peers,
it is also true that some known gays do serve in such units. Indeed, some
IDF combar and intelìigence units'have dcveloped a reputation as
particularly welcomingto gay and lesbian soldiers; some have even
developed a gay culture, Ré'ei,,a tank corps soldier, reported in 1999
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that "I have not had any prdúrø, being lay, On the contrary, in my base
we had a large gay contingenf. You would come to the base, and you
know one other gay person, who knows another gay person, etc., ,.In my
basic training, people knew that I was gay and it was enough that there
was one homophobe in my unirt.r.,After that, I had nothing to be afraid
of. People come out of the closet while they are civilians, why could I
not do it during the army? Sometimes, it's even easier beþause you are
protected from society, You don't have friends from the same town so
you can be more open in the arrny."æ

Kaplan and Ben-Ari conducteil in-depth interviews with 21 self-
identified gay IDF combat soldiers ând found rhar five of rh em (Z3.BVo)
were known to be homosexual by at least one other member in their
combat unit.al If we estimate conservatively that two percent of Israel's
130,000 active duty land forces are gay! and ifwe extrapolate based on
Kaplan's finding that 23.8 percenr of gay combat soldiers are known by
at least one peei to be homosexual, then we can estimate that 2,600
active duty IDF foot soldiers are Eay and that 6l 9 of them are known by
at least one member of their unit to be homosexual.az Even if this
informal estimate is wildly exàggerared, recall that opponents of lifting
the ban claim that no known gays serve in combat and intelligence units
in Israel. Even in combat and intelligence units with known gay soldiers,
however, we found no evidence of a deteiioration in cohesion, perfor-
mançe, readiness, or moralc,,Generals; ministry officials, schotars, and
NGO observers all have ilairibd thar their presence has not eroded
cohesion, performance, readiness, or morale.

Those who believe that low disclosure rates underscore the irreì-
evançe of foreign military experiences assume that if the American ban
were lifted, man! gays and leåbiâns would reveal their sexual orienta-
tion. This assumption seeÐs highly qu'estionable. A considerable amount
of evidence suggests that gay and lesbian soldiers in the U,S. and in
Israel are driven by the same,factor: rh'by reveal their sexual orientation
only when safe to do so. With regard to Israel, Fink confirmed the
impression of numerous experts who we interviewed: ',,.. I think jt
really depends on the unit and on rhê commanders in the specific unit.
In some units it will be really a ¡iiece of cake to come out and people [will
find] it something that rnakes their unit more diverse, more
interesting,...There are other units in which especially a commander
can be a conservative or homophobic and not help the gay soldier to be
part of the unit...."a3

The same calculus motivates Ainericans, For example, a study of
American police departments that aliow opeu homosexuals to serve

,', s,., r ;.
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identified seven kpown gays .in the Chicago Police Department and
approximately 100 in the New York Police Department.# Several differ-
ent factors may account for the va¡iation in disclosure rates but scholars
who have compared organizations believe that much if not most of the
variance reflects the fact rhat safety is the primary determinant of Ameri-
cans' decisions to reveal sexual ori'entarion. Since safety varies from
organization to organiåiion depending on whether leaders express clear
messages in support ofintegration, disclosurs rafes vary as well. Koegel
claims that "Perhaps one of the most salient factors that influences
whether homosexual police offTcers or firefighters make their sexual
orientation known to their departments is their perceprion of the
climate. . , [TJhe more hostile the environment, the less likely ir was that
people publicly acknowledged their homosexuality."4s Similar va¡jance
can be found in the U.S. military, and a recent study found that white 21.2
percent of naval officers know a gay sailor, only 4.1 percent of Marine
officers know a gay Marine.a' Ir seems likely to us that this difference
results from the fact that it is safer to reveal one's homosexuality in the
U.S. Navy than in the Marines. Inrieed, at lçast one study has found the
U.S, Navy to be more tolerant.toward homosexuals than the Marines.a?

To summarize our response to the first argument, known homosexu-
als do not undermine cohesion and performance in Israeli combat and
intelligence units. And, the facf that many gay Israeli soldiers choose not
to reveal their orientation does not indicatc that the Israeli experience is
irrelevant for determining what would happen if the U.S. lifted its gay
ban. On the contrary, the evidence shows that both Israelis and Ameri-
Çans come out of the closet only when it is safe to do so. Scholars who
believe that many American gays anå lesbians would revear their sexual
orientation if the ban were lifted need tci dnswer two questions. First, if
American culture or'ttie'nmeiÍlaii, gay rights movemenr are primary
determinants of disclosureirates, theii ùhy have so few homoìexuals
revealed their sexual orientatioir in some U.S. police and fire depart-
ments that allow known gays to serve? And second, why do the majority
of gay Israeli soldiers decline to reveal their sexual orientarion despite
the recent emergence of an Israeli gay rights movement that includes
widely-attended pride parade5'and civic and human rights organiza-
tions? Even the Pentagon's own studies have found that gay and lesbian
soldiers are as commirred to national security, patriotism, and military
çffectiveness as their heterosexual peers.as To suggest that they would
reveal their sexual orientation when doing so would undermine their
personal safety or the effecti veness of their units seems to contradict the
available evidence,

¡'i
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Special Treatinent

Experts who claim that foreign experierces are irrelevant for deter-
mining if lifting the gay ban would undermine American military
performance argue that although mlrny nations allow homosexuals to
serve in their armed forces,', gay soldiers receive special treatment in
these cases. Even if the decision to all0w known homosexuals to serve
does not harm the military, the special treatment that gays and lesbians
receive can undermine cohesion, performance, readiness, and morale,
In lhe case of lsrael, for example, Moskos has noted that whi]e it is true
that gays are expected to fulfill their military obligation, it is also true
that they receive, de facto, special treatment. For example, gay soldiers
are assigned to "open" bases, allowing them to commute to and from
home and to sleep at their own homes rather than in barracks.ae

Similar to the argument about.,lhe absence of known gays and
lesbians in combat and intelligence units, we have found tþat Moskos's
claim about special treatment is partially conect. Some evidence sug-
gests that prior to the 1993 decisioú, the IDF treated homosexual and
heterosexual soldiers equally in many cases, For example, Gal noted
that "aside from a few exceptions, "homosexuality has almost no
bearing on an individual's military career,"s0 Colonel Ron Levy, a

former head of the IDF mental health system, insisted that homosexuals
were not discriminated against by the military as a group.sr

However, other data confirm that treatment of gays and lesbians was
not always equitable before the 1993 regulatory changes.,Gal Uchovsky,
a journalist who analyzed IDF tieatment of gays and lesbians, stated that
"It's a question of who y'ou are and wh'ere you serve,"sz An openly gay

reservist for an intelligence'unit wiró t¡a¿ access to top-secret material
told one journalist that everyone knew that he and several other of the
unit's members were gay. "It's not an issue," he said. But he added after
a pause, "in my unit."53 Ilan Sheinfeld, a reserve tank crew member,
reported that security officers reduced his security ranking and alleg-
edly bugged his phone, although they did let up after he was transferred
to anotherjob, Sheinfeld declared that "One hand doesn't know what the
other is doing."sr

No quantitative data are available on whether sexual minorities
continue to face increased scrutiny foq promotions and sensitive posi-
tions. Publicly, the IDF insists that homosexual soldiers are screened for
positions accårding to úd s;mè stànäaids äs hetbrosexuai soldiers. For
example, Bri gadi er-Geirerai S'hohaÍn; the j udge advocate general, stated

in 1998 that the IDF accords eqúal rights and duties to gay and lesbian
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soldiers, The commander in charge of draftees also reported in I 999 that

"rile are not interested in the sexual, orientation of the soldiers."55 In
support of these claim$, a þoqr{ member of Israel's primary gay rights

organization who wasiintqrqieryed for this report knew of no cases in
which a soldier had been denied benefits, promotions, or assignments

because of his or her sexual orientation,s6 A review of newspaper

artiçles and web sites related to lesbian and gay issues in Israel also

uncovered no stories of soldiers who were denied promotions because

of their sexual orientation.
Even though available information suggests that official treatment

of sexual minorities has become more equitabìe since the 1993 removal
of homosexual restrictions, however, it seems clear that sexual minori-
ties do not always enjoy equal rights and that they continue to be viewed
with an increased level of scrutiny by some commanders. Official
differentiation still exists, if perhaps'in a more muted form. For example,

the IDF negotiated the first seltlement providing survivor benefits to a
same-sex partner in 1997, However, the same-sex survivor received lcss

than the full monetary compensation usually given to war widows arid

widowers. TVhile there are no rules against promoting gays and lesbians,
a clinical psychiat'rist stated that soldiers in her care still "suspect that

if they come out, they v/on't get a good position."57 Kaplan and Ben-Ari
conclude that "The new policy has only partly percolated into practice.
Similar to what has been found among other nations of NATO, full
integration has tended to lag behind policy changes."58

Despite the lack of perfectfy.eriual dreatment in all,cases, several

important qualificatioirs should 
'be 

noted. To begin, i,ve found that

unåqual treåtment is rare a'ind th'ar:moðt lsraeli gay and lesbian soldiers
are treated tike their heterosexual peers most of the time.5e Gay soldiers
are assigned to open as well as closed bases and most cases of unequal

treatment that we found consisted of local attempts to resolve problems
flexibly rather than systematic extensions of speciaì rights. For ex-
ample, some heterosexual soldiers are allowed to live off-base or to
change units if they are having trouble with their group. And, some

commanders allow heterosexusl soldiers to shower privately. When gay

soldiers encounter hostility from others in their units, the issue tends to

be handled as a discrete situation räther than the symptom of a systemic
problem. Most importantly, we haTe not found any evidence to show

that differential treatment has undermined performance, cohesion, readi-
ness, or rnorale. Indeed, most of the experts who confirmed that Israel's
decision to lift its,gay ban did not undermine performance, cohesion,
readiness, or morale also confirmed that the rreatment of gays and
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lesbians has not been perfectly equitable in all cases. Despite their

awareness that this is true, all experts agreed that lifting the gay ban did

not undermine military effectiveneé'S.

O rg anizet ional and Culturai Di¡ei"nces

A third argument that experts have invoked to show that foreign
military experiences are irreleyant for determining whether lifting the

gay ban would undérmine American military performance is that impor-
tant organizational and cultural differences distinguish the United
States from other countries that allow known homosexuals to serve.

More specifically, they argue that the U.S, military is a unique institu-
tion that cannot be equated with foreign armed forces. In addition,
unlike most other countrie!, the Ur-rited States is home to powerful gay

rights groups as well as large and highly organized conservative orga-

nizations.
In the case of lsrael, this argument is correct, We believe that severa]

important organizational and cultural differences distinguish the Israeli
and American cases. To begin, many American citizens do not regard

service in the armed forces as a necessary rite of passage, In Israel, on

the other hand, the prevalence of security issues and the system of nçar-

universal conscription have made participation in the IDF the primary
rite of passage into Israeli citizenship and a necessary precondition for
consideration as a full inçmber of society, Although the military's
prestige has declined somewhat in rercent years, ful.l participation in the

armed forces by gays and lesbians still is seen by many as the fulfillment
of a shared responsibility to defend the nation rather than as a threat to

military stability. According to lValzer, "thç IDF has been a unifying,
uniform experience for Israeli Jews; those who escape service, namely
rhe ultra-Orthodox, are highly resented by most Israeli Jews. That gays

and lesbians seek to contribute to their country through military service

is an affirmation of what the IDF tries to represent itself as: an institution
that brings the diverse sÍata of Israeli society together."o Because

almost all Israelis serve in the armed forces, unit counselors who

confront problems involving adjustrhent to military Iife and interper-

sonal ielations emphasize flexibility ànd,mutual accommodation. In the

American armed forcesi by çontrast, the system of voluntaiy enlistment
forces the military to compétê with'priüate sector employers who might
offer more promising career options to potential recruits.

Another distinction between the two cases is that Israeli society does

not have a longstanding tradition of anti-gay violence or hatred of
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homosexuals, althougii obçervers'hpve spoken of "a strong heterosexist

outlook, in which one is þresúmed io be straight."6r In the military
context, IDF commanders do not use negative images of homosexuality

as a motivator in basic training and they do not use the Hebrew

equivalent of "faggot" to humiliate soldiers who perform poorly. While
the term "homo" gets used, it is primarily employed by soldiers teasing

each other,62

Finally, unlike sexual minorities in the United States, homosçxu-

als in Israel did not begin to develop a semi-autonomous culture or

organized political movement until the late 1980s and early i990s'
Walzer says that until recently, thglsraeli gay and lesbian community
was not mobilized to demand its rights and that legislative victories
such as the repeal of the sodomy law resulted from top-down elite
action rather than grassroots political pressure. Conversely, anti-gay

forces are not organized into social movements in Israel, For example,
in the early 1990s GAO researchers who attempted to contact organi-
zations that oppose homosexual participation in the military were told '

that none exist.63

Despite organizational and cultural differences, we do not believe
that the Israeli experience is irrelevant for determining whether Ameri-
can military effectiveness would suffer if known homosexuals were

allowed to serve in thqU.S. armed foroes, For example, organizational
structure does not seem to play an jmportant role in determining whether
the lifting of a gay ban ,rindeimiaès 

'nrititary performance. No two
militaries are exactly the same and the rwenty-three armed forces that
have lifted their gay bans include different organizational configura-
tions,e Some militaries, such as the Canadian Forces, are volunteer
organizations that are not central to national identity while others such

as the Israel Defense Forces are conscript militaries that play a more
prominent role in the nation's consciousness, In the 27 years since the

Dutch military became the first to lift its ban in 1974, no countries that
have decided to allòw -known homôsexuals to serve have reported a

decrease in miiitary performancg,65 Given that organizational particu-

tarities do not determine whether the lifting of a gay ban undermines the

armed forces, the institutional difibrences that distinguish the Israeli
and American militaries do not support the argument that IDF experi-
ences are irretevant for determining what would happen if the U.S.
allowed known hcimosexuals io serve.

