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1501 Lee Highway, Arlington, Virginia 22209-1198 (703) 247-5800
An Independent Non Profit Aerospace Organization

MONROE W. HATCH, JRr.
Executive Director

Lt. Gen. Robert M. Alexander/ﬂw/

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

Military Manpower and Personnel Policy (O&EPM)
4000 Defense Pentagon

Washington DC 20301-4000

May 18, 1993

Dear Gen Alexander:

The Air Force Association welcomes this opportunity to provide its views to the working
group on sexual orientation. Enclosed are two documents, our March 1993 position paper,
"Homosexuals in the Armed Forces," and a letter from AFA’s national president, James M.
McCoy, to Senator Nunn commenting further on the subject.

in a resolution adopted unanimously by the Board of Directors February 7, the Air Force
Association declared its opposition to the lifting of the ban on homosexuals in the military. The
enclosed documents explain the reasons.

We believe that there are two areas that deserve particular attention by your group. While
much has been said on both issues by partisans and private citizens and widely in the news media,
we have not heard much from government officials.

1.The proposal to lift the ban is widely advertised as a matter of allowing homosexuals to
declare themselves and nothing else. As our position paper says, this limitation does not
sound feasible--even if it were desirable. We believe it is important for the government to
decide and announce in detail what would and would not be allowed under the
Administration’s proposal and what measures would be taken to ensure that.

2. What are the implications for the military heaith care system? We have heard
considerably about the risks of tainted blood transfusions, but have seen very little
authoritative, official information about the difficulty and cost of caring for large numbers
of individuals who are particularly vulnerable to AIDS.

While we believe that there are major unanswered questions in these two areas, we have
numerous other questions and concerns. If you wish further information on these, beyond that in
the position paper and President McCoy’s letter to Senator Nunn, we are ready to provide it.

Sincerely,

e %-/%J:/y\?,

Monroe W. Hatch, Jr.
General, USAF (Ret.)
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The Hon. Sam Nunn

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate

Washington DC 20510-6050

Dear Mr. Chairman:

| appreciate this opportunity to provide you the views of our association on
homosexuals in the armed forces. Never in the past forty years have our members reacted in
such volume or strength to any issue. They overwhelmingly feel that the proposal to aboalish
the ban and permit homosexuals to serve openly is wrong.

We believe that the questions you asked January 27 are tha right ones. We are also
convinced that readiness, morale, discipline, recruiting, and retention would all be affected by
removal of the ban, and that the harm would be both severe and long-lasting. We explain the
basis for our conclusion in our March 1993 position paper, "Homosexuals in the Armed
Forces,” enclosed, which we ask be made a part of our statement for the record.

AFA’s position concentrates on the direct impact on the armed forces should the ban
be lifted. There are obviously moral dimensions to the question, but we left that for others to
address and stuck to those aspects where our knowledge and experience are relevant and,
we hope, useful.

First, we agree with your observation that there is a difference between military service

"and a civilian job. We think it noteworthy that people who have actually served in uniform--

military leaders, veterans, and the troops themselves--are strongest in their belief that the ban
must be retained.

Furthermore, our analysis of opinion polls indicates that the more people understand
the consequences in a military context, the less they agree with the proposal to lift the ban.
Those most inclined to accept easy answers about the problems associated with open
admission of homosexuals tend to be people whose knowledge of the military lifestyle is
shallow and second hand.



Wae concluded that one reason some people are inclined to try the experiment is that
they believe there is no longer an important mission to occupy the military, and that readiness
does not matter, They do not appear to understand that the armed forces are heavily engaged
right now in three high-tempo operations abroad, and that a number of crises currently
smoldering could send US forces into combat again in the near future.

The persons most in favor of lifting the ban are gay activists. We spent considerable
time studying their arguments, positions, and literature before setting forth our own position
in detail in March. We concluded that the real reason gay activists are attacking the military
ban is to advance their broader social and political campaign--not to establish their right to
bear arms in the nation’s defense. We were frankly surprised to see how clearly this stands
out when their arguments are examined. :

Statements and literature from the gay movement reveal a contempt for the military.
1f the armed forces are damaged in the furtherance of their social campaign, that is of no
consequence to them. Their strategy is to put before the public "picture-perfect straight arrow
- over-achievers who look like the boys and girls next door” to conceal thair real agenda. They
label concerns of groups like ours about "spousal” and other benefits and the exercise of the
full homosexual lifestyle a “smoke screen.” Literature and other communications circulating
within the gay community, however, show these "smoke screen” concerns to be mainstream

objectives of the movement.

President Clinton chooses to define the issue as a narrow one--whether military
members shoutd be able to say they are homosexual if they do nothing--but we do not believe
it could ever be so easily constrained. Our study of the gay agenda convinces us that
demands for more concessions would follow rapidly, benefits for homosexual partners being
high on the list. If the rationale for lifting the ban is a presumed civil right, comparable to the
rights of racial and ethnic minorities, then it is not realistic to belisve military homosexuals
would settle for the simple freedom to declare themselves.

The present exclusion of homosexuals from the military is based on the voluntary
public disclosure and/or other public exercise of a single behavioral characteristic--specifically
a characteristic that is disruptive to order and discipline. This is not sufficient basis on which
to claim a civil right so powerfut that it supersedes military requirements related to morale and

unit integrity.

in his March 23 press conference, President Clinton cited the possibility of exclusionary
provisions in assignment policy for military homosexuals. In so doing, he recognized himseif
that there is a basis--and perhaps a need--for some exclusions in the armed forces because
of sexual orientation. It is little wonder that the President’s statement aroused a firestorm of
objection from the gay community. Their case, up to that point, was that no such exclusions

were valid.

My own knowledge of the armed forces covers 42 years--30 of them in active service
with the US Air Force and the past 12in regular contact with the military in various capacities
with the Air Force Association. My final active duty tour was as Chief Master Sergeant of the
Air Force, which involved constant travel to listen to and talk with members of the force



worldwide. Like my fellow retired Chief Master Sergeants of the Air Force, | continued to
travel and speak with military people in the United States and overseas. It is within this
context that | say, | have almost never seen the troops react as strongly to an issue as they

do to this one.

{ believe you will find in your field hearings that our young men and women in uniform
are deeply concerned on this issue, and they are concerned that the President does not
understand their perspective or care about their views. One of the most important things your
hearings will accomplish is to demonstrate a willingness in Washington to listen to the troops

and pay attention to their concerns.

Our position paper does not address AlDS-related health concerns--not because we do
not believe they are important, but because we had no new data or special expertise to
contribute on this subject. We think it is important, however, for your Committee to examine
the health issue in detail. There is reason for concern, not only because of the direct effects
on readiness and the fear that would be generated in the ranks but also bacause of what this
would add to the cost of a defense budget that has already been cut so harshly.

In deliberations leading up to the position expressed in our paper, we studied the
homosexual issue as fully and as carefully as we could. We reviewed, for example, reports
on the experience of other nations and the policies for their armed forces. In this review, we
found the differences in their military requirements, the underlying social engineering agenda
in the United States, and other factors to be such that these models are of no practical use
in determining what our nation should do. .

We are at some disadvantage in this controversy. The President’s commitment to the
gay agenda is clear. His position is amplified by partisans within the Administration and
supported by the news media, which are generally sympathetic to the homosexual cause. For
these reasons, your hearings are critically important. They are the lone national forum in which
the full consequences of this issue are likely to be explored.

We must continue to provide the American people full information regarding this
subject. - As the Prasident said, "As long as | am your President, our men and women in
uniform will continue to be the best trained, the best prepared, the best equipped fighting
force in the world.” We already have the best trained, prepared and equipped forces in the
world today. We need to keep it a fighting force, not a divided force.

Sincerely,

\ .
e
ames M. McCoy
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Homosexuals in the Armed Forces
.

The Air Force Association strongly disagrees with the announced intention
of the Clinton Administration to abolish the ban on service by homosexuals in the
armed forces of the United States.

We hope that President Clinton is sincere in his promise to study the issue
and its implications between now and July 15, but we are concerned by his public
‘statement, made on January 29, that "I haven’t given up on my real goals,”
indicating that his position is unchanged.'

We are encouraged by responsible initiatives of many in Congress to avoid
precipitous action without careful study. Foremost in this regard has been Sen.
Sam Nunn, Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, who points to
dozens of unanswered questions about the effect on military readiness, morale,
discipline, recruiting, and retention? AFA will continue to work with those
members of the Senate and House who believe, as we do, that the Clinton
program would do great barm to our military.

In a resolution adopted unanimously February 7, the AFA Board of
Directors declared that:

"The Air Force Association strongly opposes the Clinton Administration’s
intention to lift the ban on homosexuals in the military. This will have a
devastating effect on the morale, discipline, and cohesiveness of our
nation’s armed forces. AFA applauds the action of the Chairman and the
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their strong stand on the issue.
AFA’s Board of Directors urges all AFA members to work with community
leaders and the media at the grass roots level, and it further urges AFA
members and all Americans to work with the Administration and Congress
in an effort to reverse this disastrous course of action.” 3

'President Bill Clinton, Announcement on Propdsed Policy Regarding
Homosexuals in the Military, Jan. 29, 1993.

2Sen Sam Nunn (D-Ga.), speech to the Senate, Jan. 27, 1993.

3air Force Association Board of Directors, resolution adopted at winter
meeting, Orlando, Fla., Feb. 7, 1993,



The Air Force Association, consisting of almost 200,000 Americans who
have actually served in the armed forces, explains in this paper why it believes as
it does. '

Differences in Military and Civilian Life

To a degree that non-veterans may not comprehend, military life is far
different from a civilian job. Once military people take the oath, they surrender
various rights that civilians have. They join for specified lengths of time, usually
four years. Once in the armed forces, they can’t change their minds, demand
civilian rights back, and go home. They also lack the ultimate option of civilian
life: to quit and leave.

In the civilian world, job is separated from home, social, and private life.
In the military, howevsr, the government can — and often does control where
you go, where you reside, and whom you are in close contact with. For instance,
for those living in barracks or in field conditions, the government assigns a
specific bunk and also determines who is assigned to the adjacent bunk. The
military also places controls on behavior, including the freedom to complain.

The realities of military service often mean close contact with others under
primitive conditions that allow little or no privacy. Virtually no one — not even
extreme activist groups — would expect men and women (in the military or
elsewhere) to share common sleeping and bathroom accommodations. Common
sense recognizes the need for (and the right to) sexual privacy.

Gays define themselves totally in terms of their sexuality. For many military
people, this would create intense problems if privacy is lacking. This basic privacy
issue is magnified by cultural, religious, and moral beliefs about homosexuality,
leading to apprehension, discomfort, or repulsion.

In an independent poll of 2,300 enlisted military members conducted by
the Los Angeles Times, opposition to sharing facilities and quarters with
homosexuals was the top reason cited by 63 percent of those who opposed lifting
the ban. A significant number also saw homosexuality as immoral or in conflict
with their religious views. Another of the top five reasons cited was the possibility
that homosexuals would contribute to the spread of AIDS*

“Melissa Healy, "The Times Poll; 74% of Military Enlistees Oppose Lifting the
Ban,” Los Angeles Times, February 28, 1993. ,
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Members of the armed forces have voluntarily accepted limitations on their
personal freedom because:

O They implicitly agree that the unique demands of thtary service make it
necessary; -

O Conditions of service are still within social and cultural bounds that they
regard as acceptable;

O The government does not demand-that they endure circumstances they
find morally or personally intolerable.

The rights of those who serve in the U.S. armed forces should count at
least as much as those of a group that defines itself purely in terms of its
sexuality.

#What the Pablic Believes

Not everyone shares President Clinton’s ready acceptance of homosexuality.
An extraordinary number of Americans disagree with him. A large majority of the
members of the armed forces are emphatically opposed to his position on gays in
the military. ‘

The Los Angeles Times poll, cited above, found that 74 percent of enlisted
members of the armed forces disapprove of the Clinton administration’s plan to
lift the ban on homosexuals in the military, while only 18 percent favor lifting the
ban. The poll, done without the cooperation of the Pentagon, surveyed 2,300
enlisted members, ranging from privates to the top enlisted ranks. It was
conducted from February 11-16 in commercial areas and residential housing near
38 military installations across the country.

According to another Los Angeles Times poll, sentiment among the
American public at large has gradually shifted from a roughly 50-50 split between
those on each side of the issue to a point now where 53 percent oppose lifting the
ban and 40 percent favor lifting it.

When we looked at a sampling of polls dating back to 1985, the results
often depended on how the question was framed. For instance, when service in
the armed forces was listed as just another occupation in a question like, "Do you
think homosexuals should or should not be hired for each of the following
occupations?" the results are fairly consistent, with about a 57-37 split in favor of



homosexuals serving in the military?

By contrast, in polls dealing specifically with the issue of homosexuals in
the miljtary, from just after the election until just after President Clinton’s January
29 announcement, the American public was either split down the middle or
opposed by margins ranging from 49-46 percent® to 50-41 percent.” Also of note,
by November 20, 1992, in responses to questions phrased about homosexuals
serving in various occupations, those saying they favored homosexual service in
the armed forces bad narrowed from a spread of 57-37 percent in favor to just 48-
44 percent in favor® :

Another significant finding from the survey data we examined was included
in a post-election poll that asked this question: "Do you think President-elect Bill
Clinton should delay his promise to lift restrictions on gays in the military if
there are strong arguments that this action will produce serious morale and
readiness problems?" The response: 61 percent said delay while only 29 percent

“said proceed.’ '

Finally, there is a perception that the President has succumbed to pressure
from politically motivated gay rights groups. In a January 31 poll, 52 percent of
those surveyed said that President Clinton was sticking to his position "because he
is responding to pressure from liberal and gay organizations.” Only 39 percent
attributed the president’s motives to "principle."

3See Gallup Poll, November 18, 1983, 55-38 percent in favor of "hiring’
homosexuals in military; Gallup Poll, March 18, 1987, 55-37 percent in favor;
Gallup Poll, October 12, 1989, 60-29 percent in favor; Gallup Poll, June 4, 1992,
57-37 percent in favor.

§NBC/Wall Street Journal Poll, December 12, 1992.

INBC/Wall Street Journal Poll, January 23, 1993. Other polls include a
CBS/New York Times Poll, 48-42 percent opposed to lifting the ban, January 12,
1993: Los Angeles Times, 47-45 percent opposed, January 14, 1993; Time/CNN
Poll, 48-43 percent opposed, January 25, 1993; ABC News/Washington Post Poll,
4747 percent split, January 26, 1993; Gallup Poll, 50-43 percent opposed, January
29, 1993.

8Newsweek Poll, November 20, 1992.
9Gallup/Newsweek Poll, November 20, 1992.
©Gallup Poll, January 31, 1993.



(One gay activist, Gregory King of the Human Rights Campaign Fund,
said, "Bill Clinton is the Abraham Lincoln of the lesbian and gay community."!
His group contributed $2.5 million to the Clinton campaign, a fraction of what gay
rights groups contributed overall.) _

" The armed forces have been prohibited by the White House from releasing
their own polling data, but a leak to the Los Angeles Times in early February
revealed that 75 percent of the Air Force and Army personnel polled by
independent .organizations were opposed to any change in the policy. That figure
tracks with the Times’s own poll a few weeks later. '

Overall, military people are overwhelmingly opposed to a change in policy,
and the general public is growing more opposed as it learns more about the effect
lifting the ban would have on military morale, cohesion and readiness.

Morale and Cohesion

An effective military force is not simply an accumulation of weapons and
people in uniform. No one seriously disputes the importance of morale, esprit de
corps, and the group dynamics that make a military unit operate as a team.”
Individual achievement and heroism are certainly important aspects of military
service, but military operations are conducted basically by units, not by
individuals. Teamwork and identification are especially significant in the primary
units in which the military member serves and fights.

Sociologists confirm that what holds a unit together in combat is the feeling
and loyalty the troops have for each other. A classic research study after World
War II found the reason why German soldiers fought so stubbornly to the end was
the allegiance of soldiers to comrades in their squads and sections. Unit integrity
— not idealistic conviction or regard for a defunct regime  kept combat forces

" NBoh Dart, "Homosexuals see 1990s as decade to push equality; Gay leaders
believe Clinton pivotal figure in movement," Houston Chronicle, February 21,
1993.

Z(Cjausewitz stated that "this corporate spirit forms, so to speak, the bond of
umion between the natural forces which are active in what we have called military
virtue." See also Peter Paret, "Napoleon and the Revolution in War,” in Makers of
Modem Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age, ed. Peter Paret (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1986); Walter Pinter, "Russian Military Thought: The
Western Mode! and the Shadow of Suvorov,” in Paret; and Michael Howard,
"Men Against Fire: The Doctrine of the Offensive in 1914," in Paret.
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from disintegrating under extreme conditions.”

In his 1985 book, Cokesion: The Human Element in Combat, Wm. Darryl
Henderson concludes that "common.attitudes, values, and beliefs among members
of a unit promote cohesion; in fact, some observers contend that similarity of
attitudes contributes to group cohesion more than any other single factor.”*

Henderson included American, North Vietnamese, Soviet and Israeli
militaries in his study. Like Shils and Janowitz, he states unequivocally that "the
only force on the battlefield strong enough to make a soldier advance under fire is
his loyalty to a small group and the group’s expectation that he will advance. This
behavior is the consequence of strong personal or moral commitment. It
represents the internalization of strong group values and norms.”

Those who have served in the military know this:

O Senior military leaders are virtually unanimous in warning Mr. Clinton
that removal of the ban on homosexuals will do great damage to troop
morale and unit integrity.

O Veterans groups (including the Air Force Association), representing
millions of people with ]Spers_onal knowledge of military service, have
repeated that warning. _

O All indications  including data from opinion polls suggest
unmistakably that the froops themselves believe removal of the ban will
harm morale and unit integrity. ‘

The opposing view is primarily from gay rights activists and advocates, most
of whom know little — and care less  about the armed forces. They claim the
concerns are unfounded, but this does not square either with the historical or
contemporary military record. Once the damage is done, it could be impossible to
repair. As a Congressional Research Service report said, "Should presumed
problems of discipline and morale prove to be true, it may be politically

BEdward A. Shils and Morris Janowitz," Cohesion and Disintegration in the
Wehrmacht in World War I1," Public Opinion Quarterly, Summer 1948.

“Wm. Darryl Henderson, Cohesion: the Human Element in Combat
(Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 1985). '

For example, see Military Coalition, Letter to President-Elect Bill Clinton,
Dec. 3, 1992, and "AFA President Speaks Out Against Lifting Ban on
Homosexuals in the Military,” Air Force Association, Jan. 29, 1993.

6



impossible to reinstate the current policy." ¢

The military is a unique institution, bonded by mutual commitment and
confidence. It is an institution in which soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines
respond to the call of duty with courage and selflessness. Is there truly some
imperative that compels us to undermine these qualities for the sake of a greater
good?

The Real Agenda

In announcing January 29 what he declared to be a "compromise” action
(telling recruiters to stop asking questions about homosexuality, seeking
continuances in legal cases in progress, agreeing to study the "practical problems"
over a period of six months, and proceeding to develop a draft executive order by
July 15) President Clinton stressed the narrow limits of his proposal.

The president made clear what he called the only point of disagreement:
“Should someone be able to serve their country in uniform if they say they are
homosexual but do nothing which violates the code of conduct or undermines unit
cohesion or morale apart from that statement?”

In the first piace, we believe that permitting homosexuals in the military to
openly declare themselves will, in itself, significantly disrupt morale and good
order, for all the reasons cited above.

More important, we do not find the President’s position either credible or
realistic. We do not believe that activists will simply settle for the freedom of
military gays to declare themselves, nor do we believe that this is all the President
has in mind. He said as much on January 29: "This compromise is not everything 1
would have hoped for, or everything that I have stood for," and that T haven't
given up on my real goals.” That clearly indicates an intention to press for further
changes. Mr. Clinton’s position, as declared, is also internally inconsistent.

O He says discrimination against homosexuals violates a basic, undeniable
right, perhaps a constitutional right.

O Concurrently, he suggests the exercise of that right could be constrained,
almost summarily, allowing military homosexuals no more than the
_freedom to declare themselves.

16 "Homosexuals and US Military Personnel Policy," CRS Report for Congress,
Congressional Research Service, Jan. 14, 1993.
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If the right is truly basic and fundamental, then how can it be abridged so
neatly? Conversely, if the limits are that simple to impose, how fundamental can
the right really be?

Rep. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), who acknowledged in 1987 that he is gay,
says that "gay men and women in the military are not going to act any different”
once the policy is changed, and that "there are not going to be gay pride parades
on bases."” How does he know?

Contrary to such assurances, the adoption of the Administration’s plan
would almost certainly open the floodgates to further demands and more
concessions. What would preclude Gay Rights parades on bases? Cultural
observances of various kinds are permitted now. If homosexuals are a

' constitutionally-protected minority, how could commanders deny them permission
to celebrate their heritage?

Would homosexuals be allowed the same kinds of public displays of
affection permitted for heterosexuals? If not, what would be the legal basis for
prohibition? In a February 1993 paper, The National Gay & Lesbian Task Force
dismissed this question by saying that "The military already has regulations
prohibiting open displays of affection while in uniform.”®

Members of the armed forces do adhere to special standards of bearing
and behavior, but military life is not nearly so formalistic as the gay activists
_contend. Anyone who has ever attended a military promotion or retirement
ceremony, for example, knows that public displays of affection do occur. Anyone
who watched on television as families met troops coming home from the Gulf
War saw intensive public displays of affection by people in uniform.

When the Task Force assures us that "gay and lesbian members would be
required to follow the same policies as heterosexuals,” they are not making the
question about public displays of affection go away. They are proving that the
question is valid.

If homosexual partnerships have legal standing — and in some jurisdictions
they do — is there an entitlement to family housing? Medical care for the partner?
Survivor benefits? What would the costs be? The February 1993 paper from the

"Chris»tine C. Lawrence, "Ban on Homosexuals to End in Two Steps, Frank
Says,"” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, Jan. 23, 1993.

8Countering Military Arguments Against Gay and Lesbian Service Members,”
National Gay & Lesbian Task Force, February 1993.
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Gay & Lesbian Task Force declares concern about "spousal” benefits to be a
"smoke screen” that obscures the real issues at stake. In truth, a mainstream effort
of the gay rights movement is to secure such rights and entitlements.

In the Task Force’s recruiting literature a major objective cited is "legal
recognition and protection of gay families, domestic partnerships, and lesbian/gay
parenting.™® Our survey of recent issues of The Washington Blade, which bills
itself as "The Gay Weekly of the Nation’s Capital,” finds entitlements and benefits
for the partners of employed homcsexuals to be a major and continuous goal®

Organizers of the 1993 March on Washington go still further, introducing a
whole new category of persons for whom rights and entitlements are claimed. “We
demand legislation to prevent discrimination against Lesbians, Gays, Bisexuals,
and Transgendered people in the areas of family diversity, custody, adoption and
foster care and that the definition of family includes the full diversity of all family
structures,” a promotional folder declares.” (Emphasis added)

No more than a tiny fraction of the American public would support such
policies in the armed forces. In fact, the public is divided over many of the issues
surrounding homosexuality. Half of those surveyed in a recent poll object to
having a homosexual doctor. Fifty-five percent object to having a homosexual as a
child’s elementary school teacher. Only 36 percent say homosexuality should be
considered an acceptable alternative lifestyle. And 55 percent say homosexual
relations between adults are morally wrong.

19"Joi.z:l the Forces of Freedom," National Gay & Lesbian Task Force, 1991.

Mee, for example, "Benefits at U. of Iowa,” Nov. 27, 1992; “Fla. Disney
Workers Unite," Feb. 12, 1993; "Clinton Transition Aide Shares Insights With
Federal Workers," Jan. 15, 1993; "Family Bill Leaves Spousa! Definition Open,”
Jan. 15, 1993; "New Yorkers Gain Some Partner Benefits," Jan. 15, 1993; "Lesbian
Librarians Win First Round for Benefits,” December 4, 1993; "Librarians Lead
Fight for Benefits,” Jan. 8, 1993; "Canada Introduces Rights Bill for Gay
Government Workers," Jan. 8, 1993; "Co-Op Decision Favors Gays," Jan. 8, 1993,
"Vt City Gives Benefits,"” Jan. 29, 1993. '

2py’s a Simple Matter of Justice,” registration'fo]der, 1993 March on
Washington for Lesbian, Gay & Bi Equal Rights and Liberation.

2Jeffrey Schmalz, "Poll Finds an Even Split on Homdsexuality’s Cause,” New
York Times, March 5, 1993.



It disturbs us greatly that the interests of a group representing a mere one
to four percent of the American public, according to recent studies,” would
compel the President to take actions that threaten U.S. military effectiveness.

The real reason gay activists are attacking the military ban is to advance
their broader campaign, not to establish their right to bear arms in the nation’s
defense. There are certainly individual gays with a genuine interest in military
service, but that is in no way indicative of the movement as a whole or of the
activists who are currently leading the charge on the armed forces.

Their statements and literature reveal, if anything, a contempt for the
military and leave no doubt about their objectives. That does not, however,
diminish their willingness to use the issue of national service if it is to their
advantage.

The Windy City Times, a gay newspaper in Chicago, urged readers to "bring
on the patriots” and get media exposure for military homosexuals who are
"picture-perfect, straight arrow over-achievers who look like the boys and girls
next door”® The only cause that matters to the activists is declared by the
national co-chair of the 1993 March on Washington, who says that, "When we
march ... . our voices and presence will focus on the real enemies: any law or any
one who stands in the way of us achieving our rights."® o

The armed forces are not — and must not be allowed to become 2 social
laboratory or a staging base for radical causes. :

BGee, for example, Jeff Lyon, "Keeping Score: A University of Chicago
research team is exploring sexual America,” Chicago Tribune, November 29, 1992,
Bradley Johnson, "What’s Behind the Numbers," Advertising Age, January 18, 1993;
Patrick Rogers, "Numbers games: size of gay population is greatly exaggerated,”
The Gazette (Montreal), February 13, 1993; Jack Thomas, "A new report on sex
finds everyone doing it — but love is the key,” Boston Globe, February 23, 1993.

2Dan Perreten, "Go on the Offensive, Now!" reprinted in The Washington
Blade, Jan. 29, 1993.

2Derek Charles Livingston, "A Look Beyond the Inaugural,” The Washington
Blade, January 15, 1993.
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The "Right" to Serve

Admission to the armed forces is not a "right" granted automatically to all
citizens. The most obvious factor restricting admission is the size of the force.
Even at the peak of the Vietnam War, the armed forces could not use all
qualified men of military age. This led to inequities in conscription and was a
factor in the change to an all-volunteer force.
In the 1980s, when the military was significantly larger than it is today, the l/ [\,
Air Force was accepting only 32 of every 100 serious applicants for enlistment.? N 4
_In'so doing, the Air Force, like the other services, applied a set of criteria or ' /
" »conditions which make applicants ineligible.” In its regulations, the Air Force lists J / /
' 44 such conditions, including drug use, receiving a presidential pardon for draft % Z/ﬁV/
' evasion, being intoxicated during processing, being a conscientious objector, being :
‘single with dependents incapable of self-care, and having physical impairments,
among which are "excessive or detracting tattoos."””’ People can aiso be
disqualified for a history of antisocial behavior.

The courts have backed such exclusion policies based on the military
interests of good order, discipline and morale. An opinion from a 1989
homosexuality case, Ben-Shalom v. Marsh, sums up the reasoning:

"[T]he military establishment is very different from civilian life. When
necessary, the military must be able to protect and defend the United
States. That is a most important government mission, a difficult, demanding
and complex one. It requires a trained professional force of reliable, loyal,
and responsive soldiers of high morale, with respect for duty and discipline,
soldiers who can work together as a team to accomplish whatever missions
they may be given by their commanders."”

Beyond the exclusion policies, gay rights groups have put forth the
argument that the armed forces are violating a legitimate, undeniable civil right
when gays are not allowed to serve. They cite a direct parallel with the struggle of
blacks to gain civil rights.

%John T. Correll, "Front Door to the Force,” AIR FORCE Magazine,
December 1988.

7See Air Training Command Regulation ATCR 33-2, November 4, 1991.

ZCited by Melissa Wells-Petry in Exclusion: Homosexuals and the Right to
Serve, Regnery Gateway, 1993.
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Among those disagreeing is the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen.
Colin Powell, who says emphatically: "I need no reminders concerning the history
of African-Americans in the defense of their Nation and the tribulations they
faced. I am a part of that history. Skin color is a benign, non-behavioral
characteristic. Sexual orientation is perhaps the most profound of human
behavioral characteristics. Comparison of the two is a convenient but invalid
argument."”

~ One court made this point: *The Constitution has provisions that create
specific rights. These protect, among others, racial, ethnic, and religious
minorities. If a court refused to create a new constitutional right to protect
homosexual conduct, the court does not thereby destroy established constitutional
rights that are solidly based in constitutional text and history."*

We do not pretend to be experts about the causes of homosexuality, its

prevalence in the population, or the various physiological and psychological
theories regarding it. It is obvious to us, however, that homosexuality is a single- _
dimension phenomenon. It is a matter of sexual orientation and nothing else. |

: i
So long as homosexuals keep their personal affairs private, they encounter ’
‘no discrimination. The services no longer ask questions about sexual orientation. :—\, 2
Aside from illicit actions, then, exclusion of homosexuals is on the basis of P
voluntary public disclosure and/or other public exercise of a single behavioral :
characteristic — specifically a characteristic that is disruptive to order and b
discipline. That is not a sufficient basis on which to claim a civil right so powerful Jk’;‘i\
that it supersedes military requirements related to morale and unit integrity. ;

The Nation’s Interest

There may be a public perception, reinforced by those who call for ever-
deeper cuts in defense, that with the end of the Cold War, military effectiveness
and readiness are less important today than they were in the past. As 1993 began,
however, US armed forces were engaged simultaneously in high tempo operations
in three regional contingencies (in Somalia, in the Balkans, and in Iraq). The
probability is very high that US forces will be committed to armed conflict of
some sort in next few years. :

BGen. Colin Powell, Letter to Rep. Patricia Schroeder (D-Colo.), May &,
1992,

XCited by Melissa Wells-Petry.
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Because of constant defense cuts — with still more to come  the force we
field in such conflicts will be much smaller, with markedly reduced resources. The
force that won the Gulf War no longer exists.

All serious defense analysts agree that the smaller force must be of the
highest caliber, superbly trained, prepared, and motivated. Morale has been
affected already by the continuous reductions and the personnel turbulence that
results. A year ago, the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel reported to
Congress that "the anxiety factor for our people is almost off the chart."®

In the Los Angeles Times poll, 60 percent of military members surveyed
said they were concerned about the effect of force reductions on their careers.
Their second biggest concern: 48 percent cited the president’s proposal to lift the
ban on homosexuals serving in the military. Abolishing the ban would destabilize
and disrupt a force that is already struggling to adjust to massive reductions and
_changing requirements. o

As Senator Nunn said in his speech January 27, "When the interests of
. some individuals bear upon the cohesion and effectiveness.of an institution on |
which our national security depends, we must move very cautiously.” :

The Air Force Association urges President Clinton to use the time
remaining before his July 15 deadline for the draft executive order to reconsider
and reflect on the course of action he has proposed. We believe that such
reflection will confirm the validity of what we have said in this paper and support
a decision to retain the present policy on homosexuals in the military. Such a
decision is justified primarily — and more than sufficiently by military
requirements in the national interest, but there is another consideration that must
not be overlooked.

The forgotten people in this debate so far have been the men and women
serving today in the armed forces. We owe them a great deal, not only for what
they have given the nation in the past but also for what they may be called upon
to give in the future. Their opinions — and their rights should count, and it is
abundantly clear what they think in this matter. '

We see little evidence that homosexual activists have any interest in the
military except as a staging base to further their social campaign. It seems to be of
little concern to them if the armed forces would be damaged in the process. We
find it incomprehensible that the nation would allow the armed forces that protect

Njohn T. Correll, "The Troop Losses Mount, AIR FORCE Magazine, May
1992,
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jts security to be so used to promote the behavioral orientation of the homosexual
minority.
In his State of the Union message, President Clinton pledged that "as long

as I am president, 1 will do everything I can to make sure that the men and
women who serve under the American flag will remain the best trained, the best

prepared, the best equipped fighting force in the world . . . "® ,
Open admission of homosexuals to the armed forces is not consistent with
that pledge.

2Gyate of the Union address, Feb. 17, 1993.
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In a series of discussions among the members of Natlional
Organlzations Responding to Discrimination by Sexual Ortentation In the
Milltary (NORDSOM), we have conslidered In depth the content of
Congressional hearings on the Department of Defense pollcy that
hanosexual ity Is Inconpatible with military service.

One Important aspect of the discusslions has been the statement of
Senator Nunn In which he [ists a nunber of cuestions that he considers
must be asked and answered Iin hearings. Fram NORDSCM's analysis of the
Senator ‘s questions and the Information provided by Senate Armed
Services staff, It Is our understanding that the hearings of the Senate
Cammittee on Armed Services will focus most substantlal ly on the Issue
of within-sex sexual conduct and whether |laws and regulatlons should
treat such conduct differentiy than between-sex sexual conduct. Other
areas of Investigation indicated Iinclude the history of the poillcy and
Its relatlonship to current soclal trends, the |lkely Impact of
resclission of the pollcy on recruiting, retention, promoticn, and
leadership, and various lssues reiated to implementation of a
rescission.

NORDSCM, as a group of health, mental health, educational, and
sclentiflc organizations, strongly recommends that the hearings include
an empirical analysis of the various lssues. There are four |lnes of
investigation retated to our expertise that are central to the
conslderation of rescinding the ban on mllitary service by lesbians,
gay men, and blsexual persons. I!n the following, we have provided a
brlef discussion of the defining |Issues for each area, i{lsted the key
questions, and indlcated the NORDSOM members that have a partlcular
expertise In these areas and can provide testimony.

1. What Is the evidence on the sultablllty for millitary service of
lesbians, gay men, and bisexual persons from the perspectives of
health, mental health, and sexua! conduct?

Health. Since sane forms of male-male sexual behavior are modes
of transmission of HIV, and scme comunities of gay and bisexual men
have high rates of sexually transmitted dlseases, |ssues related to
infectlous diseases need to be addressed In heartngs, particulariy
Issues of AIDS and HIV pollcy and procedures within the mititary.

1. What is known about the health of lesbians, gay men, or
bisexual persons campared to the population as a whole?

2. What effect Is a rescission of the ban on gays and lesbians in
the military likely to have onh rates of Infectious dliseases and health
care costs?

3. Are the miiitary’'s current policies and procedures with regard
to HIV and other infectlous, sexually transmitted diseases adequate?

Besources: American Public Health Association.
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Mental Health. Since homosexual ity was classifled -as a mental
disorder prior to 1973, Issues of the mental healith of lesblans and gay
men need to be addressed In hearings, Including Issues of judgement,
stabiiity, rellablilty, or general soclal and vocatlional capabilities.

1. What are the positions of the mental heaith professions on
hamosexual tty? What Is the sclentific and professional basls for these
positions?

2. Wwhat evidence Is there on rates of sulclde, substance abuse,
or depression across people of dlfferent sexual orlentations?

3. What evidence |Is there about the sultablliity of lesbians and
gay men for employment generally? [s there any evidence about milltary
suitabl ity of lesblans and gay men?

Besources: American Counseling Assoclatiton, Ameritcan Psychlatric
Association, American Psychological Assocfation, National Association
of Social Workers.

Sexuality and Sexual Conduct. Since the sexual conduct of gay men
and !esbians has been portrayed as predatory and abusive of positions
of authority, testimony about sexuallty and sexual behavior —
heterosexual, bisexual, and hamosexual — (s important for the
Camittee to be able to evaluate how the sexual orientation and sexual
behavior of gay men, lesblans, bisexua!l persons, and heterosexuat
persons may affect the milltary currently or after the ban Is |lfted.

1. What Is sexual orlentation? How does sexual orientation fit
into human sexual ity as a whole? How does sexual crientatlion develop?

2. Is there any associatlion between hamosexual or lentatlion and
sexual pathologtes, e.g., pedophlilia, child molestation, or
paraphilias?

3. What Is the reiatlonship between sexual orientation and sexual
conduct? : ,

4. What evidence |Is there on rates of fraternization, abuse of
position, or sexual harassment across people of different sexual
or lentations?

Besources: American Counsellng Assoclation, American Psychiatric
Assocliation, American Psychological Assoclatlion, American Sociological

Association, Sex Information and Education Counci! of the United
States.

I1. What Is the nature of negatlive attltudes toward lesbians, gay men,
and blsexua! persons, how wli! those attltudes affect behavior,
and what is the llkely course of those attitudes over time |f the
pollicy were resclnded?

Reports publ ished In varlous media Indicate that a substantial
segnent of the population holds negative attlitudes toward lesblans and
gay men and negatlve opinions toward rescinding the ban. The exact
nunbers vary considerably fram sampie to sample and across di fferent
spec!|fic questlions. The Camittee needs. to hear testimony on the
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nature of negative attitudes and opinions, on attlitude and oplinion
measurement as a means of predicting behavior, particularly behaviors
with!in smal! groups that may have an effect on morale ancd coheslon,

and on the dynamics of attltude and behavior change under conditlons of
contact between groups with negatlive attltudes toward one another.