With respect to cultural differences, the Israeli public is not com-
pletely accepting of homosexuality and American society is no! com-
pletely intolerant. Under traditional Jewish law, sex between two men

f
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is considered unclean, and ail983 study found Israetis to be consider-
ably tess tolerant of homosexuality than Americans.66 Although Israeli
culture has become more tolerant since 1983, religious parties continue
to oppose gay rights and gay and lesbian soldiers in the IDF sontinue to
serve in,the context of a machoi organizational culture that promotes a

masculinity oriented to heterosexuality and bonding through jokes
about women and homosexuals, rù/hile Israeli commanders do not use

the Hebrew equivalent qf the word "fa'ggqt,l' poor combat performance
often is equated with childishneóS and'femininity and ",..images of
combat soldiers as masculin,e, toughland team oriented are often con-

trasted with stereotypes of homosexuality as characterized by effemi-
nacy, mental illness, promiscuity, loneliness and insecurity."6? A study
by Sion and Ben-Ari of the humor used in two elite combat units found
thatjocularity about sexuality was explicitly heterosexual and included
jokes and stories about homosexuals,6s Discussions of women and sex

continue to be a uniting factor for unit personnel, even as the strong bond
created in small units permits expressions of affection that would
generally be avoided in all-male groups.6e Just as Israeli culture is not
completely tolerant, American culture is not completely intolerant. For
example, a recent Gallup poll,shows that 70 percent of Americans
believe that gays should be allowqd to serve in the military, and a recent
Harris poll shows that 48 percent of Americans believe that known gays
should be allowed to serve in the military.?o

More importantty, tolerant national climates are not necessary for
maintaining cohesion, readine_ss, morale, and performance after the

integration of a minority group into the military, Among the twenty-
three nations that allow known gays and lesbians to serve, many include
powerful social and political groups that oppose gay rights,Tr It would
not be possible for the numerous American police and fire departments
that include known homosexuals tb continue to function smoothly if a

fully tolerant national'cìimate'weie 'n"r.rrury fôr the maintenance of
organizati onal effectivenessl Wi *roi:t Èquating the experiences of sexual
and racial minorities, the U,S.'military allowed African American
soldiers to serve on an equal basis when 63 percent of the American
public opposed integråtion,æ We do not equate the experiences of
sexual and racial minorities but we do believe that the racial example
shows that tolerant cultural clifnates are not necessary for maintaining
organizational effectiveness when minority groups are integrated into
the military. According to a recent study, "if the military services are

eventually ordered to cease excluding homosexuals who engage in
homosexual behavior, threy will do so quite effectively and without

: I.
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major incidents, provided that the Ieadership, .. clearì y communicate [s]
support for the change,"r3 

:

Conclusion

In our comprehensive search for published evidence and our inter-
views with all known experts on homosexuality in the IDF, we were not
âble to find any data suggesting thatlsrael's decision to lift its gay ban

undermined operational effgctiveness, combat readiness, unit cohesion,

or morale, In this security-conscious country, where the military is

considercd to be essential to the continued existence of the nation, the
decision to include sexual minorities has not harmed IDF effectiveness,
In addition, although no official statistics are available for harassment
rates of sexual minorities in the IDF, scholars, military officials, and
iepresentatives ofgay organizations alike assert that vicious harassment
is rare. Despite the facts that the majority of gay combat soldiers do not
disclose their sexual orientation to peer,s, tþat some gay soldiers receive
special treatment, and that important organizational and cultural
differences distingui,sh the;Israeli ånd American cases, we believe
that the Israeli experience supports the claim ¡hat American military
effectiveness would not decline if known homosexuals were allowed to
serve,

Professor Laura Miller has argued that although straight soldiers'
reactions to open gays couldl'undermine unit cohesion in the U.S,
military, merely lifting the gay ban would not undermine Çohesion,
morale, readiness, or performance,Ta Miller, whose conclusions are
based on interviews she conduçted over the past ten years with thou-
sands of American soldiers, reasons that few gays or lesbians would
come out of the closet in units wherê hostility and homophobia prevail,
Rather, she believes that Americán gay and lesbian soldiers would
disclose their sexual orientation to peers only when they believed it was
safe to do so. In other words, she draws a sharp distinction between the
effect of the decision to lift a gay ban and the effect of the presence of
known gays and lesbians in the military. The Israeli case seems to us to
confirm her distiriction,
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conbat gronps," Moskos confirmed. And yet, as Senator William Cohen

pointed out, they were not barred from military service. In fact, Cohen said,

"The one piece of research I am aware of that adciresses this issue, a piece of
research that has previousÌy been brought to the attention of this committee,

throws into question the assertion that homosexual tendçnçies will necessarily

undermine unit cohesion."sg

Coulcl the W.frr*^.ht research apply in the United States? No one has

replicatecl the Shils and |anowitz research, and the differences between the

U.S. military today and the German army of more than a half century ago are

enorurous. Yet, though the homoerotic thesis emerged from the specific con-

text of a World War II authoritarian regime, it is surely significant that the

reigning study on social cohesion and military performance theorizecl an

erotic foundation for same-sex bonciing and co¡nbat effectiveness. Cohen's

thesis remains souncl: The empirical research that was directly responsive to

the question of same-sex love and cohesion said the oþposite of what the

ban's champions were saying: Same-sex desire dicl not Lrndeimine cohesion

but strengthened it,

This is not to say that an influx of gay people into the military will in-
crease our chances of winning the war in Iqaq. As Moskos and Segal ex-

piained, it is repressed homoerotic tendencies that were sholvn to have helped

cohesion in Wehrmacht German¡ not a gaggie of actual homosexuals. Bnt
Shils and ]anowitz make cl.ear what the real threat is of acknowledging a gay

presence in the military: that it could somehow chip away at these repressed

feelings ancl arouse in straight people the kinds of homoerotic tende¡rcies that
are typically kept at bay. This means the distinction between. condrict and

status is imnaterial, It is not gay people doing their thing in priVate that
threatens morale, discipline, or cohesion; rather, it,is t\e ^\nowiedge by a

straight man that a pat on the ass, long considerecl ân expression ofinnocent
bonding, might now be fraught with same-sex desire.

This is why military cìoctors, during and after World War II, were so con-

cerned with effeminate and showy traits, rather than wbelher recruits were

actnally gay or engaging in homosexual conduct. The knowledge that there

are gay people in the military could bring straight people face-to-face with
sarne-sex cìesire, which could trigger i¡'rsecurities about their own desires.

In the end, one ofthe few pieces ofdata that actually spoke to the issue of
same-sex love in the military was, like actual gays in the rnililar¡ acknowl-
edgecl before Congress but then thoroughly ignored. As strange as it may
sound, the Shils and Janowitz litelature could have helped focus national at-

tention on lvhat was-ancì remains-néeded to solve the problem of homo-



The Eyidence

ban, if that is not what he ìrelievecl. B¡-lt the concentration.u,np olulogy is not
wholly in'elevant, as the ghosts of Nazi Germany have maintained a strange

and per-sistent presence in the clialogue on homoSexuality ancl the rnilitary. A
little-discussed section of Shils and |anor,vitz's famotrs str.rdy on Wehrmacht
solcliers sheds unrvelcome, but inescapable, Iight on the neecl to maintain a

regime of sexual repression in the armed forces. Revealing the "clark side of
cohesion," this research highlights not only the homosocial boncis of enlistecl

men but the homoerotic tendencies of military culture.s3

According to the scholarship, it is the unacknowleclged erotic l¡onds of
military men that actually unclerlay the primary group Çohesion achieved in
the German anny during World War II. In 1948, the noted psychiatrist Wil-
liam Menninger characterized the wartime solclier's boncì, as one of "dis-
guised and sublimate<l homosexuality." Some scholars suggested that the

popular war song "My Budciy" (j'I miss yor-rr voice and the touch of your
hancl, my br-rddy") helped neutralize fears of unexpected longings, making
the military a safe place for same-sex intimacy. As long as there were no ho-
nosexuals present, soldiers cor-lld have intense same-sex relationships and

not worry about being gay.:+

At the r993 Senate hearings, the sociologist David Segal, who striclied un-
cìer both Shils and Janowitz, clescribecl the World War II research to the fre-
quently befucldled assemblage of silver-haired senators. Cohesion in the

Wehrr¡acht, he explained, was based in part on a "latent holnosexual subcul-
ture." There was, of course, no sanctioning of actual same-sex sexual activity
in the Nazi army. But while the Wehrmacht toleratecl no avowed gay soldiers,

homoerotic attachments seem to have been quite common, As Segal put it,
"there was a harcl core of enlisted personnel in the Wehrmacht who were at-

tracted to the company of other men. They did not necessarily behave homo-
sexually; incleed, they probably did not. But they preferreci the conpany of
men.'55

Segal reported to Congress that he had neyer seen this particular piece of
Shils and ]anowitz research cited before. "I discoverecì it by acciflent," he said,

"while I was grading sonre midterm exams,". But its implications rvere clear.

"It basically suggests that what we have more recently called 'male bonding'
may weli have been in the Wehrmacht this propensity to seek other males as

erotic objects, although not acting on that." These conclusions, he explained,
"throw into question" the assertion that homosexual tendencies trnclermine
unit cohesion, In fact, r'ather than lrnclermining unit cohesion, the presence

of men with quiet same-sex longing appeat's to have enhanced it by bringing
togethel groups of people with the propensity for intense bonding, The key to

133



134 UNFRIENDLY FIRE

sirccessfuily cohesive figlrting units, it turns out, is that honrosexual-or at

least ho¡noerotic-affection should be present b11t repressed: that is, LlnsPo-

ken and, if possible, unacknowledged.5ó

Moskos's testimony before Nunn expanded on thís theme: "PreciseÌy

because there are homoerotic tendencies in all maie grouPs"' he explainecl,

referencing the "sexuaL insecurities" of straight men, "this is exactly why [we

need] the ban. Once these homoerotic tenclencies are out, the cat is out of the

bag, then you have all kinds of negative effects o¡r unit cohesion." But for

Moskos, "the point is that in the Nazi arnly, yoll cottld ¡rot ìre a gay"' He

Strr,rggled to reconcile the presence of latent homosexual desire with whai he

regarded as "probably the most barbat'ic system toward gays" in human his-

tory. "You have these êrotic tenclencies operating ât one level," he coÐcluded,

"bttt at the same time, the systenl is the most repressive ever ltnown," an ar-

rangement which has historically "workecl for a good fighting army,'52

In other words, the problem with acknowledging tire presence of gays in

the military is that it coulcl burden with added meaning the low-level homo-

erotic behavior that is norrnally operating among all service rnembers. It

would force even men who are effectively straight to come face-to-face with

buried strands of their o1^/n same-sex desire, feelings that do not make them

homosexual but whose very Presence is nevertheless a threat to their fragile

heterosexual identity.

As Moskos put it in interviews, 'rin a heterosexuai environment, you can

do a iot of palting people on the ass, hugging, and all that, which might not be

possible among open gays." In many Mecliterranean and Middle Easterlr cul-

tures, which ate homophobic by Americall standards¡ n'ì911 stroll down the

street kissing and holding hands without fear that their aft-ectiou has a sexnal

meaning. It's the homophobic norms that make this possible, "It rnight even

be that the more homoerotic tenclencies there are iu a group," saicl lVloskos,

"the more homophobic they will be." Does this meau the military mtìst en-

sure that certain emotions are kept repressed? It mrrst ellsure, says Moskos,

that they "remain subduecl.":8

DURINç THE SENATE hearings, talk of the latent honrosexual subculture of

the Wehrmacht army passecl far over the heacl of Senator Satn Nttnn. "How in

the worid," he asked, "is that applicable to wþat we are talking 4bout here? It

does not seem to me to aPPly or haYe any applicalion to Anlerica." But the

Wehrmacht research was one of the most directiy applicable pieces of le-

search to address the reiationship between sexuaiit¡ cohesion, and military

performance, There was "a strong maie homoerotic tendency among these
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maiming of a unit Ieader), sexttal harassment-these collpctiye acts of insub-

ordination are not products of lax social ties but of tiès'thatbi¡id too much. It
is lrot, tlren, lhe presence of gay soldiers that threäìens militáry effectiveness

but the invitation they represent to get too close. Solne aclvocates ofthe gay

ban, it seems, fear that service lnembers in units with open gays will get along

too poorl¡ while others feel they'll get along just a little bit too well.5o

This reassessment of the unit cohesion theor¡ and the more subtle appre-

ciation of the diftèrence b.etween social and task cohesion, was also absorbecl

by the U.S. military. In fact, despite the nilitary's eudless invocation of unit
cohesion, the Pentagon has a long history of tlying to minimize social cohe-

sion ancl encourage incliviclualism in its personnel. In 1985, a Rand report
preparecl for fhe Pentagon warned against "too ¡¡ucl: affeclive cohesion," be-

cause it "might interfere with the critical appraisal of performance that is
needed to maintain quality output, as members become concerned with sup-

porting each other and raising group morale instead ofconcentrating on the

task at hand." Between the r95os and the r98os, the army experimented with
a buddy system in rvhich units lvere trained together and then sent into com-

bat. Evaluations by the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research of the unit
manning system, callecl COHORT, concluded that "military cohesion has not

been valued as a combat multiplier in the U.S. Army." They found that cohe-

sion is "a byprocluct, not a core goal leaclers need l¡e trained to create and

maintain," and that "there is as yet no cornmitment in thç Army to building
and maintaining group cohes.ion."tr , , , .r ',

This may be why Moskos's real reasons for opposing an end to the gay ban

had nothing to do with unit cohesion-whether task or social. While his pub-

lic voice continued to emphasize the centrality of unit cohesion to combat

performance, his private focus was cluite diferent. 'iFrick nnit cohesion," he

said in a 2ooo interview "I don't care about that." In Moskos's view, the ratio-
nale for the double standard was abotrt a discomfort with thinking about

sexualit¡ which, for him, boilecl down to the rights of straight soldiers not to

be watched with eyes of desire. "I've offered all kinds of argurnents against

the polic¡" he said, "but the privacy one is where it breaþs down." Indeed,

Moskos feit so strongly about the privacy issue that he viewed mandatory

gay-straight cohabitation as ta[tamount to Nazis¡u: "l wou]d not want to
fight for a country in which privacy issues are so trampled upon," he saicl.

"Those are the conditions of concentration camps.":'

One has to woncler why Moskos took the charge he was given as a social

scientist and used it to give cover to the assertion by genelals and politicians
that unit cohesion-not sexual discomfort-'çvas the central basis of the gay
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sexrlality in Anrerican culture. It is really a problem that straight people must

solye (eve¡r if, as is rnost likely, it will come only at the prodding of gays and ,

lesbians). What's needed is for straight people to challenge their reflexive,

moral opposition to same-sex desire, in others and in themselves. What's so,-

bad uboii men loving men or women loving women? What would be so hor-

rible about discovering that maybe even you have some love for a same-sex

friend that's a bit stronger than friendship? The perspective offered by re-

search into the complex and even discomfrting cornets of human psychology ,'

was just what the United States neecled at the height of the gay service debate.

Insteacl, policy malcers and much of the nation dismissed eviclence that was

difficult ancl relevant and embraced evicìence that was rnisleading, false, or

irrelevant.

wRAppED rN THE language of inclividual sacrifice,. national,securit¡ and the

unique conditions of military service, defenders of the military's ban w€r€ :

able to ward of serious scrutiny of the need for refoim. They were able to i
substitute the personal juclgment of military leaders for perstrasive evidence

ancl cast that jr-rdgment as rooted in professional experience rather than per- I

sonal arimus, The courts ancl the Congress played along willingl¡ accepting ,

hook, iine, and sinker that the risk of floutinþ military juclgment on gay ser-

vice was too high to brook. And it didn't seem to matter that even trusted ,

rnilitary advocates like Charles Moskos acknowiedged publicly that the ban

Was rooted not in genuine concerns over unit cohesion bqt in "antipathy to-

ward gays"-a "prejudice," the professor added, that has a 'frational basis'"6o
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Executive Summary

1. ,-Twenty=frv-e-nations¡row allow gays-and lesbians To senie- openly in the military

2. In many of those countries, debate before the policy changes was highly pitched

and many people both inside and outside the military predicted major disruptions.

In Britain and Canada, roughly two thirds of military respondents in polls said

they would refuse to serve with open gays, but when inclusive policies were

implemented, no more than three people in each country actually resigned.

3. Research has uniformly shown that transitions to policies of equal treatment

without regard to sexual orientation have been highly successful uod Ouu. had no

negative impact on morale, recruitment, retention, readiness or overall combat

effectiveness. No consulted expert anylvhere in the world concluded that lifting

the ban on openly gay service caused an overall decline in the military.

4. The updated research conducted for this study confirm that early assessments by

both military and independent analysts hold across time: none of the successes

and gains of transitions to full inclusion were reversed by any of the nations

studied, or yielded delayed problems over the years in which these militaries

allowed openly gay service.

5. Evidence suggests that lifting bans on openly gay service contributed to

improving the command climate in foreign militaries, including increased focus

on behavior and mission rather than identity and difference, greater respect for



rules and policies that reflect the modern military, a decrease in harassment,

retention ofcritical personnel, and enhanced respect for privacy.

6. All the countries studied completed their implementations of repeal either

immediately or within four months of the govemment's decision to end

discrimination. These experiences confirm research findings which show that a

quick, simple implementation process is instrumental in ensuring success. Swift,

decisive implementation signals the support of top leadership and confidence that

the process will go smoothly, while a "phased-in" implementation can create

anxiety, confusion, and obstructionism.

7. Two main factors contributed to the success of transitions to openly gay service:

clear signals ofleadership support and a focus on a uniform code ofbehavior

without regard to sexual orientation. Also key are simple training guidelines that

communicate the support of leadership, that explain the uniform standards for

conduct, and that avoid "sensitivity" training, which can backfire by causing

resentment in the ranks.

8. None of the countries studied installed separate facilities for gay troops, nor did

they retain rules treating gays differently from heterosexuals. Each country has

taken its own approach to resolving questions of benefits, housing, partner

recognition, and re-instatement. Generally, the military honors the status afforded

to gay or lesbian couples by that country, and the military rarely gets out in front

of the govemment or other institutions in the benef,rts offered.



9. Lifting bans on openly gay service in foreign countries did not result in a mass

"coming out." Yet gay and lesbian troops serve in all levels of the armed forces of

Britain, Canada, Australia, South Africa, and Israel, in both combat and non-

combat positions, at both the enlisted level and as high commanders.

[ 0. There were no instances of increased harassment of or by gay people as a result of

iifting bans in any of the countries studied.

1 1. Informal discrimination in treatment and promotions have not been wiped out, but

evidence suggests that formal policies of equal treatment for people equally

situated helps reduce discrimination and resentment, and helps keep the focus on

behavior necessary to complete the mission rather than on group traits that can

distract from the mission.

12. The U. S . military has a long tradition of considering the experiences of other

militaries to be relevant to its own lessons learned. While there is no doubt that

the U.S. military is different from other militaries, such distinctions have not

prevented the U.S. military from comparing itself to and learning from foreign

armed forces. Using resources like the Foreign Military Studies Office, the U.S.

military itself has commissioned research on matters of personnel, health policy,

housing, weapons innovation, technology, counterterrorism, and the question of

gay service.



Introduction

I. OVERVIEW

On February 2,2010, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen told a senate hearing that they support President

Barack Obama's plan to end the countrlr's "don't ask, don't tell" policy on gays in the

military. "To ensure the Deparfment is prepared" for the ban's end, Secretary Gates

announced an eleven-month study period and a military working goup that would

"thoroughly, objectively, and methodically examine all aspects" of the question of openly

gay service "and produce its finding and recommendation in the form of an

implementation plan" by the end of 2010. In response to questions from Sen. Susan

Collins of Maine, Adm. Mullen said he had spoken to his counterparts in countries that

lifted the bans and they told him there had been "no impact on military effectiveness" as

a result, and that he was aware of no sfudies showing that ending "don't ask, don't tell"

would harm unit cohesion. Both Adm. Mullen and Sec. Gates, however, called for more

study, with the Chairman saying "there's been no thorough or comprehensive work done

with respect to that aspect since 1993" and the Secretary saying we need to "address a

number of assertions that have been made for which we have no basis in fact."r

This study seeks to answer some of the questions that have been, and will continue to be,

raised surrounding the instructive lessons from other nations that have lifted their bans on

openly gay service. The Palm Center has identified at least fwenty-five such countries,



including Britain, Canada,Israel, Australia, and South Africa, which constitute the focus

of this report. After summanzing the history of research on gay service in foreign

-.---'------militaries, this study-chronicles-thrspecifirhistories of thepolicychanges in those f,ive

countries. It then returns to in-depth analyses of the empirical results of the policy

transitions, with an overview of research results; a brief section detailing how the new

policies were implemented; and then individual case-studies organized by counfry. A

final section discusses the relevance of the lessons learned from foreign militaries,

addressing the limits and applicabiiity of those lessons to the current situation in the U.S.

II. HISTORY

ln the fall of 1992, Canada and Australia lifted their bans on gay service members, and in

1993 Israel followed suit. In 1998, South Africa lifted its ban on gay troops as part of its

wholesale reorganization following the fall of Apartheid. And in 2000, Great Britain, the

staunchest ally of the U.S., ended its gay ban. Presently 25 nations allow open gays to

serve in their militaries, including all the original NATO countries besides Turkey and

the U.S. Since 1992, Americans have debated the prospect of lifting their gay ban.

President Bill Clinton promised to do so when he entered the White House that fall, but

in1993, he agreed to a compromise when resistance from military, political, and religious

opponents began to derail his efforts. The result, a Pentagon policy and federal statute

collectively known as "don't ask, don't tell," calls for the separation of service members



who are revealed to be gay or who engage in "homosexual acts" while prohibiting the

military from asking recruits outright if they aÍe gay, iesbian, or bisexual.

Under the current policy, which was implemented in 1994, over 13,000 service members

have been discharged. Republicans have generally opposed lifting the current ban on

openly gay service, with parly leaders saying the current policy is working. But President

Barack Obama, like President Clinton, has promised to lift the ban, and Democrat leaders

in Congress have agreed to support the President's efforts. The political leadership,

however, has not set a timetable and has not yet moved to halt the discharges either by

Presidential order or by legislative repeal, instead simply reiterating its commitment to do

so eventually.

Both advocates and proponents of lifting the American ban on openly gay service have

said they want to study the experiences of other militaries to inform the debate in the U.S.

Over the past twenty years, numerous studies of foreign militaries have been conducted,

including studies by the Government Accountability Office, the U.S. Army Research

Institute for the Rehavioral and Social Sciences, the Rand Corporation, the Palm Center

at the University of California, Santa Barbara, and the Defence Ministries of Brìtain and

other nations that transitioned to a policy of full inclusion. The results of each of these

studies showed that openly gay service does not undermine unit cohesion, recruitment,

retention, morale, or overall combat effectiveness. Until now, however, these results

have not been compiled in a single volume or updated to reflect the latest information on

the effects of lifting gay bans in the armed forces.



This study brings together the results of all the major research on gays in foreign

-.. ----militaries and updates that resea¡ch-to;the present, focusingon the experiences of tsritain;

Canada, and other English-speaking nations with relatively similar cultures to that of the

U.S. The study begins with the historical background of policies on gays in several

armed forces. It then discusses the results of research on the impact of lifting gay bans in

these nations, with in-depth focus on American allies such as Britain and Canada.

Finally, a section on the relevance to the U.S. of foreign militaries offers a detailed

explanation of the value and limitations of generalizing from foreign experiences when

assessing the prospects for a successful transition in the U.S. The appendix summarizes

relevant policies in other nations and includes a list of lessons learned from studying

these experiences.



Background

I. BRITAINI

Like the U.S., Britain banned service by gays throughout the 20th century, just as its

civilian laws initialiy criminalized sexual relations between men (laws did not address

female same-sex relationships). Depending on the service branch, the military dealt with

homosexuals either by banning them outright or by charging them with "disgraceful

conduct of an indecent kind," "conduct prejudicial to good order or discipline" or

"scandalous conduct by officers."2

Reflecting the similarities of American and British culture, the same rationales were

invoked to justiff the exclusion rules in Britain as in the U.S. The British Ministry of

Defence argued that "Homosexual behavior can cause offence, polarize relationships,

induce ill-discipline, and as a consequence damage morale and unìt effectiveness." One

retired general told the BBC that letting gays serve meant "striking at the root of

discipline and morale" since service members had to "live hugger-mugger at most times"

and that "the great majority do not want to be brought into contact with homosexual

practices."s Another retired officer who commanded U.N. forces in Bosnia recalled that

when he had two gay soldiers in his battalion, he "had extreme diffrculty in controlling

the remainder of the soldiers because they fundamentally wanted to lynch them."4



As in the U.S., the language of homosexual exclusion arguments spoke of "sexual

deviancy" and "feminine gestures," and of mental illness and sexually transmitted

- ------ -diseases. The same distinctions between identity and behavior were alsdma-drin bõth

nations: in Britain, the rules specif,red that the admission of homosexuality was grounds

for dismissal even if no behavior was involved. And as in the U.S., the history of gays in

the British military is replete with surveillance, informants, blackmail, stakeouts,

investigations and psychological exams.5

By the time the British High Court heard a major challenge to the gay ban in 1995, most

of the above rationales had been discredited and abandoned. Although the Court rebuffed

the service members' challenge and allowed the military to continue its ban, the Minisfry

of Defence created the Homosexual Policy Assessment Team to evaluate its policy. The

move was a response to a warning by the Court that, despite its current ruling in favor of

the military, the gay ban was unlikely to survive a direct challenge in the European

Convention on Human Rights which, unlike the British Court, had the authority to force

the military's hand.

The assessment team consulted the experiences of other countries, including Canada,

Aust¡alia and Israel, which had lifted their bans a few years earlier. In their visits, they

were repeatedly told by officials tbaT gay service had not undermined military

performance. In response, British researchers acknowledged that the ban could be lifted,

but that such a change was unlikely not because of a military rationale, but because of

political resistance.6

t0



The team ultímately recommended that the military retain its ban. Its report made clear

assumption that gays were a threat to security and a predatory menace to young troops

were unfounded. Rather, the problem was that straight soldiers were uncomfortable

around gays, and openly gay service could therefore undermine cohesion and threaten

recruitment. Lifting the ban, said the report, "would be an afftont to service people" and

lead to "heterosexual resentment and hostility." Reform at the urging of civilian society

would be viewed by military members as "coercive interference in their way of life." As

in the American debate, the moral opposition of straights was tied to military needs,

prompting senior leaders to argue that military effectiveness justif,red gay exciusion.T

The military did, however, order a relaxation of enforcement of the ban, mindful of the

changes in society taking shape throughout the 1990s, and bracing for a heftier challenge

in the European Court of Human Rights, which threatened to cost the government billions

in wrongful dismissal claims. Military leaders told commanders only to investigate

suspected homosexuals if an unavoidable problem arose. For gays, the change was

minimal: they continued to lose their jobs, receive unequal heatment and operate in a

climate of discrimination, fear and uncertainty.

On September 27, I999,the European Court of Human Rights issued its ruling that the

British Defence Ministry had violated the European Convention's guarantee of an "equal

respect" to "private and family life" 8 and that the policy and the investigations it

1l



prompted were "exceptionally intrusive."e The Court rejected the military's claim that

the unique circumstances of life in the armed forces justif,red anti-gay discrimination and

than would be animus against groups with a different race or ethnic or national origin. It

also dismissed the military's contention that gay service would endanger morale, saying

the foundation of such arguments in opinion polls made them unconvincing.

The Ministry of Defence immediately announced that it accepted the ruling and it ordered

a halt to all discharges while it studied how to abide by the court's decision.r0 It quickly

established a policy of zero-tolerance of discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation

and drew up a Code of Social Conduct to govern all sexual behavior among personnel,

regardless of gender, sexual orientation, rank, or status. This code of behavior, which still

informs current policy, applies to heterosexuals and homosexuals alike. It aims to ensure

that sexual relations ofany kind do not adversely affect operational effectiveness.lr

The Chief of Defence Staff General, despite expecting some tough scenarios for

commanding officers, expressed confidence in the military's ability to make the changes,

saying that "times have changed" since the gay ban was first formulated. "I don't believe

that the operational eff,rciency of the Services will be affected," he said, "although I'm

not saying we won't have some diff,rcult incidents." Ultimately, he concluded, "We think

we can make it work."l2

In trying to figure out how to "make it work," the British military considered America's

t2



"don't ask, don't tell" policy. What they found was that it was a "disaster," which

"hadn't worked," was "unworkable" and was "hypocritical."l3 Instead, the British

which simply banned public displays of affection, harassment and inappropriate

relationships. The Ministry of Defence formally lifted its gay ban on January 12,2000,

within four months of the September court ruling, and invited ousted troops to reapply for

service.

II. CANIADA

Until 1988, the Canadian Forces had in place an outright ban on gays and lesbians rn

uniform: they were barred from service and anyone who believed a peer was gay was

required to report the suspicion to a superior. The Canadian ban was relaxed in 1988, as

pressure mounted to bring the policy in line with the 1978 Canadian Human Rights Act

and the 1985 Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The important policy shift

dictated that the CF would not knowingly enroll homosexuals but would allow gays who

did serve to stay in uniform, albeit with no opportunities for advancement. Generally,

enforcement of the restrictions against known gays and lesbians was loosened during this

period, but unequal treatment of heterosexual and gay troops remained: known gays and

lesbians were routinely denied promotions, security clearances and awards. The

Department of National Defence continued to argue that a formal ban was necessary to
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protect "cohesion and morale, discipline, leadership, recruiting, medical f,rtness, and the

rights to privacy of other members."l4

Yet momentum was growing in favor of change. Inspired by other court decisions, five

service members sued the Canadian Forces and won an initial ruling that the gay ban

violated the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Ultimately, the Canadian military agreed to

settle its case in 1992, acknowledging that it was unlikely to win the case on its merits.

Key to the CF's internal research was a 1986 survey of active-duty CF troops that was

interpreted to indicate that heterosexual male members were strongly opposed to the

removal of the ban and that the presence of homosexuals could lead to a serious decrease

in operational effectiveness.tt Countering this perspective were several reviews of

policies, the outcomes of legal proceedings, and intemal assessments of the defensibility

of the 1988 interim policy. These reviews culminated in the conclusion by the CF that it

could not successfully appeal the finding of the suit by former CF member Michelle

Douglas, which in turn resulted nthe 1992 decision to repeal the exclusionary 1988

policy rather than continue legal proceedings to justi$r its retention.