1. What are the nature and functions of attitudes of heterosexual
persons toward tesbians, gay men, and blsexual persons, particularly
attitudes toward close contact and small group cohesion? What are the
sources of such attltudes? )

2. What Is the current knowiedge ¢of public and military opinion
on such Issues as employment of lesbian and gay people In the military
and what changes or trends have there been In the results of oplnion
surveys over the vears since such questions have been asked In public
opinion pol ls?

3. What is the reiatlionship among attitudes, opinions, and
behaviors? How well do attltudes and opinions predict behavior?

4. How does contact with persons about whom negative attlitudes
are held affect those attltudes? Wwhat would be the |lkely course of
attitudes about privacy and attltudinal barrlers to cohesion if the
pol icy were rescinded?

5. How could one assess the costs to conbat effectiveness of
negatlive attitudes? Are there avallable cost/benefit frameworks for
assessing the national security Impilcations of the pollicy change?

Besources: American Psycholiogical Assoclation, Amerlican
Soclologlcai Assoclatlon, Sex Information and Education Councl! of the
United States, Soclety for the Psychologlical Study of Social Issues.

{1l. What lessons can be learned fraom other armed forces® Integration
of lesblans, gay men, and bisexual persons, fram the (ntegration
of gay and blsexual people into simiiar Institutions In the United
States, e.g., law enforcement, and fran the U.S. military’s
Integration of racial minoritlies and women?

In DoD's response to the General Accounting Office, |t was argued
that fundamental! dlfferences between the U.S. military and other armed
forces or civillan law enforcement Institutions make the tatter's
exper lence with regard to integrating lesbian and gay people
Irrelevant. Further, DoD has argued that sexual orlentation and race
are not analogous and therefore the U.S. military experience with
raclal integration and race relations Is not appllcable to the case of
Integrating lesblan and gay people. Others have argued that the U.S.
milltary’s Integratlion of Afrlcan-Amer icans and wanen, as well as the
Integration of lesbians and gay men into other armed forces and
clvilian law enforcement agenclies, are Important modeis for the U.S.
military In implementing a resclssion of the ban. These issues and
models should be Investigated by the Committee.

1. What has been the experience of foretgn armed forces’ wlith
regard to lesblan and gay people? What has been their experlence wlth
the reactlons of others’ to serving with lesblan and gay people? What
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are the arguments on both sides for drawing on the experlence of
foreign armed forces' as a guide for the U.S. mililtary?

2. What has been the U.S. mitlitary’'s experlience in racial
integration? What are the arguments for and against using that
exper ience as a model for the declsion to rescind the ban on gay
people’'s service in the U.S. mititary and for the process of
implementation of a rescission? .

3. What has been the experience of Integrating women into the
U.S. milltary? What are the argunments pro and con for that experlence
as a model for Integration of lesblian and gay people?

4. Wwhat has been the experlence of Integrating lesblan and gay
peopie Into law enforcement agencles, flre departments, and other
organizatlons In which issues of privacy and cohesion are important?
What are the arguments for and against applying those experiences as a
guide for the U.S. miiltary?

5. Wwhat have been the exper lences of other organizations and
Institutions {n American society? Is that experience a usefu! or
appropriate guide to the U.S. mititary?

Besources: American Counsellng Association, Amer lcan
Psychological Assoclation, American Soclologlical Association, Scclety
for the Psychologlcal Study of Social Issues.

IV. How does the military exclusion of lesblans, gay men, and blsexual
persons reiate to the values of key American instlitutions?

It Is clear fram the strong public and medla attentlon that
rescinding the ban on gay people In the U.S. military touches strong
values among the American people. The Camittee shouid hear testimony
fran a broad range of Institutions and organizations that can
articulate the various values Impilcated and Indicate the range of
positions and the strength of those positions among the various
institutions within American society.

1. What values of the military itself are impllicated by the
rescission of the policy? Wwhat Is the range of oplnion on the Issue
within the military?

2. What values of Amer lcan society with regard to the milltary
are Impllicated by the rescission of the policy? What Is the range of
opinion on the issue?

3. What religious values are Impl icated by the proposed
rescission? What is the range of rel Igious oplnion on the issue?

4. What family values are Implicated by the proposed resclisslion?
What Is the range of family oplnion on the Issue?

5. What legal and constitutional values are impltcated by the
proposed resclission? What s the range of legal and constltutional
opinion on the Issue?

6. What educatiocnal values are implicated by the proposed

rescission? What Is the range of opinion within the fleid of
educat lon?
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7. Which organizations and Institutlons in Amer ican socliety
support and which cppose the change In policy? What is the basls of
support and opposlitlion?

Resources: American Council| on Education, Amer ican Counseling
Assoclation, American Nurses Assoclation, American Psychological
Assoclation, American Public Health Assocliatlon, American Soclological
Association, National Assoclation of Social Workers, Natlonat Educatlion
Assoclation, Sex Information and Education Council of the Unlted
States.
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N VIEWPOINT

. L“b The foliowing represents the personal opinions of the author
and not necessarily the position of the Association of The United State Army or its members.

April 1993

The Army and Homosexuals

by

Lieutenant General Richard G. Trefry, USA Ret.

Over the past few years, the issue of homosexuals serving in the military has received increased
publicity. Individual homosexuals, organized homosexuals, activists of all persuasions and others have
created an ever-increasing crescendo of protest concerning the exclusion of homosexuals from the
services. Particularly vocal have been homosexuals and their supporters with their demands for the
withdrawal of ROTC from college campuses until the Department of Defense (DoD)exclusion policy
is reversed. The high point of the 1992 presidential campaign was then-Governor Bill Clinton’s
declaration that he intended to remove the exclusion ban on homosexuals in the services after his
election. Since Clinton’s election, more publicity has been directed toward the issue and the
president’s decision to follow through on that campaign promise.

As in all issues that are volatile, the more controversial the issue, the more emotional the
argument. Perhaps the time has come foramore rational discussion, and hopefully the decisions made
will not create the opposite of the results desired.

How did we reach this point and what can be done to resolve it?

Before we address the concerns of the Army (and this paper will address primarily the problems
of the Army), it should be noted that while there are similarities and parallels among the services, there
are also differences which will not be discussed here.

Homosexuals consider themselves an oppressed minority. Just how many of them there are
probably no one knows, as one of the penalties of being a homosexual has been the opprobrium
associated by society with homosexual conduct. Perhaps there are more than we imagine, but not as
many as homosexuals as a group would have us believe.

Historically there has been a stigma attached to homosexuality, and the stigma was exacerbated
in the 1950s when communism and “McCarthyism” were rampant. Homosexuals were considered
susceptible to blackmail in matters of national security because of their alleged vulnerability to



exposure. Thisis adoubtful proposition. Arecent study sponsored by the Defense Personnel Security
Research and Education Center (PERSEREC) indicates that of 117 cases involving U.S. citizens and
espionage, it cannot be proved that homosexual conduct was the catalyst. (Inevery case, the principal
causes were greed and/or revenge.) The conclusion was that homosexuals, as a group, probably are
just as loyal as anyone else.'

When the question becomes one of acceptability, homosexuals believe that sexual conduct
between consenting adults of the same (or opposite) sex is a private matter and should not be
considered an unlawful act ranging from a misdemeanor to a felony. This is not the place to discuss
their argument, but it should be obvious that what homosexuals are seeking is social acceptance for
themselves and for practices between members of the same sex that have long been considered
unacceptable in morality, values, behavior and religion and so codified in law. They find it difficult
to accept the fact that society accepts heterosexual intimacy but forbids or frowns on homosexual
intimacy.

It is obvious in reading accounts of and by homosexuals who have disclosed their practice that
they realize that their conduct is not considered “normal” and that their desire for acceptance of
themselves and their behavior is exceedingly strong.

Before we address the concerns of the military, a brief comparison or classification of
heterosexual/homosexual activities would be helpful. Basically, we might consider four general
classes of sexual activity for both heterosexuals and homosexuals (see chart on page 3). Itis
understood that type classifying, or sorting, of people into groups is a common practice. (Generally
such groupings are also immediately challenged and itis accepted that this will be no exception! All
that is intended is a frame of reference for both heterosexual and homosexual behavior.)

Within these four general categories there are many gradations, but the point is that both
heterosexual and homosexual conduct may range from the totally acceptable to the totally unaccept-
able.

No one has any problems with the first category. The second category for heterosexuals might
be described as the normal procreative life for alarge segment of the population. The second category
forhomosexuals, by current laws, practice and customs, is difficultto describe. Istheresuchacategory
as “normal” homosexual or is this the essence of the problem? Practicing homosexuals who hide their
practice, or are at least discreet with consensual partners, would fall in this category. Whether or not
this is an acceptable lifestyle is one of the social, religious, legal, moral and values issues of our time.
The third category for heterosexuals probably is tolerated by a larger portion of the population,
although it may not be as great a population as is commonly portrayed in print and film. On the other
hand, the conduct of the third category of homosexuals is not tolerated to the same degree as the
parallel conduct of the heterosexual. The fourth category of both heterosexual and homosexual
conduct is not acceptable; in fact, it is criminal.



HETEROSEXUAL PERSONALITY " HOMOSEXUAL

Passive
(Dominated)
1. Celibate (no activity) : - 1. Celibate (no activity)
WV

Active
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(monogamous, family oriented, monogamous, loyal to a
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N/
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(Dominant)
3. Accepts state of marriage * 3. Does not limit partners.
and family, but secks extra- Secks multiple partners to
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Undisciplined.
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Criminal
4. Deviant sexual behavior. 4. Deviant Sexual Behavior
Sexual criminal. Rape, incest, Sexual Criminal. Rape,
sodomy, sexual assault. Predator. incest, sodomy, sexual assault,
etc. Predator.
A\
TRAITS
Bestiality
Fetishism
N\ Exhibitionism /
V4 Necrophilia N
Nymphomania
Satyriasis
Masochism
Sadism
Pederasty/Pedophilia
Transvestism
Voyeurism




It is understood that this model or classification has many gradations, but it may help in
addressing the problem. Inthe PERSEREC study referred to above, the following statement is made:

The concepts homosexuality and heterosexuality are too broad to be worthwhile. When
subjected to statistical reduction, the data yielded five types. The typology is not too
different from one that could be constructed for heterosexuals. The five types are labeled:
Close-coupleds, Open-coupleds, Functionals, Dysfunctionals, and Asexuals. The Close-
coupleds were similar to what might be called happily married among heterosexuals.
Partners of thistype look to each other for their interpersonal and sexual satisfactions. They
are not conflicted about being members of aminority group. They would fitthe usual criteria
of social maturity. The Open-coupleds preferred astable couple relationship, butone of the .
partners sought sexual gratification outside of the couple relationship. In most cases, Open-
coupleds accepted their homosexual identity, but had qualms about seeking other outlets.
In terms of their general adjustment, they were not unlike most homosexuals or most
heterosexuals. The Functionals are more like the stereotype of the swinging singles. Their
lives are oriented around sex. They are promiscuous and open, frequenting gay bars and
bathhouses, and have been arrested for violating “homosexual” ordinances. They are self-
centered and give the impression of being happy and exuberant. The Dysfunctionals fit the
stereotype of the tormented homosexual. They have difficulties in many spheres, social,
occupational, sexual. This type displayed the poorest adjustment. Among the males, there
were more instances of criminal activity such as robbery, assault, and extortion. The

~ Asexuals are characterized by lack of involvement withothers. They areloners and describe
themselves as lonely. They lead quiet, withdrawn, apathetic lives.?

Without commenting on those particular descriptions and conclusions, obviously there are
many waystoclassify the problem. Itis doubtful thatanyone knows justhow many homosexuals there
are. Dr. Judith A. Reisman and Edward W. Eichel state that sexologist Alfred C. Kinsey’s results are
not valid. In his 1948 study, Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders),
Kinsey stated that ten percent of white American males are more or less exclusively homosexual for
at least three years between the ages of 16 and 55; eight percent are exclusively homosexual for the
same period, and four percent are exclusively homosexual throughout their lives. This Kinsey data,
Reisman and Eichel state, should be understood in the context that the methods and statistical base
of Kinsey, derived 40 to 50 years ago are of questionable scientific validity.? The General Accounting
Office’s recent study, Defense Force Management: DoD's Policy on Homosexuals in the Military,
states, “The limited data currently available (largely Kinsey Institute studies) suggest that the primary
sexual orientation of between five and ten percent of the general U.S. population is homosexual.™
Reisman and Eichel quote a 1989 University of Chicago study to the effect that less that one percent
of the study population has been exclusively homosexual. (The study population wasa full probability
sample of the adult population of the United States.)’

One of the most vociferous claims of the homosexual community is that there are more
homosexuals than are suspected. That is a vague estimate. The GAO report made no projections as
far as numbers are concerned, except to state that other studies estimate there are more in the military
services than those caught and discharged. Undoubtedly, some doenter and never disclose either their
orientation or their practice.® o



It is pertinent to ask just what is a homosexual and what do homosexuals do that is so
provocative. The DoD definition of a homosexual is “a person, regardless of sex, who engagesin ...
or intends to engage in a homosexual act.”” A homosexual act is further defined as “bodily contact,
actively undertaken or passively permitted, between members of the same sex for the purpose of
satisfying sexual desires.”

Two individuals of the same sex, particularly female, are not considered homosexual if they
display simple affection toward each other by hand-holding or an embrace of affection. Nor are
comparable acts by males, but such actions are not considered appropriate manners. But if society
in general believes thatthis is whathomosexual conduct is all about, we beginto approach the problem.
Homosexual bodily contact usually consists of (but is not limited to) anal sex and/or oral sex. Most
Americans sincerely believe that homosexuals are hand-holders who share the deep personal feelings
that most heterosexuals hold for each other. The facts speak otherwise.

In athoroughly documented research paper prepared by Lieutenant Colonel Robert L. Maginnis
of the Office of the Inspector General of the Army, the following data evolve:’

« Only three percent of homosexuals had fewer than 10 lifetime sexual partners (heterosexuals
average about 7.15 percent lifetime partners, 8.67 percent for those who never marry).®

« 79 percent of homosexuals said that more than half their partners were strangers; 70 percent
said that more than half their sexual partners were men with whom they had sex only once.?

« In a reputable study of homosexual men, the number of annual sexual partners was nearly 100
for those participating in the study.'

» 38 percent of lesbians surveyed had from 11 tomore than 300lifetime sexual partners. Another
paper on lesbians reported that 41 percent of white lesbians admitted to having between 10
and 500 sexual partners.'!

« Homosexuals account for 80 percent of the nation’s most serious sexually transmitted diseases
(STDs)."? '

« Homosexual youth are 23 times more likely to contract an STD than heterosexual youth.!?

« Male homosexuals are more likely to contract HIV than heterosexuals by orders of magni-
tude."*

« Male homosexuals are 14 times more likely to have had syphilis than heterosexuals.'
« 66 percent of all AIDS cases in the United States are attributable to homosexual conduct.'®

« Lesbians are 19 times more likely to have had syphilis.”?



« At least 33 percent of all child molestations involve homosexual activity.'®

« 73 percent of homosexuals surveyed in one study had had sex with boys 16-19 years of age
or younger."

« Homosexuals are statistically about 18 times more likely to engage in sexual practices with
minors than are heterosexuals.?

« Homosexuals are six times more likely to commit suicide than heterosexuals.”!
« Another study states that 25-33 percent of homosexuals are alcoholics.?

« One third of homosexuals and one eighth of lesbians admit to practicing sadomasochism
(hurting or being hurt as a part of achieving sexual pleasure). Thisisarate 600 percent greater
than for heterosexual males and 400 percent greater than for heterosexual females.?

While it is not the purpose of this paper to pursue descriptions of homosexual practices or the
environments in which they are conducted, there are two books available that are informative on the
subject: -

« Randy Shilts, And the Band Played On— Politics, People and the AIDS Explosion, New
York: St. Martin Press, 1987, 630 pp. '

« Stephen C. Joseph, M.D., Dragon Within The Gates—The Once and Future AIDS Epidemic,
New York: Carrol and Graf, 1992, 272 pp.

In a recent article in the Philadelphia Inquirer of November 17, 1992, syndicated columnist
Ellen Goodman had a column entitled “Conduct, Not Orientation, the Real Gay Military Issue.” She
concludes her column, which favors ending the exclusion policy, with the sentence, “The military
should worry about how its people make war, not love.”* That is exactly what the military is worried
about. :

While members of some professional psychiatric, psychological, legal, academic and sociologi-
cal organizations do not agree with the DoD policy, neither do they possess any identifiable military
expertise concerning the military profession.

The distinguishing characteristics of a profession as a special type of vocation, accordingto .
Samuel Huntington’s The Soldier and the State — The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military
Relations, are the following: Expertise, Responsibility and Corporateness. Anthony E. Hartle, in his
Moral Issues in Military Decision Making, has further defined them, as portrayed in the following
matrix:



Huntington® ' Hartle*
Expertise The satisfaction of asignificant social need.

Responsibility The expertise is one deemed critical, or at
' least necessary in some sense, by society.
The professional, in return, is expected to
recognize a special expertise so that com-
mitment to the role entails a profession of
obligation to society.

Corporateness _ The profession generates and adherestoits
own criterion of competence and controls
admission toits ranks. The authority to
policeits own ranksis oneof the distinctive
characteristics of a profession.

Most other definitions of a profession generally agree with the above. When these three
principles are eroded or vitiated, the profession becomes avocation. Onthe other hand, a professional
ethic, or ethos, is a code which consists of a set of rules and standards governing the conduct of the
members of a professional group. Over the past few decades, there has been an erosion of both
knowledge and understanding of the military ethos and ethic. Academicians, auditors, accountants,
lawyers, entertainers, writers, commentaiors, celebritiés, politicians and pundits would have us believe
they understand the professional role of the military. This is understandable, but when the fighting
starts, things military become esoteric. The explosion in communications, the temptations of
situational ethics, the changing mores and the acceleration of change have imposed great demands on
the military leader in achieving the demands of military discipline.

Armies have always been used as instruments of social engineering. Therole of the U.S. armed
forces in the integration of blacks (aracial problem) and the integration of women (a gender problem)
in our society could not have been accomplished by any otherorganization, either foreign ordomestic.
The military is now being considered the obvious social leverto achieve acceptability of homosexuals.
This is a profoundly different proposition than the changes achieved in matters of race and gender.
Why?

Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman General Colin Powell expressed his views in this manner on the
differences in an exchange of letters with a member of Congress who advocates the acceptance of
homosexuals:

Skin color is a benign, non-behavioral characteristic. Sexual orientation is perhaps the most
profound of human behavioral characteristics. Comparison of the twois a convenient but
invalid argument.”’



Syndicated columnist George Will, referring to an article by E.L. Pattulo in a recent issue of
Commentary, states that “race and gender are genetically determined, not the result of choices. But
most postnatal events, including choices, influence sexuality.””

Liberty without law is license. Freedom without discipline is anarchy. Behavior in our society
is controlled by both law and discipline. The discipline of our sociéty as a whole is the authority of
our laws. Self-discipline is acombination of law, the desire for social acceptability, codes of conduct,
group dynamics, morality, religious constraints and the like. Military organizations operate on the
basis of organizational discipline that includes, but transcends, societal discipline in that we not only
must abide by civil laws of city, county, state and the national government, but also by the Uniform
Code of Military Justice as well as professional self-discipline. Altogether these restraints are more
stringent than those found in most, if not all, areas of civilian life.

Homosexuals believe that homosexuality is a “civil right.” They also maintain thathomosexual
behavior is not the same as “sexual orientation.” To quote from a recent memorandum submitted to
a review board involving personal security practices in a federal agency:

The terminology used to refer to sexuality in particular varies widely in the authorities
exercised. ... At times the language is clear and specific, and other times oblique. For
purposes of this review, unless quoting directly from particular sources, the term *“‘social
orientation” will be used to refer generally to sexuality, e.g., heterosexuality and homosexu-
ality. Sexual orientation is the proper term to use for several reasons. First, this is the term
used by the definitive study on “Homosexuality and Personal Security” in September of
1991. Second, it is the only term given legal-validity in virtually every civil rights statute
or ordinance nationwide protecting gay men and lesbians from discrimination, e.g., the
District of Columbia Human Rights Act, the California Civil Code, the San Francisco
Municipal Code and the proposed Federal Civil Rights Act. Third, asthe PERSEREC study
highlights, and as recent widely reported medical studies appear toestablish, an individual’s
heterosexuality or homosexuality does not result from simple “preference.” Rather, adult
sexual orientation has clear biological and sociological origins, and it cannot be changed by
mere preference or whims.” '

Each of the premises promulgated in the above quote is subject to challenge, but the pattern of
evolution of terms by homosexuals from “sodomy” to“homosexual” to “gay”" to “orientation” to “civil
rights” (and there are other terms in between) is abundantly clear. Homosexual orientation may be
celibate, but is celibacy confined only to the work place —and is what happens after hours the business
of anyone but consenting partners? Todefine the limits of the work place in the military isan impossible
task. Thisisespecially true during an entire enlistment or atour of service, and absolutely over acareer.
Part of the opposition of the military to the admission of homosexuals is because “orientation’ is such
a vague concept, but behavior is finite. Homosexual behavior (the practicing of homosexual acts) is
absolutely unacceptable in the Army for reasons of good order and military discipline,(that is, personal
and organizational discipline) the maintenance of health, and the maintenance of readiness.

In the matter of medical readiness, Army expertise in public health is without peer — and for
obvious reasons. The United States Army, up to World War II, suffered more casualties from disease
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than from battle deaths and injuries in all its wars. It is the United States Army that has led the fight
and provided the epidemiological solution to diseases such as yellow fever and cholera, Itisin the
forefront of Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS) research. Medical statistics for homo-
sexuals provide evidence that they are extremely poor risks for their own future health. The potential
risks involving Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) and AIDS are enormous.

In aJanuary 9, 1993, article the Washington Post noted that San Francisco commemorated the
10,000th death in thecity from AIDS.* Ten thousand people is the strength of alight infantry division.
The article further states that 28,000 people — four percent of the population of the city, or the
equivalent of nearly three light infantry divisions or 60 percent of an Army corps — have HIV. There
should be no doubt about the effect of those numbers on readiness.

" Particular concemns are not from AIDS itself but from other diseases that are contagious and
acquired from ATDS victims, such as tuberculosis. There isevidence that aresurgence of AIDS-related
tuberculosis is a current serious threat to public health,*' and this poses a definitive threat to the Army.

Armies always attract avaricious civilian entrepreneurs near Army posts who exist by preying
on soldiers. If the Army is required to accept homosexuals, there will be a growth of businesses that
cater to the homosexual element, such as pornographic theaters. Consider the description of
pornographic theaters in New York City in 1988 as portrayed by Dr. Stephen C. Joseph inhis Dragon
Within the Gates:® '

Conditions were horrendous. The movie houses showed pornographic films to an almost
entirely male clientele. Inside, theater seats, hallways, restrooms, and lounges were used
for a wide variety of sexual acts, most between anonymous partners whocruised the theater.
... Often asingle person would take on multiple anonymous partners. In short the conditions
were similar to those that led to the closing of the bathhouses. '

Any Army officer who has been involved with adjacent communities while serving as an
installation or garrison commander or staff member has experienced the difficulties of controlling these
types of activity. It should be obvious that such establishments do not and would not-contribute to
the readiness of the Army. The Army cannot tolerate homosexual behavior.

The Army is often accused of being homophobic. The purpose of the exclusion of homosexuals
in the Army is not solely for the maintenance of health and discipline of the Army; it is also for the
protection of the homosexuals themselves. The comment is often made that there are homosexuals
already in the Army. Without a doubt there are. But those who maintain celibacy and self-discipline
are not pursued. Those who engage in consensual homosexual acts, as long as they are not
accompanied by other brutal criminal acts, are generally separated, quietly and without stigma. The
price of pursuit, as well as administrative and legal proceedings, time and money, is not worth the cost
of what could be perceived as “institutional vengeance.”

. People have been denied admission if they admitted to homosexual orientation or behavior
because the circumstances of military life are such that the chances of the exposure of homosexual
orientation or behavioris much more likely to occur than in civilian life. Barracks, extended field duty
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or isolated tours have few parallels compared to the circumstances of privacy and the environment in
civilian life. The requirements for self-discipline in the military are more stringent than incivilian life.
And with disclosure comes expulsion or punishment, depending on the act.

" The nightmare of the chain of command is that with exposure might come vigilante justice in
the form of attacks on homosexuals. The Army will not tolerate such behavior, but does anyone doubt
the problems inherent in these situations involving morale, discipline, military justice, readiness and
cohesion? Itis an even more complex problem because of how little we do know about homosexuality.

Do we as a society really know what causes homosexual conduct? (Most people are generally
unaware of what are actual homosexual behavioral acts.)

eIsita lﬁcdical or clinical problem?

« Is it a psychological problem?

« Is it a genetic problem?

« Is it just a matter of choice (i.e., behavior)?

Perhaps it is all of the above. All that is known is that it is not well understood. It certainly is
more than “sexual orientation” or “sexual preference.” If wedonot understand the problem any better
than we do, we had best exercise caution before it is imposed by fiat on an organization that operates
on the requirement of implacable organization and discipline.

The military is the only profession that is required by society on a recurring basis to take life to
protect our society as a whole. All other professions are for the development and fulfiliment of life.
Yet no other profession has contributed as much to the protection and development of society as has
the military. Assuch, ithas been granted permission by society to live by and within certain rules that
are not allowed others. One could argue that civil rights for soldiers are not quite the same as they
are for civilians. Unfortunately, the military has not been very articulate in explaining its disapproba-
tion of homosexual inclination or behavior. Some military spokesmen that have appeared in print or
on camera are so inarticulate that they appear to be caricatures of the homophobic stereotype. What
is not understood is that homosexual behavior is such an anathema to these professional soldiers that
it almost appears they have been particularly selected to make the. case for the proponents of '
homosexuality. Most of these men have had to deal with cases of homosexual aggrandizementduring
their careers. If simple sexual harassment is not acceptable in civilian life, homosexual acts are the
epitome of repulsive conduct in the Army (notwithstanding recent events in the military).

To categorize, and all categorizations as well as generalizations are admittedly false, male
homosexuals are usually considered sensitive, artistic, creative, gentle and effeminate. Conversely,
this is not the “warrior” image one associates with noncommissioned and commissioned officers of
the line. Probably few homosexuals are found in line units. Those who are found there are the
aggressive, dominating personalities who seek sexual gratification and/or fulfillment by employing
rank and position. The military life and population provide opportunity for these people. Most leaders

10



of any experience have had to deal with these individuals overacareer, and it may help toexplain their
revulsion to homosexual acts comparéd to a more tolerant attitude involving the sexual mores of
society as a whole. '

There is no question that we live in a period of unprecedented and unparalleled change, be it
technological, sociological, organizational, economic, geopolitical or personal. The only constant in
the military is guaranteed change. Life in the military, particularly over the past half-century, has been
to experience change beyond that of any other profession. The Army is now in the throes of even more
change (e.g., *You must reduce strength — but go to Somalia. We wanted you for a career, but now
we must let you gotoreduce strength.”) The listis endless and the system may, in fact, be approaching
overload.

Senator Sam Nunn is quoted as saying:

We've got to consider not only the rights of homosexuals but also the rights of those who
are not homosexuals and who give up a great deal of their privacy when they go in the
military. ... What we don’t want to do is overload the system. We're undergoing a lot of
budget cuts now. We’re struggling with the whole question of women in combat and how
far to go in that direction. We’re trying to do everything we can to cut sexual harassment
in the military, which is a problem.®

The Army will adapt to change for any rational reason, but the senior military and pdlitical
leadership should be careful not to employ the straw that will send the camel to the osteopath.

One hears talk of mass resignations or selective resignations by ranking officers if homosexual
exclusions are removed. That is a very doubtful assumption, but it creates great journalistic excitement
and anticipation. The personalities are too diverse for any such action, both in the micro and macro
sense. There may beafew individuals who believe so strongly inthe exclusion policy that they would
leave, but rational thought and action will prevail.

The most publicly quoted information from the June 1992 GAO report is the fact that $27
million is lost annually by eliminating homosexuals from the services.® These costs include only
recruiting and initial entry training. (One newspaper article attributed the cost to “immunizations.”)
What about the military medical costs expended for treatment of sexually transmitted disease (STD)
and Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV)? What about the military money used for HIV testing
(which, incidentally, homosexuals want to eliminate)?” What about the military money for HIV
research? STDs-are behavioral diseases, and associated with the loss of STD-and HIV-afflicted
personnel are the inclusive military medical, operational and training costs. The price of sexually
transmitted disease in the Army is extremely high and not just in dollars.

One of the most important considerations for continuing the exclusion concerns the senior-
subordinate relationship that exists in the military. Unlike civilianlife, life in the military is a 24-hour-
a-day existence. One reads of the disgust concerning homosexual harassment, such as ogling in
showers and in foxholes. Perhaps, but that is exaggerated reasoning in an attempt to discuss the
problem. However, the essence of discipline in the Army and on the battlefield are the senior-
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subordinate relationships that are developed and practiced overa professional lifetime. When gender
isintroduced into military organizations, inevitably there are people whoare sexually attracted toeach
other. Unfortunately, love is not rational and corporals do not fall in love with corporals, nor do
colonels fall in love with colonels(all with the same date of rank). Nothing is morecorrosive ordivisive
than the perception—not the reality, just the perception — that someone possesses an advantage over
another because of a sexual relationship. It is extremely difficult in heterosexual situations, but it is
devastating inhomosexual relationships. To introduce the problem of these homosexual relationships
for solution by the chain of command in Army units, particularly when itis not necessary, isto manifest
an expression of callousness that borders on contempt.

. Homosexuals claim they are different. So are soldiers. Perhaps Charles de Gaulle said it best
in The Edge of the Sword.

Men who adopt the profession of arms submit of their own free will to a law of perpetual
constraint. Of their own accord, they reject the right to live where they choose, to say what
they think, to dress as they like. From the time they become soldiers, it needs but an order
to settle them in this place, to move them to that, to separate them from their families and
dislocate their normal lives. On the word of command they rise, march, run, endure bad
weather, go without sleep or food, be isolated in some distant post, work until they drop.
They have ceased to be masters of their fate. If they drop in their tracks, if their ashes are
scattered to the four winds, that is part and parcel of their job.

Since the beginning of time armies have found in this life of drudgery, this vocation of
sacrifice their meaning and their joy. Unaided they plow a fieldand sow acrop which others
will reap. But how is it possible to live in a world apart, to serve an ideal which is unlike
that of other men, without feeling differently, without thinking differently from those who
belong to an almost alien community without having a special scale of values and
relationships? Theexistence of an Armed Force withinthe nation is inconceivable without
the corollary of a separate code of behavior which holds it together and gives it life. But
this code, this spirit, while isolating the soldier from his civilian fellows, contributes to his
prestige. The mass of mankind shows that respect for him which the manifest example of
great moral strength almost inevitably arouses. Military discipline and military solidarity
have never failed to strike and hold the imagination. The debt owed to it by literature, the
theater, music, architecture and the dance is incalculable so greatly have they been inspired
by the sufferings and the triumph of men trained for battle —to say nothing of the recorded
events of history, legends, songs and pictures that alone bear witness to the effect upon our
forbearers of the splendor of armed might. Even today we find ample evidence for this in
children’s games, in the crowds that gather around the coffin of a Marsha! of France —in
the electrifying effect of a regiment marching by.* '

Why does the Army adamantly oppose the proposal to remove the exclusion of homosexuals?

The policy of excluding homosexuals is to ensure that the military discipline, health and
readiness of the United States Army are not.compromised. Any policy that compromises those
considerations is not merely objectionable, it is unacceptable. This is not a matter of civil rights, or
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of sexual orientation. The heart of the matter isthat it is amatter of institutional and personal discipline
necessary for the security of the nation.

Huntington, in The Soldier and the State, ends his book with a question and a statement:

Yet is it possible to deny that the military values — loyalty, duty, restraint, dedication —
are the ones Americaneeds today? ... Upon the soldiers, the defenders of order, rests aheavy
responsibility. The greatest service they can render is to remain true to themselves, to serve
with silence and courage in the military way. If they abjure the military spirit, they destroy
themselves first and the nation ultimately. If the civilians permit the soldier to adhere to the
military standard, the nations themselves may eventually find redemption and security in
making that standard their own.”

If homosexuals desire to join the Army, let them do so under the Army’s rules for behavior. If
they want to join the Army to change the rules and to ensure their “civil rights,” the Army does not
want them. And ifthe rules of behavior are changed for whatever political gain or minority satisfaction,
the nation will be the loser. Over two hundred years ago Edmund Burke said, “The only thing necessary
for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing.”
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Senator Sam Nunn hosted hearings during the last week of March 1993 concerning the
contentious issue of homosexuals in the military. His committee heard from cohesion experts.! These
experts outlined cohesion’s importance for combat readiness.

They indicated the military’s business is to fight and win. It accomplishes this task by fielding
well-trained and cohesive units. They opined that the introduction of openly serving homosexual
soldiers will undermine the development and sustainment of cohesive units.?

This paper will examine the probable impact of openly serving homosexuals for unit cohesion.
Before examining the specific detrimental impact, the paper addresses the significance of cohesion for
combat units; how cohesion is developed; and how it is sustained.

First, cohesion is critical to combat effectiveness. Military experts from Clauswitz and
Napoleon to Schwarzkopf have recognized the importance of cohesion. It causes soldiers to willingly
expose themselves consistently to enemy fire and to fight to victory or death.

Cohesion is the invisible power behind the combat unit. French military theorist Ardant duPicq
explains the concept: “Four brave men who do not know each other will not dare to attack alion. Four
less brave, but knowing each other well, sure of their reliability and consequently of mutual aid, will
attack resolutely.”

Army historian S.L.A. Marshall furtherillustrated the significance of cohesion. He said, “I hold
it to be one of the simplest truths of war that the thing which enables an infantry soldier to keep going
with his weapon is the near presence or the presumed presence of a comrade.™

Individual bravery does not decide the battle, rather unit bravery (or cohesion) does. Cohesion
is related to the confidence each man places in his leaders and comrades. It is the unity of effort in

a fighting team.



According to British historian Lord Moran, “The secret of the awful power of the German Army
(of World War II) is ... in a certain attitude of her manhood.” During that war the German army, on
the average, inflicted three casualties on the allies for every two they incurred.® This success is
attributed to small-unit cohesion, mutual trust and confidence in leaders and comrades. It is acritical
combat multiplier.

The high level of cohesion in the Israeli Army is a reflection of its society. That society has a
common language, religion and strong sense of nationalism. Its army is able to defend itself through
the use of highly cohesive units.

Israeli battle experience showed that soldiers who lacked cohesive bonds with leaders and
comrades were more vulnerable to battle shock. Cohesive units were better able to endure the shock
of combat and maintain effectiveness than noncohesive units.’

U.S. ground units in the Vietnam War did not have the same level of cohesion as North
Vietnamese units, especially after the Tet offensive in 1968. The U.S. Army lacked vertical bonding
— the need for soldiers to believe in their leaders and the purpose of their mission—and the horizontal
bonding needed for soldiers to feel comfortable in aunit. This resulted in atotal breakdown of cohesion
on the unit level ®

Although the Argentines outnumbered the British during the Falkland War, and although their
weapons and supplies were more than adequate, it became apparent that the Argentines lacked the will
to prevail which is characteristic of cohesive, well-led units. This became even more apparent when,
during negotiations for surrender, a main Argentine condition was that their officers be allowed to
retain their side arms for protection against theirown men. Argentine soldiers and officersdidnothave
mutual trust.’®

The U.S. Army studied the impact of cohesion for units involved in Operations Desert Shield
and Desert Storm. Units of six brigades were studied. Cohesion was found to be a critical variable
affecting soldier handling of stress in combat.

Military history demonstrates time and again that a cohesive unit is more effective in combat
than an equal force with less cohesion. There are examples of highly cohesive small forces destroying
much larger forces with low cohesion. :

Cohesion makes the difference on the battlefield. It saves lives. It is not just something nice
to have. It is essential at all levels of the military organization!

Second, cohesive units are made from soldiers willing to subscribe to Army values and
standards. The Army resocializes recruits who have generally congruent values, interests, attitudes
and fundamental beliefs to accept the values and standards critical to becoming a soldier.

The recruit must hold the Army’s values and demonstrate them in performance of duties.”® A
recruit must also accept standards which dictate the behavior that will or will not be tolerated."



Acceptance of common, explicit Army values and standards by soldiers reduces conflicts,
decreases obstacles to communication, and improves unit competence. Commonly held values and
standards among leaders and soldiers also make units less susceptible to disruption by external forces
and contribute in large measure to unit cohiesion. ' .

Ideally, the military attracts only recruits with the following cohesion-building values: a
willingness to sacrifice personal welfare forunit welfare; adesire to become part of adisciplined group;
asense of community obligation; and respect for authority. These elements form the basis forbuilding
cohesive units.

If recruits with incongruent values must be accepted, the socialization process will be more
difficult and will require constant attention until military values have been internalized, not merely
given superficial compliance. When not internalized, conflict results.