It is sometimes thought that reform in Canada went over without much resistance. In

actuality, opposition was intense. Surveys showed that majorities of those in the military

would not share sleeping and bathing quartem with known gays, and many said they

would refuse to work with gays or accept a gay supervisor. A military task force was

formed during the debate, which recommended that gay exclusion remain, on the grounds
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that "the effect of the presence of homosexuals would flead to] a serious decrease in

operational effectiveness." Even when the military determined it would lose its case in

soufi, the govenrment-delayed-the changabecauss of vociferous opposition by

conservatives in Parliament. The similarities to opposition in the U.S. were striking.16

III. AUSTRALIA

The Australian Defence Forces did not see quite the same fight as did Canada, but there

was certainly resistance to equal treatment. The military only formalized its ban on gay

troops in 1986. Before that, commanders were given wide discretion to decide when to

boot gays, and leaders were able to rely on civilian laws against sodomy and homosexual

relations to root them out. Ironically, it was at the very moment when the rest of sociefy

was liberalizing its limitations on homosexual behavior that the Aushalian military

tightened its own regulations on gay troops. State and federal laws banning sodomy fell

during this decade, as the counfry brought its laws into conformity with new international

human rights accords. Unable to continue to draw on civilian laws against homosexual

behavior, the ADF banned homosexual service outright in 1986.17

The short-lived Australian gay ban was always weaker than the policies in many of its

ally nations. While there were reports of witch hunts and unequal treatment, the policy

was often enforced unevenly and the tolerance and inconsistent enforcement extended to

commanders throughout the services, who were often aware of gays and lesbians under
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their command and took no steps to kick them out. In the years leading up to the ban's

formal end, the ADF had been pressed to respond to several cultural trends toward

---liberalizãtiorànd to speeîfre eomþláints tliai-fhemilitary wãs ñõt doiñg e-nõugh to iécruit;

retain and respect women and racial and ethnic minorities. Such criticism could not be

ignored, as the armed forces were frnding it difficult to fill their ranks with capable

service members.ls

It was in this context-one that highlíghted the needs of the military as much as the social

and cultural pressures for greater tolerance-that the Australian military began to

consider formally ending its restrictions on gays and lesbians. Legal considerations also

held sway: in 1980, the Commonwealth had adopted the International Covenant on Civil

and Political Rights. While homosexuality was not explicitly mentioned in the covenanr,

political leaders interpreted the agreement to mean discrimination on the basis of sexual

orientation should be banned. For instance, when a lesbian soldier complained to the

Australian Human Rights and Equal Opporhrnities Commission that her sexual

orientation was the pafüal basis of her discharge, the ADA agreed to review its policy.

While the military chose to retain its formal ban at that time, political pressure was

mounting and the government created a study group to look into the policy and make a

formal recommendation. During the study period, those who opposed gay service made

the familiar arguments: the presence of known gays and lesbians would compromise

effectiveness by impairing cohesion and driving down morale. Nevertheless, the study

group ¡ecommended in 1992 that the gay ban be replaced with a policy of
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nondiscrimination, and the liberal government of Prime Minister Paul Keating, helped by

the health minister's argument that keeping homosexuality a secret exacerbated efforts to

As was the case elsewhere, the changes were vehemently opposed. The Defence

Minister and the Service Chiefs strongly opposed lifting the ban, with a Defence

spokesman saying, '"The real issue in this debate is not civil liberties, but rather the

legitimate concerns of the service chiefs about the need to maintain unit cohesion and

discipline in the forces." A representative of the Armed Forces Federation said that 98Vo

of the troops would be "disappointed" with the lifting of the ban, and that they were not

anti-gay but simply "not comfortable ¡,vith the situation." The major veterans' group in

Australia insisted that tolerating known gays would undermine cohesion and break the

bonds of fn:st that were essential to an effective military. Some claimed that the presence

of gays would increase the spread of HIV through battlefield blood transfers, even though

health officials say the best way to fight this prospect is to be able to identify those with

AIDS rather than require them to remain in the closet.2o

IV. SOUTH AFRICA

During the apartheid era, the South African military maintained a dual policy on

homosexuality. FuUy prohibited among members of the permanent force, homosexuality

was officially tolerated among the conscript force to prevent malingering. But official
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toleration was accompanied by aversion shock therapy, chemical castration, and other

human rights abuses against gay and lesbian personnel which have only recently come to

---tight inthe new South-Africa. -\ühe-n-the-apartheîd iegîtne fe111n-T994;rhe-äew-

democratic government committed itself to addressing human rights considerations,

including the status of gays and lesbians. After the South African Constitution adopted a

provision of non-discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation in 1996, the South

African military followed suit. In 1998, the South Af¡ican National Defence Force

(SANDF) implemented an Equal Opporrunity and Affirmative Action policy that

formally declared that there would no longer be discrimination against gays and lesbians

in the armed services and that the military was officially uninterested in the sexual

orientation of any of its service members, gay or straight.

The groundwork for the inclusion of a gay rights provision in the Constitution had been

laid in 1992,when gay activists persuaded the (then exiled) African National Congress

(ANC) to adopt a policy on sexual orientation.2l The Democratic Party and the Inkatha

Freedom parfy----other major players in South African politics-similarly each took a pro

gay rights stance.22 As a result of this political support, sexual orientation was included in

the draft Constitution when the ANC first came to power in 1994.

During this process of constitutional review, the National Parly objected to specifrc

mention of sexual orientation in the document.2' The gay rights provision was opposed

most strongly by the African Christian Democratic Party, which argued that

homosexuality was anti-family, anti-Christian, and anti-African.'o In 1996, over the
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objection of conservatives, the new Constitution was adopted with an equality provision

which read that "the state may not unfairly discriminate against anyone on one or more

þrÒùùdS, including-iãõe, $enciér, Sèx, þfêgñañtyl mãrtiaf StatrÍs, étlîriiö-of Social oñþia -

colour, sexual orientation, age, disability, religion, conscience, belief, culture, language,

and bith Since the adoption of the Constitution, both state and non-state actors

have worked to bring various state policies and laws into line with the Constirution; the

South African government has committed itself to "reform economic and social

conditions for the majority of South Africans left wanting by the apartheid regime."26

In order to bring its governing principles fully into compliance with the new Constitution,

the Ministry of Defence embarked on a defense review process in which it invited public

input on all facets of its operating procedures and policies. The¡e was one day during the

review process, according to Lindy Heinecken, Deputy Director for the Center for

Military Studies, South African Military Academy, "when there was very intense

discussion about what the gay rights clause would mean in each and every sector of

military life."z7 The issue of homosexualify in the military had generated little public

debate prior to the adoption of the new Constitution. For one thing, according to Graeme

Reid, "the terms of the debate were so different because there was so much resistance to

being in the military fgenerally]" during the apartheid era.28 And despite some initial

concerns, "the Department of Defence considered the fintegration of homosexuals] as a

fait accompli," according to Evert Knoesen, Director of the Lesbian and Gay Equality

Project (formerly the National coalition for Lesbian and Gay Equality).2e Thus, the

policy change came f¡om within the Department of Defence itself. "The DOD decided to
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make its own policy," according to SANDF Colonel Jan Kotze, "taking its cue from the

stipulations of the Constitution."30

The policy on sexual orientation was included as part of the DOD's Equal Opporrunify

and Affirmative Action policy, which was initially promulgated in 1998, then reviewed

and readopted again in2002.3t Under this policy, recruits are not questioned about their

sexual orientation and the SANDF is officially unconcerned about lawful sexual behavior

on the part of its members. Instead, behavior by anyone that is considered sexually

atypical or immoral, and that is considered a threat to military discipline or effectiveness

is subject to punishment. The policy applies to people regardless of their sexual

orientation, but leaves considerable discretion in the hands of commanders.32

V. ISRAEL

Like Australia, the state of Israel did not have a longstanding, explicit ban on homosexual

service members, but used discretion to determine when commanders believed gay or

lesbian troops were problematic and worthy of exclusion. For most of the country's short

history, not surprisingly, routine prejudice meant that the Israel Defense Forces dismissed

known gays because leaders assumed their sexuality made them unsuitable. A 1983

regulation made clear that service members were not to be discharged simply because

they were gay, but required them to undergo a mental health evaluation and banned them

from top secret positions.33
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A decade later, while the U.S. was embroiled in an agonizing discussion about gay

*-*---- 
-ervice,-Israel began its own; more fempered deo-ate. -Ironieally, givæn hõw the Ameiicán

policy would end up, Israeli officials acknowledged that President Clinton's support for

gay service had been influential in driving debate in Israel, where the issue of gay rights

had never been discussed at such high levels of government. The discussion was also

prompted by an unusual hearing at the Knesset, the Israeli Parliament, when Uzi Even,

the chairman of the Chemistry Department at Tel Aviv Universify, and a senior \Ã¡eapons

development researcher, told the nation he had been stripped of his security clearance

when his homosexuality was revealed. Even had supplied the government with top-notch

security research for fifteen years. He was deemed a security threat even though he had

just come out of the closet, thus neutralizíngany possibility of blackmail.3a 1In 2002,

Even became the first openly gay member of the Knesset, suggesting how far tolerance

has grown in Israeli society in a decade.35)

With the vocal support of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, who stated, "I don't see any

reason to discriminate against homosexuals," and the military chief of staff, Lt. Gen.

Ehud Barak, a military committee was created to review the policy and make

recommendations for change. With no military officials testiñ7ing against reform, the

review commiftee recommended new regulations that officially "recognized that

homosexuals are entitled to serve in the military as are others."'u In response, the Israeli

military banned any restrictions or differential treatment based on sexual orientation, and
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ordered that decisions about placement, promotion

individual aptitude and behavior without regard to

and security clearances be based on

orientation.

The absence of official resistance did not mean that Israel had ceased to be a homophobic

culture-founded, as it was, on biblical precepts, with a government heavily influenced

by religious Jews, and a society enamored of macho men. A study conducted in the

i
1980s found that Israelis had more negative attitudes toward homosexuals than

Americans. Even in the 1990s, Israel's organized gay rights lobby was miniscule

compared to its American counterparts, thus limiting the strength of voices pressing for

refonn. And the military was, like in the U.S., a particularly conservative institution

within the larger society. During induction, gays were referred to a psychologist for an

evaluation. "Based on the assumption, correct or incorrect, that sometimes along with

homosexuality come other behavioral disturbances, we conduct a more in-depth clinical

interview," said Dr. Reuven Gal, who was chief psychologist for the IDF.37

In the early 1990s, Ron Paran, a psychologist working with gays and lesbians in Israel,

found marked homophobia in Israeli society, partìcularly in the military. "I think there

are still a lot of people in the psychiatric profession and in the army who still see

homosexuality as a problem," he said, "and this policy is their way of expressing that."

Paran said Israel was a "paradox" in which the laws are "much more liberal than the

general society." As in society generally, he said the military was instinctually

uncomfortable with homosexualify. "I work with a lot of teachers and parents who may
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cognitively understand homosexuality, but in their emotional response to it are stili very

backward. The army is the same way."38

Yet as a nation with compulsory service, which recognized the formative role of that

service in creating a sense of citizenship, Israel determined by 1993 that it was unfair,

unwise and unnecessary to bar an entire group of people f¡om the military. Its new

regulations said that "there is no limit on the induction of homosexuals to the army and

their induction is according to the criteria that apply to all candidates to the army."3e
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Research on the Impact of Lifting Bans on Service by
Gays and Lesbians in Foreign Militaries

Overview

The findings of an overwhelming critical mass of research on the experience of foreign

militaries that have lifted their gay bans are that the transition had no negative impact on

military effectiveness. Upon further examination, the only effects of lifting gay exclusion

rules have been positive ones. Miiitaries in Great Britain, Australia, Canada, and Israel

and S. Africa have seen increased retention of critical skills, reductions in harassment,

less anxiety about sexual orientation in the ranks, greater openness in relations between

gays and straights, and less restricted access to recruitment pools, as schools and

universities welcomed the military back onto campus for dropping their discriminatory

practices. Above all, none of the crises in recruitment, retention, resignations, morale,

cohesion, readiness or "operational effectiveness" came to pass.

In 1993, the U.S. Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin, commissioned the Rand Corporation

to conduct a broad study of lessons relevant to lifting the gay ban in the U.S. Rand sent a

team of seventy-f,rve multi-disciplinary social scientists from its National Defense

Research Institute across the world to study the issue. Sociologists, psychologists,

anthropologists, historians, economists, doctors, lawyers and national security experts
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studied the scientific literature on a broad range ofrelated topics: group cohesion, the

experiences of foreign militaries, the theory and history of institutional change, public

ãnd militãryõÞfñôn, pttte-rnlõf seiuãIbe-häîiõiiñ Ämêriõa,-sexuãl hãrasSméñq

leadership theory, public health concerns, the history of racial integration in the military,

policies on sexuality in police and f,rre departments, and legal considerations regarding

access to military service.

The result was a 500-page study, completed in July 1993. It offered assessments of

policies on gay service in Canada, Israel, and Britain, as well as Norway, the

Netherlands, France, Germany, and others. At the time, Britain was the only nation of

those studied to have a full ban on gay service. Of those that allowed gays to serve, Rand

found that "none of the militaries studied for this report believe their effectiveness as an

organization has been impaired or reduced as a result of the inclusion of homosexuals."

In Canaàa, where the ban had just ended, Rand found "no resignations (despite previous

th¡eats to quit), no problems with recruitment, and no diminution of cohesion, morale, or

arganizational effectiveness." Rand found roughly identical results for Israel. Its

tesearchers concluded that sexual orientation alone was "not germane" in determining

who should serve. The authors stated that the ban could be lifted in the U.S. without

major problems, so long as senior leaders got behind the change and clear guidelines

were disseminated throughout the chain of command. They also suggested that the

Uniform Code of Military Justice's ban on consensual sodomy should be eliminated.a0
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In1992 and 1993, the GAO conducted two in-depth studies of foreign militaries. In the

first study, researchers looked at 17 different countries, and eight police and fire

départmenls in fóurU.S.'ÒitíeS, áñd reviewed militãry ánd ñöñ-niilitáry põllÉ;-Studies,

legal decisions and scholarly research on homosexual service. The GAO study noted

previous studies conducted by the U.S. military, including the 1957 Crittenden Report

and the 1988-89 PERSEREC studies. Incorporating these studies and its own new

research, GAO recommended in an early draft that Congress "may wish to direct the

Secretary of Defense to reconsider the basis" for gay exclusion. The f,rnal GAO report,

however, deleted this suggestion.a 
I

In 1993, GAO reported f,rndings from its second study, this one an assessment of twenty-

five foreign militaries. In Australia, GAO found, "Effects on unit cohesiveness have not

yet been fully determined. However, early indications are that the new policy has had

little or no adverse impact." Research over time confirmed that openly gay service in

Australia caused no trouble. Three years later, when Britain was considering lifting its

ban, govemment researchers issued a report on the situation in Australia, which

concluded that, despite an early outcry, homosexuality quickly became a non-issue: any

challenges in integrating open gays were regarded as'Just another legitimate

management problem." Research on Israel by both the GAO and the Rand Corporation

found the same results.42

In 1994, The U.S. Army Research Instifute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences also

studied the situation inCanada and concluded that anticipated damage to readiness never

26



materialized after the ban was lifted: "Negative consequences predicted in the areas of

recruitment, employment, attrition, retention, and cohesion and morale have not

In 2000, after Britain lifted its ban, The Palm Center at the University of California, Santa

Barbara, conducted exhaustive studies to assess the effects of openly gay service in

Britain, Israel, Canada and Australia. Palm researchers reviewed over 600 documents

and interviewed over one hundred international experts, contacting every identifiable

professional with expertise on the policy change, including miiitary officers, governaent

leaders, academic researchers, journalists who covered the issue, veterans and

nongoverTrmental observers. Palm found that not one person had observed any impact or

any effect at all that "undermined military performance, readiness, or cohesion, led to

increased diff,rculties in recruiting or retention, or increased the rate of HIV infection

among the troops."aa Those interviewed-including generals, civilian defense leaders,

field commanders, and many officials who had predicted major problems if gays were

permitted to serve openly-uniformly reported there had been "no impact." Researchers

repeatedly encountered the same narrative: lifting the ban was "an absolute non-event";

openly gay service was "not that big a deal for us"; open gays "do not constitute an issue

fwith respect to] unit cohesion" and the whole subject "is very marginal indeed as far as

this military is concerned"; whether gays serve openly or not "has not impaired the

morale, cohesion, readiness, or security of any unit"; the policy change has "not caused

any degree of difficulty."a5
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A2002 report by the British MOD reconf,rrmed that "there has been no discernible

impact on operational effectiveness" as a result of ending the gay ban and that "no fuither

--reirewifthe Armed Forces pôlidy-oñ homosexùâliff-wal ñêtê-Ss-ary.46 In 2006; the

MOD reiterated its commitment to welcoming open gays and lesbians, saying "The

Armed Forces are committed to establishing a culture and climate where those who

choose to disclose their sexual orientation can do so without risk of abuse or

intimidation." That year, the service branches began working with gay rights groups to

recruit members, and over the next three years dropped rules banning gay service

members from marching in gay pride parades in uniform.aT

A 2003 study of the South Afücan military conducted by Palm scholars found that

allowing openly gay service "has had little or no impact on recruitment, retention,

morale, unit cohesion, or operational effectiveness." And in 2007 an official and former

officer from the Israel Defense Forces confirmed that Israel's policy transition had been a

success, saying, "It's a non-issue.'/t In 2009, the Associated Press spent two months

investigating the experiences of foreign militaries with gay service, and reported that

"Israel has had no restrictions on military service," that same-sex parbrers are welcomed

to officer events, and that the new policy of equal treatment is 'onow considered

thoroughly uncontroversial. "

The updated investigations into the experiences of foreign militaries with openly gay

service corroborates that none of the twenfy-five nations that dropped their bans have

experienced any detriment to cohesion, recruitment, or readiness. These results do not

28



mean that everybody was happy with openly gay service. Nor do they mean that such

resistance and resentment were entirely without consequence. Many people were upset

abourthelransition. "Male service membefqin partieula4 confiñuêd to êxprêSs ConCèrn

that the presence of known gays in a unit might damage morale, and the anti-gay

sentiment sometimes manifested itself in harassment or abuse. But the evidence has been

consistent that these reactions to the policy change did not translate into overall

impairment of military effectiveness.

How Foreign Militaries Implemented Policies of Inclusion

Recently, attention in the U.S. has focused on how best to implement new policies of

inclusion that do not discriminate on the basis of sexual orientation. Secretary of Defense,

Robert Gates, has said that the Pentagon would require "at least ayeaf'to implement

repeal once the decision was made to lift the ban and that the military would spend

months studying repeal and consulting the troops. Gates said that "trying to impose a

policy from the top without regard for the views ofl' those directly affected by reform

would be a "stupid" way to implement the change.ae

Yet research concludes unequivocally that such policy changes are most successful when

implemented quickly. Such research is summanzed in the 1993 Rand study, which

Secretary Gates has asked to be updated. According to that report, the two most important

factors in a personnel policy transition of this nature are decisive leadership and a single
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code of conduct for all personnel. Rand found that a successful new policy must be

"decided upon and implemented as quickly as possible" to avoid an-riety and uncertainty

---in tholield: -IT 
statc-d thãT"fæt-andpervàSiv-e Chánge wilïSig!ãfcommiïme-nfto the fnèw-l

policy," while "incremental changes would likely be viewed as experimental" and

weaken compliance. It also concluded that"any waiting period permits restraining forces

to consolidate," and that "phased-in implementation might allow enemies of the new

policy to intentionally create problems to prove the policy unworkable." Finally, it

recommended that any new policy be implemented and communicated "as simply as

possible" to avoid piling on confusing changes incrementally that would force service

members to endure new rules every few months instead of having to adjust only once.sO

New reports have also indicated that the study groups would address whether separate

facilities, such as barracks and showers, would be needed in order to lift the ban.sl Yet

Rand cautioned against instituting separate facilities for minority groups, citing the

resentment and damaging focus on gender distinctions that have resulted f¡om different

standards for men and women.tt This is a point that was echoed recently by retired

Marine General Carl Mundy, former Commandant of the U.S Marine Corps, who, despite

opposing openly gay service, has said that "the easiest way to deal with it is to make it as

simple as possible. The last thing you even want to think about is creating separate

facilities or separate groups or separate meeting places or having four kinds of showers

- one of straight women, lesbians, straight men and gay men. That would be absolutely

disastrous in the armed forces. It wouid destroy any sense of cohesion or teamwork or

good order and discipline."53 The idea was also rejected by Charles Moskos, widely
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considered the intellectual architect of "don't ask, don't tell." When President Clinton

publicly considered segregated facilities in March 1993, an idea roundly cried down by

gay ãdv-oca.tes;Moskos mdcke-cl the-idoa:-*Nof -only would thefe'be physicãl prõblems;

but also the problem of labeling units. What are you going to call these groups? The

"Fighting Fags?" Come on, it can't be done."54

Rand's research on the importance of a swift implementation has been borne out in

foreign militaries that have lifted their bans. In the 1990s, court rulings in Canada and

Britain mandated that gay troops be allowed to sewe openly; in both cases, the transitions

were implemented in a matter of months, and uniformly assessed as successful. The

Canadian Forces announced it would accept the court ruling and end the ban

immediately. "It does take a commitment from the top," said Joh¡ de Chastelain, then

was Chief of the Canadian Defense Staff. He directed the military to revise its harassment

guidelines, institute appropriate fraining progïams, and formulate policies to address

complaints and ensure enforcement of the new rules.ss In Australia, a special committee

recommended repeal and the govemment voted to move forward, with the Prime Minister

ordering the policy change be implemented immediately. It was replaced with a general

instruction on "sexual misconduct policy" prohibiting any sexual behavior that negatively

impacted group cohesion and did not distinguish between homosexuality and

heterosexuality. These successful examples suggest the research is correct that swift,

simple implementation of a single code of conduct, backed by strong leadership from the

top, is the most effective way to ensure a smooth transition to inclusive policies.
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Case Studies

I. BRITAIN

The earliest research on the impact of openly gay service in Britain came from the British

Ministry of Defence. In 2000, six months after lifting its ban, the Ministry of Defence

issued a report about the impact of the policy change. The docurhent was intended for

internal use only and not for public release, suggesting it represented a candid, accurate

assessment of the transition, without risk of being swayed by the requisites of politics or

public relations. In addition, it had the benefit of fulI access to ali available data.

The conclusions were definitive. The lifting of the ban was "hailed as a solid

achievement" which was "introduced smoothly with fewer problems than might have

been expected." The MOD found that all three services "reported that the revised policy

on homosexuality had had no discernible impact, either positive or negative, on

recruitment."56 The review concluded that the new Code of Social Conduct had been

central to the success of the new policy. Its emphasis on behavior now meant that

commanders could make sure that the problematic conduct of any individual, if and when

it arose, could be managed, and that operational effectiveness could, as a result, be

maintained. Hence, the MOD noted that the code had become "a useful guide for

commanding officers in dealing with all issues surrounding personal relationship and

behavior, going wider than just homosexual issues."57 There was "widespread acceptance
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of the new policy" and military members generally "demonstrated a mature and

pragmatic approach" to the change. There were no reported problems with homosexuals

-- -*-- harassingheterosexuals; and there-vsas-"norepofied diff,rcultie-s-of-nõte coñõerning

homophobic behavior amongst Service Personnel." The shift to inclusion meant that the

military could now access more college recruiting fairs, which were previously off limits

because of opposition to the ban from students and educational establishments. The

report concluded that "there has been a marked lack of reaction" to the change.ss

Independent assessments by senior goverrment and military officials in Britain

consistently confirmed the military's findings that lifting the gay ban had no negative

impact on performance. "At the end of the day, operational effectiveness is the critical

matter, and there has been no effect at all," reported a high-level official. Just nine

months after the new policy was instituted, this off,rcial told Palm Center researchers that

"homosexuality doesn't even come up anymore-it's no longer an issue." One lieutenant

colonel reported that "there has been absolutely no reaction to the change in policy

regarding homosexuals within the military. It's just been accepted." He said that

emphasis on fair treatment and personal responsibility meant people had ceased to focus

on sexual orientation and cared far more about individual performance and responsibility

to the team. Even the very vocal worries about privacy and sharing showers and berths

with gays-a perpetual focus of resistance in the U.S.-tumed out to be unwarranted. A

press official at the Ministry of Defence said that "the media likes scare stories-about

showers and what have you. A lot of people were worried that they would have to share
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body heat in close quarters or see two men being affectionate, and they would feel

uncomfortable. But it has proved at first look that it's not an issue."5e

Experts repeatedly expressed surprise at how little the change had meant, and how much

easier the transition had been than what they expected, given the vocal resistance before

the ban ended. The military's director of personnel said, "'We've had very few real

problems that have emerged, and people seem to have, slightly surprisingly, settled down

and accepted the current arrangements. And we don't really have the problems that we

thought we'd have." An off,rcial of the Personnel Management Agency said, "The

anticipated tide of criticism from some quarters within the Service was completely

unfounded." One commander atrributed the smoother-than-anticipated transition to a

generation gap, finding that "our youngsters have just taken it in stride." He concluded

that "it's a major non-issue, which has come as a considerable surprise."60

In2002, the MOD revisited its new policy on sexual orientation and the Code of Social

Conduct "in light of thirry months' experience since both were introduced." Officials

concluded that "there has been no discernible impact on operational effectiveness," that

the code had been "well received," and that "no further review of the Armed Forces

policy on homosexualify" was necessary.ul This is not to say that there were no negative

outcomes associated with the policy. For example, the Army reported in2002 that

"homosexuals are not readily accepted by all, and this may influence an individual in

deciding whether to expose his or her sexual orientation." 62 However, what both of the

MOD's initial reviews and the systematic appraisal of the evidence carried out by Belkin
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and Evans confirm, is that for all three services of the British Military, the transition from

exclusion to inclusion had no tangible impact on operational effectiveness. The inclusion

--of gays andlesbians in the British Armed Fo¡e-es had no-impaeroirthe miliiãry"s ãb..ility

to fulfill its function to defend the United Kingdom and its interests.

Recently, some opponents of gay service in both the U.S. and the U.K. cited the 2002

study as evidence that Britain had suffered negative consequences as a result of lifting its

gay ban. They referenced an article published in2007 by the conservative Daily Mail,

entitled "Lifting Ban on Gays in Armed Forces Caused Resignations, Report Reveals"

which claimed that the 2002 study showed that "Britain's armed forces faced a spate of

resignations in protest when the government lifted the ban on homosexuals serving in the

military." The2002 report, however, nowhere mentions a "spate of resignations." Here is

what the report says:

NaVt: "'When f,trst announced the change in policy was not openly welcomed by many,

but reaction was generally muted. Since that it has been widely agreed that the problems

initially perceived have not been encountered, and for most personnel sexual orientation

is a 'non-issue."'

Arm)t: "The general message from COs lcommanding officers] is that there appears to

have been no real change since the new policy was announced."
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Air Force: "411 COs agreed that there had been no tangible impact on operational

effectiveness, team cohesion, or Service life generally."

Regarding the "spate of resignations," what the Ministry report actually says is that,

"there remains some disquiet in the Senior Ratings' Messes concerning the policy on

homosexuality within the Service. This has manifested itself in a number of personnel

electing to leave the Service, although in only one case was the policy change cited as the

only reason for going. Nonetheless, homosexuality is not a major issue and, to put the

effect of the policy change into context, the introduction of Pay 2000 and pay grading

caused a far greater reaction."u' We sought comment from the Directorate of Service

Personnel Policy at the British Ministry of Defence about the Daily Mail afücle. In

response, we received an email stating: "'We were irritated by the article because it put a

very negative slant on what was, in reality, a positive outcome."64

The Royal Air Force has found its inclusive policy to be so successful that, since 2006, it

has worked with Stonewall, the largest gay rights group in England, to help it attract gay

and lesbian recruits. The deal means the Air Force was placed on Stonewall's

"Workplace Equality Index," a list of Britain's 100 top employers for gays and lesbians,

and that Stonewall provides training about how to create an inclusive workplace

environment with greater appeal to gays and lesbians. The Air Force also agreed to

provide equal survivor benehts to same-sex partners and to become a sponsor of the Gay

Pride festival. The MOD endorsed the policy in 2006 saying, "The Armed Forces are
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committed to establishing a culture and climate where those who choose to disclose their

sexual orientation can do so without risk of abuse or intimidation."65

The Air Force action was prompted in part by recruitment shortfalls. But the move also

makes clear that the British Forces believe that a climate of inclusivity and equal

treatment makes for a superior military, fi.lrther evidence that the only impact of gay

inclusion is a positive one. At the 2007 British gay pride parade, a Royal Navy

commander made this point, stressing that what mattered to military effectiveness was

teamwork. "If the team is functioning properly, then we're a professional fighting force,"

he said. .We want individuals to be themselves 100%, so they can give 100% and we

value them 1009/o." Background, "lifestyle" and sexuality were not a part of the equation,

he said, addìng that the armed forces recruit "purely on merit and ability" and new

members become a "member of the team and are valued as such."66 As the MOD's 2000

internal assessment had suggested, the replacement of a group-specific ban with a policy

of equal treatment had helped to shift focus away from sexual identity, precisely the aim

of the new policy. Because the British Code of Social Conduct emphasizes good

behavior and fair treatment for all, sexuality has come to be regarded as a private matter

and service members have been freed to concentrate on the duty of each member to

behave in ways that are benef,rcial to the group. The report indicated that the policy

change had produced "a marked lack of reaction. Instead of focusing on sexual identity,

discussion is concerned with personal responsibilily across the board, and on proper

behavior rather than identity politics.
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The MOD report also indicated that, because colleges no longer banned the military from

campus, recruitment prospects were brightened by greater access to potential recruits:

Fairs' are now allowing access to the Services because of what is seen to be a more

enlightened approach." Indeed, the MOD called recruitment "quite buoyant" in the year

after the ban was lifted. After several years of shortfalls, the year both before and after

the policy change finally saw recruiting targets filled.67

Recent Evídence

This section updates research conducted in the early stages of Britain's policy change to

provide a more comprehensive assessment of the overall impact of the transition to full

equality for gays and lesbians. It adds recent testimonies of serving military personnel

and experts on the hansition and its long-term implications. The additional research

shows that the British Military's post-2000 measures on sexual orientation have been

successful for one reason above all: instead of building policy around assumptions about

what impact the presence of sexual minorities in the military could have, the MOD

prioritized the impact of actual behavior on operational effectiveness. Though sexual

behavior has always been important to British Military judgment on sexual orientation,

the recognition that anyone can engage in behavior that could harm unit cohesion is

highly signifìcant. Moreover, it more accurately reflects the situation on the ground

where the older notion that unit cohesion requires soldiers to develop deep interpersonal
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bonds has been replaced by the recognition that soldiers bond through shared

commitment to tasks. As such, a// soldiers are now judged on their behavior, on their

- eoÍrrnitmenf to unif tãsks; priÕrities; ánd disaiþ1ine, irrësþéctivebf sex-ùãl óiìeñtatioñ.