Another aspect of resocializing the recruit is the creation of a new identity. The recruit must
discard his personal identity in favor of the group (unit) identity. He must willingly focus onthe unit’s
activities and goals and not his own. The neophyte soldier becomes totally dependent on his fellow
soldiers forcompletion of unit missionsand for survival. This mutual dependence fosters mutual trust.

Resocializing recruits also includes the removal of the unsuitable. In the Army, a recruit is
unsuitable who cannot obey orders — any orders — or who fails to inculcate Army values and
standards, or who cannot withstand immense and searing mental and physical pressure. These people
will not enjoy the confidence of their peers.

Nonconformity with the cohesion-building unitalsoincludes membership inan informal interest
group. Many times informal interest groups have a strong influence upon the soldier’s commitment
to unit goals, values and standards. Such informal groups were evident during the Vietnam War.

Such groups included “heads” (drug users) who contended with “juicers” (alcohol users),
“hawks” with “doves”’; “lifers” (career soldiers) with “U.S.s”(draftees); and African-Americans who
contended with whites. Membership in one or more of these interest groups often degraded a soldier’s
loyalty to his unit. Serious problems arose when such groups acted contrary to unitobjectives. These
groups undermined morale and unit cohesion.

Other significant factors which affect soldier socialization and unit cohesion include wide
divergences among soldiers in terms of age, cultural background, religious preference and sexual
composition. These factors need to be resolved in favor of the unit. After all, the unit’s effectiveness
demands complete compliance and subordination of personal preferences. '

In summary, soldiers who accept the Army’s values and standards and subordinate personal
interests to those of the unit become the building blocks that make cohesive units. Over time and
through frequent contact, interpersonal relationships develop among soldiers and between them and
theirleaders. Eventually, these relationships become more important and more intense. These intense,
personal relationships are the basic elements of unit cohesion. They explain the maturing trust,
discipline, morale and confidence that are key underpinnings of cohesive units.
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Third, cohesive units are sustained in peacetime by maintaining ahigh frequency of association
among unit members by reinforcing unit boundaries through design of barracks, mess halls and day
rooms. Unitsalso provide other opportunities, such asclubs and athletic facilities, for soldiersto come
together socially. Unitleaders encourage bonding and cohesion by creating ahealthy “we-they” view
through traditions, ceremonies and distinctive insignia. ' ‘

Leaders support cohesion by actively discouraging soldiers from belonging to autonomous
interest groups with possibly deviant norms. Such groups tend to polarize soldiers and therefore
undermine cohesion.

Training plays a key role in the development of cohesive units. During peacetime the process
of military training is designed as much to inculcate group cohesion and solidarity upon which fighting
spirit depends as it is to produce an adequate level of technical or tactical expertise.

Soldiers best bond (and therefore become cohesive units) when their differences are minimized
and common expectations and experiences are shared. They develop strong rules of behavior and
expectations (group norms) about individual conduct on the basis of face-to-face relationships which
become the immediate determinant of the soldier’s behavior.

The bonding of soldier and leader is also critical to the development and sustainment of
cohesion. Soldiers bond with leaders they trust, especially leaders who deal effectively with dangerous
situations. These leaders ensure this vertical bonding by demonstrating that they care about the
soldiers’ personal lives, by evidencing professional competence and adegree of leader predictability,
by ensuring effective leader-soldier communication, and by evidencing an ability to effectively train
soldiers.!? These factors relieve the soldier of anxiety, resulting in greater leader influence and control,
and encourage the development and sustainment of vertical cohesion.

Another factor that contributes to cohesion is the role played by the supportive military family.
Nearly half the Army is married. The importance of the morale and confidence among Army spouses
and family members must be considered. The family can directly influence retention and support the
cohesion-building process.

The sustainment of soldier bonds and unit cohesion requires careful nurturing. Soldier-to-
soldier and soldier-to-leader relationships cannot be neglected. Unnecessary interruptions to these
relationships potentially defeat unit cohesion. The introduction of circumstances or people with
contrary aims undermines cohesion building.

In summary, cohesion must be developed and sustained during peacetime. Itis constructed from
groups of soldiers who inculcate Army values and standards. It is sustained by very personal and daily
contacts with comrades and leaders. This process must be jealously guarded.

Against this background, then, it would appear that cohesion in Army units would be
jeopardized by the introduction of homosexuals. The integration of openly homosexual soldiers will
result in distorted bonding phenomena: bonds among homosexuals, bonds among homosexuals and
heterosexuals, and bonds among heterosexual soldiers. This multiplicity of bonding defeats the
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Army’s need to foster cohesion in small units. The introduction of homosexuals will polarize small
units — the cornerstone of combat effectiveness.

The recipe for the exact characteristics needed in individuals who, when put together, can
achieve high levels of small unit cohesionis not totally validated. However, the experience of combat-
seasoned military professionals indicates that people with certain behavior patterns will not contribute
positively to unit cohesion.

The behavior patterns which most military personnel consider detrimental to the development
and sustainment of cohesive units must be considered. The following scientifically-documented
homosexual behavior patterns can undermine the development and sustainment of cohesive units.

First, homosexuals define themselves by behavior which many soldiers find repugnant. Their
sexual behavior (sodomy) is also a violation of the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ).
Heterosexual leaders and soldiers who subscribe to the intent of the law will in large numbers reject
the forced integration of homosexual soldiers. The forced integration of homosexuals will undermine
the trust and confidence among unit leaders and their comrades. It will also jeopardize leader trust
in the integrity of the civilian leaders who placed the military in a dilemma between the commander-
in-chief and the law-giving Congress.

The typical heterosexual soldier possesses a value system from middle America whichsays that
homosexual behavior is abnormal. These soldiers donot want to associate with homosexuals. Forced
association with homosexuals will damage the soldier’s confidence in the Army and unit leaders and
foster greater distrust of homosexuals.

Second, homosexuals are by definition sexually attracted to people of the same sex. The
potential for sexual competition among homosexuals in a unit may destroy mutual trust and engender
suspicions among heterosexual soldiers. ‘

People involved sexually with one another may be less than effective. Relationshipsthatinvolve
intimate activities can stifle individual objectivity by participants in the relationship. For this reason,
married couples do not serve in the same units. Homosexual soldiers in the same unit who are openly
or secretly involved sexually will lack the objectivity required in cohesive units.

Third, self-disciplined soldiers are an essential building block of cohesive units. Considerable
scientific research suggests homosexuals are very promiscuous when compared toheterosexuals. This
documented behavior pattern will raise suspicion about their personal discipline and their willingness
to inculcate the discipline demanded by the profession of arms.

Fourth, homosexual men have trouble establishing male relationships characterized by mutu-
ality and equality. This is attributed to an underlying feeling of masculine inferiority which becomes
the basis of envy and resentment toward heterosexual men. Consequently, the homosexual has
difficulty relating to other men as equals, due to this resentment and because of the heterosexual’s
sexual and romantic significance to the homosexual. Additionally, heterosexual men who possess
power and authority over the homosexual become particular symbols of masculinity, which only

5



intensifies the homosexual’s same-sex desire. These factors will inevitably affect the importantasexual
bonding among peer soldiers and among leaders and homosexual soldiers. There is alsoasignificant
potential for increased incidents of fraternization among homosexual leaders and subordinate soldiers.
This can be more devastating than relationships among peers. The critical vertical and horizontal
bonding characteristic of cohesive units willlikely be compromised by the introduction of homosexu-
als.”

Fifth, there are potential and psychological consequences for heterosexual soldiers serving with
homosexuals. The homosexual has a far greater probability of contracting sexually transmitted disease
(STD) due to a promiscuous life-style. The heterosexual will be sensitive to this probability and the
increased chance that a homosexual soldier may contract the deadly HIV. The Centers for Disease
Control (CDC) indicates that two-thirds of all HIV cases are in the homosexual community.' This
information alone will have psychological consequences for heterosexual soldiers. They will
constantly be aware that contact with ahomosexual’s body fluids could result inexposure to the HIV.
Soldier bonding will suffer. '

Sixth, homosexuals recruit sex partners, by necessity, from the heterosexual community.
Young heterosexual soldiers who have not yet fully developed their own sexual identity will be
threatened by the presence of homosexuals. Additionally, older soldiers with children at home will
be especially hesitant when dealing with homosexuals in family housing areas.

SUMMARY

Cohesion cannot survive in an environment racked by a lack of discipline, poor morale and
distrust. Scientific studies indicate that homosexuals as a category of people evidence behavior
patterns that will potentially undermine the social ingredients thatcontribute to the developement and
sustainment of cohesive units. Their presence may well polarize units.

The Army must maintain a hard and illiberal view of life and the world. It must prepare forthe
battlefield. It must stand ready, if need be, to die. Itis, in essence, a national resource to be used by
society. This resource is mostready when ithas well-trained and highly cohesive units. Openly serving
homosexual soldiers will undermine the development and sustainment of this now well-honed force.
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THE ISSUlE: The Department of Defense Homosexual Exclusion Policy

The Association of the United States Arniy stands firmly in support of the ban against homosexu-
ality in the Armed Forces for the following reasons:

The admission of open homosexuals is potentially divisive within an organization whose
strength is unity and teamwork.

» Inclusion of homosexuals could diminish the shared values that are essential to bonding through
which soldiers live, train and fight together. Such divisiveness would degrade unit readiness and
impair the combat effectiveness of the team.

» An openly homosexual officer would not engender the trust and confidence needed from
subordinates who find his or her life-style morally objectionable.

+ Heterosexual animosity toward known homosexuals can cause hostility resulting in degradation
of team or unit esprit.

+ Homosexuals are at greater risk of contracting AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases that
would affect their deployability and long-term service.

Lifting the ban would immediately create complex administrative problems in the accommo-
dation of homosexuals in the Armed Forces.

 Privacy is a real issue. Integration of homosexuals leads to a host of privacy issues such as the
- sharing of showers, latrines and barracks.

+ Many soldiers can be expected to object to sharing rooms, tents or bunkers with known
homosexuals. :

» Integration of homosexuals ¢ould be highly disruptive to Army family and community comity.

» The rules and regulations governing fraternization, relationships between the ranks and conduct
of members of the Armed Forces would have to be carefully crafted. The dilemma for the Army will
be to redefine what behavior is acceptable and what is unacceptable within the institution.

The legal and regulatory complications are staggering.

» Homosexual behavior (sodomy}) is in violation of military law, i.e., the Uniform Code of Military
Justice, which can be changed only by act of Congress. This raises the issue of whether one can
actually separate the “status” — being a homosexual — from the “behavior’” — that is, doing what

homosexuals do.

-more-



- How would regulations relating to spouses and dependents (e.g., eligibility for military housing,
medical benefits, preferential hiring practices) apply to declared partners of homosexuals?

« There will be the fuil range of court challenges with demands based on either civil rights or equity.
Some will involve differentiation in assignments, promotions and schooling.

« Could the enlistment contracts of those in the service when the ban is lifted be legally broken under
these circumstances?

Military health care problems would be magnified.

+ The promiscuous life-style of many homosexuals makes them more susceptible to sexually
transmitted diseases, including the AIDS virus, hepatitis-A, hepatitis-B, syphilis, gonorrhea and a
variety of lesser known venereal diseases.

« Soldiers testing positive for the HIV virus are not deployable. Additionally, all soldiers are expected
to be available for blood transfusions in combat (the walking blood bank).

Homosexual behavior is contrary to the moral convictions of the vast majority of Americans.

« Homosexual preference or practice is not widely ingrained in American society. The assertion that
10 percent or more of the population is homosexual is based on a discredited 1948 study which polled
large numbers of convicts and male prostitutes. A National Center for Health Statistics study suggests
the real figure is less than two percent.

. American societal standards are clear from the statutes which make sodomy a crime. Thereligious/
moral dimension is clear from the long-established teachings of numerous denominations on the
subject.

« This change in policy could easily discourage young people from entering service and cause
widespread recruiting and retention problems. Similarly, parents are likely to discourage their sons
and daughters from entering military service.

Before proceeding to inflict such a drastic social change on the Armed Forces, it is imperative
that we gain a thorough public understanding of its impacts. It is vitally important that we
listen to and heed the concerns of the people who would be most directly affected by this major
policy change — the men and women in uniform and their families. Today they are universally
concerned and deeply troubled by this whole matter.

It is vitally important that this question be thoroughly reviewed by Congress. Public hearings
should be held and all facts considered. Public support or lack of support should be
scrupulously evaluated. Before implementing such a wrenching social change, we must
carefully consider its impact on one of our nation’s most important institutions, the Armed
Forces of the United States of America.
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THE ISSUE: The Department of Defense Homosexual Exclusion Policy

Introduction

America’s Army is unique. It is an institution designed and trained to fight America’s wars. It
operates under a strict code of discipline and law. Its primary focus is on the mission.

The whole system is directed toward getting and keeping the people who best meet the Army’s
mission requirements. Policies are not intended as career opportunities for all who desire to serve.
In fact, the standards differentiate so as to select those best adapted to leadership and skill requirements
as well as to the military environment, and have excluded persons for anumber of reasons, to include
physical condition, academic credentials, and mental or physical limitations. Itisnota determination
of individual worth but rather a selection to best fit Army needs. To reiterate, this is not a matter of
“discrimination,” the term most often used, but it is a matter of differentiating those people who can
best serve the military.

The homosexual issue has been cited by many as identical to the integration of blacks and women
into the military forces. Itis acknowledged that the Army has accomplished this exceptionally well.
Homosexuals, however, pose a far more complex question. They are not defined by either race or
specific gender but rather by sexual orientation and sexual practices. This can and will conflict with
certain standards of society and the deeply held moral convictions of many individuals.

As pointed out by General Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, race is
nonbehavioral while homosexuality is behavioral and the same considerations are not applicable to
military service. The issues relating to gender are Jikewise not synonymous with those of homosexual
integration. Recognizing the privacy requirements formen and women, separate housing, bathing and
toilet facilities have been provided. Introduction of homosexuals into the units and barracks vastly
complicates the problem, as discussed later in this paper. A

The military is not only tightly organized and disciplined but also needs to maintain a strong sense
of community. Individuals mustlive and work in close, often intimate, associations over long periods
of time. The entry of publicly avowed homosexuals into the military requires both an understanding

- and acceptance which do not now exist. It could create a serious and divisive culture clash.

While we do not in this paper attempt to make final judgments on the profound decisionsinvolved,
we do feel an obligation to point out key issues to be considered in coming to these decisions.

It is important that a broader knowledge of the basic issues be clearly understood by the White
House, by the Congress and by the body politic before a premature decision becomes the vehicle for
the erosion of the finest Armed Force this nation has ever fielded. -

The Association of the United States Army stands firmly in support of the ban against
homosexuality in the Armed Forces. The following presents some of the principal reasons why
we take this position. It also outlines some of the issues raised over recent months which require
serious appraisal.



The military services exist for the purpose of defending the nation and protecting national
interests with minimum loss of life. The admission of open homosexuals is potentially
divisive within an organization whose strength is unity and teamwork.

e Units are a special segment of the military environment. They live, train and fight together. Bonding
is important. Shared values are essential in their bonds, and inclusion of homosexuals could serve to diminish
these values. It would be difficult for a publicly avowed homosexual to bond with and be fully accepted by the
group. In the professional judgment of military commanders, such divisiveness would degrade unit readiness
and impair the combat effectiveness of the team.

« Senior-subordinate relationships may be adversely affected. Military organizations operate in a
disciplined and structured way and are hierarchial innature, with clearly established channels forcommand and
control. In such a framework, everyone knows who is in charge, but the system demands mutual senior-
subordinate trust and respect in order to be effective. Itisdifficult to perceive an openly homosexual officer
inaleadershiprole demanding and receivingthe kind of trust and confidence needed from subordinates whofind
his or her life-style morally objectionable. This situation could not help but be erosive to effective control and
discipline.

e Heterosexual animosity toward known homosexuals can cause latent or even overt hostility, resulting
in degradation of team or unitesprit. Whilethis animosity is unfortunate, itis afact of society atlarge and cannot
be changed by the military.

* Significant evidence exists that homosexuals, for whatever reasons, are at greater risk of contracting
diseases (including AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases) thatwould affect theirdeployability and long-
term service. (While this may only reflect past behavior and is not an intrinsic aspect of homosexuality, it is
nontheless of current and real concern to the military.) This becomes a unit readiness problem whenever an
individuat is physically unable to carry out his or her duties at full capacity or is not eligible for deployment
overseas due to HIV or other infections. )

Lifting the ban would immediately create complex administrative problems in the accommo-
dation of homosexuals in the Armed Forces.

« Privacy is areal issue. Service requirements place many service members in close association, often in
a status of prolonged forced intimacy (in barracks, aboard ships and in the field). Integration of homosexuals
leads to a host of privacy issues such as the sharing of showers, latrines and barracks assignments.

o Addedtothe privacy issueis the question of accommodating homosexuals in military living arrangements
—eithertroop billets or family housing. Inthe former, heterosexuals can be expected to object tosharingrooms,
tents or bunkers with known homosexuals, thus confronting commanders with the challenge of either forcing
_ cohabitation of heterosexuals with homosexuals or facilitating cohabitation of two homosexuals. This also
raises the issue of violation of cohabitation laws.

¢ The military is aunique community, Most Army families, not unlike most other American families, would
not find the homosexual life-style and behavior patterns acceptable for their family environment. Large
segments of the military population live in close communities, either on military installations or in closely
associated enclaves. Integration of homosexuals could be highly disruptive to family and community comity.

¢ Today issues such as fraternization, relationships between the ranks and conduct unbecoming members
of the Armed Forces are all subject to definition and regulation for both homosexuals and heterosexuals. With
homosexuals openly accepted, the problem is significantly compounded with a possible combination of male/



fernale, male/male, and female/female relationships. Rules, regulations and codes of conduct would havetobe
carefully crafted to cover these situations; the dilemma for the Army will be to redefine what behavior is
acceptable and what is unacceptable within the institution.

The legal and regulatory complications are staggering.

« Homosexual behavior (sodomy) is in violation of the law in most jurisdictions. Military law, i.e., the
Uniform Code of Military Justice, specifically prohibits sodomy and can be changed only by act of Congress.
This raises the issue of whether one can actually separate (as President Clinton and others are attemptingtodo)
the “status” — being a homosexual — from the “behavior” — that is, doing what homosexuals do. It seems
most difficult to seriously draw that distinction since — when it comes to human sexuality — the act, not the
attitude, is the defining reality.

« The status of homosexual marriages must be defined. Would they be accepted and would military
chaplains be required to perform them? Military law generally adheres to state law where located. Somecities,
including San Francisco and Washington, D.C., recognize such partnerships, but most jurisdictions do not. This
clearly requires a national referendum. _ ‘

e Determination would have to be made on how regulations relating to spouses and dependents (e.g.,
eligibility for military housing, dependent benefits, medical care, preferential hiring practices) would apply to
declared partners of homosexuals in the military. ‘

e Ifthe current ban is lifted, the government must be prepared to cope with a number of lawsuits foreither
reinstatement or restitution of lost wages on behalf of homosexuals who were previously given administrative
discharges.

e Lifting the ban would expose the Armed Forces to the full range of of potential challenges with demands
based oneither civil rights orequity. Some of these will involve differentiationin assignments, promotions and
schooling. The issue of quotas will surely surface.

* A challenge from heterosexuals can be anticipated relating to the rules forenlistment terms. Some will
not want to continue in service after homosexuals are admitted and will request relief from service. The question
10 be answered is whether the enlistment contracts of those already in the service when the ban is lifted can be
broken legally under these circumstances. Informal feedback suggeststhata significant number would seek this
option. It could also denigrate the great effort that has been made to attract a top quality all-volunteer force.

Military health care problems would be magnified.

* The promiscuous life-style of many homosexuals makes them more susceptible to sexually transmitted
diseases, including the AIDS virus, hepatitis-A, hepatitis-B, syphilis, gonorrheaand a variety of lesser known
venereal diseases. An increase in the number of homosexuals in the military service may well increase the
medical costs.

» HIV testing isrequired of active and reserve members no less than every two years, or within six months
of deployments or overseas assignments. This applies to all categories. Soldiers testing positive are not
deployable, mainly because HIV positive soldiers may be unable to respond to a vaccine and are more
susceptible to infections (readiness criteria). Additionally, all soldiers are expected to be available for blood
transfusions in combat (the walking blood bank). This is of particular importance with respect to homosexuals
because, as stated earlier, they have a higher incidence of infection. However, the HIV testing program is
currently under attack by homosexual advocacy groups.



' Homosexual behavior is contrary te the moral convictions of the vast majority of Americans,
including Armed Forces personnel.

* The claim for minority status is predicated on the claim that 10 percent or more of the population (and
of the military) is homosexual. This assertion is based onadiscredited 1948 study by Alfred Kinsey, who polled
large numbers of convicts and male prostitutes in his sample. A recent study by the National Center for Health
Statistics suggests thereal figure is less than two percent, the point being that homosexual preference or practice
is not widely ingrained in American society.

e The moral dimensions of the issue cannot be ignored — American societal standards are clear from the
statutes (Uniform Code of Military Justice and about half the state codes) which make sodomy a crime. The
religious/moral dimension is clear from the long-established teachings of numerous denominations on the
subject,

* The Armed Forces of the United States reflect the mores of our society. Altering military policy will not
only affect the military community but, at the same time, have far-reaching consequences on society in general.
It would seem that many would say lifting the ban is permissible as long as it does not involve them but would
notaccept it for their sons and daughters. Parents are likely to discourage their children from entering military
service as well. Therefore, acceptance of homosexuals into the Armed Forces could discourage young people
from entering service and cause widespread recruiting and retention problems.

Most nations either bar homosexuals from serving or place restrictions on those who are
allowed to serve.

* Abuse and fear of recrimination seem to be subtle, but there are reports of ongoing problems in every
nation which allows homosexuals to serve in the military. The Dutch did a study in 1990 after 20 years of
permitting homosexuals to serve in the military and found it extremely difficult to have anyone come forward
to admit that he/she was homosexual. v

» Israelis cited by homosexual advocates as a place where homosexuals are satisfactorily integrated into
the Armed Forces. In the Israeli Defense Forces, homosexuals are not allowed to stay in the barracks with the
other service members; they are sent home each night. This is totally impractical for U.S. forces. Israeli
homosexuals are also prohibited from joining elite combat units and in most cases simply are not accepted.

* The Germans readily admit that known homosexuals have little, if any, chance of advancement because
of the deep-seated prejudice against their behavior.

» The performance standards expected almost exclusively of our Army (to deploy world-wide and to
accomplish varied and complex missions quickly and efficiently) makes comparisons with other nations’ forces
of limited value.

Before proceeding to inflict such a drastic social change upon the Armed Forces of the United
States, we need to get a thorough educated public sensing of the impacts of lifting the ban. We
need to hear and understand the concerns of the people who would be most directly affected by
this major policy change — the men and women who wear the uniform of this country and their
families. Today they are universally concerned and deeply troubled by this whole matter.

It is vitally important that this question be thoroughly reviewed by Congress. Public hearings
should be held and all facts considered. Public support or lack of support should be scrupulously
evaluated. If implemented, this will be a wrenching social change and we are dealing with one
of our nation’s largest and most important institutions, the Armed Forces of the United States of
America.
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A Report on Homosexuality
and the Issue of Allowlng Openly Homosexual
Persons to Serve in the U.S. Military
Dr. Geraldb{ Atkinson
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introduction

President Clinton, after the inauguration, announced his intention
to 1ift the ban on homosexuals in the military. The announcement raised
a storm of opposition by érdinary citizens.” The switchboards of the
White House and congress were clogged with calls cpposing this move.
The Senate sergeant—-at—-arms' office reported! that the lawmakers
received 434,104 incomihg calls (five times normal) on 27 January.
Nearly all of them, according to various senators and representatives,
were against2? lifting the ban. The Retired Officers Association (TROA)
Gallup poll3d of its members conducted‘between 27 November and 1 December
1993 showed that eighty-three (83) percent o?pose lifting the ban. A
USA TODAY/CNN/Gallup poll conducted 29-31 January 1993 shows that 50
percent of the populace at large disapprove lifting the ban (43 percent
approve with 7 percent having no opinion}). More than half, 52%, say
that Clinton's actions to 1lift the ban are a response to pressure from
liberal special interest and homosexual activist groups rather than a
principled stand*. More importantly, the poll reveals that only two

major demographic groups, women and gollege graduates, support lifting
the ban (51%). It is clear that these two groups, women and college

graduates, hold the key\ to the success or failure of the President's

1 Inside Washington, "Washington Switchboards Swamped with Opposing Calls,” Human
Events, pp. 4, 6 February 1993.

2 TIbid. -

3 Leigh, Julia, H,, "TROA Members Nix Homosexuals in Service," The Retired Officer
Magazine, pp. 21, January 1993.

4  Gays in the Military: More favor keeping the ban in place, USA TODAY, pp.8a, 3 February
1693.




initiative. Nearly all of them have had no military experience. Many
of these people, especially women, have no strong conviction on the
matter but still remain to be convinced one way or the other. They will
make up their minds in the next few months, either by listening to the
urgings of the activist homosexual organizations and the mass news media
which almost uniformly follow those urgings or by listening to those of
us who believe that l1lifting the ban is wrong. We are not in the
minority but we have little organized voice for reaching that audience.
We will succeed in convincing them only if we start with some
understanding of the condition of homosexuality and how it can adversely
affect military efficiency and preparedness. To be successful, we must
reach those groups of citizens through our individual family units,
church groups, and civic organizations. We must convince them by using
materials from all possible sources. It is clear from White House
replies to letters sent in opposition to the President's proposed
lifting of the ban that they intend to stiff-arm the opposition as they
have in the past on controversial matters. This tactic was observed
during the past election and is presently being carried out for other
agendas. The absence of a single formal White House press conference to
answer questions of a probing national press until two months after the
inauguration is one example of this tactic. We must not let this tactic
succeed for this important issue éoncerning our future national
security.

This report is written for those citizens who are opposed to
lifting the ban on homosexuals in the military, whether based on common
sense, religious, or other grounds, and who wish to actively participate
in convincing others, including the President and members of congress.
It is meant to be an objective summary research document that you can
use to make presentations to your family unit, church group, or civic
organization. It provides footnotes which identify resource material,
much of which in turn contains other more detailed references. This
document provides the basis for convincing others of our viewpoint.

Most heterosexuals are not motivated to learn about homosexuals
and their behavicor. It is not a favorite topic of conversation and many
times leads to uncomfortable or strained discourse among heterosexuals.

This is especially true of the major target group, women. Unfortunately,
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we must force ourselves to obtain sufficient knowledge if we are to be
credible. This report attempts to provide that background knowledge.

In addition, it is quite likely that members of the target group may
know or have heard of a homosexual or a homosexual pair who appear to be
nice ordinary people in all respects, except for their sexual behavior
which they quite properly keep to themselves. To the target group,
there doesn't appear to be anything wrong with accepting these people in
the military. After all, they are accepted in the local community of
the target group. There is an important distinction between these
apparently benign homosexual citizens and the homosexual activists who
have their own agenda. The former group is generally content to be left
alone. It is the latter that we are resisting. It must be stated
directly and emphatically here that it is not the purpose of this report
to support an antagonistic attitude‘that might lead someone to
physically harm homosexuals or discriminate against them in ways that
we, as citizens, are‘protected from by the constitution. The sole
purpose of this report is to provide knowledge that allows you as a
citizen to responsibly oppose the agenda of activist homosexual
organizations from lifting the ban on-homosexuals in the military.

This report is organized in nine (9) major sections. It is
probably too long to be included in a single document. You would not
have time to read it at one sitting. Consequently, it will be sent via
the "Enocugh is Enough!" mailing network a few sections at a time. If
for some reason you do not receive a section in which you have an
interest, please write to the address on the letterhead. The missing
section(s) will be sent to you. The sections that follow are:

*» What is the Activist Homosexual Agenda?

+ Is Homosexuality a Psyéhotic Behavior?

« Does Homosexuality Have a Genetic Explanation?

e Does Homosexuality Have a Hormonal Explanation?

* . Does Homosexuality Have a Prenatal Explanation?

» Does Homosexuality Have a Neurobiological Explanation?
» Does Homosexuality Have an Environmental Explanation? )
« Aids and the Activist Homosexual Agenda
* Special Considerations for Whethef or Not to Allow Openly

Homosexual Persons to Serve in the U.S. Military
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What is the Activist Homosexual Agenda?

There is an activist homosexual agenda. The mass media recognizes

individuals who speak for and lead such organiiations as the National
Gay and Lesbian Task Force,. the Human Rights Campaign Fund, the Lambda
Legal Defense Fund, Queer Nation, the Gay and iesbian_Victory Fund, the
AIDS Coalition to Unleash Power (ACT-UP), etc. Leaders of these
organizations are quoted in leading newspapers and appear on natiocnal
television. A network of homosexual, religious, and civil rights groups
called the National March on Washington for Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual
Equal Rights and Liberation recently announced’ plans to march on
Washington, D.C. to demand an end to "discrimination" against
homosexuals, especially in the military. They expect to attract more
than 500,000 marchers. Barney Frank, a Representative in congress from
Massachusetts and an avowed homosexual, has spoken on national
television to assuage the concerns of heterosexuals by stating that
"allowing openly homosexual persons in the military would pose no
problems for heterosexuals™. He states that homosexuals would not
threaten the privacy of heterosexuals and would "behave themselves.”
Another activist homosexual, Mike Petrelis of Queer Nation, has appeared
on national television® stating that "homosexuals in the military would
play a positive xcle for heterosexuals and others oﬁ long and extended
deployments in remote areas by relieving their sexual pressures."
Incidentally, two avowed pederasts appeared on the same television show
and were allowed to openly and actively advertise and solicit for their
organization. It is quite clear that the public is being manipulated by
seemingly benign argumentation for supporting the lifting of the ban
while, in fact, the real objective is being articulated by the radical
activists. The "high ground" argument is aimed at convincing the
uncommitted that lifting the ban on homosekuals in the military is
wholly non-threatening to privacy, would have no serious consegquences,
and is a "civil rights™ issue. The real agenda of the activists is to
gain acquiescence, then condonation, and then celebration of and

recruitment for their sexual orientation and practices. It is an issue

5 Bryant, Carlion R., "Gays Plan Massive March on District," The Washington Times, pp. Al-
6, 26 February 1993.

6  Pewelis, Mike, The Jerry Springer Show, NBC Television, 16 November 1992.
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that may start with lifting the ban on homosexuals in the military but
it will, if successful, be actively and forcefully pursued in every
avenue of our lives; our schools, our workplaces, and additional
pressure on ocur churches. .

The activist homosexual organizations listed above comprise a
loose federation of activist groups which have individual differences in
tactical approach but with a common agenda. These groups are '
complemented by an international organization, based in Amsterdam, The
Netherlands, called the International Lesbian and Gay Association
(ILGA). This activist organization develops liaisons with churches
internationally and concentrates on? "lesbians and gays in the
military."” This organization has doubled in size in the past several
years, and today consists of-a network of over two hundred groups in
more than forty (40) countries. A chapter was formed in the United
States (San Francisco, CA) in 1990. The ILGA claims that lesbians in '
the U.S. have a lot to offer the internaticnal activist homosexual
movement by their experience in thed "American tradition of civil
disobedience." It clear that this "tradition" is not what Qe want in
the midst of the institution that protects our national security
interests —-— thé military. In fact, some critics of this tradition®
blame it in part for the slaying of an abortion doctor recently in
Florida by a right-wing extremist operating on the fringe of acceptance
of "civil disobedience." These critics trace this breakdown of
society's rules (guardrails) to street fighters of the anti-Vietnam war
movement at'the August 1968 Democratic National Convention and the
nations intellectuals —-- university professors, politicians, and
journalists —-— who maintained that the acts committed by the protesters
were justified and explainable. It is clear that domestic and
international activist homosexual organizations as well as domestic

activist organizations have an agenda for fomenting this kind of civil

7 Anderson, Shelley, "The Intemational Lesbian and Gay Association (ILGA)," Out In The
World: International Lesbian Organizing, Firebrand Sparks #4, Firebrand Books, pp. 10,
1991.

8 1Ibid, pp. 7.

9  Editorial, "No Guardrails,” Review & Outlook, The Wall Street Joumnal, pp. 14, 18 March
1993. . :



disobedience within our military organizations. The introduction of
this kind of "civil disobedience" in the U.S. military would destroy the
fabric of good order and discipline. It would undermine the very
essence of unit cohesion and the ability of the military to carry out
its mission, the defense of the nation. '

. One might wonder about the amount of support that activist
homosexuals enjoy. What is the number of homosexuals in the U.S.
population? Leaders of the homosexual crganizations have long claimed
that homosexuals constitute ten (10) percent10 of the U.S. population.
They cited the Kinsey Report on human sexuality in the 1940s and 1950s.
Experts say that Kinsey's sampling was weighted toward institutional
populations like schools, prisons, and hespitals and cannotl!! be
extrapolated to the general population. Nevertheless, activists seized
on the 10 percent figure to strengthen their argument that tens of
millions of U.S. citizens are excluded from the mainstream by anti-
homosexual discrimination. Current activists are proud of proclaiming
that they provided the margin of victory for President Clinton in the
last election, 15 percentl? of his total. Exit polls show!3 that they
voted 70 to 90 percent for Clinton ovér Bush and contributed $3.5
million!4 to Clinton's election campaign. '

But what do the scientific data show? Between 1989 and 1992, the
National Opinion Research Center (NORC) at the University of Chicago
added two sex guestions to its annual General Social Survey. The
results have been consistentld, Among men, 2.8 percent reported
exclusively homosexual behavior; women registered 2.5 percent. The
3,000 person sexual behavior study conducted by NORC duriné 1992 is
compatible with these figures. Other researcheré and authors claim that

homosexuals constitute as little as 1 percentl!®, 1.5 percentl?, 3

10 NEWSWEEK, "How Many Gays Are There?", pp. 46, 15 February 1993.
1T Tbid.

12 Harwood, Richard, "Strangers In Our Midst,” The Washington Post, pp. A23, 26 February
1993.

13 Barry, John and Glick, Daniel, "Crossing the Gay Minefield: Clinton Grapples with a
Promise to Homosexuals,” NEWSWEEK, pp.16, 23 November 1993.

14 NEWSWEEK, "How Many Gays Are There?", pp. 46, 15 February 1993.

15 Ibid. :

16  Reisman, Judith, "Kinsey, Sex and Fraud," 1990.



percent18 of the general population. The first nationwide poll that
asked persons leaving voting places (in the last Presidential election)
if they were homosexual or bisexual found only 2.4 percent of voters to
be homosexuall?. These figures show the homosexual population to be a
very small minority. Estimates of the percentage of homosexuals who are
actively involved in promoting their lifestyle are not available. If
these percentages are the same as thosé for women who are members of
activist feminist organizations, it would be less than 1 percent. If
this figure were accurate, this would mean that only about 0.025 percent
of the general population is homosexual and actively promoting the
homosexual political agenda. This would calculate to approximately

60, 000 homosexual activists in this country. This group, although
negligibly small, is stridently vocal, politically astute, and
economically advantaged.

So, what is the homosexual agenda for the military? A partial
answer is found in public proclamations by homosexual activists in the
daily press. Sam Gallegosﬂ% a former National Guard sergeant who is
helping organize a Denver chapter of gay, lesbian and bisexual veterans
says that "repealing the executive ban on gays in the military would be
a huge first step for homosexuals, but only the first of many actions
that gays in the service need." He further states that "military
officials must also consider decriminalizing sodemy, reinstating gays
already dismissed for homosexuality, and extending marriage and other
benefits to homosexuals." The Gay, Lesbian, and Eisexual Military
Freedom Project has been identified?! as having the same agenda which
also includes "retroactive measures aimed at reviewing service membefs
previously discharged for homosexuality." Such reviews will try to

grant discharged personnel veterans', retirement, and educational

17 National Center for Health Statistics, Wattenberg, Ben, "An Issue Larger Than Military
Life," The Washington Times, 13 February 1993. ‘

18  Coloradans for Family Values, NEWSWEEK, "How Many Gays Are There?”, pp. 46, 15
February 1993.

19 Farah, Joseph, "What You Don't Read: One of the most covered-up stories of 1992," -
Director of the Western Journalism Center, The Washington Times, pp.A6, 26 February 1993.

20  Booth, Micheal, "Soldiers in the Closet: Lifting Ban Just 1st Step, Gay Activists Say," The
Denver Post, pp. 14A, 24 January 1993.