All the evidence indicates that the conclusion of the British Military's own internal

reviews of the new policy, conducted both six months and 30 months after enactment,

still applies: the transition has been characterized by a "marked lack of reaction"

throughout the ranks.68 A spokesman for the Ministry of Defence reiterated in 2010 that

ending the gay ban in Britain had "absolutely no impact at all on operational

effectiveness."6e ln 2006, the Nur.y became the first to allow troops to march in uniform

at the annual Gay Pride parade in London in, and the Royal Air Force and Army followed

suit in 2007 and2008 respectively.T0

This is not to conclude, of coutse, that no one reacted negatively to the change; some

members of the force complained about the new policy. But according to all available

evidence, the transition has had no negative impact on the overall effectiveness of the

British military. Because the policy change has had no perceptible impact on unit

cohesion, morale, or operational effectiveness, it is widely regarded as an overwhelming

success. In addition, there is no indication that the policy change has had any effect on

recruiting, training completion, or resignation rates. There have been no widespread or

endemic problems with harassment or sexual misconduct associated with the new policy.

In short, the hansition from inclusion to exclusion has been a smooth one. The section
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concludes with a short discussion of the implications of the British experience for the

Llnited States Military.

The Code of Social Conduct does not offer an exhaustive list of unacceptable conduct,

and it does give military commanders some discretionary authority in determining the

detriment of a given incident to operational effectiveness. However, it targets behaviors

that could undermine trust and cohesion, rather than members of a specific social group.

These include unwelcome sexual attention, whether physical or verbal, over-familiarity

with the spouses or partners of other service personnel, overt displays of affection which

might cause offense to others, behavior that could damage the marriage or personal

relationships of service personnel or civiiian colleagues within the wider defense

community, and taking sexual advantage of subordinates. While lesbian and gay

personnel could behave in ways that breach the code, none of these behaviors are

exclusive to them. The code could equally be breached by heterosexual personnel. That

the code applies to all se¡vice personnel calls affention to the fact that there is no clear

correlation between a person's sexuality and how he or she behaves. Indeed, the amount

of time and resources that the MOD has spent tackling endemic sexual harassment of

servicewomen by servicemen in recent years suggests that sexual relations between

heterosexual personnel may be far more problematic for operational effectiveness than

those between homosexuals, and that the social code is an important tool for commanders

faced with such difficulties.Tr
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Militaries have long regarded cohesion among soldiers as integral to maintaining

operational effectiveness. The nature of that cohesion is still disputedT2 but among the

tw ñIõsT-wellresfatfished positiõns tháf haV-emergetifif KfaSk cõhesrorlfâtfer than

social cohesion that overwhelmingly reflects the realities 'on the ground' among soldiers

serving in Western Armed Forces.73 Following World War II, many argued that "social

cohesion" was the key determinant of military readiness, and that effectiveness is

facilitated by "intimate interpersonal relationships" between military recruits.74

Nonetheless, the second position, which arose from doubts over the reiiability of social

factors as a causal indictor of cohesion, suggests that "task cohesion"-a "shared

commitment among members to achieving a goal that requires the collective efforts of

the group"-is a much more reliable indicator of military readiness.T5 As we have noted

elsewhere,T6 while the idea of social cohesion is still promoted in some British military

doctrine, research with members of the British Armed Forces (2003- 2006) supports the

claim that "military performance depends on whether service members are committed to

the same professional goals."TT Consequently, task cohesion is far more important than

interpersonal relationships for developing relationships of trust with fellow service

personnel. The Code of Social Conduct reflects this fact by acknowledging that it is the

conduct of individuals that can undermine the cohesion of tight-knit groups, not the

identity of individuals per se. Thus in their 2000 review of the initial transition from

exclusion to inclusion, Belkin and Evans found that behavior, rather than sexual

orientation, is what ultimately matters to the men and women in the Armed Services:

As long as people do their jobs and contribute effectively to the teamwork
of their units, individual differences in opinìon or in their personal lives
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are not considered relevant. The new policy's focus on behavior rather
than on personal attributes has allowed heterosexual and homosexual
soldiers alike to maintain their focus on the jobs at hand.78

Evidence seems to suggest that ending gay exclusion policies may be the best way to

move beyond the worrisome focus on sexual identity and its effects on military cohesion.

This is certainly true for the gay and lesbian service members themselves, who generally

"breathed a sigh of relief'7e when they leamed they no longer had to lie to serve their

counfries. But the effects of liberalization go beyond just the obvious impact on gays, to

impact straight people too because they reach to the heart of heterosexual anxiety about

their own role in the military, about how they should behave with respect to

homosexuality and how they should interact with those they suspect or know to be gay.

Chief Petly Off,rcer Rob Nunn was discharged from the Royal Navy in 19921or being

gay, and re-joined the British Forces after the ban was lifted in 2000. The response from

his comrades was overwhelmingly positive when he came out, and he was even asked

casually if his partner would be accompanying him to the Christmas Ball. But what's

most instructive about Nunn's experience is the impact of the new transparency not on

him but on his straight comrades. Immediately after his re-instatement, Nunn found his

colleagues were unsure how to respond to him. "It's the old, 'I don't know quite what to

sa!,"'he explained in an interview. With one other service member, in particular, Nunn

decided to guide him to a place of greater comfort, now that he could take advantage of

the option to speak freely. This "one guy that I talked to who couldn't sort of talk to me,

I said, 'Right, I'm going to ask the questions that you want to ask, and answer them.' So

I did." Nunn reported that the greater openness, whether it came from him or from
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others, allowed any remaining discomfort to evaporate, and gave him the chance to

counter stereotypes, expose friends to greater understanding and put people at ease.

heþinghis reficenttdinrãdeoùf of his shell, the fefson bè¡âmè-''ñice as'Þ]îè -s0 -.

After

Patrick Lyster-Todd agreed that strong military leadership was essential to the success of

Britain's policy reform. An officer in the Royal Navy before the ban was lifted, Lyster-

Todd later became head of Rank Outsiders, a group dedicated to lifting the ban. "Our

MOD and serving Chiefs take Equality & Diversity issues-including the rights of

serving gay personnel, whether out or not- incredibly seriously," he said. "Their

approach is that if you want to be a capable force for good in the 21st century, then you

need to be of that century and its people."8l Again, this observation is corroborated by

research showing that controversial new rules are most effective when top leaders make

their genuine support absolutely clear, so that the next layer of leaders, those who

actually must implement the new rules, come to identify their enforcement of the new

policy with their own selÊinterest as leaders of the institution.s2

Recent accounts of the transition of military policy on sexual orientation further attest to

the importance of focusing on the impact of behavior on operational effectiveness, rather

than assumptions about sexual identity. In recent correspondence with the MOD's

Diversity Team, officials made it clear that "the change of policy was achieved with no

tangible impact on operational effectiveness, team cohesion or service life" and that

service personnel "accepted the change in policy and business continued as

normal." They also emphasized that, within the British Armed Forces, "an individual's
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sexuality is considered to be a private life matter" and that sexuality alone is not viewed

as something that inherently undermines trust and cohesion among service personnel.83

- -- -eommanderDebbie Whittingham;thecommandant-of the-rnilitary's-Joînt-Eqi.r¿I1îfy -amd

Diversity Training Center, described the policy change as a "non-event." In her

assessment, any concerns over operational effectiveness were quickly allayed by the fact

that service personnel were aware that they may have served with gay and lesbian

soldiers for some time, with or without knowledge of their orientation, and that

disclosures by close colleagues of their sexual orientation after the policy change had

little effect. Sexual identity in no way undermined those service members' history of

commitment to their units.84

It is important to emphasize that the cultural context of the British Forces prior to the

policy change was characterized by the exclusion and removal of lesbian and gay

personnel from the armed forces. Perhaps for this reason, initial indications of the

likelihood of a policy change were met with hostilify by some in the armed forces.

Lieutenant Commander Mandy McBain worked at this transitional time in the Directorate

of Naval Maruring.ss Tasked with addressing the views and concerns of personnel on the

impact of lifting the ban, she reported that she initially encountered "a general

assumption amongst my seniors that they did not work with arry Eay people and therefore

their homophobic comments were acceptable."s6 She found it exhausting to conceal her

true identity. "It's quite incredible to look back and see how much time and energy I spent

leading a double life," she recalls. She even had to process the paperwork of homosexual

discharges for peers.87 Echoing McBain's remarks, Craig Jones, a retired lieutenant
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cornmander in the Royal Navy, recalled in 2009 that "the Ministry of Defence fought the

European Court of Human Rights to the bitter end." Yet he noted that "as the smoke

---cleared-on the battloground;"-what-follow:erl was"i¡iFence-D'88-For-h'm, the infröduõiron ôf,

the Code of Social Conduct in the House of Commons in January 2000 "ended overnight

twenty years of pointless rhetoric-fueled arguments" because from that point on,

"admirals, generals and air marshals dusted themselves down and returned to the

important business of national defense and the men and women of our armed forces

returned to their daily lives freed from almost daily vacuous discussions about 'gays in

the military."'8e Indeed, Jones pointed out that in his experience the 1990's debate over

service by gays and lesbians was perceived by many of his fellow colleagues, regardless

of their personal views, as "an unwelcome distraction from the important business of

ensuring fighting effectiveness." It felt, at times, "as though politicians and military

leaders were more concerned with the sexuai orientation of their troops" than with

ensuring that military personnel "were well motivated and well equipped to do their

jobs." e0 It was the political debate over the issue of gays in the military that served as a

distraction to the focus on mission, not the actual presence of gay or lesbian personnel.

After the policy change, personnel involved in tracking, investigating, and dismissing

sexual minorities "turned their attention to retaining and recruiting talent rather than

searching it out and dismissing it," according to Jones. He also said that the "U.K.

inclusive policy characterized by the Armed Forces Code of Social Conduct gave back to

our servicemen and women the freedoms of life which they may one day be asked to lay

down their lives to protect."el 'Where anxieties have arisen, such as recent concerns over
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how to manage applications for married quarters from same-sex couples who have

entered into civil partnerships, these have been overcome through clearer guidance and

implenrentationtrâining. The MOD'sapproach tolheÞfovisionõf Serviee Fámlly

Accommodation (SFA) has been to treat same-sex couples in civil parlnerships in the

same way as married couples on the grounds that, like marriage, civil partnerships

constitute the legal recognition of a relationship. Accordingly, SFA is not available to

unmarried heterosexual couples or to same-sex couples who are not in civil partnerships

because those relationships are not legally recognized. The MOD has also made it clear

that while personnel are entitled to decline the provision of SFA on the grounds that they

might end up living next door to a same-sex couple, they have no legal right to demand

altemative accommodation. By clarifying their position in clear guidelines for

commanders and personnel, the MOD has thus tried to ensure that all its personnel have

the right to a private life.ez The British military has been so pleased with the success of

the transition that it has taken steps to promote its new policy and demonstrate its success

publicly.e3 According to Commander Whittingham of the military's Joint Equality and

Diversity Training Center, all th¡ee services are now part of the "Diversity Champions"

program run by the lesbian, gay, bisexual and transsexual rights group, Stonewall. All

permit their soldiers to march at gay pride events in uniform, and various forums and

focus groups supported by the military have been established for serving gay and lesbian

service personnel.eo As Jones put it, "the minor transitional bumps of implementation had

ten times less impact than defending against this policy."e5
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British military experts unifonnly continue to pronounce the inclusive policy a success.

Lord Alan West was head of the Royal Navy and is now ter¡orism minister for the U.K.

sf served-both-before and aftef the-b-art vvãs-litred; and feÞ-orfd-tÏiãf"ft'S muEh bèttei

where we are now. For countries that don't lallow openly gay service], I don't believe it's

got any'thing to do with how efficient or capable their forces willbe. It's to do with other

prejudices, I'm afraid." Peter Tatchell, a London-based gay-rights activist often critical of

the government, praises the military's handling of the change. "Since the ban has been

lifted, there hasn't been a word of complaint from senior military staff," he said. "They've

said that having gay and lesbian people in the services has had no damaging effect at

a\l."96

Military expert and veteran Amyas Godfrey now works for the Royal United Services

Institute, a think tank in Britain. When the British forces lifted their ban, he was serving

in Northern Ireland, and he recalls: "I remember our commanding officer at the time

called the entire battalion together and said, 'This is how it is going to be now. We are

not going to discriminate. We are not going to bully. If someone in your $oup says that

he is gay, you treat them as normal.' And that, really, was the implementation of it. For

all the years I served after that, it was never an issue."e7

47



Conclusion

'- ---Important lessons arise from the-British experience for other militaries-considering a

transition from exclusion to inclusion of sexual minorities. As with any transition, there is

scope for improvement. For example, an overemphasis on sexuality as a "private matter,"

taken from the ECHR ruling, may reaffirm, rather than displace, the idea that sexual

orientation is important when actually it is behavior that matters to operational

effectiveness.nt ln the British case, this issue has been tackled to some extent through the

development of support networks for sexual minorities and the endorsement of these

nefworks by senior officers, as well as through task cohesion on the ground. Soldiers

have quickly come to realize that their colleagues are no less effective than they were

prior to the policy change and that being gay, lesbian, or bisexual does not affect a

person's ability to focus on, commit to, and complete the mission at hand. In the event of

a shift to inclusion in the U.S. armed forces, it will be vital to emphasize that calling

sexual orientation a "private matter" does not mean that "telling" is considered

inappropriate or threatening to unit cohesion. It will be essential to focus on actual

behavior and to draw links between behavior and military capability rather than identity

and military capability.

A¡other issue is that the initial success of the Code of Social Conduct depended in part

"on the leadership style and view of the off,rcer or off,tcers delivering the message."ee

What this means is that "strong leadership is absolutely vital" along with "a deeper

understanding by those delivering the message" that "may enhance understanding" such
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as information on "why the rules have changed, the cost to the military for additional

fraining, recruiting and administration to replace those dismissed," and so forth.r00

---Mãki-ñg whatñi$hf be calledthe"businèss'cásè" fõf inclusion wilfhêlp loldTèiltö see

the benefits of a policy change. Similarly, senior military personnel need to be very clear

about how, and whether, entitlements and allowances applied to heterosexual service

personnel such as family housing, travel warrants, and schooling for children, apply to

personnel in same-sex partnerships.'ot The British approach has been to offer such

incentives to those in civil partnerships. But the federalist system in the U.S. differs in

important ways from that of the U.K. and currently the American Defense of Marriage

Act bans federal recognition of same-sex couples. Finally, a zero-tolerance approach to

bullying and harassment, in addition to training on this approach, would be necessary in

the U.S., although it is important to note that the current "don't ask, don't tell"

regulations already provide for this, despite uneven enforcement.lo2 Any accommodation

of such discrimination based on status instead of conduct could send the message that

identity continues to be the main focus instead of behavior. A uniform code of conduct

for all service members, aiong with sufficient training, guidance, and leadership about

that code, is the most effective way to ensure that behavior is the proper focus of both

policy and practice.