21 Francxs Samuel, "Lifestyle Plotting,"” The Washington Times, pp. Fl1-4, 19 Fcbruary 1993.
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benefits and separation pay, remove homosexuality from discharge papers
and permit re-enlistment and reinstatement. .The premise of such
reversals is that penalization for homosexuality was morally wrong and
that those who suffered it are owed compensation by the taxpayer, whose
morals will have to be reprogrammed along with h%s patriotism. The
kicker of the Project's agenda is its blatant endorsement of "training
programs” to achieve this end. The plan22 urges instituting "tfaining"
for all personnel on the acceptance of homosexual or bisexual perscnnel
into the military. Training shall include didactic and experimental
opportunities addressing prejudice, stigma, and discrimination with

- regard to sexual orientation and be based on experience gained dealing
with racial and gender issues." The author explains that "didactic"
means teaching, which in this case really means brainwashing.” It is
not clear what "experimental opportunities” for learnihg about
homosexuality involve, and maybe we don't want to know. The "training
programs® will be inflicted on the "individual, unit, service schools,
and academies" and work through "chaplains and the medical corps," "law
enforcement and investigative agencies" and "sexual orientation with
regards to sexual harassment and equal opportunity.” What the Project
plans, in other words, is massive propagdandizing of the armed forces to
root out moral, social, religiocus, and professional objections to
homosexuals in the military, no doubt with plenty of punishment for
those who continue to commit wrong-think. )

Activist homosexual organizations are ready to insist on
implement ing homosexual affirmative action plans for the service
academies and other officer candidate schools, once the President's
executive order goes into effect. It is clear that once the foot is in
the door, there will be further activism to achieve more and more
"rights."” Recent boycotts carried out by activist homosexual
organizations against the state of Colorado in retaliation for those
voters who passed a referendum that prohibits "special rights" for
homosexuals is an example?3 of such activism. An activist homosexual

organization, the New York chapter of Boycott Coloradc, recently tried

22 1bid.
23 Hamblin, Ken, "Blackmail Isn't a Useful Tactic," The Denver Post, 9 February 1993.
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to pressure the owner of Celestial Seasonings, a herbal tea .company in
Colorado, to "donate" $100,000 to the New York organizatibn or else they
would organize a boycott nationwide of the company's products. The
citizens of Colorado were so outraged over this obvious blackmail
measure that even the local activists, including Representative Patricia
Schroeder?®, have backed the tea company. The New York organization
believes that the net value of this local setback is positive because it
"draws attention to the issue."” If the ban on homosexuals in the
military is lifted, these same tactics will be invoked against our
military services as these organizations use the issue of "homosexual
rights" in the military to "draw attention” to their advanced agenda.
Such tactics will obviously consume a great deal of attention and effort
by our military leadership which will severely degrade the efficiency
and effectiveness of our armed forces.

The Chancellor of the New York City school system, Joscph A.
Fernandez, was fired on 10 February 1993 as a result of his attempts to
inﬁorporate homosexuality into lessons for the city's 32 scheol '
districts. He tried to implement a new "Children of the Rainbow”
curriculum. This curriculum, under the guise of teaching tolerance,
told children that at least 10 percent of them would grow up to be
homosexuals?3:-26, The family was defined as "two or more people who
share love, care and responsibilities."™ Teachers were enccuraged to
give little boys dolls to play with, to challenge "sexist myths from the
first day of class." The curriculum states? "Teaéhers of first graders
have an opportunity to give children a healthy sense of identity at én
early age. Classes should include references to lesbians/gay people in
all_guzxignlgx_éxgaﬁ and should avoid exclusionary practices by
presuming a person's sexual orientation, reinforcing stereotypes, or
speaking of lesbians/gays as 'they' or ‘'other.'" Another controversial

paragraph, appearing in a section titled "Fostering Positive Attitudes

24 Simpson, Kevin, "After Soggy Celestial Melodrama, Who's Holding the Bag" The Denver
Post, 9 February 1993.

25 Weymouth, Lally, "Mrs. Cummins's Triumph," The Washmgton Post, 18 January 1993,
26 Feder, Don, "Score One Win for Parents," The Washington Times, 18 February 1993,

27 Gutmann, Stephanie, "The Curriculum That Ate New York," Insight Magazine, The
Washington Times, 28 February 1993.



Toward Sexuality,” maintains that if "teachers do not discuss
lesbian/gay issues, [those issues] are not likely to come up. Children
need actual expériences via creative play, boocks, visitors, etc. in
order for them to view lesbians/gays as real people to be respected and
appreciated.” The curriculum recommended the book "Daddy's Rcommate”
which depicts the life of a child whose father, once divorced from his
mother, now lives with his homosexual lover, The book shows the father
and his léver in bed. This boock was recommended for children as young
as the first grade (six years old). The curriculum also recomﬁended the
book "Heather has Two Mommies™ to promoté lesbianism to 1lst graders.
This book describes the process of artificial insemination to the
children. Other such books recommended in the curriculum are "Jennifer
Has Two Daddies,™ "Gloria Goes to Gay Pride," and "Jenny Lives with Eric
and Martin."” The curriculum also advised that2® "Classes should include
references to lesbians/gay people in all curricular areas." Thus math,
music, and all other classes would be required to incorporate the
homosexual indoctrination as well as classes specifically designed for
this purpose.

Prior to attempting to impose thé& Children of the Rainbow
curriculum on the city school system, Fernandez began authorizing the
distribution of condoms?? to the city's 250,000 high school students,
without parental consent. Fourth and fifth-gradeérs were instructed in
the mechanics of anal and oral intercourse. Fourth-grade studénts were
given guidance from representatives of ACT~UP and the Gay Men's Health
Crisis.,

Mary Cummins, a 6l-year-old grandmother and president of the board
of School district 24 in Middle Village, Queens, led the opposition to
the implementation of the Children of the Rainbow curriculum. With the
help of the Family Defense Council, she sent a ‘letter to some 22,000
parents opposing the curriculum. Later on, Irish, Italian, Black, and
Hispanic parents in more than half of the city's school boards formally
rejected part or all of the teaching guide. This led to the firing of

Fernandez.

28 Ibid.
2% Ibid, Feder, Don.
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The effort in New York City by activist homosexual organizations
to push indoctrination material into the curriculum of grade school
children is not the only effort being made nationwide. Aﬁ last count,
35 states had mandatory AIDS education, which has widespread support.
However, the implementation of that education has brought on a
corresponding promotion of the activist homosexual agenda.- In Fairfax
County, Virginia, students are subjected to the 29-minute film "What If
I'm Gay?" In Atlanta, teachers are ordered to defy "heterosexist
assumptions” by referring to married couples as "partners,” instead of
husband and wife. Children are told30 that only 4.6 percent of the
population is "exclusively heterosexual or exclusively homosexual.™ The
rest of us are presumably bisexual. A nation of Madonnas. In Newton,
MA, junior high school students are urged to reject "negative
heterosexual and religious programming."” "Learning About Sex," a
curriculum used across the country, advises "Sadomasochism may be very
acceptable and safe for sexual partners who know each others' needs.”
New York Assemblywoman Deborah Glick, a militant lesbian, sets forth the
agenda: "Parents themselves haQe tremendous prejudice and bigotry that
have been passed on for generations. -. . . We must provide a
éounterbalance to what kids are learning at home."®

It is clear that fhe activist homosexual agenda has been and is
being promoted at all levels of our sociéty. Thé activists, while not
numerous, are intelligent, politically connected, and economically
powerful. A majority of Americans are willing to let the homosexuals
have their lifestyle choices as long as they keep it to themselves. It
appears, however, that tolerance is not enough. The activist homosexual
agenda mandates that we not only tolerate their lifestyle but that we
must accept it as normal and must allow them to indoctrinate and recruit
our children and grandchildren. In order that we intelligently and
responsibly resist their agenda, we must have knowledge cof some
fundamental aspects of homosexuality. An attempt is made below to

present this knowledge.

30 1bid.
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Homosexuali Psychotic Behavior?

Homosexuals have consistently over the past three decades
resisted societal pressures to conform to standards of normalcy based on
heterosexual behavior. This resistance strongly manifests itself in the
entertainment industry and the national mass media (TV and newsprint).
It appears even in accepted word usage. In the past decad;, homosexuals
have been successful in cleverly manipulating the English language words
which describe them. All mass media commentators now use the word "gay"
to describe homosexuals. They never use the word "homosexual." This is
a result of relentless pressure from activist homosexual groups that
they be described as "gay." Presumably the word "homosexual” used in
the free press is a display of discrimination, intoclerance, and
homophobia. The word “"gay"™ is derived from the French word "gai" which
is defined3! as "merry, jolly; cheerful, lively, bright."” The French
precursor has no sexual preference connotation. Modern English
dictionaries define3? "gay" as 1) showing or characterized by exuberance
or mirthful excitement; merry; cheerful; jolly, 2) bright or lively,
especially in cclor, 3) full of or giyen to social or other pleasures,
4) dissolute; licentious, 5) homosexual. The word "dissolute™ in this
same dictionary is defined as "lacking in moral restraint; abandoned;
debauched.” The word "licentious™ is defined as 1) lacking moral
discipline or sexual restraint, 2) having no regérd for accepted rules
or standards. It is clear that the activist homosexual organizations
and the mass media would have us be so tolerant of their agenda that we
acquiesce in the use of a word to define homosexuals that is clearly
promotional in a public relations sense, rathér than a realistic
definition. Activist homosexual organizations have been successful in
manipulating definitions in other aspects of our society. A case in
point is psychiatry.

Homosexuals have long maintained that sexual orientation, far
from being a personal choice or lifestyle (as it is often called), is

something neither chosen nor changeable. They have exerted pressure to

31 Larousse's French-English Dictionary, Washington Square Press Inc., 1955.

32 New College Edition, The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language,
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1979.
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change the previously used term "sexual preference” which was the polite
term used to describe their condition before the 1980s to "sexual
orientation.” This alteration cleverly diverts attention from the
behavioral aspects of the activities which define them to a more benign
definition that soméhow conforms to the hypothesis that they do not
chose to be homosexual. They would have us believe that they are
homosexual by virtue of their "sexual orientation" rather than their
chosen behavior. 'The history of the impact of activist homosexuals on
the definition of their condition in the area of psychiatry is
informative.

The psychiatric profession has conscientiously attempted to bring
order to their discipline by classifying behaviors or information about
behaviors. Emil Kraepelin proposed a formal classification systen@3 for
behavioral disorders in 1883. The goal of having such a system for
abnormal behaviors is to provide distinct categories, indicators, and
nomenclature for different patterns of behavior, thought processes, and
emotional disturbances. Classification was based on the patient's
symptoms, as in medicine. It was hoped that disorders (similar groups
of symptoms) would have a common etiology (cause or origin). A
derivative of this system is used today by practicing psychiatrists.

The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-I)
was published in 1952 by the American Psychiatric Association. It was
based on Kraepelin's system. The expectations for this system were not
realized in DSM-I and it was revised in 1968 (DSM—iI), 1980 (DSM-III),
and 1987 (DSM-III-R). Each of these four documents has attempted to
answer the question "Is homosexuality a mental disorder?" The answer
the American Psychiatric Association gives to this question depends on
which version of the DSM series one consults. DSM-I and DSM-II
classified homosexuality as sexually deviant3 because sexual behavior
was considered normal only if it occurred between two consenting adults
of the ppposite sex. This criterion, adopted by the psychiatrists,
conformed to the norms of society at the time. Dufing the early 1970s,

33  Sue, David, et al, "Classification of Abnormal Behavior," Understanding Abnormal
Behavior, Third Edition, pp. 92, Houghton Mifflin Co., 1990.

34 1bid, pp. 316.
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many homosexual people argued that they are mentally healthy and that
their sexual preference reflects a normal variant of sexual expression.
This attitude was consistent with the trend toward complete "sexual
freedom" of the 1960s and exploitation of that freedom by individuals in
the entertainment industry during the 1970s. Many of these people
sparked a surge of business for the psychiatrists during this era.
Consequently, many clinicians came to believe that heterosexuality
should not be the standard to judge other sexual behaviors. The
patients appeared to be treating the professionals! Nevertheless, some
clinicians believed3® that homosexuality was the result of unhealthy
early family relationships. This controversy was aired at a special
session3® of the American Psychiatric Association, held to determine
whether the classification of homosexuality as a mental disorder should
be retained in the then-current DSM-II.

At that meeting, two well-known psychiatrists, Irving Bieber and
Charles Socarides, supported the traditional view of homosexuality as a
psychosexual disorder3? resulting from disturbed relationships between
parents and their children. They felt this view was supported by
studies of homosexuals in treatment and recommended retaining the
classification in DSM-II. When that proposal encountered opposition,
Bieber suggested that homosexual behavior be reclassified as a category
of sexual dysfunction, because "most homosexuals - (especially those who
are exclusively homosexual) cannot function heﬁerqsexually38." Many ‘
practitioners and clinicians considered -this sﬁggestion inappropriate,
for éeveral reasons. First, many homosexuals can engage in sexual
_intercourse with members of the opposite sex. Second, heterosexual
coitus was still held as the standard on which to judge cther sexual
behaviors. Third, the issue was considered ﬁo be one of sexual
preference rather than function. Consequently, Stoller and his

colleagues supported the removal of homoseiuality from the DSM-II1

35 1Ibid, pp. 316.

36 Stoller, R.J., Marmor, J., Bieber, L, Gold, R., Socarldcs, C.W., Green, R., & Spitzer, R.I, "A
Symposium: Should homosexuality be in the APA nomenclature?,” American Journal of
Psychiatry, 130, pp. 1207-1216, 1973.

37 1Ibid, Sue, David, et al, pp. 316.
38 Tbid, Stoller, R. 1, et al, 1973.
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nomenclature, preferring to consider it a normal variant of human sexual
behavior3?. Thus, the psychiatrists‘had been convinced by their
patients that homosexuality was normal behavior. This concept of
"normality" was not shared by the general population at the time (1973)
norvis it now. Public distaste for the idea of homosexuality remains as
high as ever -— at more than 80 percent“)—— and may even be increasing
slightly. Nevertheless, other studies conducted by various researchers,
including Evélyn Hooker4l, revealed that eminent psychologists could not
tell homosexuals from heterosexuals by examining the results of their
Rorschach ink-blot tests. This kind of personality test is designed‘42
to get a multifaceted view of the total functioning person, rather than
a view of a single facet or dimension of perscnality. Both groups of
individuals presumably had the same distripution of personality
disorders. Despite the fact that this type of research does not
directly address the question of "normalcy" of homosexuality in terms of
psychiatric problems that homosexuals appear to have, it was used as
additional pressure for accepting the "normalcy" of homosexual behavior.
Indeed, later studies?’ revealed that boys with gender identity
disorders exhibit general personality-problems in addition to their
adoption of opposite gender attitudes and behaviors. Other studies
have revealed that many of these troubled male children become
homosexuals. Presumably, we are led to believe that these children
somehow outgrow their general personality problems as they mature to
adulthood with ingrained homosexual behavioral habits. After
considering the issues, the trustees of the American Psychiatric
Association voted, on December 15, 1973, to remove homosexuality from

DSM-II (the vote was 13 to 0 with two abstentions). A new category,

39 Ibid, Sue, David, et al, pp. 317.

40  Harwood, Richard, "Strangers in Our Midst,” Quote from a study by university scholars
Benjamin Page at Northwestern University and Robert Shaplro at Columbia Umvcrsny, The
Washington Post, 26 February 1993.

41  Burr, Chandler, "Homosexuality and Biology," The Atlantic Monthly, pp. 49, March 1993.
42 1bid, Sue, Davie, et al, pp. 106.

43 Baes, J.E., Bentler, P.N.,, & Thompson, S.K., "Gender-deviant boys compared with normal
and clinical control boys,” Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 7, pp. 243-259, 1979.

44 Zuger, B., "Childhood cross-gender behavior and adult homosexuality," Archives of
Sexual Behavior, 16, pp. 85-87, 1987. :
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sexual orientation disturbance, was created and applied only to those.
people who wanted to change from a homosexual to a heterosexual ‘
orientation. Consequently, the pressure of activist homosexuals and the
fair-minded community of psychiatrists who simply did not know'how to
approach homosexuality resulted in a victory for the homosexual
community. They were now considered "normal" in the eyes of a
professional community that should know.

But that victory was not enough for the activist homosexuals. The
new category of 5gzual_Qxiﬁnlaiign_diﬁluxhangé allowed psychiatrists to
treat homosexuals who wanted to change sexual orientation. Activists in
the homosexual community objected to this category. It meant that some
homosexuals may be viewed as "sick." This was not acceptable to the
activists even though homosexuals.were still showing up in the offices
of psychiatrists' for treatment. Consequently, DSM-III retained this
compromise category, but renamed it ego-dystonic homosexuality -- that
is —— homosexuality that is unacceptable to the ego and is thus a source
of distress. The American Psychiatric Association was willing to do
anything in the definition of homosexuality to get the activist
homosexual organizations off their batck, even to define it in terms that
no one could understand. Although DSM-III states explicitly that43
"homosexuality itself is not considered a mental disorder,™ it adds that
"factors that predispose an individeval to ego-dystonic homosexuality are
those negative societal attitudes towards homosexuality that have been
internalized." Thus, the psychiatrists were pressured by the patients
to declare society sick, not them.

Even this concession was not enough for the activist homosexual
organizations. Their major criticism of using ego-dystonic
homosexuality as a diagnostic category was the underlying acceptance of
heterosexual functioning as the norm. The psychiatrists accepted this
criticism in spite of the fact that% "there is not a single case in the
scientific literature that describes an individual with a sustained
pattern of heterosexual arousal who was distressed by being

heterosexually aroused and wished to acquire homosexual arousal to

45 Ibid, Sue, David, et al, pp. 317.
46 Spitzer, R.L., "Nonmedical myths and the DSM-IIL," APA Monitor, 12(3), 33, 1981,
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initiate or to maintain homosexual relationships.”™ In spite of this
finding, psychiatrists can't seem to figure out who is sick when a
homosexual visits, the patient or society at large. It is clear that
homosexuals visit the psychiatrist- because ofltheir homosexuality but

" heterosexuals never visit the psychiatrist because they want to be
homosexual. Such cases simply do not exist. That is, in the larger
society it is possible to make the case that not one single heterosexual
couple has ever said "I don't care if our child is male or female, but I
sure hope it is homosexual.™ In spite of this common-sense logic, the
psychiatric community has allowed the activist homosexual community to
.impose the idea on their professional discourse that the above finding#7
"doesn't take into consideration the tremendous amount of prejudice and
. discrimination that homosexuals face." This is another way of saying
that if society attempts to impose societal pressures that oppose the
open and active promotion of homosexual behavior, then society is
deviant; not the homosexual behavior. But appropriate behavior is just
what societal pressure is designed to produce. This pressure is
presumably what keeps us and the psychiatrists outside the institutions
and those with behavioral disorders imnside. Societal pressure is the
engine that induces homosexuals to visit the psychiatrist and not the
other way around. Nevertheless, the American Psychiatric Association
acquiesced and the category of ego-dystonic homosexuality was eliminated
from DSM-IIIR.

While the activist homosexuals would have you believe that all
reference to homosexuality as a mental disorder has been officially
removed as a classification, it has not. It has just been renamed. A
clinician can still put a patient who would have been diagnosed with
ego-dystonic homosexuality according to DSM-III into a general category,
"sexual disorders not otherwise specified.” This means that homosexuals
still go to the psychiatrist for problems associated with their
homosexuality, as they did before. The difference is that the
psychiatrist now calls the disorder something else, "sexual disorders
not otherwise specified." Thus, the disorder has a different name but

the treatment is the same.

47 Ibid, Sue, David, et al, pp. 318. , : Lo
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The fact is that homosexuals still go to psychiatrists for
treatment. The meaningless psychiatric classification definition for
homosexuality does not seem to stem the tide of office visits. Those
homosexuals who regret their homosexuality cite as major problems, the
lack of acceptance by society, not being able to have children, and
loneliness?®. Homosexual men were more likely than heterosexual men to
report feelings of loneliness, depression, and low self-esteem. A
recent study of%? 6,211 obituaries from 16 U.S. homosexual journals over
the past 12 years were compared to a large sample of obituaries from
regular'newspapers. Whereas married males had a median lifespan of 75
years and 80 percent lived past 65 years, homosexual men died much
earlier. Homosexual males (not including those who died of AIDS) had a
median lifespan of only 42 years and only 9 percent lived past 65 years.
This is clear evidence that the choice of becoming homosexual carries
with it a huge risk of dying early. This knowledge, whether explicit or
implicit within the homosexual community, obviously must ‘invade the mind
of those who choose such a lifestyle. This knowledge can lead such
persons to consult their psychiatrist. After all, we are the only
species which has a brain that allows contemplation of cur own death0,
The same study revealed that a large percentage (2.7%) of homosexuals
died violently. Homosexuals were 100 times more apt to be murdered; 25
times more apt to commit suicide; and had a traffic-accident death-rate
19 times the rate of comparably aged white males. Twenty-one percent of
lesbians died of murder, suicide, or accident -- a rate 534 times higher
than that of white females aged 25-44. Physical violence committed on
homosexuals by other homosexuals (primarily their partners) is a major
source of often unreported abuse. Recent accounts of this phenomenon
are appearing in literature for and by homosexuals3l, A reading of this

literature reveals beyond a doubkt that homosexuals suffer from disorders

48 Ibid, Sue, David, et al, pp. 319.

49  Cameron, Paul, e! al, "The lifespan of homosexuals," Family Research Report, Family
Research Institute, Inc., 1991. _

50 Donahue, Phil, "Too Much of a Good Thing?," Dr. Stephen Gould, The Human Animal,
Simon & Schuster, pp. 51-52, 1985.

51 Island, David & Letellier, Patrick, "Why is it so Hard 1o Find Out How Many Gay Men are
Battered by Their Mates?," Men Who Beat the Men Who Love Them: Battered Gay Men and
Domestic Violence, Harrington Park Press, pp. 9, 1991.
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that have very little to do with societal pressures. It has everything
to do with their own behavior and mental states.

A great deal of controversy still surrounds the treatment of
homosexuality. It appears to be up to the indi#idual'clinician as to
what constitutesvproper treatment. Some clinicians feel that a
homosexual's request for treatment merely reflects societal pressure.
When homosexuals present themselves for treatment, therapists must
decide what the appropriate approach should be. The clients? must first
specify ‘whether he or she wants the treatment to focus on eliminating
the distress associated with the homosexuality, or on eliminating the
homosexual behavior. What a strange discipline wherein the patient gets
to choose the treatment! A homosexual patient seeking to be rid of the
ego-dystonicity (the distress) would probably receive either supportive
counseling, insight-oriented psychotherapy, cognitive-behavioral therapy
(examining the irrational beliefs that foster distress), or relaxation
training. No wonder there are so many militantly activist homosexuals
with violently strident tones scolding the heterosexual society for
"our" disease of intolerance, discrimination, and homophobia. Their
psychiatrists are telling them that we are the enemy. If the person
seeks to change sexual orientation, the therapist must decide whether or
not to consider homosexuality a pathological state. For goodness sakes!
We are right back to DSM-II in 1973! But now it is the individual
clinician who must make the deterpination. The American Psychiatric
Association has bailed out on them and they are now stuck with the ball.
The problem has been swept under the rug. The definitions in the
classification guide are meaningless but the disorders that homosexuals
report are the same as they always were. The only thing that has not
changed since the 13973 edict that homosexuality is not a pathology is
that homosexuals are still going to clinicians for treatment of some
kind of disorder.

lLawrence Hartman, a past president of the American Psychiatric

Association has stated33 at a recent Harvard University symposium that,

52 1Ibid, Sue, David, et al, pp. 319.

53 Daly, Christopher B., "Study of Twins Suggests Lesbianism Has a Genetic Component,"
Science: Sexuality, The Washington Post, pp. A3, 15 March 1993.
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"the search for the origins of homosexuality 1is one 'drenched in
politics' and steeped in ambiguity.” He should know, having gone
through the process of politicizing the issue of whether or not
homosexual behavior is psychotic behavior. The politically active
homosexual organizations have pounded the American Psychiatric
Association into submission. This success has not been lost on other
activist organizations. The International Lesbian and Gay Association
{ILGA) has presssured54 the World Health Organization toc remove
homosexuality from its list of diseases. The activist homosexual
organization's success in the U.S. is feeding pressures on health
organizations worldwide.

Nevertheless, homosexuals in thee U.$. wvisit psychiatrists for
treatment for some kind of disorder. 1Is it possible that these mental
disorders resﬁlt from the very .behavior that defines the homosexual?
This behavior is so abominable that most of us do not want to know what
it is. We are bound, however, in the name of intellectual integrity to
at least discuss some general features of this behavior. Major surveys
have been reported in the liﬁerature55 on homosexual behavior. Two
aspects stand out: 1) homosexuals behave similarly world-over, and 2)
modest changes in behavioi have accompanied the AIDS epidemic. One
study of over 5,000 male homosexuals in San Francisco (before the AIDS
explosion) revealed that impersonal anonymous and rampant promiscuous
sex was the norm for the male homosexual population. Oniy 9% had less
than 25 different partners in their lives; 22% had between 100 and 500
different partners; 43% reported over 500 different sexual partners; 70%
normally confined their sex to impersonal one-night affairs with
strangers. Other studies found that since many contacts occur between
strangers (70% of homosexuals estimated that they had had sex only once

with over half of their partner557) and homosexuals average somewhere

54 Anderson, Shelley, "The International Lesbian and Gay Association (ILGA)," Out In The
World: International Lesbian Organizing, Firebrand Sparks #4, Firebrand Books, pp. 10,
1991.

55  Cameron, Paul, "Medical Consequences of What Homosexuals Do,” Family Research
Institute, 1992.

56 Bell, A. & Weinberg, M., Homosexualities, Simon & Schuster, 1978.

57 Beral, V., et al, "Risk of Kaposi's sarcoma and sexual practices associated with faecal
contact in homosexual or bisexual men with AIDS," Lancet, 1992: 339: pp. 632-635, 28.
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between 1058 and 11059 different partners per year, the potential for
sexually transmitted diseases is considerable. Homosexual men engage in
sex acts which result in the ingestion of body fluids which may
contain® many of the germs carried in the blood. Because of this, many
homosexuals verge on consuming raw human blood with all its medical
risks. These risks are gonorrhea and hepatitis A (and possibly even
HIV, and hepatitis B & C). During certain sex acts, ingestion of human
waste is the major route of contracting hepatitis. A and the enteric
parasites collectively called the Gay Bowel Syndromefl.

Surveys indicate that about 90% of homosexuals have engaged in
rectal intercourse, and about two-thirds do it regularly. In a 6—month
long daily sexual diary study62, homosexuals averaged 110 sex partners
and 68 rectal encounters per year. Rectal intercourse is probably the
most sexually efficient way to spread hepatitis B & C, HIV, syphilis,
and a host of other blood-borne diseases. "Fisting" was apparently so
rare in Kinsey's time that he didn't think to ask about it. By 1977
well over a third of homosexuals admitted to it. The rectum was not
designed to. accommodate a fist. The likelihood of permanent physical
damage is high. Despite these dangers, subsequent surveys63 performed
during the 1980s found that approximately 40% of homosexual men had
engaged in fisting their partner and about 15% admitted to having had
their partner's hand inserted into their rectum.  Only about 15% did not
at all engage in fisting or receptive anal intercourse.

About 80% of homosexuals admit to carrying out sexual practices
that result in ingesting medically significant amounts of feces. In the
diary study®, 70% of the homosexuals had engaged in this activity —-

58  Cameron, *Paul, et al, "Sexual orientation and sexually transmitted disease,” Nebraska
Medical Journal, 1985: 70: pp. 292-299. '

59  Corey, L., & Holmes, K.K., "Sexual transmission of Hepatitis A in homosexual men," New
England Journal of Medicine, 1980: 302: pp. 435-438.

60  Jbid.
61 Cameron, Paul, see footnote 21.
62 1bid, Corey, L., & Holmes, K K.

63 Root-Bemnstein, Robert, "Why AIDS is Epidemic Now," Rethinking AIDS: The Tragic Cost
of Premature Consensus, The Free Press, pp. 285, 1993.

64 Tbid, Corey L., & Holmes, K.
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half regularly —-- over 6 months. The result was an annual incidence of
hepatitis A in homosexual men of 22%.

About 10% of Kinsey's homosexuals reported having engaged in
"golden showers” (drinking or being splashed with urine). In the
largest random survey of gays ever conducted®, 29% reported urine-sex.
0f 655 homosexuals%, only 24% claimed to have been monogamous in the
past year. Of these monogamous homosexuals, 5% drank urine, 7%
practiced "fisting"”, 33% ingested feces via anal/oral contact, 53%
swallowed semen, and 59% received semen in their rectum in the previous
month.

A large minority®? of homosexuals (37%) engage in torture for
sexual fun. Twenty-five (25) percent of white homosexual men admitted
to sex with bbys 16 or younger as adults. Ninety (90) percent&gof
homosexuals in one study admitted that they used illegal drugs. Death
and disease accompany promiscuous and unsanitary sexual activity.
Seventy®® (70) percent to seventy-eight?® (78) percent of homosexuals
reported having had a sexually transmitted disease. When the rate of
syphilis among white males in £he U.S. increased by 351 percent between-
1967 and 1979, it was found’! to be due in very large part to increased
homosexual activity. Whereas the incidence of syphilis a few decades
ago was almost exactly equal between men and wdmen; it is now found
mainly in homosexual men’2. Cases of gonorrhea increased from 259,000
in 1960 to over 1,000,000 in 1980. Health officials attributed this
growth in large part to increased homosexual behavior73. The proportion

of male homosexuals with intestinal parasites (worms, flukes, amceba)

65 Jay, K., & Young, A., "The gay report,” New York, Summit, 1979.

66 McKusick, L., et al, "AIDS and scxual behaviors reported by gay men in San Francisco,”
American Journal of Public Health,” 1985: 75, pp. 493-496.

67 Ibid, Cameron, Paul, 1992 :

68  Jaffee, H., et al, "National case-control study of Kaposi's sarcoma,” Annals of Internal
Medicine, 1983: 99, pp. 145-131. : :

69 Schechter, M.T., et al, "changes in sexual behavior and fear of AIDS,” Lancet, 1984:1:
1293, : e ,
70 Ibid, Jay, K., & Young, A.

71 1bid, Root-Bernstein, Robert, pp. 288.

72 Ibid, Root-Bemnstein, Robert, pp. 282. -

73 Ibid, Root-Bemstein, Robert, pp. 288. g SR no
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ranged from twenty—five74 (25) percent to thirty—nine75 (39) percent, to
fifty-nine’® (59) perceﬁt. As of 1992, eighty-three’’ (83) percent of
U.S. AIDS in whites had occurred in male homosexuals.

Given this general survey of medical problems associated with the
behavior that defines homosexuals, it is not surprising that they
continue to cocnsult psychiatriéts for a scluticn to their problems. At
this point in time it would appear that the psychiatric definition of
homosexuality is superfluous. If it were not for the activist
homosexual agenda of normalizing homosexuality across every spectrum of
our lives; our schools, our workplaces, and our churches, it would not
have much importance. It is clear that they have coopted the
psychiatric community. Their agenda now calls for neutralizing
opposition to their behavior by looking for support for their view of
"normalcy” in other areas of discourse. They are loocking for genetic,
hormonal, prenatal, and neurobiological explanations to provide evidence
that their behavior is not chosen but is naturally ordained. We loock at

the evidence for those explanations in the sections which follow.

D Homosex Hav » i xpl
Homosexuals have long claimed that their sexual orientation

or sexual preference is not a matter of choice but is a result of
natural causes. They argue that "you did not choose to be heterosexual
- did you?” While such debating tactics appear to be quite effective in a
- public relations sense, they do not address the issue of whether or not
homosexuality is natural or normal. Many activist homosexuals carry the
argument even farther by claiming that, "they can no more control their
sexual preference than they can control the color of their skin.” It is
obvious that these arguments are directed at removing the societal
pressure that exists today, primarily carried out by heterosexual
parents, to lead and direct the attitudes and behavior of their children

74 1bid, Jaffee, H. et al. ' - ‘ ‘ o
75 Quin, T.C., et al, "The polymlcrobxal origin of intestinal mfccnon in homoscxual men,”
New England Journal of Medicine, 1983: 309: pp. 576-582. - ,

76 Biggar, R.J., "Low T-lymphocyte ratios in homosexual men," Journal of the Amencan
Medical Association, 1984: 251, pp. 1441-1446.

77 Center for Disease Control, HIV/AIDS Surveillance, April 1992,
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toward normal heterosexual behavior. This societal pressure leads to a
stigmatization of homosexual behavior. This pressure leads to a sense
of guilt and alienation on the part of homosexuals. In many cases, this
guilt is shared by a parent or parents who have raised a child who
chooses in early or late adulthood a homosexual lifestyle., It is clear
that this sense of guilt, wherever it appears, can be assuaged if
homosexuality is determined to come from natural causes outside the
control of the individual or his/her parents.

Homosexual activist commentators have carried this argument
further by suggesting that scientific evidence exists which supports the
hypothesis that homosexuality has a genetic basis. 1In a recent article
" in a popular magazine, an avowed homosexual”™ reviews a current
psychiatric study of a small sample (56) of male genetic twins and
concludes that, "-—— the model suggests a shaded continuum of sexual
orientations, and of origins and causes, more complex and subtle than a
simple either-or model can accommodate, and closer to what may be the
quirks and ambiguities of our real lives."” These views have been
presented sufficiently often in the mass media79.80 (TV and newsprint)
that somé ordinary citizens repeat the assertions in everyday
conversation.

What is the connection between behavior and genetics? .The study
of genetics has a rich and exciting history. From the units of heredity
discovered by the Austrian monk, Gregor Mendel, in 1865 to the
extraction of deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) in 1944 and the discovery of
the double-helix geometric structure of the DNA moleculedl in 1952,
genetics has won a firm and lasting place in the science of evoiutionary
processes. Nevertheless, several cautions must be stated about genetic
research conducted at the level of behavioral studies. First, science
(including genetics) has a history of being used by certain groups to

promote their social policies. For example, the investigation of racial

78  Burr, Chandler, "Homosexuality and Biology," The Atlantic Monthly. pp- 65, March 1993,

79  Lunden, Joan, "Homosexuality,” Good Moming America, ABC network, with Chandler
Burr, Joumnalist & Frances Kunreuther, Executive Director of Hetrick-Martin Institute, 23
March 1993,

80 Ibid, Burr, Chandler. ‘ : ’

81 Darnell, James, et. al., "The History of Molecular Cell Biology,” Molecular Cell Biology,
Scientific American Books, pp. 12, 1986. : :
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differences has been linked with white éupremaciét notions.
deGobineau's "Essay on the Inequality of the Human Races” (1915) and
Darwin's "On The Origin of the Species by Means of Natural Selection"”
(1859) were used&rto support the genetic intellectual superiority of
whites and the genetic inferiority of the "lower races." This genetic
deficiency model can be seen in the writing of several
scientists83.84,85 shockley, for example, has expressed fears that the
accumulation of genes for weak or low intelligence in the black
population will seriously affect overall intelligence in the general
population. Thus, he has advocated that people with low IQs should not
be allowed to bear children; they should be sterilized. Justifiably,

. such ideas have generated considerable anger and controversy.
Consequently, the suggestion of a genetic component in the results of
behavioral studies to further social agendas has cast a shadow on such
research. It is too easy to make generalizations based on suggestions
stemming from behavioral research in which a genetic causal relationship
does not exist. It is easy and sometimes intellectually stimulating to
ask "What if -—- ?" The fact tﬁét the supposition is not borne out by
the research results is oftentimes lost in the novelty of the idea.
Consequently, the idea sometimes finds itself in the set of commonly
accepted beliefs of a society. This misrepresentation of scienctific
research is occurring today in support of normalcy of homosexuality.

The second caution concerning behavioral studies is that the
methods used in behavioral studies that imply a genetic causal mechanism
are fraught'with difficulties, whether the subject is the measurement of
IQ, handedness, or homosexuality in humans. for example, every
responsible study that has been reported (for any~pdpulation of defects)
using twins has been accompanied by a caution in interpreting the

results. In almost all cases, it is possible to provide alternative

82  Sye, David, et al, "Historical Research: Minorities and Pathology,” Understanding
Abnormal Behavior, Third Edition, pp. 134, Houghtorn Mifflin Company, 1990.

83  Shuey, A., "The testing of Negro intelligence,” Social Science, New York, 1966.

84  Jensen, A., "How much can we boost IQ and school achievements?” Harvard Educational
Review, 39, pp. 1-39, 1969.

85  Shockley,  W., Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 7, pp. 530-543, 1972.
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explanations for the results. It is appropriate to review the
scientific obijections to some of these methods.

Studies of twins are a prime staple of behavioral research.
Approximately 1 of every 85 births yields twins. Identical twins (those
who develop from the same fertilized egg) have exactly the same genetic
composition. Fraternal twins develop from two different eggs. Their
genetic makeup is no more similar than that of any two children who have
the same parents; on average, 50 percent of the genes of fraternal twins
are the same. The behavior of identical twins are often compared to the
behavior of fraternal twins to see if the more genetic similarity is
accompanied by corresponding behavioral similarity. Several problems
are encountered in studies of twins. In the first place, these studies
typically have such small sample sizes that the statistical confidence
in the results is very low. It takes sample sizes of around 1000 to
obtain a 95% confidence level in the results of any such sampling.
Sample sizes in twin studies are typically around 50 sets of twins.
Secondly, the sets of twins studied are not obtained randomly. They
usually come to the attention 6% the researchers because of the
notoriety associated with the twins with similar behavior. Those sets
of twins are usually more easily identified and are volunteered for the
study. Statistically valid results require that the study objects be
randomly selected from the population of all_pQSSihleﬂLninﬁ. Thirdly,
environmental factors are never wholly eliminated from the sample. That
is, it is possible that an alternative explanation of the results of
similar behavior of maternal twins can be explained by the fact that
they are treated by the parents more similarly than are fraternal twins.
This type of parental behavior is well documented. Since identical
twins look more alike, parents and others may expect them to act more
alike. Such .expectations may influence how people behave toward the
children and, as a result, may affect how the children themselves
behave86, A method that avoids these problems inveolves twins who are
separated early in life and raised in different adoptive homes. This
has never been accomplished in any behavioral study of the concurrence

86 Ibid, Sue, David, et al, 1990.
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of homosexuality in sets of maternal and fraternal twins, since so few
such twins are ever raised apart.

Family studies are often conducted to determine the genetic
contribution to behavior. These studies capitalize on the degree of
genetic relation among different sorts of relatiVes.r Parent and child,
for example, have on average 50 percent of their genes in common. Two
siblings also share an averége of 50 percent of their genes. For
grandparent and grandchild, the average genetic overlap is 25 percent.
In general, if we know the type of relation between two people, we know
their degree of genetic similarity. We can then see whether similaéity
in behavior relates to the similarity in genes. The problem in
interpreting family studies, of course, is that genetic similarity is
not the only possible explanation for the similarity in behavior. An
alternative explanation can be found in environmental factors.
Siblings, after all, usually share similar experiences. Parents are
typically an important part of their children's environments.

The study of genetics has shed a great deal of light on our
understanding of traits or chagacteristics that are inherited by humans.
" There is a spectrum of certainty from absolute certainty to complete
uncertainty as to the genetic cause of interesting phenomenon, depending
upon the nature of the trait or behavior being studied.. For example,

. scientists have identified that a specific chromosome set87, the 21st,
has an extra chromosome (three vice two) in humans suffering Down's
syndrome. The cause and effect of this genetic explanation is certain.
Genetic studies applied to other disorders are much less certain. For
example, researchers3 have found that about 2 percent of siblings of
autistic children are also autistic -- 50 times greater than in the
general population. Twin-studies also support the hypothesis of a
genetic connection for autism. The studies that have been conducted,
however, are methodologically flawed8?. These flaws in the genetic

studies tend to inflate concordance figures. The disorder is so rare

87 WVasta, R., et al, "Genetic Influences,” Child Psychology: The Modern Science, pp. 99, John
Wiley & Sons, 1992. »

88 Gottesman, LI, & -Shields, J., "Schizophrenia: The epigenetic puzzle,” Cambridge
University Press, New York, 1982.

89 Ibid, Sue, David, et al, pp. 453, 1990.
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that few family or twin situations exist with autism as a common factor.
In addition, a sample selection factor was probably in operation since
more identical twins than fraternal twins were studied. Twin pairs in
which both twins have the disorder are more likely to be reported than
twins who are discordant. Other traits, such as intelligence (measured
by IQ tests) are even lass clear as to a genetic connection. Studies
abound in the literature using family studies, twin-studies,
longitudinal studies (testing the same person over time). While all of
these studies show some evidence that connects IQ to genetic factors,
these same studies indicate the importance of the environment. A
responsiblé summary of the evidence suggests that 50 to 60 percent of
the variation in IQ among people is genetic“)in‘origin. If scientists
have difficulty finding a cause and effect relationship between a. factor
as ordinary as IQ and genetics, one might ask about the evidence for the
genetic connection to handedness in humans. This characteristic is
observed by all of us, not just scientists. Irrespective of culture,
about 90 percent? of human beings use their right hand for writing and
difficult manual tasks. This p}eference was already present in
prehistoric man. The "negative" handprints outlined on the walls of
caves formerly inhabited by Cro-Magnon man are left hands in 80 percent
of the cases. Thus, the people who outlined them must have used their
right hands to apply the color. Families of left-handers do. exist, but
there are right-handers in left-handed families and left-handers in
right-handed families. Statistics derived from a large sample of
families show the following proportions for right-handed children: 92
percent when both parents are right-handed, 80 percent when one parent
is right-handed and the other left-handed, 45 percent when .both parents
are left-handed?2. A single gene explanation for these results is not
possible. A strictly genetic model predicts a much greater concordance
between identical twins, than twins developed from different eggs. Yet,
as far as handedness is concerned, no major difference can be observed?3

90 1bid, Vasta, R., et al, pp. 537, 1992.

91 Changeux, Jean-Pierre, "Epigenesis," Neuronal Man: The Biology of Mind, Pantheon
Books, pp. 236, 1985.

92 Ibid, pp. 237.

93 Ibid, pp. 240.
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between identical and nonidentical twins. Even more surprising is the
fact that twice as many left-handers are found among twins, identical or
not, than among nontwin394. Could the intrauterine experience reverse
the effect of the genes? That is not yet known, but we do know that
neurological disorders are more frequent in twins of either sort than in
the'general population. . Perhaps crowding in the uterus provokes minor
trauma which could explain the results of handedness for twins. Thus,
scientists have no genetic explanation for handedness. Given this full
range of phenomenon for which genetics provides a spectrum of
explanation, from a full explanation (Down's syndrome) to those for
which genetics does not appear to play a part (handedness), how much
confidence can we place in the possibility of a genetic explanation for
homosexual behavior? This question is addressed. below.

What is the basis for the argument that homosexuality has a
genetic explanation? Genetically we are either male or female?. There
is no genetic continuum of sexual states between male and female.
Currently, methods exist for identifying the genetic¢ sex of any person
on the basis of the DNA in any cell of that person. Human body cells
contain 46 chrbmosomes, which carry the genetic material that defines us
as members of the human species. Thesé.chromospmes'consist of 22
matched pairs plus an additional pair of sex chromosomes. 1In the
female, both sex chromosomes are called Xs; in the male, one chromosome
is called X and the other Y. The chromosomes of the human female thus
are designated 46,XX; and those of the male, 46,XY. .Human sex cells,
however, contain only half as many chromosomes as the body cells. 1In
females, the ovum contains 22 chromosomes plus an X chromosome;'in
males, each sperm contains 22 chromosomes plus either an X or a Y.
During fertilization, then, the mother contributes 22 chromosomes and an
X, and the father contributes 22 chromosomes and either an X or a Y.
Thus, at the moment of conception, the child becomes-genetically male or
female, and it is the father who determines the sex of the baby. At

this stage, there is absolutely no evidence of any possibility of

94 Ibid, pp. 240.
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"mutation” or altering of the genetic process of sex determination -- we
are all genetically either male or female. There is no genetic state in
between which contains a possible explanation for homosexuality.

This does not mean that the process always works perfectly. There
are situations in which chromoscomal abnormalities occur. None of these,
hewever, are in any way related to homosexuality. Turner's syndrome can
occur when an ovum is fertilized by a sperm that carries no sex
chromosome at all or when the sperm provides an X and the ovum has no
sex chromosome. In either case, the resulting embryo has only an X and
is designated 45,X0O. Most of these embryos fail to develop in the
uterus and are aborted by the mother's body. But in the few cases in
which the fetus develops completely, the baby is female in appearance,
but the ovaries have already disappeared and do not produce the hormenes
necessary for the sex differentiation process to continue. As a result,
women with Turner's syndrdme do not develop breasts or menstruate unless
they are given hormone therapy. They have been describedmias having
"ultrafeminine” personalities. Another chromosomal problem occurs when
an egg carrying two X chromosomes is fertilized by a sperm carrying a Y.
In this case, a 47,XXY child is produced, with characteristics referred
to as Klinefelter's syndrome. The presence of the Y chromosome causes
the child to have a male appearance, but is somewhat feminized, because
his male hormone levels are low. Men with Klinefelter's syndrome have
long arms, very little body hair, an underdeveloped penis, and scmetimes
overdeveloped breasts. They are somewhat timid and unassertive in their
interpersonal interactions but are not homosexual. A third chromosomal
abnormality occurs when the sperm provides two, rather than one} Y
chromosome. The 47,XYY males produced when this occurs are pérhaps the
opposite of the 45,X0 females in that they have large body builds and
very masculine personality characteristics. Data indicate that these
_males are found in unexpectedly large proportions in prisons and
psychiatric institutions and that they are more impulsive and less
tolerant of frustration than other men. But it is not clear that the

genetic abnormality leads directly to the antisocial behavior; more

96 Ibid, pp. 528.
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likely, social factors are responsible for the observed problems?7,
About seventy genetic traits are sex-linked. Most of them are either
dangerous (e.g. muscular dystrophy, hemophilia, some forms of diabetes)
or troublesome (e.g. poor night vision, color-blindness). These sex—
linked traits are associated with X-linked genes because they always
occur on the X chromosome. They are not, however, associated in any way
with homosexual behavior.

At conception, the process of reproductive sex differentiation has
only Jjust begun?. The X chromosome contains many genes that direct
growth and functioning. The Y chromosome has much less genetic
material. The sex chromosomes have no influence at all on the
fertilized zygote for about 6 weeks. At that point, if the embryo is
genetically male (XY), the ¥ chromosome causes a portion of the embryo
to become the male gonadal structure -- the testes. Once this is
accomplished, the ¥ chromosome does not appear to play any further role
in the process of reproductive sex differentiation. If the embryo is
genetically female (XX), the sex chromosomes produce no change at 6
weeks. At 10-12 weeks, howevef, one X chromosome causes a.portion of
the embryc to become female gonads —— the ovaries. From this point on,
reproductive sex differentiation is guided primarily by the hormones
produced by the testes and ovaries. This differentiation is based
mainly on certain physical characteristics related in oﬁe way or another
to the reproductive processes. In humans the principal difference is in
the genitalia —-— the sex organs. But there are also differences in the
secondary sexual characteristics which appear at puberty -- breast size,
facial hair, voice level, and fat distribution. The role of these
hormones in developing both the appropriate genitalia and external
features is addressed in another section of this report.

So, what is the basis of the argument that homosexuality has a
genetic origin? In "A Genetic Study df Male Sexual Orientation,™ two
university psychologists?® compared fifty-six (56) identical male twins,
fifty—-four (54) fraternal twins and fifty-seven (57) genetically

97 Ibid, pp. 529.
98  Ibid, pp. 527.
99 Ibid, Barr, Chandler, pp. 64.
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unrelated adopted brothers. They reported a homosexual-homosexual
correlation rate of 52 percent for the identical twins, 22 percent for
fraternal twins, and 11 percent for the adoptive brothers. Based on
this study, activist homosexuals are claiming that homosexually is
"highly attributable" to geneticsl®, These findings suffer from all of
the weaknesses that were discussed above for twin studies.” The results
are further highly suspect due to the fact that even the 11 percent
finding is a ﬁaQLQL_Qﬁ_ﬁQuI_highﬁx than the incidence of homosexuality
(2.5 percent) in the general U.S. population!V!. This renders the
results highly susceptible to the effects of environmental factors, both
in the selection of the samples and in the analysis of the results. The
authors of the report claim a "heritability" factor of 70 percent for
the results. This factor is a statistical measure of the degree to
which environmental factors affect the data (0 if the effect is due to
the.environment alone) and the degree to which genetic factors affect
the data (100 if the effect is due to genetics alone). If true, this
high rate (70) of heritability would suggest that genetics plays a large
role in homosexual behavior. The fact is, however, that the
"heritability” measure suffers from severe limitations!02. First, it
can be calculated in different ways, and the value obtained may vary
depending on the method used and on the particular data that the
researcher decides to emphasize. Published heritability estimates for
IQ, a trait for which genetics offers a much more plausible explanation
than for homosexuality, in fact, range from as high as 80103 to as low
as 0104105 How can one have much faith in a measure that shows zero
heritability for IQ in twin-studies when most all behavioral research

shows that genetics plays at least some role for IQ? How can one have
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much faith in a measure that shows such a large rangel(zero to 80) for
IQ? Secondly, whatever the heritability may be, the value is gpecific
to the sample studied and cannot be generalized to other samples. The
value is specific to the sample studied because it depends on two
factors: the range of environmental differences in the sample and the
range of genetic differences in the sample. '

A recent twins-study by the same authorsl00 presented results for
lesbians. The study found that "lesbians more often share the sexuality
of their twins than that of their adopted sisters.” The.study found that
34 of 71 (48 percent) pairs of identical twins were lesbians, 6 of 37
(16 percent) pairs of fraternal twins were lesbians, and 2 of 35 (6
percent) sets of adoptive sisters were lesbians. This study is fraught
with.-the same deficiencies discussed above for twin studies. The sample
sizes were too small to be statistically significant. There was no
attempt to eliminate environmental factors by obtaining twin sets that
had been raised apart. A more damning criticism is that the authors of
the report recruited the twin §ets by advertising in lesﬁian—oriented
publications across the country. This violates the basic tenet of
sampling; the samples must be drawn randomly from the twin set
populatioh at large, The authors introduced a huge bias in their
results toward homosexual concordance by the recruiting mechanism. The
authors concede that recruiting volunteers rather than using systematic
-sampling or twin registries could lead to misleading results. They
defend their methods, however, by again relying dn the heritability
measure forrthe results. Of course this measure has no more credibility
in this study than in the male homosexual twin-study.

The literature does not appear to contain accounts of family-
studies attempting to discover a genetic connection to homosexual
behavior. Such studies would have great difficulty separating
environmental from-genetic influences. However, one of the authors of

both of the twin-studies mentioned above, is a self-declared

106 Coia, David A., "Lesbianism may have a .genetic link,” Summary of a report in the
Archives of General Psychiatry by J. M. Bailey, M.C. Neale, & R.C. Pillard, The Washington
Times, 12 March 1993.
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homosexuall®? who has joked that "he is uniquely equipped to investigate
whether homosexuality has a [genetic] basis: he, his brother, and his
sister are gay, and [he] believes that his father may have been gay.

One of his three daughters is bisexual.”" Of course this concordance of
homosexual behavior in a family line is quite likely to have a strong
environmental explanation. It is of interest to note that—a great deal
of the behavioral research on homosexuality is being conducted by
homosexuals who are aggressively pursuing an activist homosexual agenda.
There appears to be a strong correlation between inflated claims in the
popular press regarding progress toward showing "normalcy” of homosexual
behavior and the homosexuality of one or more of the authors.

Scientific studies of mutant male fruit flies which "mimic"'
bisexual behavior toward other fruit flies have been used in the popular
pressm8 to suggest that a single gene or set of genes may exist in
humans that will someday explain homosexuality. Even when the
scientists who publish such studies warn that "it is very unlikely that
the genetics of homosexuality [if such a thing even exists] will ever
devolve to a single factor in humans with such major effects as it has
in the fruit fly," the activist homosexuals promote the idea that there
is a genetic explanation of homosexuality in humans. ReSponsible
scientistsl0®, however, will claim that "the genetics of behavior of the
fruit fly to that in man is quite a leap, one that may elicit cold
silence or even violent opposition. The severity of those reactions is
easy to understand for many reasons, including ideological ones.
Political exploitation of genetics has led to racism and thereby
discredited the objectives of this discipline." These same-scientists
are in agreement that!l0 vz gene for madness, language, or intelligence
does not exist." It goes without saying that there is no evidence for a
gene that causes homosexuality.

107 Burr, Chandler, "Homosexuality and Biology," Richard Pillard, a psychiatrist at the
Boston University School of Medicine, as reported by Mr. Burr, The Atlantic Monthly, pp. 60,
March 1993, - :

108  1bid, pp. 63-64. '

109  Changeux, Jean-Pierre, "The Power of the Genes,” Neuronal Man: The Biology of Mind,
Pantheon Books, pp. 178, 1985. Co o .

110 1bid, pp. 203.
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Flawed twin-studies such as that discussed above for male
homosexuals and lesbians are being used in the popular press to spread
the message that "homosexuality, both male and female, may be influenced
by genetic factors.” The results of these studies, presented without
the cautionary caveats by responsible scientists on the dangers of
misinterpreting the results, are leading ordinary citizens to believe
that homosexual behavior has a solid genetic explanation. These
citizens are led to believe by the unquestioning popular press that this
genetic explanation is somehow solid enough to believe the argument that
"homosexual behavior is a natural alternative to heterosexual behavior.”

Consequently, an unsuspecting public is being persuaded by quasi-

scientific arguments based on highly questionable research that

homosexuality is normal and that homosexuals have no choice in their
sexual preferences. ,
While the scientists who deal in the kind of research described
above are undoubtedly aware of the limitations of their methods and will
publicly admit to such liﬁitations, the activist homosexuals who use the
results of the research to persuade public opinion of their agenda have
no interest in articulating prudent scientific restraint. They are
using the mass media and the unsuspecting and scientific-illiterate
reporting elements of that media to propagandize the populace.' This
propagandization is evident in the natiecnal teleﬁision media which
produce an abundance of programslll.112,113 pitting well-rehearsed
activist homosexuals against relatively unprepared opponents. The ratio
of activist homosexuals to their opponents is always many-to-one, one-
to-none, or one-to-one, rather than a ratio in proportion to the number
of homosexuals in the general population (2 or 3 in 100). These
tactics, along with the "in-your-face™ attitude of the activists, are

used to intimidate the opposition. These tactics will not succeed if

111 Springer, Jerry, "Homosexuals Use AIDS to Promote Sexually Explicit Literature in
Schools,” NBC, The Jerry Springer Show, 10 March 1993.

112 Donahue, Phil, "Homosexual Priest With AIDS,” NBC, The Phil Donashue Show, 12 March
1993, -

113 Lunden, Joan, "Homosexuality,” Good Moming America, ABC network, with Chandler

Burr, Journalist & Frances Kunreuther, Exeéecutive Director of Hetrick-Martin Institute, 23
March 1993, ' '
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the populace is made aware of the facts concerning homosexual behavior.
The facts are simply that, although some behavioral studies show some
positive correlation between homosexuality and genetic factors, this at
most only implies the possibility of a relationship between the two.
There are alternative explanations for the results of all such studies.
These studies do not show a cause_and effect relationship that explains
homosexuality in terms of genetics. The strongest implication that most
responsible scientists would draw from this research is that "there may
possibly be a genetic predisposition” for homesexual behavior. This is
another way of saying that "if there is a genetic relationship, it is
obviously not strong enough to explain homosexual behavior."™ Thus, the
"predisposition"” may act in concert with environmental factors to
explain homosexual behavior. The fact is that scientific research has
not found a single gene or set of genes that can be used to explain

homosexual behavior.

D Hom xuali ve H | i

Apart from the fact that we are each genetically eithe; male
or female -— there is no in-between state -~ we are ordinarily
differentiated into one or the other of these two groups by certain
external physical characteristics. The principal difference is in the
genitalia, the reproductive organs. In almost all instances, this
primary physical differentiation is consistent with the genetic sex of
an individual. There are also differences in the secondary sexual
characteristics such as breast size, facial hair, voice level, and fat
distribution. In most animals, sexual behavior has a specific function:
to perpetuate the species. Humans are the1exception. They engage in
sexual behavior for its own sake, as well as to reproduce. Yet sex is
in no way as essential to individual survival as eating or drinking
behavior. Sexual deprivation. does not jeopardize the life process. Why
is an activity that is not essential to individual survival almost as
central to the human experience as eating and drinking? The answer is
found in the basic biological function of sex. ‘It is the means by which

species -- as opposed to individuals -~ survive. If a species is to
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last beyond a single generation, life-sustaining capacities must be
passed on from generation to generation.

The growing body of sexual literature indicates clearly the
existence of men and women whose sexual behavior falls far from the
accepted norms of society, even in a time when the norms themselves are
becoming increasingly broad. Certain sights, sounds, thoughts,
fantasies, smells -- all these stimuli can function as external cues to
trigger human sexual activity. But external cues, whether in lower
animals or humans, do not work alohe. What goes on inside the body --
hormonal and neural activity —-- is every bit as important to sexual
activity as what goes on outside the body. The role of hormones is
discussed in this section of the report.

Sex hormones can be roughly divided into two groups: androgens,

the most prominent of which is testosterone, and estrogens, the. most

" prominent of which is estradicl. Each group of hormones is present in

both males and females. But androgens predominate in males, where they
are produced chiefly in the testicles. Estrogens predominate in
females, where they are produce& in the bvaries. Androgens and
estrogens are also produced by the adrenal gland in both males and
females. The actual power that hormones command over sexual activity
varies among animals, increasing at the lower lévels of the phylogenetic
scalell4, In lower animals, hormonal activity is indispensable to sexual
activity. In higher animals, especially in humans, hormones, though
important, are not indispensable. It appears that sex hormones excite
sexual behavior but do not determine the type of behaviorll3. This
observation is confirmed in both lower animals and humans. Treating an
adult guinea pig of one sex with hormones appropriate to the opposite
sex does not alter the animal's behavior appreciably. This has been
showﬁ in studies in which injections of the female hormone, estrogen,
into an adult male do not alter the male behaviorl!i® but, on the

contrary, activate it. Researchers suspect that once the neural circuit

114 Schneider, Allen M., & Tarshis, Barry, "Hormones and Sexual Behavior,” -An
Introduction to Physiological Psychology, Second Edition, Random House, pp. 337, 1980.

115 1bid, pp. 341.

116  Fisher, A.E., "Maternal and sexual behavior induced by intracranial chcmncal
stimulation,” Scnence, 124, pp. 228-229, 1956. :
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determining the type of sexual behavior is formed, injections of a sex
hormone serve to activate that circuit, regardless of which hormcne is
being used.

Studies like these have helped to suggest studies about sex
hormones in humans. It was once thought, for instance, thaﬁ homosexual
behayior could be reversed through administration of hormones. The
thinking was that a malé homosexual, given additional testosterone,
would lose interest in males and seek female sex partners. Estrogen
would have similar effects on female homosexuals. That is not the case.
Male homosexuals who have received testosterone injections do not adopt
heterosexual behavioral patterns. If anything, they show increases in
homosexual behavior!l?, Furthermore, when heterosexual women are given
testosterone, they do not develop a "male" interest in women but, in
fact, become even more sexually interested in men. In 1984, Heino
Meyer-Bahlbur, a neurobiologist at Columbia University, analyzed the

results of twenty-seven studiesl!l® undertaken to test the "adult

. hormonal theory of sexual orientation.” A score of these studies in

fact showed nc difference between the testosterone or estrogen levels of

homosexual and heterosexual men. Three studies did show that

- homosexuals had significantly lower levels of testosterone, but Meyer-

Bahlburg believed that two of them were methodologically unsound and
that the third was tainted by psychotropic drug use on the part of its
subjects. Two studies actually reported higher levels of testosterone
in homosexual men than in heterosexual men, and cne even showed the-
levels to be higher in bisexuals than in either heterosexuals or
homosexuals. Thus it is widely accepted by scientists that adult sex
hormone levels do not explain homosexuality.

Studies have been conducted on rats which indicate that hormones
can radically affect their sexual behavior!l®. Female rats injected
with testosterone have been observed to aggressively "mount"” other
female rats. Male rats which have been perinatally castrated and, upon

reaching adulthood, injected with estrogen have been observed to respond

117 Money, J., & Ehrhardt, A.A., "Man and woman, boy and girl," Johns Hopkins, Baltimore,
1972. ‘

118 Burr, Chandler, "Homosexuality and Biology,” The Atlantic Monthly, pp. 58, March 1993
119 1bid, pp. 58. . - :
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as would a female rat to the advances of unaltered male rats. Such
research in lower animals has led.to hypotheses that sex hormones are,
in some way, a cause of homosexuality in human beings. The fact that
the research described in preceding paragraphs completely disproves such
hypotheses does not deter researchers and activist homosexuals from
continually raising the possibility of a hormonal explanation of
homosexual behavior. It will be shown in a later section that the
additional complexity of the neocortex of the human brain is the basis
for the fact that there is a definite trend away from dependence on
hormones and toward dependence on the nervous system in the explanation
of sexual behavior. That is, on the phylogenetic scale from rat to
human, internal control of sexual behavior shifts from hormonal to
neural explanations in higher animals. Hormones apparently activate
sexual'behavior in humans but play no rolel? in determining the type of
sexual behavior. This fact explains why human homosexuals injected with
testosterone do not become heterosexuals but, instea:l, show more active
homosexual behavior.

It is clear that adult hormonal activity does not provide an

explanation'for homosexuality and the homesexual behavior that defines
it.

The genetic sex of a child, either male (XY) or female (XX),
is determined at the moment of conception. Up until about the:third
-month, the internal reproductive sex organs can become either male or
female. During this early time, both male and female duct systems (the
female Mullerian and the male Wolffian), which are the precursors for
the internal sex organs, develop. The female duct system has the
potential to develop into a uterus for a female. The male duct system
consists of the vas deferens and the seminal vesicles in the male. When.
a Y chromosome causes testes to develop in the embryo, these élands
secrete hormones (androgens) that cause the the male internal
reproductive organs to grow from their Wolffian precursors. These

chemical substances travel in the bloodstream, affecting the development

120 Schneider, Allen M., & Tarshis, Barry, "Hormones and Sexual Behavior," An -
Introduction to Physiological Psychology, Second Edition, Random House, pp. 351, 1980.
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and functioning of various parts of the fetus!?!, Until this
differentiation, the fetus has the potential for developing either
reproductive system. The reproductive system that develops is
determined by the presence or absence of the male androgen hormone.
During differentiation, if androgen is released, the male internal
reproductive organs grow!?? and the female system degenerates (the
testes also secrete a chemical that causes the female organs to shrink).
1f androgen is not present, the female internal reproductive system
develops and the male system degenerates. In other words, the fetus
will be a female unless male hormones are present during
differentiation. At about five months, if androgens are present, the
external sex organs also develop as male, producing a penis and scrotal
sac. If androgens are not present at three months, the internal sex
organs (uterus and ovaries), and later the external sex organs (vagina
and clitoris), develop as female. No special hormone is needed for this
to occur. The hormones produced mainly by the ovaries are estrogen and
progesterone, but they do not play their principal role in sex
differentiation until,puberty.‘ Again, release of androgen determines
that the male internal and external sex organs will develop, and the
absence of androgen determines that female internal and external sex
organs will develop. Thus nature provides that the default state for
all humans is the development of female internal'ahd external
reproductive sex organs. .

~ As with chromosomes, hormonal processes in the fetus sometimes go
awry. Two such hormonal abnormalities are adrenogenital syndrome (AGS)
in which too much androgen is produced during pregnancy, and androgen
insensitivity, in which the fetus cannot respond to the presence of the
masculinizing hormone. '

AGS usually results from an inherited enzyme deficiency that

causes the adrenal glands to produce androgens in the fetus, regardless
of whether testes are presentu3. This problem typically begins after

121 Moore, C.L., "Another psychobiological view of sexual differentiation,” Developmental
Review, 5, pp. 18-55, 1985.

122 vasta, R., et al, "Hormonal Influences," Child Psychology: The Modern Science, John
Wiley & Sons, pp. 529, 1992, .
123 Ibid, pp. 530.
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the internal sex organs have been formed but before the external sex
organs appear. If the fetus is genetically fémale (XX), she will have
ovaries and normal internal sex organs, but the excessive androgen will
cause the external organs to deve.lop in a masculine direction. Often
the clitoris will be very large, resembling a penis, and sometimes a
scrotal sac will develop (but it will be empty, because there are no
testes). In many cases, such females have been mistaken at birth for .
males and raised as boysl!?4., 1In earlier periods (before 1970), some of
these 'pseudohermaphrodites were raised in accordance with their external
reproductive sex features!?, that is, as boys. In one famcus study,
however, Mbney and his colleagues126 were able to locate female (XX)
pseudohermaphrodites who were reared as females, despite the presence of
male external organs. Of the twenty-five cases Money and his colleagues
studied, twenty-three had assumed the sex role consistent with their
"female" upbringing (and their genetic female sex) and not with the
appearance of their external male genitalia. This is a strong
indication of the impact of eny;ronmental factors over hormonal factors
in the determination of sexual identity and behavior. More recently,
however, most of these cases are discovered at birth, and are
"corrected” by surgically changing the external sex organs and by
administering drugs to reduce the high levels of androgens. While these
procedures return the girls to bioclcocgical normality, the early androgen
exposure appears to have some long-term effects. Many of these girls
become "tomboys," preferring rough outdoor play and active sports and
.having little interest in dolls, jewelry, make-up, or activities typical
of young females. They also show less interest in marriage and
motherhood. There is no evidence that these individuals are any more
inclined towards homosexuality than otherwise biologically normal

individuals.

124Money, J., & Annecillo, C., "Crucial period effect in psychendocrinology:Two syndromes,
abuse dwarfism and female (CVAH) hermaphroditism," In"-M. H. Bornstein (Ed.), Sensitive
periods in development: Interdisciplinary perspectives, Erlbaum, 1987.

125  Schneider, Allen M., & Tarshis, Barry, "Hormones and Sexual Behavior,” An
Introduction to Physiological Psychology, Second Edition, Random House, pp. 345, 1980.

126  Money, J., & Ehrhardt, A.A., "Man and woman, boy and girl,” Johns Hopkins University,
1972, : o
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Androgen insensitivity is a genetic defect in males that causes
the body cells not to respond to androgens!?’, The testes of a male
(XY) fetus will produce the androgen hormones, but neither internal nor
external male sex organs will develop. The substance that usually
shrinks the potential female internal sex organs will be effective,
however, leaving the fetus with peither a uterus nor an internal male
system. Internally, the fetus is neither male nor female. But the
external organs will develop as female. Thus, a genetic male (XY) will
have all of the outward appearances of a femalé, including genitals,
relatively large bfeasts, and other secondary external features that
develop during puberty. A picturel?® of one of these naked genetic male
(XY) pseudohermaphrodites would convince one beyond a doubt that it is
indeed a female, based on all outward appearances. There is a tendency
for sexual behavier to fall in line with external appearances of such
people, but this may be the result of learning and cultural conditioning
rather than hormones!??. Studies have shown that androgen-insensitive
individuals are generally feminine in appearance, preferences, and
abilities!30.131  Nevertheless, scientific studies do not exist which .
link androgen insensitivity to homosexuality. \

A developmental geneticist suggestedrecently132 that there are
five or more sexes in the human species. The idea is that the persons
described in the preceding paragraphs can be classified as an intersex
group comprised of three major subgroups; true hermaphrodites (herms),
male pseudohermaphrodites (merms), and female pseudohermaphrodites
(ferms). Within these subgroups, a complete spectrum of internai and
external reproductive systems have been found in almost all possible
combinations. There is evidence of a substantial body of case histories
compiled between 1930 and 1960 (before surgical intervention at an early.

127 1Ibid, Vasta, R, et al, pp. 530.

128  Ibid, Schneider, Allen M., & Tarshis, Barry, pp. 346, 1980.
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age became normal practice) in which, almost without exception, the
children grew up knowing they were intersexual (though they did not
advertise it) and adjusted to their unusual status. There is not a
psychotic or suicide in the lot. Those people adjusted to their special
sexual circumstances without incident (i.e. most avoided gym-class
showering, etc.). There is no direct accounting in the literature
whether or not any of those intersexuals procreated children. At any
rate there 'is no evidence that this group gravitated toward
homosexuality in greater or less proportion than persons with normal
reproductive systems.

The scientific evidence is best described by the following quote
from a current textbook!33 in child psychelogy, "Taken together,
evidence from animals and humans suggests that fetal sex hormones play
an important part in producing differences between males and females.
But we must be very careful about drawing broad conclusions. Hormonal
processes are quite complex, and scientists still do not understand
exactly how‘they affect the brain or how they interact with

socialization processes.”

Does Homosexuality Have a Neurobiological Explanation?

The human brain is one of the most complex structures known.
Its formation within the fetus is a marvel of creation. Already at the
sixth week of human embryonic life, the most forward vesicle of the
neural tube divides into two compartmehts, each of which will form a
cerebral hemisphere. Initially, the neural tube is made up of a single
layer of contiguous cellsl3, They divide very actively and in a few
months produce several tens of billions of neural cells. At times they
produce up to 250,000 cells per minute. Sixteen to twenty weeks after
fertilization, nerve cell division stops. Thus, the maximum number of
cortical neurons is attained well before birth. We are born with a
' brain in which the number of neurons can only diminish. The human
infant is born with a brain weighing about 300 grams, 20 percent of the
weight of the adult brain. One of the major features in the

N
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development!35 of the human brain, then, is that it continues well after

birth, for about fifteen years (compared with a gestation period of only

nine months). The increase in brain weight does not contradict the fact
that the neurons of the cerebral cortex have stopped dividing several
weeks before birth. It reflects the growth of axons and dendrites (the
tiny spines that reach out to other nerve cells), the formation of
synapses (the sites of chemical interaction at the connections between
the axons and dendrites of different nerve cells), and the development
of myelin sheaths around the axons.

Various authors have attempted to simplify the complex and
complicated scientific research findings on the human brain. One
author!36 aftempts to further consolidate the ideas of Paul MacLean and
his medical associates at the National Institutes of Health' laboratory
of brain evolution and behavior. MacLean describes a human brain in its
evolutionary aspect as being comprised of three distinct neural
structures!37: the reptilian, limbic, and new mammalian brains. This
simplistic view of the brain is problematic for some neuroscientists!3®
who claim "For humans, the simﬁlest motor activity involves enormous
sets of nerve cells simultaneously at several levels. This being the
case itlseems very artificial to dissect the brain into successive
"skins™ -- reptilian, paleomammalian, and neomammalian =---." Although
the simplistic view is problematic for those scientists involved at the
neuron level of research, it can be useful for discussion of overall
processes carried out by the brain even though neurél cell connections
may be more variable than implied-by such a simplification. Each of
these three structures has its unique functions, characteristics, and
behaviors and can, to some extent, act "laterally” -- within its own
structure and according to its unique specialties. Névertheless, it is
useful in 'this discussion to refer to the triune brain. The three

neural structures are designed to act vertically as well, as an

135 1bid, pp. 199. _ |
136  pearce, John C., "The Triune Brain,” Evolution's End: Claiming the Potential of Our
Intelligence, HarperCollinsPublishers, pp. 43, 1992.
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integrated unit. These characteristics summarize the evolution of
behavior itself, and exactly parallel the stages of human embryonic
development. The reptilian brain, or R-system as MacLean calls it,
encompasses our sensory-motor system and all physical processes that
give us our wake state awareness in a body and world. This neural
system pushes relentlessly, without emotion or reason, for physical
survival: food, shelter, sex (species survival) and territory. Our
crudest emotions —-- anger, fear, lust —- may oric_finate139 in our
reptilian brain. It still performs those unlearned, automatic behaviors
like breathing, swallowing, and blinking. Our reptilian brain also
makes it possible for us to create new "automatic” routines. When
someone says, "I could do it blindfelded,” he is really bragging on his
-own reptilian brain.

The limbic neural structure i1s our "old-mammalian" brain. This
structure, with help from the tempofal lobes and possibly other parts of
the neocortex is called our emotional brain. This neural structure
converts the "aversion-attraction” responses of the reptilian to a
complex of emotions or "feeling-tones™ such as like-dislike, good-bad,
sorrow-joy, pleasure-pain, etc. The limbic structure houses the
insatiable desire for pleasurable sensory reports, anxiety over
unpleasant reports, chronic resentments of previous painful experiences,
and so on. Here too is an intuitive intelligence to move for the well-
being of the self, offspring, and species. Here lies the seat of all
emotional bonds, from that of mother-infant, child-family, child-
society, and the foundatiocnal pair-bond of male-female. The liﬁbic
structure is involved in dreaming, visions of our inner world, subtle-
intuitive experiences, and even the daydreams and fantasies spinning out
of its upper neighbor, the neocortex. This middle emotiocnal system ties
the three brain structures into a unit, or directs the attention of any
one to the other as needed. It can incorpcrate the lower intelligence
into the service of the highest or vice-~versa, it can lock our intellect
into the service of the lowest defense system in an emergency -—— -real or-
imagined!40. The limbic system includes!4! the most complex part of the

139 Ibid, Donohue, Phil, pp. 49.
140 1bid, pp. 45.
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brain, the hypothalamus, a pea-sized structure that regulates eating,
drinking, sleeping, waking, body temperature, heart rate, hormones, and
sexual activity. .It also directs the brain's master gland, the
pituitary. |

The third and highest member of the triune brain, our neocortex or
new-mammalian brain, is five times bigger than its two lower neighbors
combined and pro,vides142 "intellect, creative thinking, computing, and,
if developed, sympathy, empathy, compassion, and love. Here we reflect
on reports from those two lower neighbors concerning our life in the
worldrand our emotional responses to that world. Here we scheme, figure
ways to predict and control our environment of world and pecple; brood
on our mortality; spin out poems of other climes and days: expérience
worlds within or beyond; hammer our restrictive laws for the behavior of
others; invent religions and pﬁilosophies, pondering the destinies of
man." This neccortex is divided into separate hemispheres, each with
its specialties. It directly builds its own corresponding neural
patterns of all the "automated" learnings of its two lower neighbors.
As our responses to the environment are imprinted on our R-system, they
directly feed into our neocortex, which builds parallel neural
structures of what would otherwise be automatic stimulus-response
mechanisms. This allows us to guide and direct such simple systems,
modulate them, and use them for higher purposes.- Through this three-
way, or “"triune-brain" connection, those more primary instincts and
intelligences take on a profoundly different character and have, as
well, the intellect of our highest brain at their disposal in
emergencies. -

Our reptilian neural structure is the seat of our sexuality!43, but
what we humans do with that basic instinct is different from that of the
blacksnake. According to Pearce, "Our high neocortical system
transforms this crude reproductive impulse into Romeo and Juliet. The
simple system incorporated into the more complex opens new vistas of

possibility. Same instinct, different setting. The new vistas of

141 Ibid, Donahue, Phil, pp. 49.
142 1bid, Pearce, John C., pp. 43.
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possibility can be viewed as a never ending quest for novelty and
invention -- the development of human intellect."™ A distinction can be
made between intellect and intelligence. Intelligence, a species-—
independent quality, strives for well-being and continuity; intellect, a
human trait, strives for novelty and possibility. Intellect is
evolution's gamble. It asks only "Is it possible?” 1Intelligence, on
the other hand, asks "Is it appropriate?”