The original ECHR ruling about the U.K. policy did not suggest that homosexual

behavior could not, or would never be, a possible source of tension among military

personnel. However, it did find that by assuming that all lesbian and gay soldiers---or

potential soldiers-would undermine unit cohesion, regardless of how they behaved, the
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military had violated the rights that lesbians and gays have to a private 1ife,l03 as well as

their right to be judged on their merits. The most important lesson from the British

- -- experienceof transitionr'ngfrom apolÌ-cy'of exclusion-to ôn-e olifclusion ßmè---

importance of focusing on the problematic behavior of any service person, that which has

the most impact on operational effectiveness. By addressing behavior rather than relying

on assumptions about how a member of a specific social $oup might behave, all

behavior that poses a threat to military readiness and capability can be managed

effectively without having to exclude specific members of the forces who may be

contributing to operational effectiveness in significant ways. The above testimonies

demonstrate a clear consensus within the British military, shared by the wider British

society, that the policy change has had no clear impact on military effectiveness. A

systematic study of the impact of the policy change, rather than a focus on military

judgment, would still be valuable,l0a but all available evidence supports the conclusion

that the policy change was a success: allowing open lesbians and gays in the military has

had no adverse impact on military capability, and the new focus on a uniform code of

conduct appears to enhance the professional climate of the armed forces.

II. CANADA

The earliest comprehensive assessment of the impact on the Canadian Forces of full

inclusion was conducted by the Palm Center in 2000. The key conclusion reached by
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Palm researchers was that the 1992 decision was seen as a "non-event," with neither

increased deparlures by heterosexual members nor signif,rcant numbers of complaints

According to their report, "Lifting of restrictions on gay and lesbian service in the

Canadian Forces has not led to any change in military performancel'and GLBT personnel

"who have served since the ban was lifted describe good working relationships with peers

in supportive institutional environments whe¡e morale and cohesion are maintained."lO5

Palm researchers identi$i three key factors that likely contributed to this success, The

first was the CF's decision to focus on behaviors rather than attempt to shift attitudes.

The second was the decision to address behaviors through broad harassment training that

neither singled out sexual orientation nor ignored it as a potential source of conflict. The

third was the clear leadership exercised by the CF Chief of Defence Staff and the most

senior leadership cadre in announcing and implementing the policy change.

In 1986, six years before the Canadian Forces lifted the gay ban, a survey of 6,500 male

service members found that 62Yowould refuse to share quarters with gay soldiers and

45Yo would not work with gays. But by several accounts following the transition, the

change had no overall impact on the effectiveness of the military. "The nine months since

a court case induced Canada's military leaders to open the ranks to gays have been

virtually casualty-free," according to a 1993 ll¡ashington Posl investigation. "No

resignations, violence or harassment have been reported. Gay soldiers, while remaining

discreet about their private lives, say they feel more comfortable now. And straight

soldiers-not only those who have concerns about gays, but also those who do not-say
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they have accepted the new regime."r06 More than two years after gay exclusion ended,

according to a Canadian Forces assessment, there was no mass exodus and no indication

---ofianyimpacton cohesion; morale; readiness; recruitment-or-retentiour0T--A revievü by a

bureau of the Canadian military found that, "despite all the anxiety that existed through

the late 80s into the early 90s about the change in policy, here's what the indicators

show-no effect."l08

This section provides additional commentary regarding the context of the 1992 decision,

and then provides an overview of subsequent developments in CF policies, doctrine and

programs, including consideration of the two key issues that are implied but not

examined in the 2000 study regarding changes in attitudes over time and combat

effectiveness. [n addition to reviewing the 2000 study by the Palm Center about the

successful transition by CF to full inclusion, this section offers additional information

that can help explain the "non-event," and particularly to help observers understand why

the problems predicted in the 1986 survey did not occur. In particular, we address two

fundamental questions that arise out of the experience of the CF. Given the negative

attitudinal f,rndings of the 1986 survey, the first question pertains to whether, by choosing

to focus on behaviors and not attempting to influence attitudes, the CF has allowed the

dominant culture to remain strongly heterosexist, thus diminishing the opporlunities for

gay members to integrate their personal and professional lives to the degree that their

straight colleagues can. The second question arises from the central argument previously

presented by the military regarding the possible impacts on morale, cohesion, combat

readiness and operational effectiveness. That argument went as follows: although the CF
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was engaged in a number of complex missions in the 1990s including in the Balkans,

Somalia, Rwanda and East Timor, the Canadian military had not been tested in the heat

of battle to the level tharthsU:S. mifitãry has bæn; thus,lhe füIIeTféòTs õIrh-e I99t

decision had not been assessed where it counted the most. Skeptics of full inclusion used

this reasoning to argue that the data on lifting the ban was insufficient to pronounce it a

success.

1986-1995: A Decade of SociøI Evolution in the CF

In order to fully appreciate the policy changes implementedin 1992 regarding gays

serving in the military and the perceived "non-event" in the years immediately following,

it is necessary to consider the other policies and programs that were also under challenge,

review or amendment during the period from 1986 to 1995.10e As with many other

militaries, the CF had faced a number of calls to amend existing policies and rules due to

changes in broad government legislation and evolutions in societal nonns. Further, the

military was going through signif,rcant shifts in understanding its role and missions given

the end of the Cold War and the emergence of new forms of conflict.l l0 Finally, the CF

had received marked negative publicity because of an incident during its 1993 mission in

Somalia in which soldiers beat to death a Somali youth taken into custody; the event

served to focus extemal public and political attention as well as CF senior leadership.r I I
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Employment of ÍI/omez: In the context of concurrent changes, the most important

development pertains to the employment of women in the military. The CF had been

---- -*-€ontinuously evaluating or amending policies-regardingthe ernployment of women-since

the early 1970s.r12 Following the enactment of the Canadian Human Rights Act in 1978,

a series of research trials and suits against the CF culminated in a landmark Canadian

Human Rights Tribunal decision in 1989. The Tribunal stated, "The issue is: does

'operational effectiveness' constitute a bona fide occupational requirement of such a

nature that the exclusion of women from combat-related occupations is justif,red, even

though it is, on its face, a discriminatory practice." It found that the CF had not made the

case to retain the exclusionary policy and directed the CF to achieve full and complete

gender integration in all occupations and all roles except submarines by 1998.113

In contrast to the relatively low-key approach taken in 1,992 to amend the policy for gays

in the military, the issue of the employment of women, particularly in combat roles, was

of high visibility across the CF from 1979 through to the mid-9Os, with commensurate

visible leadership from the top to set the tone and ensure success. The changes incurred

the same core concerns as the 1992 policy change for gays in uniform, that is, concern

over erosion of cohesion and diminution of operational effectiveness.

Employment Equity Act: A further catalyst for proactive programs in the military was the

passage by the Canadian Parliament of the Employment Equity Act (EE Act) in 1986.

This legislation requires that federal government agencies take steps to address the

historical marginahzation of four designated groups: women, Aboriginal peoples, visible
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minorities and persons with disabilities, with the goal of achieving equitable

representation in all areas and at all levels of employment.

Religious Accommodation: A\though it pre-dated the EE Act, another major focus of

policy change pertained to initiatives to update or amend policies regarding religious

accommodation. Starting with the amendment of dress regulations to enable members of

the Sikh faith to wear a turban as military headdress, changes have been implemented to

enable minority members of the CF to dress, eat, and pray in accordance with their

religious beliefs.rla As a major supporting initiative, the CF Chaplaincy Branch adopted

a policy of multi-faith service with all Chaplains to minister to members of all faiths to

the best of thei¡ ability in as open a manner as possible.lr5

Defence Ethics Program'. The final program development that occurred concurrently in

the 1988-1992 period was the implementation of the Defence Ethics Program (DEP). The

DEP presents a values-based framework centered around three ethical obligations:

respect the dignity of all persons; serve Canada before self; and obey and support lawful

authority. The perception that the lifting of the ban on gays in the military in 1992 was a

"non-event" is rooted in some part in the first prong of the DEP focus: respecting the

dignity of all persons.

A key component of DEP was the development and implementation of broad-based

professional development programs as both stand-alone workshops and as modules

incorporated into professional military education (PME) across the CF. A series of
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surveys was conducted during the 1990s to assess the ethical climate in the CF and a

range of resource materials were made available.

Somølia and Canøda's 'Blae Beret' Imøge: No summary of the evolution of CF

policies, programs or culture during the 1990s can be complete without a consideration of

the events surrounding the deployment of the Canadian Airborne Regiment to Somalia ín

1992-93 . On the night of March 1 6, 1993 , a small number of Canadian soldiers beat to

death Shidane Abukar Alone, a 16-year-old who had been taken into custody when found

in the Canadian compound. The subsequent outcry among Canadians and criticism of

senior military leadership by politicians led to the disbanding of the Airborne Regiment

in disgrace and to the firing of the Chief of the Defence Staff, General John Boyle. Some

years later, in 1997 , the Minister of National Defence directed a series of sweeping

changes to be implemented by the CF in order to regain the trust and confidence of

Canadians.l l6

Among other concerns, the events surrounding the Airborne Regiment prior to and during

the deployment to Somalia highlighted concerns regarding racism, prejudice, and a

"rogue" culture that was at odds with the more respectful and ethics-focused norms of the

Canadian military and society. The death of Shidane A¡one struck a deep chord with

Canadians as the vast majority of the citizenry had viewed their military as "Blue Berets"

conducting random acts of kindness in far-off places.ttt While Canadians are not naiVe

and most recognize Canada's war fighting contributions in the First and Second World

Wars and the Korean conflict, the dominant view among citizens is that Canada should
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use its military primarily to project values, not to project force. It is for this reason that

the Somalia incident had far greater consequences for Canadians and the CF than appears

This overview of changes occurring in the CF around the time of the 1992 decision to

remove the ban on gays serving in uniform reveals that the institution was engaged in

addressing a number of concurrent issues related to changes in civilian culture. To some

extent, the observed "non-event" was due to the fact that the decision to lift the ban on

gays was seen as a rather minor issue in comparison to these other concurrent changes.

While Palm researchers identified the role of senior leadership and the decision to

address behaviors using broad programs rather than implementing initiatives to change

attitudes or single out gay members, there are two more fundamental explanations as to

how the CF was able to implement the wide range of policy changes needed to address all

of the social evolution. The first was that the senior leadership recognized that the central

issue in all cases pertained to culture and identity and, in particular, the requirement to

ensure that key aspects of the CF culture reflected that of Canadian society. The second

was to artìculate the requirements, objectives, and desired ends using shared, key

principles that underpinned how the military (collectively) served the nation and how

each individual served the military. A fairly consistent message was that the role of

leaders has been, is today, and always willbe, to take well-trained, highly motivated,

talented individuals who want to serve their country in uniform and transform them into

cohesive, effective teams.
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It should also be noted that, when taken together, the issues presented in this section

military culture was fine as it was and senior leadership needed no outside assistance to

create a more dynamic, adaptive culture; and second, that the military alone should be the

final arbiter of balancing operational effectiveness with individual rights- a view the

Canadian Human Rights Tribunal clearly dismissed when it concluded that "the risk to

individual rights is high when women are excluded from any occupations, and the risk to

national security is, by comparison, low."l l8

Finally, while this update confirms that the cancelation of the previous policy was a non-

event from the perspective of the CF, not all agreed. A minority of politicians was

opposed to some of the related policy changes and ciearly dismissed the legitimacy of, or

need for, the CF to address the requirements of gay communities.

1996-2009: Recent Chønges within Canadian Society and the CF

Until recently, no systematic research had been conducted to speciñcally examine the

experiences of gays in uniform after the ban was lifted. Following is an update on the

impact of changes in Canadian society and the CF on the experiences of gays in uniform.

Same-sex Marriage: The legal recognition of marriage between same-sex partners

occurred over the course of several years as provincial govemments amended statutes,

and culminated with the federal government doing so in 2005. This measure has
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generally had broad support as illustrated in a September 2009 public opinion poll in

which 610/o of Canadians supported same-sex marriage and only 11% indicated that

--same'.sex'couples-should-havelo Ìegal-recognition. Astegislation was-passe-d;the-eF -

moved quickly to amend a host of related policies including those regarding pay,

pensions, married quarters, relocation benefits etc. As an example, Interim Guidelines

for CF Chaplains for same-sex marriages were issued in September 2003 and the fîrst

publicly acknowledged same-sex marriage of two service members took place in May

2005.11e These guidelines address key principles, and clearly highlight the importance of

the Defence Ethics Program's focus on the obligation to respect the dignity of all persons.

Outreøch and Community Engøgement: Over the last few years, the CF has also

developed more proactive approaches to engage with the gay community. One example

is the creation of a Facebook site for the Canadian Forces Gay, Lesbian, Bi and

Heterosexual Group.l20 Although the posting states it is not an official CF site, the

presence of the CF logo, the use of military ranks, and the identification of both a Group

Harassment Advisor and Bilingualism Officer (common CF unit-level secondary duties)

are all indicators of an implicit acknowledgement and endorsement of this site by the

institution. While this site provides an accessible means of social support, members of

the gay community have requested that the CF appoint a formal senior "champion" (at

the LGen or MGen level) as has been done for the four EE designated groups. To date,

this effort has been unsuccessful.
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A clearer example of formal outreach to the gay community pertains to participation in

Pride Parades. These events are now held in many Canadian cities with Toronto Pride

members of the CF, permission was given in 2008 for CF members to participate in Pride

Parades in uniform. In2009, this was extended to a more formal outreach progËm

which is intended to raise awareness of, and garner the support of Canadians for the CF

by showcasing the men and trvomen of the CF. This initiative is seen to support recruiting

and diversity efforts with clear statements of the principle that "embracing diversity

contributes to the relevance of the CF as a national institution in that Canadians see

themselves when looking at the CF... Moreover, diversity is an operational imperative

because it acts as a force multiplier as we conduct more operations in non-traditional

theatres."l2t For a number of Pride Parades this year, volunteers from across the CF were

on duty participating in the parades in uniform handing out promotional items to those in

attendance and at an official recruiting booth.