The new vistas of possibility which result from the incorporation
of the lower neural structures within the neocortex of the new-mammalian
brain, include the possibility that humans interacting with other humans
and the outside world somehow decide that they are homosexual. The
neocortex is the agent for making this decision. It is the brain
structure that raticnalizes the interactions of self with the outside
world. It is the neural structure that raticonalizes the "pleasurable™
sexual experiences that can stimulate the lower brain structures. For
example, removing a large part of the limbic system, as well as part of
the nonlimbic cortex of monkeys has resulted!™ in exaggerated sexual
activity, masturbating incessantly and copulating indiscriminately, even
with individuals of the same sex or those of different species. Similar
symptoms can be observed in humans, usually associated with a lesion of
the amygdala, which is part of the limbic system, In physically well
humaﬁs, this kind of behaviof, however arrived at, can result in a
circular set of circumstances that invoke self-stimulation to repeat the
"pleasurable” sensations.- The neocortex -is the neural structure that
allows humans to construct a rationalization of such behavior. The
higher cortical structures become servants of the lower animal neural
systems. The existence of the neocortex, and its function in developing
human intellect, is strong evidence that homosexuality is not present at
birth but is the result of causal conditioning of the person via his/her
environment, that is, interaction with others. This would be especially

applicable to those who recruit or proselytize for the normalcy of

homosexual behavior.
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With this summary ©f the nature of the human brain, we are now
ready to address the question of whether or not homosexuality has a
neurobiological explanation. Activist homosexuals would have us believe
that there exist "neurobiological circuits” which implement sexual
behavior. They reference scientific studies!¥’ of male and female rats.
These studies show that in female rats, even a single perinatal exposure
to testosterone will prevent the normal "hormenal communication” among
the ovaries, hypothalamus, and pituitary gland to ovulate. In this
normal "hormonal communication®” process, at predefined intervals the
ovaries pump estrogens into the bloodstream which in turn stimuiate the
hypothalamus (the small portion of the brain that regulates, among other
things, body temperature, hunger thirst, and sexual drive) to secrete a
hormone which acts on the pituitary gland. This hormone causes the
pituitary to secrete two gonadotrophin hormones which are chemically
programmed to act on the sex glands. The follicle-stimulating hormone
(FSH) stimulates covulation (release of an egg intc the fallopian tube)
in the female. The leutinizing hormone (LH) stimulates the ovaries to
produce and release more estrogén. After ovulation, estrogen levels
drop with a corresponding dgstimulatign of the hypothalamus and
pituitary gland. For the female rat in the testosterone study, this
entire process is prevented by injection of testosterone.

The same article referenced above purported to show that male
rats, perinatally castrated, respond as would a normal female rat in the
"hormonal communication” process. That is, if estrogen is injected into
the castrated male rats, the hypothalamus is stimulated and the seguence
of hormone releases described above is observed. The activist
homosexual reporter146 uses this result to exclaim, "The male rats
obviously had no ovaries or wombs, but they went through the biochemical
motions of ovulation. If one grafted an ovary onto a male rat, he would
ovulate perfectly.” This patently false observation does not recognize
the fact that the male rat could not ovulate, that is, release an egg
into the fallopian ﬁube, even if it had been "grafted” into his body..

145 Burr, Chandler, "Homoscxuality and Biology," The Atlantic Monthly, pp. 58, March 1993..
145 1bid, pp. 51. ~ - . - :
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This has never been accomplished in rats or in humans. 1In addition, the
observation completely misrepresénts the normal "hormonal communication”
system. The fact is that a "male” hypothalamus and pituitary gland do
not exist. Likewise, a "female" hypothalamus and pituitary gland do not
exist. These physical entities have no sexual differentiation. They
serve both .males and females. The normal "hormonal communication”
between these structures is also naturally used to regulate the amount
of testosterone in the bloodstream of males. That is, if for some
reason, testosterone levels in a male became low, the hypothalamus and
pituitary gland are stimulated as described above. In this case,
however, the FSH hormone stimulates production of sperm in the male and
the LH hormone stimulates the testes to produce and release
testosterone. This increase of testostercone in the blood then causes
the hypothalamus and pituitary glands to cease the release of their
hormones. Thus, the testosterone levels in males tend to remain
relatively constant, providing a steady stream of stimulation of the
hypothalamus and a constant state of "sexual readiness.” Thus the
rhormonal communication™ circuits used in the male rat study behaved
exactly as they were designed. The circuit reacts to estrogens as well
as testosterone because that is its natural function. They were
designed to process the same intermediary hormones which have their
differential effect based on whether testosterone or estrogen are the
initial activating agents. ~Consequently, the experiments with male
rats, while intellectually novel, demonstrate absoclutely nothing
concerning homosexual behavior. This is a clear example of how activist
homosexuals misinterpret and misrepresent these studies.tc further their
agenda in the popular press.

The absolute weight of the brain has no significance in itself.
Early attempts to infer intelligence based on brain weight met with
failurel4?, Whereas fifty-one unskilled workers averaged 1,365 grams of
brain weight, that of twenty~four skilled workers averaged 1,420 grams.
The brain weight shows wide variations from one individual to another.

The average human brain weight is 1,330 grams. The smallest values

147 Changeux, Jean-Pierre, "The Power of the Genes,” Neuronal Man: The Biology of Mind,
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known are between 1,000 and 1,100 grams while the highest are at more
than 2,000 grams. A significant difference in brain weight seems to
exist between the sexes. Adult males have on average 8.3 grams of brain
per centimeter of height while females have only 8 grams!4®.. Thus, men
have a slight advantage of about 50 grams for a height of 1.65 meters.
Little is made in scientific circles of this apparent sexual dimorphism
of the brain. Other attempts have been made to show sexual dimorphism
of the human brain. None of these have succeeded.

A surprisingly wide anatomical variability in the brain exists
between individuwals. Some of this is due to genetic mutations but most
of it due to the activation of neural circuits during development, that
is, the period in which the person interacts with the environment .
Mutations are known to effect this variability. For example,
anencephaly is a genetic mutation in humans involving the absence of the
cerebral cortex. It is.relatively frequent, affecting cne to five
births in a thousand. Nevertheless, mutations in general are rare
events. On average, a given gene mutates in each generation between
once in a hundred thousand and once in a million timesl4®, The rarity
of mutations means that most genes persist without modification for
generations. This constancy of the genome of a species is assured.

When a a baby is born, the cortical neurons have stopped dividing.

Their maximum number is thus fixed. 1In the event of a lesion, the lost
neurons cannot be replaced. Neurons can only decrease in number
throughout life. The main features of the coppnections between the
sensory organs, the central nervous system, and the motor organs, as
well as between the principal centers in the brain, are already’
determined at birth!30, The development of the embryo, and later the
fetus, follows a highly reproducible pattern from one individual to
another and from one generatibn to another. The power of the genes is
obvious. Individual differences are small compared with the consistency

in the major lines of cerebral organization. Whatever the ethnic,
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climatic, and environmental differences, the authority of the genes
ensures the unity of the human bfain within the species. o

Certainly, the power of the genes exists, but it does not extend
to the finest detaills of organization, to the precise form of every
nerve cell and the exact number and geometry of the synapses
(connections between nerve cells). The fact that there are
approximately 10 billion neurons in a human brain, each with up to
10,000 separate connections dictates that there is not a gene for each
connection.. Humans have only about 100,000 to 300,000 genes!®!. oOnce a
nerve cell has become differentiated (that is becomes a nerve cell
rather than a body cell), it does not divide anymore. A single nucleus,
with the same DNA, must serve an entire lifetime for the formation and
maintenance of tens of thousands of synapses. It seems difficult to
imagine a distribution of genetic material from a single nucleus to each
of these tens of thousands of synapses. The differential expression of
genes cannot alone explain the extreme diversity and the specificity of.
connections between neurons. This diversity can be explained by the
selective activation and decay of neural connections as the person
activates neural circuits by interaction with the environment, a process
called epigenesis. Our behavior is determined primarily by the
environment in which we are raised. The internal representation of our
environmental experiences is in our neural connections.

Scientists have wondered whether genetically identical twins
possess exactly the'same brain. The answer to this question is
essential to an understanding of the division of influence between
genetics and environmental factors in the behaviof}of a human. Let us
suppose the answer is yes. This would mean that the genes exercise an
absolute power on every one of 1015 or 105 synapses in the human
cerebral cortex. Studies have been conductéd to look at the identical
brain cells in identical twins. This is impossible for humans or even
lower animals. There are too many cells to match. But it is possible
for the water flea which, without the intervention of a male, gives
birth to exact clones —— asexually produced offspring who are
genetically identical. -That is, they produce a population of identical

151 “Genetic Research”, Science, The Néw York Times, pp. B7, 30 March 1993, -
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twins. The small number of cells of this organism are individually
identifiable under a microscope. It thus is easy to study in detail
the differences between identical twins once one has gone to the trouble
of mapping all the nerve cells .and all their synapses. This is possible
with an electron microscope. The firstv%inding of such a study is that
from one water flea to another the number of cells does not vary. What
is more, the 176 cells establish synaptic contacts with exactly 110
neurons of the optic nerve. ©Nor 1is there any qualitative variation in
the connections between these c¢ells. Each sensory neuron, taken
individually, terminates on the same neurons in the optic ganglion. The
genes see to this. Close examination of the clones show a great deal of
variability between individuals —-- for example the exact number of
synapses and the precise form of the axonal branches. The number of
synapses may vary from fiftf-four to twenty between specimens. An
axonal branch may fork three times in one individual but only once in
another. There is variability between left and right branches of the
ganglion. Thus, although genetically identical, the water flea twins
are not anatomically identicallsZ, ‘The same is true for higher species.
This research led to the discovery of nerve growth factor which
helps explain the "growth" of a network of nerve cell connections after
replication has stopped. This led to the concept of growth cones, groups
of nerve cells which have appendages that will become either axons or
dendrites and which grow toward a target area. The protein that
stimulates this growth was discovered!®3 and purified in 1975.
Researchers have found that human neural circuits "grow" and "regress”'
as a result of their activation or inactivation during our formative
years. These brain "growth spurts”" occur in utero, at birth (beginning
of development of the R-system), at ages one (beginning of limbic
structure development) , four (beginning of right-hemisphere of
‘neccortex development), and six!% (beginning of left-hemisphere of
neocortex development). Our six-year-old brain has five to seven times

the ratio of axons and dendrites it had at eighteen months or will have
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as an adulf, although it is still only two-thirds of adult size. At the
beginning of each of these growth stages, the brain releases a chemical
which washes away all redundant and/or unexercised connections. At age
eleven, however, instead of a brain growth spurt, the brain releases
this same chemical in the young brain that dissolves all undeveloped
neural circuits. Myelin, a protective protein substance forms around
axons when a neural circuit is exercised sufficiently during these
growth/regression periods. This myelination of the circuits renders
them impervious to these cleanup chemicals that are released
periodically at the beginning of each growth spurt. This preserves
connections which have been exercised by the individual as he/she
develops an internal representation of the objects and experiences which
are encountered in the person's external environment. Thus, at eleven
years of age, 80 percent of the neural mass of the brain disappears, and
we end up with the same "brain weight” we had at eighteen months. Use
it or lose it is nature's dictate. This dictate reveals just how much
of our behavior, resulting from the experiences we encountér while
growing up, is encapsulated as a representation of our external
environment —- a great deal. Our individual behavior, indeed, is
accounted for by the neural connections that have been developed in our
brain during our formative years. In terms of that behavior, we are our
neural connections. '

with this background knowledge, we are now ready to address the
scientific evidence that homosexuality may have a neurobiological
explanation. What is that evidence? 1In 1971 the anatomists Geoffrey
Raisman and Pauline Field published a paper155 that compared the
synapses in the hypothalamuses of male and female rats. They found that
the female rat hypothalamus had more connections than the male rat
hypothalamus. In 1977 a team of neurobiologists found a second "sexual
dimorphism” in the hypothalamus of rats. A small cluster of cells
within the hypothalamus, five times larger in volume in the male rat
than in the female rat, was found. The fuaction of these clusters was
and is unknown. In 1982 scientistsl3 found that an examination of a

155  Burr, Chandler, "Hoinoscxuality and Biology,"” The Atlantic Monthly, pp. 52, March 1993,
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structure in the human brain called the corpus callosum contains a small
structure called the splenium which differs in shape (being larger in
women than in men). This study has never been replicated despite many
attempts to do so. Consequently, the finding has not met the most baéic
tenet of scientific proof. Thus, a "sexual dimorphism" of the brain has
not been deménstrated. Its true, however, that the corpus-callosum
itself is 40 percent larger in the female human than in the male. This
brain structure, however, has no known function'related to either sexual
behavior or sexual activity. It is simply the bridge that connects the
left and right hemisphere of the brain. _

Another scientist claimed to have found isolated evidence of
instances of another "dimorphism" of the human brain, but this time
associated with sexual behavior. 1In 1990 an article appeared!®? in the
journal, Brain Research, reporting that a cluster of cells in the human
brain called the suprachiasmatic nucleus was "dimorphic"™ according to
sexual behavior. It reported that this cluster was nearly twice as
large in homosexual men as in heterosexual men. The suprachiasmatic
nucleus, however, has nothing t6 do with the regulation of sexual
behavior, at least not in animals. Itlgoverns the body's daily rhythms.
Thus, this discovery is no more interesting than the observation that
the migration of geese south in Norway has, at times, correlated with a
rise in the U.S. stock market average. Of course, the study has never
been replicated. _

Another researcher claims to have identified four small groups of
neurons in the anterior portion of the hypothalamus in humans which
exhibit "sexual dimorphism”™ —-- being significantly larger in men than in
women. This research has been vigorously contested!®® by prominent
scientists, primarily on the basis of the fact that attempts to
replicate it have turned up inconsistent results. Anne Fausto-Sterling,
a developmental geneticist at Brown University and William Byne, a
neurobiologist and psychiatrist at Columbia University have criticized
the neurobiological investigations on the following grounds. The

results from a long line of attempts to replicate "sexual dimorphism®
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has resulted in : "1985: no sex differences in shape, width, or area,
1988: three independent observers unable to distinguish male from
female. 1989: women had smaller callosal areas but larger percent of
afea in splenium, more slender corpus callosum,, and more bulbous
splenium.” Thus, scientific results do not even -support an explanation
of a significant difference in the neural structure of men and women,
much less an explanation of "sexual orientation.”

Another hotly contested study is that of Simon LeVay of the Salk
Institute in La Jolla, California. In a short paper entitled, "A
Difference in Hypothalamic¢ Structure Between Heterosexual and Homosexual
Men, " published in Science in August 1991, ILeVay reported the results of
a study he conducted on cadavers. He dissected brain tissue from the
hypothalamus and looked for a small cluster of cells, called INAH 3.

The dissected brain tissue came from routine autopsies of forty-one (41)
people who had died at hospitals in New York or California. Nineteen
were homosexual men, all of whom had died of AIDS, sixteen presumed
heterosexual men, six of whom had beeh intravenous drug abusers and had
died of AIDS, and six presumed heterosexual women. No brain tissue from
lesbians was available. LeVay's conclusions included the following:

"INAH 3 did exhibit dimorphism —-— the volume of this '

nucleus was more than twice as large in the heterosexual

men . . . as in the homosexual men . . . There was a similar

difference between the heterosexual men and the women . . .

These data support the hypothesis that INAH 3 is dimorphic not

with sex but with sexual orientation, at least in men.™
In spite -of the fact that even LeVay admits to the methodologicél flaws
of his study, it is being used by activist homosexuals to promote the
idea in the public press that homosexuality has a neurobiological
explanation, that is, that homosexual behavior is "normal.” The flaws
in LeVay's study are: the small sample size results in little
statistical confidence in the results (i.e. coincidence cannot be ruled
out), the samples displayed a huge variation in individual nucleus size
(suggesting that the normal process of the variability in the number of
synaptic connections could be the dominant factor in the results), the
possibility that the results reflept.only'that AIDS or diseases from -

which AIDS victims die is an alternative explanation for the results --
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since all the homosexual men died of AIDS, and the fact that
presumptions were made concerning the sexual orientation of the
heterosexual men (how would anyone know if records did not exist?) and
doncerning the heterosexual women. It is significant that LeVay's
results have not been replicated by other scientists. '

Research such as that conducted by LeVay has been severely
criticized by prominent scientists who are not themselves homosexuals.
Evan Balaban, a Harvard biology professor, in-addressing a 7 March 1993
symposium at Harvard Medical Schooll®, stated "In LeVay's work, the
physical differences may be effects rather than causes, or they may be
coincidental.” Such sound cautions do not find their way into the
popular national préss accounts of this research.

The fact is that activist homosexuals have even invaded the ...
hallowed and respected halls of pure scientific research, including the
areas of psychiatry, medicine, genetics, neurobiology, endocrinology,
etc. These individuals have an agenda that uses science rather than
being interested in science for the sake of.scientific discovery. This
fact is clearly demonstrated by‘the recent symposium at the Hatvard
Medical School. It was convened at the behest of homosexual medical
students!®®, The wWashington Post relates that many of the scientists in
attendance are homosexual. The opening remarks at the symposium were
given by Marshal Forstein, head of the American Psychiatric
Association's gay caucus, clear proof of the politicization of not ‘only
the psychiatrists' professional organization but of some sciences in
general. Ih fact, several researchers at the symposium clearly showed
their bias and agenda by stating that "if they could prove convincingly
that a predisposition to homosexuality is inborn, many critics might
soften their opposition. Homosexuality could be seen as a natural
trait, comparable to eye color or height, rather than a willful choice
or sin." Observe that the quote did not include any comparison of
linkage between race and IQ, an issue on which genetics has a sordid
past. The activist homosexuals are indeed clever and politically astute

159 Daly, Christopher, B:, "Study of Twins Suggests Lesbianism Has a Genetic Component.
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in their selective use of examples. In fact, the headline of the
Washington Post article reporting.on the symposium, "Study of Twins
Suggests Lesbianism Has a Genetic Component," promotes the idea that
such a link exists. Hidden within the middle of the text of the
article, however, is the cautionary note that "a growing body of
evidence —— still far frcm conclusive and lacking widespread
confirmation —-- has arisen in support of the thesis that predisposition
to homosexuality is largely an inborn trait."” The Post article then
goes on to describe genetic research that attempts to find a "candidate
gene" that would explain homosexuality. After raising one's curiosity
with such a statement, the Post then states that "the results were
negative.”™ It furthers the credibility of the hypothesis, however, by
stating that the research continues and quotes the researcher as
"hinting that published findings are imminent." Such chicanery is never
allowed in responsible scientific journals which are governed by peer
review. No such attempt at scientific integrity, however, is observed
in our national media. )

Lawrence Hartmann, a past president of the American Psychiatric
Association, at the Harvard symposium, saidl6! "the search for. the
origins of homosexuality is one ‘drenched in politics' and steeped in
ambiguity."” He should know, having gone through the process of
politicizing the issue of whether or not homosexual behavior is
psychotic behavior. A previous section of this report provided detailed
evidence of how the activist homosexual agenda effected the removal of
homosexuality as a treatable disorder in 1973. It was explicitly
removed from their classification guide but left to indiwvidual ‘
psychiatrists the decision of how to treat homosexuals who continue to
visit their office for problems related to their choice of sexual
behavicor. Thus the psychiatrists succumbed to political pressure and
swept the issue under the rug.

So where is science in terms of a neurobiological explanation of
our behavior? Wwhile much is known about the brain, we are still in the
dark in terms of providing a specific,neuiobiological explanation to

specific human behaviors. The "complexity” of the human brain needs no
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emphasis. Neuroscientists are right to insist that the use of this term
usually reveals our ignorancemz. The power of the genes perpetuates
the major organizational features, such as the shape of the brain and
its convolutions, the organization of its areas, and the general
architecture of the brain tissue. But considerable variability, as seen
in identical twins, remains, despite the gene's power. This becomes
obvious at the cellular or synaptic level. In the water flea, this
variability is limited to the geometry and number of synapses, but in
mammals it affects the number and distribution of neurons. This
phenotypic variability is intrinsic. It is the result of the precise
"history”!63 of cell division and migration, of the wandering of the
growth cone and its fission, or regressive processes and selective
stabilization based on activation of the circuits (experience with the
environment). These actions cannot be exactly the same from one
individual to another even if they are genetically identical. The way
in which the brain of the higher vertebrates, especially humans, is
constructed introduces a basic variability.

The notion of epigenesis By selective stabilization of neurons and
synapses during human development from infancy to adulthood explains the
variability of the human brainlé4, Regression of synaptic connections
(their decay if not activated) affects the peripheral as well as the
central nervous system, suggesting that it is a generalized phenomenon,
related to the development of neuronal networks. The very early
activity of the nervous system in the embryo, together with the role of
its spontaneous or evoked activity in regulating various formative
stages of a synapse and its evolution up to adulthood, supports the
theory. )

According to this scheme, culture makes its impression

progressively; The 10,000 or so synapses per cortical neuron are not
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established immediately. On the contrary, they proliferate in
successive waves from birth to puberty in man/woman. With each wave,
there is transient redundancy and selective stabilization. This causes
a series of critical periods when activity exercises a regulatory
effect. One has the impression that the system becomes more and more
ordered as it receives "instructions” from the environment. To learn is
to stabilize pre-established synaptic combinations, and to eliminate the.
surplus.

Use it or lose it is nature's dictate. Indications are that most
of the loss of neural connections as humans develop from birth through
adulthood involves the neocortex. The two "animal brains” are largely
myelinated by age four and complete by around age sixl65. We share 98
percent of all our genetic materials with the higher apes, giving us but
a 2 percent additional genetic "weight”™ over our cousins. From that
slight addition, however, comes a light-year leap of ability. It is
incumbent on us as a society to ponder whether or not our scmetimes
misguided intellect (the innate quest for invention and novelty) will be
sufficiently conditioned by our intelligencé, which asks the question
"But is it appropriate?,” to continue the positive human evolutionary
process. The result of this pondering should provide answers to whether
or not the quest to "normalize” homosexuality is a noble goal or whether .
it leads us down a path to insignificance. 1In pondering this issue, it
seems reasonable to ask such questions as "What is.the evolutionary
purpose of the quest?" After all, the one simple lesson of evolution
itself is that species must reproduce to survive. What is the purpose
of "normalizing” human behavior that leads to the absence of

reproduction?

Does Homosexuality Hav n_Environm | ion?

As discussed in a previous section of this report, from the
moment of conception and the subsequent injection (or absence) of
androgens>in the fetus, the only hard-wired differencel® that develops

-
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between the sexes is that men impregnate, while.women ovulate, gestate,
and lactate. That's it. No other differences are absolute or
irreversible. Anything else is in the interaction between the culture
‘and the chromosomes -— not differences in the brain. Phil Donahue, the
paragon of those who attempt to explain our society to ourselves through
television and the written word, has said, "In our sexual tdentities as
in our destiny, we have the power to choosel®? what we want to be. If
we're hung up on sexual stereotypes, it's our culture, not our chemistry
or our cortex, that's at fault. We are the only ones who set the
limits, and we are the only ones who can push these limits."”

Stephen Gouldl!®® has stated that "For human beings, biological
evolution is already over. It was completed fifty thousand years ago.
There's no reason to think we're going to get bigger brains or smaller
toes, or whatever —— we are what we are.” At this point in our
evolution, according to Gould and othérs, culture, not biology, is the
force that shapes our behavior. Most of what our brains do, most of
what is essential to our considering ourselves as human is not a product
of natural selection, but ariseé as a nonadaptive consequence of having
a computer as powerful as the human brain. Our brain is what makes us
highly creative but it also renders us extremely self-indulgent. Humans
are called on today to adapt themselves to a world that is continually
overstimulatihg, isolating, and stressful without relief -- and with
less and less of a sense .of personal identity. Some cope with this
stress by using legal drugs (e.g. alcohol) and/or illegal drugs (e.g.
cocaine). But a vast majority of adults aren't addicted to any
substance. No doubt many of them are just better equipped tQ cope with
stress in their lives. 'Many such normal pecple, whether they are
conscious of it or not, have some small form of compulsive craving. But
there's something most people don't know about compulsive cravings. '
Human beings can achieve exactly the same minimizing, intensification,
or escape from a stressful reality by engaging in compulsive behaviors
that have nothing to do with alcochol or other drugs. For example, you

can get an amphetaminelike rush to relieve your alienation and feelings
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of frustration by taking risks!®® -- by hang gliding, sky diving, drag-
racing, engaging in sexual promiscuity, or committing crimes. Or you
can escape reality by cémpulsively meditating or chanting in a religious
cult or just by compulsively daydreaming -- your own brain naturally
contains several key components of the drug LSD. And you can minimize
your awareness of painful reality by compulsively watching endless
amounts of TV, playing video games, becoming a workaholic, or
overeating. That is, people who do those things compulsively do so for
the same reasons and achieve the same results as alcoholics and other
drug abusers. They actually alter their brain and body chemistry -- and
therefore their experience of reality —- just as effectively with binge
eating, promiscuous sexual behavior, or the thrill of crime or
maditation as they do with chemical substances. And so they repeat
ﬁhese behaviors compulsively -— they become addicted -- as a way of
narrowing the gap between what they want out of life and what they
actually have. ‘

Apparently, our brains are disappointed with the life they've
built for themselves and, like anybody who's underemployed and
unchallenged, they're always casting around for something to keep those
. tens of billions of nerve cells either busy or numbed. The trend toward
promiscuous sexual behavior started with the invention and dissemination.
of birth control devices in this centuryl!”™. These devices allowed
widespread control of procreation but also sexual .freedom and a
subsequent spread of sexually transmitted diseases. The advent of
sexual freedom, promoted'by Hollywood, the mass media, and university
elites during the 1960s is an example of the search of the human
intellect for novelty, the quest for every remote possibility. This
trend has been institutionalized in our television (afternoon soap
operas, etc.), our books (Joy of Sex, More Joy of Sex, etc.), and our
popular press. Our morning network TV programming is filled with
marginalized humans with a need to display their quest for the bizarre.

Within the current year we have been bombarded with TV programs either
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featuring a full homosexual script or programs with snippets of
homosexual dialogue and interaction interwoven into conventional
programﬁing.

The nonfiction literature abounds with factual accounts of
extremely promiscuous homosexual behavior. One account!’l, written by
an avowed homosexual, details the promiscuous homosexual activities
carried out in homosexual bathhouses in New York City and San Francisco
during the 1980s. It was common practice in New York City for up to
10,000 to 20,000 male homosexuals each night to engage in repeated
anonymous sex (averaging 2.7 encounters each per night) in such
bathhouses. These bathhouses became a breeding ground for the HIV virus
which causes AIDS. More recent reportsl!?? document the fact that new
sex businesses are proliferating once again in New York City. City .
officials know of 50 such clubs, about two-thirds of which are
homosexual clubs. One club advertises an "HIV Positive Night" to
attract those homosexuals already infected with the virus. Reports are
starting to appear in the popular press that some heterosexuals are
consciously spreading the AIDS virus by promiscuous sexual behavior. A
heterosexual female trustee for the National Community AIDS Partnership,
who was infected with the AIDS virus in the mid-1980s, has only recently
decided to tell the dozen or so men she has slept with that she is HIV-
positivel”. It is obvious that our society is reaping the rewards
offered by the "sexual freedom” movemenf of the 1960s in ways that are
direct and brutal. This obsession with sexual promiscuity is certainly
a product of our cultural environment. It is not genetic. It is not
hormonal. It is not neurobiological, except in the sense that our
neural structures are an internal representation of our interactions
with our cultural environment. _

Where do these sexual obsessions originate? There is no doubt
that an infant's earliest emotional respoﬁses influence actual brain
growth, and therefore affect all its future behavior. As the infant

learns how to get its needs satisfied, behavior patterns, in the form of
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neural pathways, are literally formed in the brain, connecting stimulus
with response. A stimulus -~ discomfort -~- hooks up with a response --=-
crying —-- to produce the desired result -- its mother or father,
Likewise with smiles and coos. If they work, neural structures in the
brain will specialize for them in the form of new dendrite branches. Aas.
experience presents more complicated stimuli, the dendritic connections
become a thicket of possibilities. Experience is the teacher, and its
lessons are reflected in the actual physical structure of the brain.
The result is an organ —— and an organism —-- of infinite possibilities,
As discussed in the previous section of this report, the "triune”
brain of the human includes the limbic structure. This structure is the
"6ld mammalian" brain which representsl? the "horse" in us. All of our
mammal cousins have a similar brain with similar functions, including
the control of ocur senses of smell and taste and our sexual activity.
In all mammals, including man, the limbic brain governs three activities
that are never found in reptiles: 1) childish, seemingly purposeless
play; 2) nurturing and grooming_behavior; and 3) the isolation sounds an
animal makes when it is separated from its group. Aside from lust,
rage, and fear, all of which are generated in the reptilian brain, most
human emotions are derived from these three behaviors common to all
mammals and rooted. in the mammalian brain: playing, caring, and pining.
The human animal has the distinction of being the only animal that
" complicates the biological act of reproduction with the condition of
love. It turns the somgwhat commonplace, necessary animal behavior of
sexual reproduction into magic and poetry. According to Dr. John
Moneyl?5, "If the people who wrote love songs were true to human
anatomy, they'd be writing songs not about the heart or even the eyes,
but about the hypothalamus.” We know that the "feeling” of being in
love begins deep in the brain in the pea-sized hypothalamus. This dense
little cluster of nerves, weighing only a quarter of an ounce, controls
hundreds of bodily functions, including sexual activity. "My theory,"
says John Money, "is that the nerve pathways produce substances that

induce what people refer to as falling in love." According to Money,
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175 1bid, Donahue, Phil, pp. 127.

63



the way to a man's heart, and to a woman's is through the hypothalamus.
Early in life, pleasurable stimuli such as contact with our parents
"trigger the release of opioids,” which in turn sedate the anxiety of
separation when mother or father walks out of the room. We become
addicted to these infusions of sedative and, in later life, search for
relationships that provide theml76. | -

John Money!7? says that each of us has in his or her head a
"lovemap"” that's drawn sometime between the ages of five and eight and
is based on early experiences with parents, siblings, relatives, and the
ocutside environment. This lovemap determines who attracts us
erotically. It's "a pattern in your brain that's going to tell you what
is the perfect love affair and who is the perfect person to fall in love
with. Although we don't know much about the process, it's likely that
the broad outlines of the lovemaps are sketched in our genes. We come
into the world wanting certain relationships. The outline may be as
broad as that. The details, blond hair, hairy or ’'sensitive, ' remain to
be filled in." Money suggests that the process can be compared to the
"imprinting” of newborn animals-on their mothers. Soon after birth, a
young animal is genetically prepared to attach itself emotionally to --
"imprint" on-- a mother figure. Usually, because she's there and taking
care of it, the newborn attaches to its real mother. But not
necessarily. If another animal, even a human being, is around at the
right time, the time when the newborn's genetic clock tells it to
imprint, the newborn will attach itself to the other animal. In humans,
the time for attachment is more flexible than it is for most animals.
The fact that humans have an inordinately long time of dependency during
childhood, an impressive opportunity exists to develop a profound and
lasting attachment to our parents. Often, this interminable childhood
encourages us to become obseésed with one of our parents. "'Mother' is
the first person to fulfill our needs and she is the first with whom we
'fall in love.' She protects us, cares for us, provides all the
satisfactions we crave. So as adults men tend to look around for the

perfect mother forever and find someone who resembles her —-- or
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sometimes, if their experiences with her were bad, someone who is
reassuringly unlike her." In the same way, women often search for men
who are like (or unlike) their father.

Given this background, whatris the evidence for an environmental
explanation of homosexuality? Dr. John Money!78 claims that "Every one
of us has a homosexual side, in the sense that 'we can be attracted by
both sexes.'™ He attributes this element of bisexuality in all of us to
the fundamental bisexuality of the human fetus. Recall that for the
first few weeks after conception, the fetus is both male and female, and
Money believes that 1t continues to carry the legacy of that bisexuality
even after it begins to differentiate according to its chromosomal sex.
"No matter what we become,” says Dr. Money, "male or female, we always
carry with us some hint of our early bisexual (both-sexed) nature.
Female genital organs contain vestiges of male structures, and vice
versa.”" This view is not universally accepted, however.

But even if this view were universally accepted, why would this
seed of bisexuality develop into homosexuality in some people and
heterosexuality in others? This question has not yet been answered by
science. Dr. Money, like most scientists today, believes that
homosexuality is a function of both nature and nurture. 1In only a small
percentage of individuals, who receive an unusually large rush of
masculine hormones in utero, does there seem to be no propensity
whatever toward bisexuality. But the nurture part.of the equation, Dr.
Money says, is more than a matter of controlling mothers and weak
fathers (the Freudian explanation). According to Dr. Moneyl”®, "there
are three leading causes of homosexuality: the effects of hormones
before birth and soon after birth; gender learning that occurs between
the ages of eighteen months and four years, and lastly, the lack of
sexual and erotic rehearsal play among juveniles., But Dr. Mcney's
theories, like most theories of sex-role information, are largely
unproved and widely disputed. These three elements do, however, serve

as a foundation for further inquiry.
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As we have discussed in previous sections of this report, there
does not appear to be scientific evidence of either a hormonal or a
prenatal explanation for homosexuality. This truth is summarized in the
statement!80 v——— yhile hormones and other chemicals influence our
behavior, they>don't necessarily direct it. We're born with a pattern
of behavior that's sketched by hormones and other chemicals. But unlike
other animals, we dcon't have to follow the pattern. Our environment can
alter it, or we can choose tc alter it ourselves."

Thus, it is obvious that we cannot look to biology or chemistry or
genetics for the answers to the causes of homosexual behavior. Most of
the answers will come from looking at ourselves more closely. The
environment within which our children are raised -- more than biology,
more than genetics, more than neuroscience -- will determine the outcome
for our children and grandchildren.

The environment within which we raise our children will include
answers to such questions as the following. What role does sex play in
our society? What do we teach our children about sex? What do we fail
to teach them? The way our society answers such questions will play a
dominant role in determining the sexual behavior of our children and |
grandchildren. It is clear that the recent experience with the "Rainbow
Curriculum"” in New York City shows us that parents are fighting back
against pressures exerted on politicians, educators, and our mass media
by activist homosexual organizations. As one'critic proclaims!8l, "and
so they [parents] are ﬁighting back -~ against the same cruel
combination of dishonesty, cowardice, resignation to political pressure,
and blind moral vanity by which they and their children have so often
been bullied and victimized in the past.”

It is clear that parents, when made aware of the agenda of the
activist homosexual organizations, will react in ways that give parents
control over the kind of sex education that will be provided for their
children. The activist homosexual organizations have been and are

taking strong steps to .indoctrinate our children in the homosexual
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lifestyle. They are attempting to accomplish this under the smokescreen
of "discrimination and civil rights." According to a recent pecll, a
large majority of New Yorkers support!82 teaching about homosexual and
lesbian families, AIDS education, and condeom distribution -- but only
for children in junior high school and above. Yet those same New
Yorkers would probably feel gquite differently even about the upper
grades if they saw the materials produced by activist homosexual groups
to implement sex education. These groups are consciously using these
issues to promote their homosexual lifestyle and. behaviors. An example
of this is the pamphlet produced by the New York City Department of
Health for distribution in the high schools. In this pamphlet the kids
are, among other things, instructed as follows: ' ‘
"Use a latex condom for anyv sex where the penis enters
another persons body. That means vaginal sex (penis into
a woman's vagina), oral sex (penis into mouth)}, and anal sex
(penis into the butt). Use a dental dam (a thin square of
rubber), an unrolled condom cut down one side, or plastic
food wrap for oral sex (mouth on vagina) on a woman. Hold it
over her vagina to keep her fluids from getting into your
mouth."”

Those same New Yorkers, and most of the U.S. population in
general, would most likely object to certain other materials, not yet in
use in the schools but circulating among the city's so-called AIDS
educators. A guide for teaching teens, for instance, written by an
activist homosexual, includes among its instructions for the proper
application and use of condoms such tips as this:

. "For oral séx, use no lubricant on the outside of the
condom. For vaginal or anal intercourse, put a lot of
water—-soluble lubricant —— on the outside of the condom.
For anal intercourse, lube up the receptive partner’'s
anus [expletive—-deleted] as well -— Do it! (Have fun!)"

It is clear that activist homosexual organizations are attempting
to strongly influence the environrment within which our children must

navigate during the development of their neural structures. They are
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attempting to accomplish this under the cover c¢f "civil rights,”
"discrimination," "intolerance" issues. These are precisely the same
issues on which they are also challenging the regulations which ban
homosexuals from serving in the armed forces.