Reseørch'. As mentioned, relatively little research has been conducted in the CF that is

specifically focused on issues related to the inclusion of gays in the military. One area

that has been examined pertains to legal proceedings. In an update to a comprehensive

analysis of CF cases, the author of that work confirmed that, as of summer 2009, there

have not been any courts martial since 2000 for either sexual misconduct involving gay

members or for inappropriate behaviors directed at gay members.l22
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To retum to one of the original areas of research, little has been done to re-examine the

1986 survey that was interpreted to reveal strong opposition to removing the ban on gays

-=----servingin-uniform:-As-the 
eF had foeused on regulating'behaviors;rather than changing

attitudes, a major question that remained unanswered ìn the 2000 report was whether the

opinions expressed particularly by heterosexual males in 1986 have persisted. Research

conducted in both the U.S. in 1998 and 1999 and in Canada between 2001 and2004

provides apafüal answer and, with some time lag, apafüal cross-national comparison.

As part of a comprehensive research program examining the "civil-military gap" in the

U.S., a team led by Dr. Peter Feaver analyzed attitudes of mid- to senior-level officers

which was replicated in Canada.t23 215 senior CF officers (Major to Colonel) attending

Canadian Forces College (U.S. Staff and War College equivalent of Professional Military

Education) completed a detailed suwey of attitudes and opinions.l2a The following three

paragraphs were presented in the report comparing the responses of the senior CF

Officers to their U.S. colleagues of the same ranks:

The two groups fCanadian and American] provided rather different
perspectives on a number of items related to diversity and gender roles.
Only a minority (21%) of Canadian survey respondents embraced the idea
that "the military should remain basically masculine, dominated by male
values and characteristics" whereas 4IYo of their American peers had
agreed. Very few believed that military effectiveness was greatly hurt
when women entered the workplace (3o/o), due to the military becoming
less male-dominated (3%) or due to bans on language and behavior that
encouraged haditional patterns of camaradene (7%).

The divergent views of the fwo militaries were evident in responses on the
roles of women in uniform. 78% of Canadians agreed that women should
be allowed to serve in combat jobs while only 38% of Americans
supported such a policy. .. 8l% of Canadians reported that they would be
equally confident with a female as they would with a male Commanding
Officer (CO) (vs. 67% :.lr,the US).
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The differences between Canadian and American respondents in openness

were even more marked regarding the employment of gays and lesbians in
uniform. While 68% of the Canadian respondents agreed with the CF
policy allowing gay men and lesbian women to serve openly in the

------trri1itary;orr1yf 87oof theirAme-rieancolleagu-essulp-ortèdadoptingsueh-
a policy. Although only 28o/o of Canadians indicated that they would be

more comfortable with a straight CO than with a gay CO, 65% in the US
preferred a commander who was straight.

Although the sample is small and clearly not representative of all ranks, it is seen as an

indicator of a significant shift in attitudes and opinions regarding both gays and women tn

uniform since the 1986 study that was reported to reveal strong opposition. Further, in

comparison to the general CF population, this sample over-represented older males,

operational occupations (MOS), and those on a command career path, all factors that

would predict a more conservative outlook than expected from a broader cross-section of

the CF.l25 Not all of the attitudinal responses of this cohort of senior CF Officers were

seen as positive, however. Note, for instance:

In particular, although this group did not oppose the inclusion of
individuals on the basis of gender or sexual orientation, they were
somewhat complacent in assessing that the CF had achieved what is
required to fuliy accommodate these groups. Some of their responses

represented a latent resistance with perceptions that standards were easier

for women and that the initiatives to integrate women had eroded military
performance. Of more importance, the assessment of the CF's progress
was rather optimistic and over-stated... Thus, while there were not signs

of overt resistance, there appeared to be a 'perception gap' between what
these military leaders believe had been accomplished and what may
actually be required to achieve CF diversity objectives.

Doctrine ønd the prototype "Combøt MaIe Wønior": One of the initiatives that came

directly out of Somalia but was also informed by the other events identified in the

previous section's decade of social evolution was a signif,rcant effort to establish and

update CF Dochine. The most important of the doctrine manuals produced was the 2003
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publication, Dtúy with Honour; The Profession of Arms in Canada.l26 This manual

"presents the theoretical and philosophical underpinnings of the profession, shows how in

------ .--praetiee-it serves eanada-and eanadian-interests; and; codif,res;-for the-firsftime;whatir-

means to be a Canadian military professional."i2T Key in this articulation was the view

that the CF should predominantly project values rather than force, and its military ethos

should reflect both martiaVwar-fighting values and broader Canadian values of

acceptance and inclusion. Martial values, uniquely emphasized in the military to ensure

technical success, include such concepts as service before self, self-sacrifice/unlimited

liability, fighting/warrior spirit, teamwork, and self-discipline. Civil values that were

given prominence included notions of rights and freedoms and the obligation to respect

the dignity of all persons.

The language chosen and the symbols used to communicate the intent of the manual were

selected so as to carefully balance the fundamental role, character, and nature of the

profession of arms as responsible to the state for the defense of the nation with the

evolving, broader, and more complex expectations particularly for the CF as a partner

with allies and other agencies in achieving integrated security solutions under

comprehensive approaches.

The related doctrinal change was the subsequent publication of Leadership in the

Canadian Forces: Conceptual Foundations. Drawing on the central concepts in Duty

with Honottr, Conceptual Foundations presents a values-based leadership model that

emphasizes transformational leadership approaches and, under the concept of "leading
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the institution," highlights the individual and collective responsibilities of leaders at all

levels to set the conditions for small unit/team success in operations. The unifuing theme

- of respecting-the dignity of all persons-is highlighted-inthis manual along witbother key

messages about drawing on the strengths of diverse teams.128

Together, these two doctrine manuals are intended to establish an appropriate

philosophical, sociological, and ethical framework to enable the CF to evolve to meet

both emerging societal expectations and to achieve complex (human) security missions.

Of particular relevance for this review, Duty with Honour strove to retain the concept of

the "warrior's honor" while shifting away f¡om the dominant prototype of the "combat

male warrior."l2e The (gradual) acceptance of a redefined model soldier- one who values

a range ofcharacteristics and behaviors- is key to achieving broadly defined diversity

objectives, particularly for gays in uniform.

Combat and Operøtional Settíngs: This brief section addresses continued reservations by

those who consider the 2000 report to be an inadequate assessment of the CF's 1992

transition to fulI inclusion since it had not yet been engaged in major combat missions at

the time. Since taking a significant role in southern Afghanistan as well as engaging in

naval interdiction and counter-piracy off the Horn of Africa, the CF certainly believes it

has answered the general question of its collective combat capabilities on land, in the air,

at sea, and in special forces contexts. In doing so, the CF has sustained significant losses

(relative to the size of the CF) as well as standing its ground in the face of a rather

detennined insurgency. Our observation, based on extensive discussions with military
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leaders, is that the CF believes that soldier-for-soldier, man or woman, gay or straight, it

is capable of punching above its weight. Although there has not been any systematic

----_-research to speeifically-examine the-consequenees oÊfielding eornbat-units-eontaining- '

women or gays, Dr Anne Irwin, an anthropologist who studies the CF, recently spent

several weeks with combat solders in Afghanistan. Extending the key conclusion

reached by Belkin and McNichol, she stated:

My intuitive feeling was that it was a non-issue. Sexuality to a large
degree is irrelevant; what matters is whether someone is reliable, loyal and
hardworking. Good sense of humor, a joiner, rather than a loner. Beyond
that, I don't think anyone really cares.t'o

Voices ønd Perspectives: Key themes that emerge from Canadian scholars' work on the

perspectives of gays in uniforml3l, as well as from service members' comments to the

authors of this study, are as follows:

1. Invisible ldentity. Several academics and some serving members have commented that

one of the effects of the decision to cancel the previous policy in 1992 was that it made

gendered and sexual identities invisible.l32 By adopting an approach of "benign neglect,"

the CF has prevented members of the gay community in uniform from engaging in

meaningful dialogue about their identities. This issue appears to be of significant

importance for those who are transgender, as was indicated in the legal proceedings by

Micheline Montreuil.

2. "I of 1." The combination of invisible identities and small numbers in uniform leads

to a sense by some of being "l of l." There is a feeling of isolation and frustration that
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each person has to deal with the issues that confront them on their own, with little or no

institutional support. This experience contrasts with that of others in uniform who have

had to deal-with issues,that were either not common or-not formaþ acknowledged, but -- -, --

for which programs were developed to provide them with support, such as single

parenthood, elder care, learning differences, PTSD, and mental illness.

3. Procedure. The sense of isolation and lack of institutional supports impair full access

to the available procedures such as filing formal complaints in the event of wrongdoing.

individuals must have confidence in both the results of filing complaints and the

processes used to adjudicate them for such procedures to accomplish their stated goals of

justice. One service member commented, "Most queer people do not believe that going

through the harassment complaint process is anyhing but a way of painting a big rainbow

target on our heads." One result of the absence of complaints is that leaders wrongly

conclude that all is well or that the CF is doing as much as is needed.

4. Career Implications. The input received suggests mixed results about the effects that

open homosexuality can have on one's career. Some feared that declarjng their identity

would indirectly have career consequences while others perceived and experienced no

problems. From the background research and some comments received, it is plausible

that a differentiating factor may be the role that different individuals take on or the degree

to which they make their identity visible. Several of the comments received indicated

that some of those who were open about their identity felt an obligation to put in extra
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effort, achieve higher standards of proficiency, or demonstrate greater commitment to

pass the "dedication" test before their presence and performance were accepted.

5. Ignorance and Prejudice vs. Acceptance and Belonging. From comments received, it

is evident that the time period during which individuals joined the CF shapes how gays in

uniform experience daily life: those who joined pre-1988 still recall the "witch hunts"

and need for secrecy, while those who joined more recently did not experience this

treatment. An additional theme that emerged from respondents was frustration with the

degree of ignorance demonsf¡ated by a minority of their military colleagues. The

misunderstanding of key facets of the gay community, conflation of gender identity with

sexual identity, and assumptions about gender or sexual identity based on certain

behaviors clearly lead to actions or statements that are received as harmful or prejudicial,

with the sense that better education could prevent such problems. Conversely, several

respondents commented on growing acceptance by their CF colleagues as gay members

have "earned" the right to serve through their performance and professionalism.

In their 2000 review of the perspectives of gays in uniform, Palm researchers quote a

comment by CF member Michelle Douglas that "gay people have never screamed to be

really, really out. They just want to be really safe from being fired."l33 This update

would suggest that their perspectives have evolved to the point that gays in uniform

would appreciate greater factual knowledge and understandingif and when they choose

to come out. Above all, they want to be judged on their performance, not their identify.

Thus, the main shift noted among gays in uniform is that their expectation has grown
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from merely hoping to hold onto their job to aspiring to have a full career, which allows

them the same balance of work and personal lives as their heterosexual counterparts.

Conclusion

This report, which updates previous research on gays in the Canadian Forces, confirms

that the transition to full inclusion remains a non-event, and it supports the finding that

effective leadership, a focus on behaviors, and the use of a comprehensive program to

prevent personal harassment contributed to the smooth transition. It also provides some

additional contextual factors that help explain the social evolution of the CF throughout

the 1990s and 2000s, including effecting policy and program changes to address

employment of women in combat roles; increasing representation of women, Aboriginal

Peoples, and visible minorities at all ranks; accommodating a range of religious belief

systems and associated practices; and confronting the fallout from criminal behaviors

during the Airborne deployment to Somalia. Underlying these changes were the beliefs

that the central issues pertained to culture and identity, key principles mattered more than

rule changes, and leadership would play a strong role in realigning existing military

culture.

Culture, principles, and leadership have retained their central importance as the CF has

continued to evolve from 2000 to 2009 in response to broader social trends and internal

expectations. A signif,rcant illustration of the development of CF institutional approaches
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toward its gay members can be seen in the formal outreach initiatives with gay and

straight members in uniform representing the CF in Pride Parades. Research about

cuTrent attitudes suggests-a signifieâff shift from- those-reporreüf 5 yeais-ê-ailíei;-wîth

general acceptance of both the policy and gay members in uniform, although a degree of

perhaps premature complacency was noted among some older CF members.

The final updated information provides some glimpses into the views and perspectives of

the gay community within the CF. The issues that were raised were related to: dealing

with identities that the institution has made invisible; feeling isolated as a minority that

does not have the same status or supports afforded other sub-groups; lacking conf,rdence

in the current mechanisms of procedure for complaints in the event of wrongdoing; and

diffïculties confronting the minority of colleagues who do not, willnot, or can¡ot

understand the nuances of gender or sexual identity or the privilege given to the dominant

heterosexual community to define what is "normal." Conversely, there are indicators that

some are having success in their careers, and there were no significant indications that the

CF was lagging behind society as a whole. While some are still reluctant or cautious in

bringing their personal life into their professional domain, the comments by researchers

and some gays in uniform suggest there is an expectation that all individuals should be

judged solely on competence and performance and that identity should not be a factor.

Using a common model for assessing inter- and intra-group relations, this expectation

reflects a desire by gays in uniform to move from marginalization to integration rather

then assimilation (loss of meaningful personal identity) or separation (loss of meaningful

institutional role). I 3a
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In assessing the continued evolution of the CF, it would appear that the institution is

.---_--ctrrrentþìrraphase-of engaginggayrbut demanding-their confonlity; uftimatety;-ir may

progress to a phase in which it embraces a range of worldviews and appreciates the

strengths and benefits of such a position. Whether or not it does so depends on four

factors: the continued evolution of broader social norrns and expectations within

Canadian society; the scarcity of talent and need to be more proactive in recruitment and

outreach; the implications of new security missions in nations such as Afghanistan; and

the continued redefinition of the ideal soldier, from "combat male-warrior" to "soldier-

diplomat," "soldier-scholar," and "soldier- Samaritan. "

TII. AUSTRALIA

In June 1993, seven months after the Australian ban on homosexual service was lifted,

the U.S. General Accounting Office conducted interviews with ADF off,rcials to

document early outcomes associated with the change.t" The short overview of the policy

change concludes with a summary statement based on comments from an Australian

official who stated that, "although it is too early to assess the results of the ¡evised policy,

no reported changes have occurred in the number of persons declaring his or her sexual

preference or the number of recruits being inducted. Effects on unit cohesiveness have
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not yet been fully determined. However, early indications are that the new policy has had

little or no adverse impact."l36

In February 1996, the U.K. Ministry of Defence completed a report documenting the

findings of its "Homosexuality Policy Assessment Team" that investigated homosexual

personnel policies of a number of foreign militaries. A research team was sent to

Australia to meet with representatives of the Royal Australian Air Force, Royal

Australian Army, and Royal Australian Nuty, as well as with Dr. Hugh Smith of the

ADF Academy, and service psychologists at ADF headquarters in Canberra. The British

team reported that service staffs believed the change had not resulted in any notable

problems for military functioning. Following an initial outcry, said the report,

homosexuality became a "non-issue" and the diff,rculties of integrating open homosexuals

were described as 'Just another legitimate management problem."l37

In 2000, the Palm Center reviewed all available data pertaining to the lifting of the ban in

Australia. It found that the hansition did not lead to "any identifiable negative effects on

troop morale, combat effectiveness, recruitment and retention, or other measures of

military performance."l38 Some evidence suggested that the policy change may have

contributed to improvements in productivity and working environments for service

members. Key findings included the following:

. Prior to the lifting of the ban, ADF service chief argued that allowing

homosexuals to serve openly would jeopardize recruitment, troop cohesion, and
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