While this activist homosexual agenda aimed at the indoctrination
of our children to their lifestyle is being carried out in~certain urban
areas, little is known of this agenda nationally. Most people in the
U.S. are being indoctfinated by these same activist organizations in the
"discrimination" and "civil rights" issues, usually by accounts of
physical assault on homosexuals and loss ob jobs in the workplace.
Indeed, a recent New York Times/CBS national polll®3 revealed that 44%
of the nation's adults believe that homosexuals choose their
homosexuality whereas 43% believe that it is not a matter of choice (13%
don't know). This latter view is simply not supported by the scientific
evidence, It is, however, widely held due to the efforﬁs of politically
astute activist homosexual organizations. They have been very adept at
misusing science to forward their social and political agenda, as has
been demonstrated in previous séctions of this report.

So, what is the scientific basis for the argument that
homosexuality is primarily a result of conditioning in our cultural
environment? Several pieces of evidence stand out. First, it is well
established!® that men and women who have always considered themselves
heterosexual often become homosexuals in prison. Thus the environment
of forced sexual deprivation causes heterosexuals to turn to same-sex
behavior in the absence of normal societal contact with members of the
opposite sex. Second, the fact that most homosexuals have heterosexual
‘parents seems to minimize the role of genes in causing homosexuality.
Third, more and more activist feminists are insisting185 that general
conceptions of gender behavior are based primarily on cultural and
traditional views that have no bearing at all on genetic differences

between the two sexes. Those who are lesbian "choose™ to be lesbian.
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Fourth, case studies have shown that our sexual behavior is extremely
malleable. For‘example, Dr. John Money reported186 that a seven-month-
old boy, one of a pair of identical male twins, was the victim of a
~surgeon's carelessness during circumcision and lost his entire penis.
The family ultimately decided to raise him as a girl, with plastic
surgery creating a vagina and the overall plan calling for injections of
estrogen during puberty. Money reported that this boy-girl responded to
the change in upbringing as a girl,'mddeling behavicr after the mother
and taking on what we normally think of as "girlish" characteristics.

Whatever the genetic predisposition to homosexuality may be, it is
reasonable to assume that many homosexuals are not "born” te that
lifestyle but rather are shaped toward homosexual behavior by early
childhood experiences. In the event that a boy's or girl's first sexual
experiences are homosexﬁal, and are also satisfying, it is likely that
he or she will be more inclined toward homosexuality than someone whose
early childhood sexual experiences were exclusively heterosexual.

The American Psychiatric Association classification gquide, DSM-
III-R, identifies two major gender identity disorders; one associated
with childhood and one called transsexualism. In transsexualism, the
person identifies with the opposite sex. The person's gender identity
conflicts with his or her biological sex. These people do notl87
consider themselves to be homosexual. On the cortrary, they believe
that they are trapped inside the body of a member of the opposite sex.
This contrasts starkly with the homosexual's view that he/she accepts
his/her biological sex and chooses to have sex with a member of the same
sex. Transsexulaism is more common in males than in females. They are
quite rare; consisting of only about 30,000 worldwide. '

Childhood gender identity is considered a psychological disorder.
Children with this disorder have the same characteristics as
transsexuals!8. That is, boys display interests and characteristics
that are considered feminine, and they are frequently labeled "sissies”

by their male peers. They prefer playing with girls and generally avoid
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rough-and-tumble activities in which boys are traditicnally encouraged
to participate. However, only a small percentage of children with the
disorder become transsexuals. This disorder is indicated by the child's
strong and persistent desire to be a member of the opposite sex or
claims to be a member of the opposite sex. For girls, the gender
identity disorder may involve the insistent claim of having a penis and
an avid interest in rough-and-tumble play. A boy with this disorder may
claim that he will grow up to be a woman, may demonstratée disgust with
his penis, and may be exclusively preoccupied with activities considered
"feminine."” The discrder is much more common in boys than in girls.
Boys with gender disorders exhibit general personality problems, in
addition to their adoption of opposite gender attitudes and behaviors.
In a long-term follow up study of 55 boys with opposite sex behaviors,
nearly two-thirds developed a homosexual pattern later in 1ifeld9,
Factors thought to contribute to these disorders in boys include
parental encouragement of feminine behavior and dependency, excessive
attention and overprotection by the mother, the absence of an older male
as a model, a relatively powerless or absent father figure, a lack of
exposure to male playmates, and being encouraged to cross—drésélqh A
childhood background that results in other-sex behavior often leads to-
ostracism and rejection by one's peers. In that case, the only course
available to the boy is complete adcoption of the-aiready familiar
feminine role. Dr. John Money concludes that gender identity is
malleableldl,

The treatment of childhood gender disorder includes separate
treatment for the child and for his or bher parents. For the child,
treatment begins with sex education. The favorable aspects of the
child's physical gender are highlighted, and his or her reasons for
avidly pursuing opposite-sex activities are discussed. An attempt is
made to correct stereotypes regarding certain roles that are "accepted”

for one gender and not for the other. Young boys are always assigned to
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male therapists, so that positive male identification is facilitated.
Meanwhile, the child's parents receive instruction in the behavior
modification practiée of reinforcing appropriate gender behavior and
extinguishing "ihappropriate" behavior!®2, It is clear from this
evidence that homosexual behavior has roots in early childhood and is
directly attributable to how the child was raised. The treatment for
children includes treatment for the parents. If this gender identity
disorder is not caught and treated at an eérly age, many of these
children will turn to the homosexual lifestyle. in an age when the
activist homosexual agenda openly promotes and recruits for this
lifestyle, these children will be tempted beyond their means to resist.
In fact, Project Ten is a national project designedw3 to encourage
confused teenagers who feel they are "homosexually inclined" to accept
their inclination as positive and to teach their peers to be more loving
and tolerant toward them. The activist homosexual agenda is attempting
to shape the environment within which our children and grandchildren
must grow to responsible adulthood.

So, if we are convinced that a large part of the root cause of
homosexuality 1is tﬁe interaction of the individual with his/her
immediate environment during childhood and adolescence, what would be
the nature of that environment if we were to succumb to the argument
that the homosexual lifestyle is a normal alternative for our children
and grandchildren? What would they be encouraged to consider as a
perfectly normal lifestyle? It is illustrative to observe the recent
history of the gay liberation movement.

The Stonewall riots in New York City in 1969 formed the crucible
from which the movement for gay liberation was cast. Subsequently,
“coming out of the closet” became respectable for some and at least
acceptable to those who empathized with those in open rebellion against
heterosexuality as the norm. This miniature social revolution has

altered not only the social perception of homosexuality. but its medical
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aspect as well. For example!®, two physicians who treated patients:
between 1973 and 1977 for "social injuries of the rectum" have stated in
the medical literaturé that "With the rapid emergence of the new sexual
mores and permissiveness in our society, as well as a greater acceptance
and understanding of sexual deviation by the general public, the surgeon
is now confronted with new problems in diagnosis and treatment of
unusual anorectal injuries.” There was a documentable increasel® in
risky sexual behaviors among homosexual men immediately preceding the
explosion of AIDS. Much of the new-found sexual liberation and
promiscuity among homosexuals was fed by new social institutions.
According to J. Weeks!%, who has studied the emerging social acceptance
of homosexuality, "The 1870s did witness an explosion of what has been
described as 'public sex' amongst gay men, with the appearance in most
of the major American, Australian and European cities of such facilities
as bath houses, backroom bars and public cruising areas where casual,
recreational sex with multiple partners became the norm, -— It clearly
represented some form of decoupling of sex and intimacy, and a
normalisation in a new way of sex as recreation and pleasure." It also
appears that for many homosexual men, establishing the gay liberation
movement also meant developing uniquely homosexual types of sex (such as
fisting) and specific places, such as bath houses and sex clubs, in
which this liberation could be explored. Sex became a political
statement! 1In fact, the book, The Joy of Gay Sex, proposes!®’, n"gay men
should wear their sexually transmitted diseases like red badges of

courage in a war against a sex—negative society.” The extent of this
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A large study!?® of homosexual men in San Francisco performed during the
mid-1980s (when it was well known that sexual promiscuity was a
contributing factor to being infected with AIDS), found that no one
reported having had a single lifetime sexual partner; 8 percent reportéd
between two and ten lifetime partners; 17 percent reported between
eleven and fifty lifetime sexual partners; and 75 percent reported more
than fifty lifetime sexual partners. Homosexual AIDS patients have
often been —-- though not always -- among the most promiscuous of their
brethren, sometimes reporting thousands of lifetime sexual partners.

The data for heterosexual lifetime partners contrast markedly. The

figure below reveals this contrast.
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Eight percent of heterosexual men interviewed in Atlanta, GA, during the
early 1980s reported having only one lifetime sexual partner; 48 percent
reported having between two and ten partners; 32 percent between eleven
and fifty partners; and 12 percent more than fifty. Heteroéexual women
were even less likely to be promiscuous. The data clearly show that
homosexual promiscuity is far more extensive than heterosexual
promiscuity. Such is the rewarded that sociéty has reaped from the gay
liberation movement. '

Although homosexual men have not always been promiscuous (Kinsey
reported in 1948 that homosexual men had few sexual partners), by the
1980s many homosexual men were having sexual relations with several;
sometimes anonymous, partners each week, especially in major cities such
as New York, San Francisco and Los angeles!?®. Along with this
promiscuity among homosexual men, venereal diseases became epidemic.

The data definitely demonstrate that the gay liberation movement 200
resulted in a great increase in promiscuity among homosexual men, along
with significant changes in sexual practices that made rectal trauma,
immunological contact with semeh, use of recreational drugs, and
transmission of many viral, amoebal, fungal and bacterial infections far
more common than in the decades prior to 1970.

Another iﬁportant result of the gay liberation movement is the
change in homosexual activity that took place during the 1970s in the
U.S. Male prostitution grew tremendouslymn. During the second half of
the 1960s, about 7,000 men were arrested each yeaf on charges of

prostitution -- about one-guarter of the number of women arrested on
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similar charges More than 35,000 men were arrested on
charges in 1987. Thus, the number of men arrested yearly on
prostitution charges increased by a factor of five over a period of two
decades. Male prostitutes are now almost as common as female
prostitutes. Male prostitutes are among the most promiscuous of male
homosexuals and they are more likely to engage in high-risk types of sex

without safer sex measures. Male prostitutes also have extremely high
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rates of drug use, even compared with other homosexual men, with as many
as 75 percent in cities such as San Francisco being addicted to
intravenous drugs. Male prostitutes may represent one of the most
important reservoirs of all sexually transmitted diseases in the
homosexual community»and one of the greatest AIDS threats. The gay
liberation movement has indeed left a sordid imprint on our social
landscape since the Stonewall riots.

Indeed, while writing on a subject of a global tendency toward
aggression and warfare, Dr. Irven DeVore of Harvard University has
said202, "The brutal lesson of biology is that animals and individual
humans do not on average work for the good of their species. They work
out of more selfish short-term goals. That is why more than 99 percent
of all species in the fossil record have gone extinct.” This quote may
appear equally appropriate to the history of the gay liberation movement
in our society. It is clear that the legacy of the gay liberation
movement 1is one that is not in the best interests of our children and
grandchildren. This movement is currently being promoted by the
activist homosexual organizations that are attempting to l1ift the ban on
homosexuals in the U.S. military.

The activists are using all possible avenues to promote their
agenda. The AIDS epidemic is another fact of life in our society which
is being used by activist homosexual groups to promote their agenda.

The next section of this report addresses this topic.

AIDS and_the Activist Homosexual n

.AIDS activists, such as Larry Kramer, founder of the AIDS
Coalition to Unleash Power (ACT-UP) and a homosexual who is infected
with the AIDS virus, has emotionally chastised the heterosexual world on
public television?03, by stating that "over 1 billion people in the
world will contract AIDS by the year 2000 and you are doing nothing
about it. We need a Manhattan' Project to combat AIDS." Other activist
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nomosexualsZ™ have stated on network television that "AIDS is nct a gay
disease,” and that "babies are getting AIDS, women are getting AIDS" and
that "gays are using safe sex to decrease their risk of AIDS" and
"heterosexuals are increasingly at-risk to AIDS." It has been clear
from the beginning of the AIDS pandemic in the early 1980s that it has
been highly peoliticized. Randy Shilts, a homosexual reporter who has
covered the AIDS story since its beginning in the U.S., has revealed205
that public health officials in both San Francisco and New York ity
were prevented from taking obvious public health measures (e.g. closing
publiclbath houses, requiring testing for the HIV virus in the blood
supply, etc.) in the early 1980s by activist homosexual organizations.
These activists claimed fhat such measures would send them to
concentration camps and lead to the loss of their "sexual freedoms"
which they had so ardently fought for during the past two decades.
These activists have claimed a prominent role in the battle against
AIDS, primarily through default by public inteyrest heterosexual
organizations.

As the federal government‘necessarily became more and more
involved in the battle against AIDS, public health officials have become
preempted by the agenda of activist homosexual organizations. That is
the state of affairs today. The mid-term result of this reality is that
billions of dollars of research money are being thrown at narrower and
narrower regions of possible answers to the AIDS pandemic. The
bureaucratization of the AIDS battle has become a'fact. The activist
homosexual community has contributed to driving the solution toward two
maicor areas; drugs which will ameliorate the effects of AIDS or will
"cure” it for those already infected and a "vaccination” which will
protect all those not-yet-infected. Such an approach, if successful,
would save those who have become infected as a result of their past
sexual behavior, and it would allow the continuation of such behaviors
for those who are not presently infected. AIDS would be rendered benign

by the same technologies which render venereal diseases benign in the
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podies of those infected. Sexually promiscuous hcomosexuals have become
accustomed‘to picking up venereal diseases and going to a physician for
a shot of penicillin or other antibiotics and returning sometimes
immediately, to the original source for reinfection?®, Consequently,
if this approach succeeds, the gay liberation movement can continue its
quest for "sexual freedom" unencumbered by the realities of the AIDS
crisis.

whether or not this narrow approach hclds the eventugl answer to
the control of the spread of AIDS, it has driven not only the federal
government's efforts but has provided a platform for empathy by the
general population to be persuaded by the "ecivil rights" and
ndisecrimination” arguments used by the activist homosexual organizations
to render "normal" their chosen sexual behaviors. The activist
homosexual organizations are using AIDS as a means of promoting the
legitimacy of their lifestyle. _

Only recently have responsible scientists challenged the myths
such as those stated above that are being used by activist homosexual
groups with the willing cooperation of our national mass media. Even
the root cause of AIDS is being challenged by those researchers. For
example, Robert Root-Bernstein, a physiologist at Michigan State
University, has challenged the ingrained bureaucratic view that AIDS is
caused solely by the HIV virus. He carefully documents five deaths207
(from an Englishman in 1959 to a Swedish father, mother, and daughter in
the early 1970s) in which HIV has subsequently been found in their saved
blood samples. He has researched hundreds of AIDS-like cases which were
documented in medical journals for decades prior to the recognition of
AIDS in the 1980s. Root-Bernstein states that208 »The case that AIDS
was present in the Western world for at least a century prior to 1981 is
actually much stronger than the meager instances of the five people
described above." He goes on to reveal the results of his research of
past medical journals which shows that "There is no doubt that AIDS

itself, as distinct from HIV, is at least a century old."™ Root-

206 bid, pp. 39. . . :
207 Root-Bernstein, Robert, "Anomalies,” Rethinking AIDS: The Tragic Cost of Premature
Consensus, The Free Press, pp. 13, 1993.

208 Tpid. '
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Bernstelin goes on to conclude that HIV is neither necessary nor
sufficient to cause AIDS. If true, this means that one may not succumb
to AIDS if HIV is the only insult to the body. It also means that one
may succumb to AIDS due to other factors, not involving HIV.

So much misinformaticn has been promoted to support the agendas of
various groups on the AIDS issue that it is difficult to obtain an
unbiased account of the data. In this age, so much political power,
research funding, and outright professional ego gets in the way of an
unbiased look at the data. So what do the data show? What are the
myths associated with AIDS during its lZ-year history in this country.
One of the myths is apparently that AIDS is easy to transmit. It is
axiomatic to the HIV theory of AIDS that the syndrome is due to an
infectious agent and that this agent, HIV, is transmitted from one
individual to another either by sexual intercourse or by means of direct
contact with infected blood or tissue. To be transmitted sexually, HIV
must be present in the reproductive fluids. In fact, in most HIV-
infected people, it 1is not20?, wWhile it is certainly the case for other
sexually transmitted diseases éuch as syphilis and gonorrhea, in which
it takes on the average, only two or three unprotected sexual contacts
to infect the vast majority of people. HIV, however, is not typical in
this regard. It can take hundreds of exposures to HIV for transmission
to occur, or it.may not occur at all?l0, It is estimated that the
transmission of HIV occurs only once in-about 500 such unprotected
heterosexual intercourses with a partner who has HIV. These data are -
authenticated by scientific interviews with the sexual partners of such
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pecple as Rock Hudsen, Magic Jchnson

The
data do not mean that it is safe to have sex with AIDS patients. Some
partners do become infected after only a few contacts, and anal
intercourse appears to increase the risk of HIV transmission greatly.
But certainly these figures are vastly different from those documented

for the transmission of syphilis, gonorrhea, and hepatitis B wvirus2il,

209  1bid, Root-Bernstein, Robert, pp. 30.

210 padian, N.S., Shiboski, S.C., Jewell, N.P., "The effect of number of exposures on the risk
of heterosexual HIV transmission,” Journal of Infectious Diseases, 161, pp. 883-887, 1990.

211 Root-Bernstein, Robert, "Anomalies,” Rethinking AIDS: The Tragic Cost of Premature
Consensus, The Free Press, pp. 33, 1993.
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So, why is an HIV infection so difficult to acguire as compared
with other sexually transmitted diseases? One reason given by Root-
Bernstein 1s that HIV i1s rarely present in semen in sufficient numbers
to cause disease or is not present at all. That which is not present
cannot be spread. Despite early evidence that HIV was present in semen
of HIV infected men, more recent studies have shown conclusively that
the virus is only rarely there. Semen contains approximately the same
number of viruses excreted in saliva of HIV-infected individuals and in
vaginal secretions. This amount of HIV is considered to be incapable of
transmitting disease?!2, = A related phenomenon confirms the absence of
free HIV in the genital and reproductive tracts of most AIDS patients.
Many sexually transmitted organisms, including herpes viruses and
various Mycoplasmas, are often found in the urine of infected people.

No such evidence has been found of the HIV virus in any AIDS patient?2l3,
Rooct-Bernstein concludes that?!4 »in short, although HIV certainly can
be transmitted through semen from one person to another, it is in fact
transmitted so rarely to healthy sexual partners and is present at such
low amounts in so few sperm samples from HIV-infected men that it is
probable that those who become infected must be exposed repeatedly to
many HIV carriers or have some unusual susceptibility for the virus.
Clearly, this is not the picture of the cause of AIDS that the public
has been given by the medical community or through highly publicized
(and possibly misleading) cases.” _ ,

The picture painted above is based on epidemiological evidence.
That is, persons who have contracted AIDS are interrogated to determine
possible risk factors. Given the latent period, up to 14 years, for
HIV-positive individuals to develop AIDS, this view of the evidence does
‘'not satisfy other investigators. . They prefer to observe the evidence of
the location and quantities of HIV virus in various bodily fluids. They
point out that a few cases have been reported215 for homosexual males

becoming HIV-positive wherein their only admitted risk factor was oral

212 Levey, J., Journal of the American Medical Association, 259, pp. 3037-3038, 1988.
213 Ibid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 35.
214 Ibid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 38.

215 Antonio, Gene, "HIV disease can be transmitted by oral-genital acts including fellatio
and cunnilingus,” AIDS: Rage & Reality: Why Silence is Deadly, Anchor Books, pp. 79, 1993.
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sex. They report that the HIV virus 1is présent in saliva in HIV-
positive persons in greater amounts?!® than in their blood. Evidence
also exists?l? for the presence of the HIV virus in the urine of
infected persons. This evidence is presented by some as indications of
the possible future trend in transmission of the AIDS wvirus.

A proposed source of heterosexual transmission of HIV-are
prostitutes. It has been claimed in the popular press that prostitutes
are likely to contribute to an explosion of AIDS among heterosexuals.
In fact, it was predicted218 that AIDS would gquickly become the
predominantly heterosexual disease in Western nations. Root-Bernstein
reveals that this prediction is not even close to being accurate. The
data show that2?!® "The number of American and European heterosexuals who
have had sexual relations with a prostitute, who have no other admitted
risk factors for AIDS (such as drug abuse or sexually transmitted
diseases), and who have subsequently developed antibody to HIV can be
counted on the fingers of one hand.” In fact, "sex with a prostitute”
is not even listed as a risk category by the Centers for Disease Control
in the U.S.

Why is this so? There are two sides to the prostitute situation.
First, prostitutes who do not abuse intravenous drugs almost never
become infected with HIV. Second, even drug-abusing, HIV-positive
prostitutes do not appear to transmit HIV to their drug-free patrons,
Rocot-Bernstein presents this surprising result after reviewing the data
from New York call girls (with relatively high social scale clientele)
and New York City streetwalkers (a lower class of prostitute than call
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history of drug abuse is a far greater risk for contracting HIV than is
even the most outrageous heterosexual promiscuity." Even more

astounding, long-term studies in many European and U.S. cities have

216  Ajdukovic, D., et. al, "Susceptibility to HIV of Blood Lymphocytes Transformed by
Antigens/Mitogens of Oral Flora," IV International Conference on AIDS, Stockholm, Vol. 2,
No. 2613, 1988.

217 1bid, Antonio, Gene, pp. 95. .

218  Ibid, Root-Bernstein, See reference to Steven Nahmias in the Journal of Sex Research,
pp- 39.

219  Ibid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 40.
220 ibid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 41.
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found no increase in the incidence of HIV positivity among non-drug
abusing prostitutes since the early 1980s. It is clear that HIV is not
ravaging drug-free female prostitutes. The implications of these and
related studies are astounding: HIV cannot be a sexually transmitted
disease, in the usual sense of the term!

This surprising result is bolstered by the National Academy of
Sciences which admits in their 1990 report, AIDS: The Second Decade??!,
that non-drug abusing female prostitutes have no higher risk of AIDS
than other women. '

But what of the gquestion "Who contracts HIV from infected
prostitutes?” The fact is that there is also very little evidence??2 of
transmission of HIV from female prostitutes, whether they are drug
abusers or not, to non—-drug abusing heterosexual men., Studies have
shown that, when such factors as absence of either venereal disease,
drug use, chemotherapy, surgical procedures, or other immune system
suppressants in the customer, female prostitutes represent virtually no
risk for spreading HIV to nonrisk heterosexuals. German and British
studies have shown the same results. In fact, the U.S. National Academy
of Sciences, in their publication, AIDS: The Second Decade, argues that
the concept of the female prostitute as an agent for spreading HIV to.
the heterosexual population has no basis in the U.S. either.

One clear implication of these studies is that the non-drug
abusing heterosexual community should have little or no risk of HIV or
AIDS. Indeed, testing for HIV-antibody positivity among new recruits by
the U.S. military services?? and among first-time blood donors of all
ages by the Red Cross?? has been carried out since 1985. All three
sets of data demonstrate clearly that HIV infections among the general
population are no more common in 1992 than they were ih 1985. For some
groups, such as white males, the incidence of infection actually seems

to have decreased. The same general trends have been observed in Canada

221  National Research Council, AIDS: The Second Decade, National Academy Press, 1990.

© 222 Ibid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 42.

223  Garland, F.C., et al, "Incidence of human immunodeficiency virus seroconversion in
U.S. Navy and Marine Corps personnel,” Journal of the American Medical Association, 262,
pp. 3161-3165, 1989. , _

224  Burke, D.S., et al, "Human immunodeficiency virus infections in teenagers,” Journal of
the American Medical Association, 263, pp. 2074-2077, 1990.

81



and Britain as well. HIV infections, and AIDS, are staying within the
risk groups first identified for the disease??5: homosexual men, drug
addicts, hemophiliacs, and blocd transfusion patients.

Some AIDS activists and uninformed citizens promote the idea that
AIDS is not a "gay disease"” by pointing out that Africa, where the
disease presumably originated, displays a pattern of heteresexuals
comprising almost 100 percent of those infected with AIDS. 1Indeed, the
data show220 that 71% of HIV infections world-wide are among
heterosexuals, and only 15% among homosexuals. This is an extremely
erroneous conclusion. Even eminently responsible scientists have been
mislead by these data. For example, Stephen Jay Gould has written
that227 "AIDS in Western nations would resemble AIDS in African areas
where it probably originated, and where the sex ratio of afflicted
people is 1-to-1, male-female. Those afflicted will be our neighbors,
our lovers, our children and ourselves. AIDS is both a natural
phenomenon and potentially, the greatest natural tragedy in human
history."” Root-Bernstein shows the obvious and common-sense answer228
to such predictions. The facts are that the typical sub-Saharan
Africans are not comparable to Western heterosexuals in their disease
load, their nutritional status, or their immunological functions. He
shows that sub-~-Saharan Africans tend to be much more promiscuous than
heterosexuals in Western culture, both pre- and postmaritally. This
fact is mirrored in the extremely high rate of female sterility, rising
as high as 30 to 50 percent in some sub-Saharan cduntries, linked to a

very high incidence of sexually transmitted diseases. In addition,

H

ti
alaria and sickle cell anemia are rampant in this region. Both o
these diseases are treated with blood transfusions wherein the blood
supply is not tested for viruses. Medical procedures in this region of
Africa are considered dangerous from a cleanliness standpoint.
Malnutrition is commonplace. Added to the problems of disease,

malnutrition, and inappropriate or dangerous medical practices, many

225  1bid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 43.

226 Mann, Jonathan, et. al., "Global Estimates,” AIDS in the Woild: A Global Report. Harvard
University Press, pp. 33, 1992.°

227 Gould, S.J., "AIDS is nawral,” The New York Times Magazine, pp. 19, 19 Apnl 1987.
228 Ibld Root-Bernstein, pp. 301.
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Af:ican heterosexuals are also prone to drug abuse. There is little
doubt that some central African nations experience as much drug abuse

as Central American countries and the U.S. Root-Bernstein claims
that??9 "The comparison of the immunosuppressive risks encountered by
the typical sub-Saharan African heterosexuai and those of the typical
American or European heterosexual undermines any attempt to predict the
future of heterosexual AIDS in Western nations based on the history of
AIDS in Africa. African heterosexuals in areas where AIDS is endemic
are not comparable in general health, disease load, nutrition, or sexual
activity to heterosexuals in the West. African heterosexuals are,
however, properly comparable with the promiscuous homosexual men and
intravenous drug abusers in the U.S. and Europe." These conclusions
have been reached by other investigators230.231 yho have taken the time
to compére the relevant statistics. A decade prior to the recognition
of AIDS, physicians in New York City, Boston, and San Francisco had
already begun to liken the prevalence and types of diseases appearing
among homosexual men and drug abusers to those usually found only in
Third World nations and on tropical islands such as Haiti. The
similarity was validated in 1987 by researchers at the National
Institutes of Health. Root-Bernstein concludes that232 "AIDS will never
beccme the major health threat to Americans and Western Europeans that
it has become for Africans. AIDS will be a continuing problem only for
individuals whose life-styles, medical histories, or socioeconomic
conditions predispose them to immune suppression in general.” Root-
Bernstein goes on to state that "Heterosexual AIDS in North America and
Europe is, and will remain, rare. This fact was recognized as long ago
as 1987 by key individuals at the CDC and NIH: 'AIDS is not spreading at
‘the apticipated rate among non-drug using heterosexual Americans, and
medical officials here at the Centers for Disease Control and elsewhere

are generally agreed that they see no evidence the disease will reach

229  1bid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 310.

230 Most H., "A tropic isle?,” American Journal of Tropical Medical Hygiene, 17, pp. 333-354,
1968. _ _

231 Kean, B.H., "Venereal amebiasis," New York State Journal of Medicine, 76, pp. 930-931,
1976.

232 1bid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 311.
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epidemic proportions, except among homosexuals and intravenous drug
users. AS a consequence, there is a growing consensus among leading
medical scientists that the threat of AIDS to the wider population,
while serious, has been exaggerated . . . '." 1In fact, the chances that
a healthy, drug-free heterosexual will contract AIDS from another
heterosexual are so small they are hardly worth worrying about. One
statistician has compared them to the probability of winning a state
lottery game or being struck by lightningzn. Similarly, a report in
the journal Science states that "the chance of becoming infected with
the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) after one sexual encounter with
someocne who has both tested negative for HIV and who has no history of
high-risk behavior is 1 in 100 million. If the samé couple uses a
condom, the risk plummets to 1 in 5 billion, say the epidemiologists.
Even having sex with somecne whose HIV status is unknown, but who does
not belong to any high-risk group, yields a calculated risk of 1 in 5
million, or 1 in 50 million per sexual episode, depending on whether or
not a condom is used."234.235 , .

Well wait a minute. Why then is AIDS epidemic now? Root-
Bernstein claims that?36 "some people are far more susceptible to AIDS
than others, and the reasons are far from mysterious: immunological
exposure to semen, blood, or other alloantigens; multiple, concurrent
venereal and other infections; prolonged medical-or illicit drug use;
and malnutrition.” The answer, claims Root-Bernstein, is that Ainﬁﬁia
a _social disegse! The bacterium that causes syphilis affects 14 men to
every woman today in Britain. The proportion is similar in other parts
of Europe. The bacterium does not have an intrinsic 'preference' for
men over women, since it will readily infect both sexes. Social factors
are the cause of the unequal distribution of syphilis between the sexes.
The proportion of cases of syphilis between males and females 50 years

ago in Britain was about 50:50. The difference today is explained by

233 Haney, D.O., "The odds on AIDS,"” The Lansing State Joumal, pp. D1, 2 October 1987.
234  Booth, W., "Heterosexual AIDS: Setting the odds," Science 240, pp. 597, 1988.

235  Hearst, N., & Hulley, S., "Preventing the heterosexual spread of AIDS: Are we giving our
patients the best advice?,” Journal of the American Medical Association, 258, pp. 2428-2432,
1988. '

236 1bid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 281.
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the near eradication ¢f syphilis in the heterosexual community but the
maintenance of a reservoir of syphilis among homosexuals. Socioclogy,
not biclogy, explains the distribution of sexually transmitted
agents?3. Many scientists believe that the same conclusion can be
reached about AIDS.

As was discussed in a previous section of this report, the
invention and dissemination of birth control devices in this century has
allowed widespread control of procreation but also sexual freedom and a
subsequent spread of sexually transmitted diseases. AIDS was presaged
by brior epidemics of herpes simplex, Chlamydia, gonorrhea, and
syphilis. The gay liberation movement, beginning with the Stonewall
riots in New York City in 1969 created another social revolution that
presaged our current AIDS crisis. The resulting unusually high
incidence of syphilis and other sexually transmitted diseases among
homosexual men today cannot be ascribed to homosexuality per se but to
significant changes in homosexual behavior in the recent past. The
extreme fates of promiscuity, the highly dangerous anal sexual
practices, the almost universal use of licit and illicit drugs, the
immupological contact with semen, the transmission of many viral,
amoebal, fungal, and bacterial infections thrcugh ingestion of fecal
material, the explosion of the male prostitute population with extremely
promiscuous sexual activity are all the legacy of the gay liberation
movement. ' .

It is clear that the AIDS crisis in the U.S. is accompanied by
certain myths that have been encouraged and sometimes invented by the
activist homosexual organizations. These activities have primarily been
directed at assuring the continuation of the "sexual freedom” won.by the
homosexual community in pressing the agenda of the gay liberation
movement. Actually, they have been a retarding influence on the process
of addressing the AIDS crisis as a national health problem. It is
crystal clear that the only effective means of stemming the AIDS érisis
is the prevention of AIDS by alteration of behavior patterns which
eventually result in the disease. Dr. Albert Jonsen, an ethics
professor at the University of Washington and the chairman of the

237 _Weber, J., "AIDS and the 'guilty’ virus,” New Science, pp. 32-33, 5 May 1988.
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National Research Council's committee on AIDS, says that?38 r"The thing
that leaps out at you is the way that almost every historical epidemic
was social-culturally determined. People were not felled
indiscriminately." It is clear that behavior must change, either
voluntarily or by other measures if AIDS is to be controlled and
eliminated from the general population. _ -

According to Root-Bernstein, the longer the AIDS epidemic has
lasted, the more people there are who are surviving HIV infections for
ever-longer periods of time. One of the oddest observations that
strikes a historian of the epidemic¢ is that the latency period ~- the
estimated time lag between HIV infection and the development of clinical
AIDS -- has expanded almost yearly. In 1986, the figure was less than
two years; in 1987, ten; and as of the beginning of 1992, the latency
period was calculated to be between ten and fifteen yearszw. This
perplexing phenomenon leaves many questions unanswered. Evolutionists
hypothesize that the virus may be entering a less virulent stage?¥0,
Others guess that the drug AZT and others are having accumulated short-
term effects. Still others claim that the highest risk group,
promiscuous homosexual men are assuming lower-risk lifestyles. Only
time will tell. But Root-Bernstein notes that one curious and very
striking thing is known: The median number of lifetime sexual partners
for the first 100 homosexual men diagnosed with AIDS was a whopping
1,120; all had had multiple and recurrent venereal diseases and other
chronic infections; and every single one of these.homosexual men abused
a multitude of recreational and addictive drugs?!, They were not
typical of homosexual men then; they are not tvpical of homosexual men
contracting HIV today; and they are not typical of most heterosexuals.
Root—-Bernstein concludes that "it is quite plausible to hypothesize that
the people who died most guickly of AIDS and who were the forerunners of

the epidemic were those with the largest burden of ohgoing risk factors.

238 Kolata, Gina, "Targeting Urged in Attack on AIDS,” The New York Times, pp. A1-A26, 7
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If this is so, then HIV is only one actor in the multitudinous company
that performs the tragedy of AIDS.™

Voluntary behavioral changes_undertaken by pecple at risk for
AIDS have proved effective in controlling the spread and incidence of
AIDS. There is no doubt that so-called safer sex practices combined
with the fear of AIDS has had a profound and salutary effect on the
health of homosexual men in general. The incidence of new cases of HIV,
hepatitis B virus, gonorrhea, and syphilis, all other sexually
transmitted diseases, and AIDS has decreased in the homosexual community
since 1985242.243  This is due, in part, to increased use of condoms,
more care in choosing partners, decreased promiscuity, and an apparent
decrease in the.frequency of anal intercourse, fisting, and related
forms of sex?*. These findings are somewhat counterbalanced, however,
by reports that young homosexual men are not abandoning high-risk
behaviors. In fact,. sex clubs are proliferating®’ again in New York
City and young males are taking fatalistic attitudes toward the
disease?0. Only time will tell whether or not these voluntary efforts
will be successful. | '

The importance of controlling sexual behavior cannot be
overemphasized in combating AIDS. One of the oldest and most
fundamental truths of medical science is that public health measures are
always more effective?’ in controlling disease than are all the
medicines in the world. Neither vaccines nor medicines héve led to the
virtual elimination of typhoid, cholera, typhus, or plague in the
industrialized countries of the world. These required nothing more than
the simple expedients of improved.sanitation, sewage systems, and the
control of pesté. Few of us think twice about using a toilet and then

washing our hands afterward. Cleanliness is a requirement for food

242  Kane, M.A., et. al., "Hepatitis B infection in the United States: Recent trends and future
strategies for control,” American Joummal of Medicine, 87, pp. 11S-13S, 1989.

243 Gingold, B., "Gay bowel syndrome: An overview, In : Ma and Armstrong, eds. 1989, AIDS,
pp. 49-58, 1989.

244 1bid, Root-Bemstein, pp. 366.

245 Navarro, Nireya, "In the Age of AIDS, Sex Clubs Proliferate Again,” The New York
Times, pp. B1-B5, 5 March 1993. :
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preparers. And yet a mere two hundred years ago,.the daily sanitary
habits we take for granted did not éxist. Disease, and fear of disease,
shape our lives in ways that influence culture itself. AIDS will have
the same salutary effect.

Many responsible scientists and public health officials are
finally finding the courage'to look at the data on AIDS, absent the
shrill cries of the activist homosexual organizations. Some have found
new patterns in the AIDS data that convince them that the epidemic is?48
"settling into spacially and socially isolated groups and possibly
becoming endemic in them." As a result, they are proposing sensible
approaches to controlling the disease, that i1s targeting the few
concentrated geographical areas and social groups (promiscuous
homosexual men, intravenous and other drug abusers, and localized
pockets of poverty). These approaches may even take advantage of ideas
proposed by Paul W. Ewald?#® wherein approaches may be taken to force
the AIDS epidemic into less virulent forms. '

The AIDS epidemic will not be contrclled until responsible
scientists, public health officials, politicians, and concerned citizens
insist on depoliticizing the AIDS crisis and take control out of the
hands of the activist homosexual organizations and their sympathizers.
Its resolution is too important for our children and our grandchildren

to do otherwise.

ial nsiderations for Whether or N low n
Persons to Serve in_the Military

Subject will be covered in a future mailing.
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An introduction to a muddied and sometimes
contentious world of scientific research—one whose findings, now as tentative as they
are suggestive, may someday shed light on the sexual orventation of everyone

HOMOSEXUALITY AND BIOLOGY

BY CHANDLER BURR

gos HE 1ISSUE OF HOMOSEXUALITY HAS ARRIVED
2 ar the forefront of America’s political con-
§ sciousness. The nation is embroiled in de-
{ bate over the acceptance of openly gay sol-
el diers in the U.S. military. It confronts a
growing number of cases in the courts over the legal rights
of gay people with respect to marriage, adoption, insur-
ance, and inheritance. It has secn refcrenda opposing
gay rights rcach the ballot in two states and become en-
acted in one of them—Colorado, where local ordinances
banning discrimination against homosexuals were fe-
pealed. The issue of homosexuality has always been vol-
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atile, and it is sure to cantinue ta inflame political passions.

Itis timely and appropriate that at this juncture a scien-
tific discipline, biclogy, has begun to ask the fundamental
question What is homosexuality? And it has begun to pro-
vide glimmers of answers that may in turn not only en-
hance our self-knowledge us human beings but also have
some influcnce, however indirect, on our politics.

What makes the science in this case so problematic,
quite apart from the vsual techaical difficulties inherent
in biological rescarch—particularly ncurobiclogical re-
scarch, which accounts for much of the present investiga-
tion—is the ineffable nature of our psychosexual selves.
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This encompasses a vast universe of stimulation and re-
spoense, of aesthetic and erotic sensibilities, There are
those who see an clement of hubris in the quest to ex-
plain such chings in biological terms. Others see not so
much hubris as hype: certain well-publicized findings,
they fear, could turn out to be milestones on the road to
an intclleceual dead end.

It is undeniably true that neurobioclogical research is of-
ten pursucd in a context of great ignorance. The brain re-
mains an organ of mystery even in general, not to men-
tion with regard to specific functions, “We don’t know”
may be the most frequently used words in neurobiology,
and thcy seem to be used with special frequency when
the subject of sexual orientation comes up. Once, [ men-
tioned to & researcher how often I heard these words on
the lips of her colleagues, and she replied, “Good—then
they're saying the right thing.” In this contexe, and also
considering that the subject matter is politically charged,
professional rivalries arc incvitable and occasionally bit-
ter. Some of those involved in the research are motivated
not only by scientific buc also by personal concerns. Many

of the scientists who have been studying homosexuality -

are gay,asam L.

Homosexuality's invitation ta biology has been stand-
ing for years. Homasexuazls have long maintained that
sexual orientation, far from being a personal choice or
lifestyle {as it is often called), is something neither cho-
sen nor changeable; heterosexuals who have made their
peace with homosexuals have often done so by aceepting
that premise, The very term “sexual orientation,” which
in the 1980s replaced “sexual prefercnce,” asscrts the
deeply rooted nature of sexual desire and love. [t implies
biology.

Rescarchers can look back on two histories: a century-
long, highly problematic psychological investigation of
homosexuality, and a short hut extremely complex histo-
ry uf biological research that started out as an examina-
tion of ovulatien in rats. Three distinct but interrelated
biological ficlds are invulved in the recent work on sexu-
al orientation: neuroaratomy, psychoendocrinology, and
genetics.

The Background

IOLOGISTS EMBARKED UPON RESEARCH INTO
homusexuality in response to an intellectual
vacuum created by the failure of other sci-
ences to solve the riddIc of sexual orienta-
tion. “QOther sciences” mostly means psy-
chxatry As Michael Bailcy and Richard Pillard, the au-
thors of one of the most important genetic inquiries inta
homosexuality, have obscrved, decades of psychiatric re-
search into possible environmental causes of homosexual-
ity—that is co say, social and cultural causes—show “small
cffect stze and are causally ambiguous.”

As a distinct concept, homosexualicy is relatively recent.
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Reproduced with permlission of copyright owner.

David Halperin points out in One Hundred Years of Homa-
sexuality that the term itself ficst appeared in German (Ho-
mosexualitdr) in a pamphlet published in Leipzig in 1869;
it entered the English language two decades later. That
some human beings engage in sexual activity with others
of the same sex has, of course, been noted since antiquity.
Historically, however, the focus was on the acts them-
selves rather than on the actors. The historian John
Boswell, of Yale, has noted that during the Middle Ages
“same-scx sex” was regarded as a sin, buc chose who com-
mitted that sin were not defined as constituting a type of
pcoplc different from others. Between the sixteenth and
the cighteenth century same-sex sex became a crime as
well as a sin, but again, those who commirted such erimes
werc not catcgorized as a class of human being. This
changed in the nineteenth century, when modern medi-
cine and particularly the science of psychiatry came to
view homosexuality as a form of mental illness. By the
1940s homosexuality was discussed as an aspect of psy-
chopathic, paranoid, and schizoid personality disorders.

Having defined homosexuality as a pathology, psychia-
trists and other doctors made bold to “treat” it. James
Harrison, a psychologist who produced the 1992 docu-
mentary film Changing Our Minds, notes that the medical
profession viewed homosexualicy with such abhorrence
that virtually any proposed treatment seemed defensible.
Lesbians were forced to submic to hysterectomics and ¢s-
trogen injections, although it became clcar that neither of
these had any effect on their sexual orientation. Gay men
were subjected to similar abuses. Changing Our Minds
incorporates a film clip from the late 1940s, now slightly
muddy, of a young gay man undergoing a transorbital lo-
botomy. We see a small device like an ice pick inserted
through the eye socker, above the eyeball and into the
brain. The pick is moved back and forth, rcducing the
prefrontal lobe to 2 hemorrhaging pulp. Harrison’s docu-
mentary also includes a grainy black-and-white clip from
a 1950s educational film produced by the U.S. Navy. A
gay man lies in a hospital bed. Doctors strap him down
and attach clectrodes to his head. “We're gaing to help
you get better,” says a male voice in the background.
When the power is turned on, the body of the gay man
jerks violently, and he begins to scream. Docrors also
tried castration and various kinds of aversion therapy.
Naone of these could be shown to change the sexual ori-
entation of the people involved.

Among those who looked into the matter was the sex
researcher Alfred Kinsey, whose 1948 repoct Sexwal Be-
havior in the Human Male showed homosexuality to be
surprisingly common across lines of family, class, und ed-
ucational and geographic background. In his book Being
Homosexual, the psychoanalyst Richard Isay writes,

Kinsey and his co-workers for many years auempted
to find patients who had been converted from homo-
sexuality 1o heterosexuality during therapy, and were
surprised that they could not find onc whose sexu-
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al ortentation had been changed. When they inter-
viewed persons who claimed they had been homosex-
uals but were now functioning hetcrosexually, they
found that all these men were simply suppressing ho-
mosexual behavior - . - and chat they used homosexual
fantasics to maintain potency when they attempred
intercourss. Onc man claimed that, although he had
once been actively homosexual, he had now “cut out
all of thac and don't even think of men—except when
I masturbare.”

Psychiatry not only consistently failed to show that
homosexuality was 4 preference, a malleable thing, sus-
ceptible to reversal; it
also consistently failed to
show that homosexuality
was a pathology. [n 1956,
in Chicago, a young psy-
chologist named Eve-
lyn Hooker presented a
study to a mecting of the
Amcrican Psychological
Assoctation. Hooker had
during her training been
routinely instructed in
the theory of homosexu-
ality as a pathology. A
group of young gay men with whom she had become

. friendly scemed, however, to be quite healthy and well
adjusted. One of them, a former student of hers, sat her
down onc day and, as she recalls in Changing Our Minds,
said, “Now, Evelyn, it is your scientific duty to scudy
men like me.” She demurred. It was only when a fellow
scicntist remarked to her, “He’s right—we know nothing
about them,” that Hooker sought and received a study
grant from the National Institute of Mental Healch, She
chose a group of thirty gay men as the objects of her re-
scarch and thirty straight men as controls; none of the
sixty had ever sought or undergone psychiatric treat-
ment. “It was the first time [homasexuals] had been
studied outside a medical setting or prison,” she says.
“I was prepared, if I was so convinced, to say chac chese
mcn were not as well adjusted as they seemed on the
surface.”

IHooker administered psychological tests to her sixty
subjects, including the Rorschach ink-blot test, produc-
ing sixty psychological profiles. She removed all identify-
ing marks, including those indicating sexual erientation,
and, to climinate her own biases, gave them for interpre-
tation to three eminent psychologists. One of these was
Bruno Klopfer, who believed that he would be able o
distinguish homosexuals from heterosexuals by means of
the Rorschach test. As it turned out, none of the three
could tcll che homosexuals and heterdsexuals apare. In
stde-by-side comparisons of matched profiles, the hetero-
sexuals and homosexuals were indistinguishable, demon-
strating an equal distribution of pachology and mental
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health. Reviewing Hooker’s results from a test in which
the subject creates pictures with cueout figures, onc of
the interpreters, a psychologist named Edwin Shneid-
man, stumbled onto a particular subject’s orientation only
when he came across a cutout scene depicting two men in
a bedroom. Shncidman remembers, “l said to Evelyn,
‘Gee, I wish [ could say that I see it all now, that this is
the profile of a person with a homosexual aricntation, but
Tcan'tsecirarall’™

Hooker’s research throughout her long carcer was dri-
ven by the belicf that for psychiatry to be minimally sci-
entific, pathology must be defined in a way that is objec-
tive and empirically ob-
servable. Her study was
the first of many showing
that homosexuality could
not be so defined as path-
ology. In 1973 the Amer-
ican Psychiatric Asso-
ciation removed homo-
sexuality from its official
Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual, signifying the
end of homosexuality’s
official status s a disease.
Today’s psychiatrists and
psychologists, with very few exceptions, do not try tw
change sexual orientation, and those aspiring to work in
the ficlds of psychiatry and psychology are now trained
not to regard homosexualicy as a disease. ‘

Anatomy Lessons

F''H HOMOSEXUALITY MOVED FROM THE
realm of psychiatric pathology into the
rcalm of normal variants on human sexual
behavior, research efforts tock a new tumn.
Psychiatry had succeeded in defining
what homoscxuality is mor—not in explaining what it is.
Questions of etiology, in this as in other psychiatric mat-
ters, thus became by default questions for neurobiology.
Are homosexuals and heterosexuals biclogically differ-
cnt? In thinking about this question, biologists have heen
greatly influenced by findings that involve what may be a
related question: Just how, neurologically, do men differ
from women?

In 1959, at the University of California at Los Angeles,
the neurocndocrinalogist Charles Barraclough found that
if a female rat was injected shortly before or after birch
with testosterone, 2 male scx hormone, the abnormal
amount of this hormone would make the rat permanently
sterile, unable to ovulate. “Ovulation” as used here is in
part a technical term: it rcfers both to what a lay person
would think of as ovulation—the movement of an egg
from the ovary into the fallopian tube—and to the serics
of hormonal interactions that cause that event.
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Rats have short estrous cycles. Every four days various
glands in the rat’s body start pumping cstrogens, or fe-
male scx hormones, into the bloadstream, serting in mo-
tion a series of chemical cvents. Estrogen levels reach a
certain concentration and stimulate part of the hypothal-
amus, the small portion of the brain that regulates (among
other things) body temperature, hunger, thirst, and sexu-~
al drive. The hyporhalamus in turn stimulates cthe picu-
itary gland; the picuitary then releases a burst of some-
thing called tureinizing hormone, which causes the ovary
1o release an egg. Barraclough discovered that in female
rats even a single perinatal cxposure to testosterone will
prevent cthis entire process from ever occurring.

If that discovery was intriguing, a subsequent onc was
cven more so: the discovery that male rats can ovulate—
at least in the sense of going through the hormonal pre-
liminaries. In 1965 Geoffrey Harris, a neuroendoczinolo-
gist at Oxford University, castrated a group of newborn
male rats, depriving them of the westosterone from their
testes. He found that if estrogen was injected into the
bodies of these rats after they reached adulthood, it stim-
ulated the hypothalamus, which initiated the sequence of
hormone releases described above. The male rats obvi-
ously had no ovaries or wombs, but they went through
the biochemical motions of ovulation. If one grafted an
ovary onto a male rat, he would ovulate perfectly.

Further tests revealed a strange asymmerry. Whereas
newborn male rats deprived of testosterone will, as Harris
found, experience female-like vvulation, newborn female
rats deprived of estrogen will continue to devclop as fe-
males. In adulthood they will not seem somchow male.
Although the rais’ ovaries have been removed, their
brains will still produce the stimulus to ovulate. Scientists
realized that without testosterone the genetric blueprint
for masculinity was essentially worthless. Indeed, they
Jearned, for a male rat's brain to become truly organized
as male, the rat must be exposed to testosterone within
the first five days of life. After the fifth day the masculin-
izing window of opportunity is clesed, and the genetic
male will grow up with a “fcmale” brain, In contrast, the
brain of a female needs no estrogen for organization; left
alone, it will become female.

Thus it came to be understood that what one might
think of as the “defaulc brain™ for both sexes of the ratis
feminine, and that cestosteronc is as necessary in the cre-
ation of a masculine brain as it is in the creation of mas-
culine genitals. This concept, which is the basis of one
approach to the neurobiological search for the vrigins of
sexual orientation, is known as the “scxual differenciation
of the brain.”

Roger Gorski, a neurobiclogist at the University of Cal-
ifornia at Los Angcles who has long been involved in re-
search on sexual differentiation, looked back recently on
the development of his field: “We spent much of our pro-
fessional careers trying ro understand this process of sex-
ual differentiation, and what functions happen within it
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—imale sex behavior, female sex behavior, control of ovu-
lation, control of food intake, body weight, aggressive be-
havior, some aspects of maternal behavior. You know why
male dogs lift cheir legs when they pee? Because the
brain has changed. So this is really a fundamental con-
cept, that the brain is inherently female and to develop as
malc it must be cxposed to masculinizing hormones.”
Several years after Harris's experiment other rc-
searchers at Oxford University succeeded in confirming
anatomically what the principle of the sexual differentia-
tion of the brain had strongly implied: that an observable
difference exists between the brains of male rats and
those of female rats. In 1971 the anatomists Geoffrey
Raisman and Paulinc Field published a paper that com-
pared the synapses, or connections between brain cells, in
the hypothatamuses of male and female rats. The prevail-
ing view at the time was thac all structures of male and fe-
male brains were alike. Raisman and Field found that fe-
male and male rac brains differed in the number of
synaptic connections berween brain cells in the hypothal-
amus: females had more. Rac brains, which varied by sex
in terms of function, also varied in terms of structural
shape—were “sexually dimorphic.” In 1977 2 team of
neurobiologists led by Roger Gorski located a second sex-
ual dimorphism, again in the rat hypothalamus: a small nu-
cleus, or cluster of cells, five times larper in volume in the
male rat than in the female. Gorski found that with the
naked cye he could sex rats’ brains with almost 100 per-
cent accuracy. Gorski's
team named che nucleus,
logically, the sexually di-
morphic nuclcus. Its
function is not known.
The groundwork had
been laid in rodents. The
next step was to see if sex-
ual dimorphism of some
kind could be found in
the brains of human be-
ings. In 1982 the cell bi-
ologist Christine de La-
cosce-Utamsing and the
physical anthropologist Ralph Holloway published in Sei-
ence an examination of a structure in the human brain
called che corpus callosum. The corpus callosum, which
is made up of nerve fibers known as axons, is a long, nar-
row structure that connects and transmits information be-
tween the brain’s night and left hemispheres. It is one of
the largest and most clearly identifiable poctions of the
brain, and has for years figured prominently in brain re-
scarch. De Lacoste-Utamsing and Holloway found that
the shape of a portion of the corpus callosum called the
splenium differed so dramatically between the sexes,
with the splenium being larger in women than in men,
that impardial obscrvers were able to sex brains casily by
looking at chis single feature, The De Lacoste-Utamsing
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and Holloway study is well known and frequently cited,
despitc the failure of many of the attempts to replicate it
Whether the dimorphism found by De Lacoste-Utamsing
and Holloway cruly exists remains a martter of consider-
able debate.

In 1985, three years after the publication of the De La-
coste-Utamsing and Holloway article, Dick Swaab, a rc-
scarcher at the Netherlands Institute for Brain Research,
in Amsterdam, reported that he, too, had found evidence
of sexual dimorphism in human brains—in the form of 2
human homologue of the sexually dimorphic nucleus that
Gorski had found in rats.

Swaab announced 2n even more remarkable discovery
five years later, in 1990. He had found, he wrote in an ar-
ticle in the journal Brain Researdh, that a cluster of cells in
the human brain called the suprachiasmatic nuclcus was
dimorphic—but dimorphic according 1o sexual orienta-
tion rather than sex. Swaab said that the suprachiasmatic
nucleus was nearly twice as large in homosexual men as it
was in heterosexual men.

If true, this was something wholly ncw: an anatomical
difference between homosexuals and heterosexuals.

the time of Swaab’s second discovery was conduct-

ing research ar the Salk Institute, in La Jolla, Cali-
fornia. LeVay would soon become the author of what is
surely the most publicized neurobiological article on he-
mosexualicy that has ap-
peared to date. I spoke
with him one day recent-
ly in his West Hollywood
apartment. L.eVay is a
wiry, muscular man, re-
markably intensc. Ice-
haps the most striking
thing about him is the
way he talks. In 2 crisp
British accent he zeroes
in on cach point and then
moves on with an air of
impaticnce.

“You shouldn’t draw such a distinction between bio-
logical and psychological mechanisms,” he chided me
at one point during our conversation. “What people are
really getting at is the difference between innately de-
termined mechanisms and culturally decermined mech-
anisms, but people screw that up and say that’s the
difference between biology and psychology. Itisn'e, It’s
two different approaches for looking at the same thing:
the mind. Biologists look at it from the bottom up, from
the level of synapses and molecules, and psychologists
are looking at it from the top down, at behavior and
such.”

LeVay had been intrigued by Swaab’s research, but he
was troubled by the face that the portion of the brain cx-

S IMON LEVAY IS A YOUNG NEUROBIQOLOGIST WHO AT
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amined by Swaab scemed to have nothing to do with the
regulation of sexual behavior, at least not in animals.
The suprachiasmatic nucleus governs the body's daily
rhythms; dimorphism there according to sexual orienta-
tion might be provocative, certainly, but it would sccm to
constitute an cffect, not a cause. Why not check ouc the
hypothalamus, a region that is intimately involved with
sexual behavios?

Laura Allen, a postdoctoral assistant in Gorski's labora-
tory, had identified four small groups of neurons in the
antcrior portion of the hypothalamus, naming them the
interstitial nuclei of the anterior hypothalamus (INan) 1,
2, 3, and 4. Allen’s rescarch had shown that INAH 2 and
INaH 3 were sexually dimorphic in human beings—sig-
nificantly larger in men than in women. Was it possible
that these nuclei were dimorphic according to sexual ori-
entation as well? That was the focus of LeVay's research,
and he presented his conclusions in a short paper titled
“A Difference in Hypothalamic Structure Between Het-
crosexual and Homosexual Men.™ It was published in
Science in August of 1991. In the introduction LeVay de-
fined sexual orientation as “the direction of sexual feel-
ings or behavior toward members of one’s own or the op-
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posite sex” and hypothesized that Allen's INAH nuclei
were involved in the gencration of “male-typical sexual
behavior.” He went on,

[ tested the idea that one or both of these nuclei exhib-
it a size dimorphism, not with sex, bur with sexual ori-
entation. Specifically, I hypothesized that INAH 2 or
INAH 3 is large in individuals sexually oriented toward
wamen (heterosexual men and homosexual women)
and small in individuals scxually oriented coward men
{heterosexual women and homasexual men).

LeVay dissected brain tissue obtained from routine au-
topsies of forty-one people who had died at hospitals in
New York and California. There were nineteen homo-
sexual men, all of whom had died of AIDS; sixteen pre-
sumed heterosexual men, six of whom had been in-
travenous drug abusers and had dicd of AlDS; and six
presumed heterosexual women. No brain tissue from les-
bians was available. LeVay's conclusions included the
following:

INAH 3 did exhibit dimocphism. . . . [T]hc volume of

- this nucleus was more than twice as large in the hetero-
sexual men ... as in the homosexual men. . . . There
was a similar difference berween the heterosexual men
and the women. . . . These data support the hypothe-
sis that INAH 3 is dimorphic not with sex but with sex-
ual orientation, at least in men.

The results were sufficienty clear to LeVay to allow
him to state, “The discovery that a nucleus differs in size
between heterosexual and homosexual men illustrates
that sexual orientation in humans is amenable to study at
the biological level.”

The study, as LeVay himself readily admits, has sever-
al problems: a small sample group, great vanation in indi-
vidual nucleus size, and possibly skewed results because
all the gay men had AIDS (although LeVay found “no sig-
nificant difference in the volume of INAH 3 between the
heterosexual men who died of A1DSs and those who died of
other causcs”). As of this writing, LeVay’s findings have
yet 1o be replicated by other researchers. LeVay himself
has extended his search for dimorphism according to sex-
ual orientation to the corpus callosum, which he is study-
ing by means of magnetic-resonance imaging. Until his
original findings are confirmed, the notion that homoscx-
uals and hetcrosexuals are in some way anatomically dis-
tinct must hold the status of tantalizing supposition.

[t needs also w be remembered thar, as noted earlier,
the issue of dimorphism of any kind in the brain is hotly
contested. The idea that the brains of heterosexuals and
homosexuals may be different morphologically is derived
from the idca that the brains of men and women arc dif-
ferent morphologically—recall che corpus callesum study
by De Lacoste-Utamsing and Holloway. But that study is
itself problumade, efforts to replicate it having turned up
inconsistent results. Anne Fausto-Sterling is a develop-
menral gencticist at Brown University. She, along with

S5

Further reproductlion prohibited.



THE ATLANTIC MONTIHLY

William Byne, a neurobiologist and psychiatrist at Colum-
bia University, has been among the chief critics of neuro-
biological invesdgations of homosexuality. Fausto-Ster-
ling during an interview not long ago itemized some of
the results from a long line of attempts to replicate sexual
dimorphism: “1985: no sex differences in shape, width, or
arca. 1988; thrce independent observers unable e distin-
guish male from female. 1989: women had smaller callos-
al areas but larger pereent of arca in splenium, more-slen-
der CCs, and more-bulbous splenium.” A new corpus
callosum study by Laura Allen, conducted in 1991, did
find sexual dimorphism—and the debate continucs. Part
of the difficulty is methodological, involving whose brains
arc being compared, and how. Dead people or living peo-
ple? Old or young or mixed? Healchy or sick? By means of
brain scctions or magnetic-resonance imaging? LeVay
calls scudies of the corpus callosum “the longest-running
soap opera in neurobiology.” And, of course, he himself is
now part of the cast.

Even if LeVay's hypothalamus study stands up to
scrutiny, it will net justify drawing excravagant conclu-
sions. Establishing a distinction is not the same thing as
finding a cause. Anatomy is not ctiology, but it may offer
a starting point for a journey backward in search of the
ultimatc origins of scxual oricntation. That journey takes
us into the realm of hormones and genetics.

The Puzzles of Chemistry

© N A ILARGE ROOM AT THE UCLA DEPARTMENT
2 of anatomy, Roger Gorski and ! recently stood
] facing a dozen black-topped lab wbles, each
izt below a ceiling-mounted video monitor. We

(& 52 were about to watch a tape of rats having sex.
Gorski, an cternally cheerful, almast elfin man of fifty-sev-
en, was energetically describing the tape. “There are six
couples,” he explained, though at the moment I saw only
one uninterested-looking white rat. “That’s an unaltered
female,” he said. “They’re going to put in another female
cthat has been injected with testosterone.” Sure enough,
someone's hand reached down into the screen and a sce-
ond rat landed in the cage. The rats ac firse edged around
each other, but in just a few scconds on the dozen moni-
tors I saw the testosterone-injected female begin to saiff
the other female rat and then mount her aggressively. At
the lab rables a handful of medical students went on with
their work, paying no attention. After a few moments the
tape cut to two malcs, one perinatally castrated and inject-
ed with estrogen, one unaltered. After some initial ma-
neuvering the castrated male responded t the advances
of the unaltered male by bending his back and offering
himself in what was to me indistinguishable from female-
rat lordosis—bchavior indicating receptivity to sex, pic-
tures of which Gorski had shown me in his office. The al-
tered rat submitted as cthe other male mounted him. The
wipe continued with similar scenes. It was quite dramatic.
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Such rescarch in animals has led to hypotheses that
hormones zare, in some way, a cause of homosexuality in
human beings. No onc, of course, suggests that the sexu-
ality of rats and that of human beings arc strictly compa-
rable; some critics of neurobiological research on homo-
scxuality question the utility of animal models entirely.
Nonetheless, it was investigations invalving animals that
got researchers thinking,

Of the scientists who have concentrated on hormonal
or psychoendocrinological studics of homoscxuality,
Giinter Déroer, of Germany, is one of the best known. In
the 1970s Dérner classified homosexuality as a “central
nervous pscudohermaphroditism,” meaning that he con-
sidered male homosexuals to have brains with the mating
centers of women but, of course, the bodics of men. For
decades endocrinologists had speculated that because
male sex hormones are known to be responsible in-hu-
man beings for masculine body characeristics and in ani-
mals for certain aspects of male sexual behavior, it follows
that adule homosexual men should have lower levels of
testosterone, or clse higher levels of estrogen, in the
bloodstream than adult heterosexual men, and thac ho-
moscxual and heterosexual women should display the
opposite pattern. This is known as the “adulc hormonal
theory” of sexual oricntation, and Ddrner claimed thac
some initial studies bore it out.

In 1984 Heino Mcyer-Bahlburg, a ncurcbiologist at
Columbia University, analyzed the results of twenty-
scven studics undertaken to test the theory. According
to Meyer-Bahlburg, a score of the studies in fact showed
no difference between the testosterone or estrogen lev-
els of homosexual and heterosexual men. Three studies
did show that homosexuals had significantly lower lev-
cls of testosterone, but Meyer-Bahlburg believed thac
two of them were methodologically unsound and that
the third was tainted by psychotropic drug use on the
part of its subjects. Two studies actually reported higher
levels of testosteronc in homoscxual men than in het-
erosexual men, and one unhelpfully showed the levels
to be higher in bisexuals than in either heterosexuals or
homasexuals.

S IT CAME TO BE WIDELY ACCEPTED THAT ADULT
hormone levels were not a factor in sexual orienta-
tion, scientists shifted their attention to prenatal
hormone exposure. Many of the glands in a human be-
ing’s hormone system are busily functioning even before
birth—tiny hormone factorics that produce the chemicals
that help to mold the person who will eventually emerge.
Perhaps, it was thought, different levels of prenatal hor-
mones produce differenc sexual oricntations. For obvious
reasons, the sometimes brutal hermonal experiments
done on monkeys and rats cannot be done’on human be-
ings, but nature at times provides a narrow window onto
the mysterics of prenatal hormonal effects in oursclves,
Congenital adrenal hyperplasia (CAH) has been called
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by Meyer-Bahlburg a “modcl endocrine syndrome™ for
cxamining the cffects of abnormal amounts of prenatal
sex hormones. CAH, which can affect both males and fe-
males, is caused by a simple problem: an enzyme defect
makes it impossible for a fetus's adrenal gland to produce
cortiso!, 2n important hormone. In 2 normal fetus, as the
adrenal gland produces cortisal, the brain stands by pu-
tiencly, waiting for the signals thac the cortisol level is ap-
propriately high and production can be shut off. But in
CAH fetuses, which lack the enzyme to create cortisol,
the brain doesn’t get those signals, and so it orders the
adrenal gland to continue production. The adrenal gland
continues pumping out
what it thinks is cortisal,
butitis unknowingly pro-
ducing masculinizing an-
drogens. It dumps these
into the fetus’s system,
therchy overexposing it
to male hormones.

‘I'hc consequences are

‘most dramatic in fo-
males. Once, in his office,
Roger Gorski dug into a
desk drawer and grabbed
a few photographs. “What
sex is it?” he asked. I squinted at close-ups of a child’s
genitals and saw a penis, plain as day. “It’s a boy,” I said
confidently. Gorski’s cycbrows shot up. “Where are the
testicles?” he asked. [ looked closer. Qaps.

‘This was 2 CAH baby. In this case, Gorski told me, the
doctors had decided at the time of birth that the child was
a boy with undescended testicles, a relatively common
and minor condition, But in fact I was looking at a genct-
ic female.

With surgery a CAH female's external genizals can be
made to look feminine, as her internal apparatus already
fully is, and she will be raised as a girl. But hormonces may
have already had their effcct in an arca that plastic surgery
cannot touch: the brain. Or at least so proponents of the
prenatal-hormone theory of sexual orientation would ar-
gue. T'he sexual oricntation of CAH females tends to bear
them out. A 1984 study by the Johns Hopkins University
sex researcher John Money found that 37 percent of CAH
women identified themselves as lesbian or bisexual; the
current ¢stimate of the proportion of lesbians in the gen-
cral female population is from two to four percent.

One possible clue as to whether the prenatal-hormone
theory of sexual oricntation is a profitabte line of inquiry
involves something called lutcinizing-hormone (LH)
feedback. The brain relcascs scveral hormones, including
LH, which initiate the development of an cggin a
waman's ovary. As the egg develops, the ovary releases
increasing amounts of estrogen, stimulating the brain
produce more LH, which in turn promotes the production
of still more estrogen. The pracess is called positive feed-
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back. In men, estrogen usually acts to supbrcss the pro-
duction of luteinizing hormone—it results in negative
feedback. These differences in LH feedback in human
beings, together with the discavery that male rats hoc-
monally altered after birch will display both positive [.LH
feedback and samc-sex scxual behaviar, led somc re-
searchers to a hypochesis. They speculated that gay men,
their brains presumably not organized prenatally by tes-
ticular hormones, just as women's are not, would show a
positive LH feedback, like that of a heterosexual female,
rather than the negative feedback of the typical hetero-
sexual male. If such feedback were to be found consis-
tently in homosexual
men—by means of chem-
ical analysis of thc blood
after injcction with es-
trogen—could this not be
taken as evidence that
some decisive prenatal
hormonal event, with im-
portant bearing on subsc-
quent sexual orientation,
had indeed occurred?

This linc of inquiry has
given rise to an active ficld
of study that as yet has lic-
tle to show for itsclf. The uncertaintics are of two kinds.
The first one involves the following question: Do LH
feedback patterns of the sort being sought in fact exist in
human beings? The sccond comes down to this: Even if
LH feedback patterns of the sort being sought do exist,
will they really tell us anyching about events that oc-
curred before birth? Unfortunarely, neurosciencists lack
uncquivocal answcrs to both qucstions, despite consider-
able effores. Different studies have yielded conflicting
data. No one has yet come up with what one ncurobiolo-
gist facctiously terms a “gay blood test.”

In an article published in 1990 in the Journal of Child
and Adolescent Psychapharmacelogy, Heino Mcycr-Bahlbcrg
surveyed the work done so far on hormonal research in
general and concluded: “The evidence available to date
is inconsistent, most studies are medhodologically unsat-
isfactory, and alternative interpretations of the resules
cannot be ruled out.” On the other hand, Meyer-Bahl-
berg went on, “not all potential avenues to a psycho-
cndocrine cxplanation of homoscxuality have been
exhausted.”

Among the unexhausted avenues is one being ¢x-
plored by Richard Pillard.

PSYCHIATRIST AT THE BOSTON UNIVERSITY SCHOOL
A}f Medicine, Richard Pillacd is a tall, pleasant man
in his fiftics with a neatly trimmed moustache

and a telaxed manner. Even when rlking seriously, he

remains good-natured. When we spoke onc afternoon in
his Boston townhouse, he joked that he is uaiquely
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eyuipped to investigate whether homosexuality has a bi-
ological basis: he, his brother, and his sister are gay, and
Pillasd belicves that his father may have been gay. One of
Pillard’s thrce daughters from a marriage early in life is
bisexual. This family history secms to invite a biological
explanation, and it made Pillard start thinking about the
origins of sexual oricntation.

Pillasd says chat ic¢ had long puzzled him why transsex-
uals—men or women who wish to live in bodies of the
opposite sex—are so different from gay people: “You'd
think they'd be on the far end of the spectrum, the *gay-
est of the gay.”™ And yet transsexuals are not in fact pay.
Whereas gay men, quite comfortably and unalterably, sce
themselves as men, male transscxuals sce themselves as
women trapped in men’s bodies. Pillard and a colleague,
James Weinrich, a psychobiologist at the University of
California at San Diego, began to theorize that gay mea
are men who in the womb went through only a partial
form of sexual and psychusexual differentiation, More
precisely, Pillard and Weinrich theorized chat although
gay mcn do undergo masculinization—they are, after all,
fully male physically——they go incompletely if at all
through anothcr part of the process: defeminization,

As fewuses, Pillard poines out, human beings of both
sexcs start out with complete female and male “anlages,”
or precursors of the basic interior sexual equipment—
vagina, uterus, and fallopian tubes for women, and vas
deferens, seminal vesicles, and cjaculatory ducts for men.
These packages are called the Miillerian (female) and
Wolffian (male) ducts, and are tubes of tissue located in
the lower abdumen. How do the sexual organs develop?
It happens differently in men and women.

At the moment of conception an embryo is given its -
chromosomal sex, which dectermines whether it will dc-
veclop testes of ovarics. [n femalc human beings (as in fe-
male rats) the female structures will simply develop,
without any help from hormones; the Wolffian duct will
shrivel up. The process of becoming male, however, is
more complex. Where women nced nonc, men need two
kinds of hormones: androgens from the testes to prompt
the Wolffian duct into development, and a second sub-
stance, called Miillerian inhibiting hormone, to suppress
the Miillerian duct and defeminize the male fetus.

Pillard speculates that Miilierian inhibiting hormone,
or a substance analogous to i, may have brain-organiz-
ing effects. Its abscnce or failure to kick in sufficicntly
may prevent the brain from defeminizing, thereby cre-
ating what Pillard calls “psychosexual androgyny.” In
this view, gay men are basically masculine males wich
female aspeess, including perhaps certain cognitive abil-
itics and emotional sensibilitics. Lesbian women could
be understood as women who have some biologically in-
duced masculine aspects.

An experimental basis is provided by reseurch by the
psychiatrist Richard Green, of the University of Califor-
nia at Los Angcles, which shows that children who man-
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ifest aspects of gender-atypical play are often gay. Green
has concluded that an inclination toward gender-atypical
play in prepubescent boys—for example, dressing in
women's clothes, playing with dolls, or taking the role of
the mother when playing house—indicates a homosexu-
al orientation 75 perceat of the time. If that is true, itis
important, because it would be an cxample of 2 trait
linked to sexual oricntation which does not involve sex-
ual behavior—suggesting how deeply rooted sexual ari-
entation is. Discussing this line of research, Simon Le-
Vay told me, “It’s well known from animal work that
sex-typical play behavior is under hormonal control.
Robert Goy [at the University of Wisconsin at Madison]
has donc many studies over the years showing that you
can reverse the sex-typical play behavior of infant mon-
keys by hormonal manipulations in prenatal life. [Play] is
an example of a sex-reversed trait in gay people that's
not directly related to sex. It's not sex, it's play. When
you get to adulthood, these things become blurred. It's
easier to tell a gay kid than a gay adult—kids are much of
a muchness. Most gay men, even those who are very
macho as adules, recall at least some gender-atypical be-
havior as children.”

The Pillard-Weinrich theory also accords with what
Green refers to as male “vulnerabilicy™ during the process
of sexual differentiation. A considerably larger number of
male embryos come into existence than female embryos,
and yet males and females come into the world in about
the same numbers. There-
forc, phenomena linked to
sex must reduce the num-
ber of males who survive
to term. Many disorders
are, in fact, more common
in mcn than women, and
some of these could result
from problems originating
in masculine differentia-
tion, Although good sta-
tistics do not exist, it ap-
pears that there may be
twa gay men for every gay
waman, which would be consistent with the vulnerabiliey
theory.

It is important to remember thac although homosexuals
and heterosexuals may be “sex-reversed” in some ways,
in other ways they are not. For example, neither gay not
straight men tend to be confused on the subject of what
sex they arc: male. LeVay says,“It's not just that you look
down and sec you have a penis and you say, ‘Oh, I'm a
boy. Great.’ | think there must be some internal repre-
senration of what sex you are, independent of these ex-
ternal signals like the appearance of your body. 1 think
most gay men are aware of some degree of femininity in
themselves, yet there is no reversal of gender identity.”
Gay men and straight men also seem co display an identi-
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cal strong drive for multiple sexual partners; lesbians and
straight women seem to be alike in favoring fewer sexual
partaers.

The cvidence from hormonal rescarch may circumstan-
tially implicate biology in scxual orientation, buc it is far
from conclusive. William Byne raises a warning flag: “If the
prenatal-hormone hypothesis were correct, then one mlght
expect to see in a large propartion of homosexuals evi-
dence of prenacal endocrine disturbance, such as genital
or gonada! abnormalities. But we simply don't find this.”
Morcover, the harmonal research does not answer the
question of ultimate cause. If hormones help to influence
sexual oricntation, what is influencing the hormones?

The Genetic Quest

N 1963 KULBIR GILL, A VISITING SCIENTIST
from India working at Yale University, was
cenducting research into genetic causes of
female sterility. His experiments involved
| exposing the fruit fly Drusophila melanogaster,
that workhorse of genetic research, to X-rays, and observ-
ing the behavior of the resulting offspring. Gill noticed that
a certain group of mutant male flies were courting other
malcs, following cach other and vibrating their wings to
make characteristic courtship “songs.™ Gill published his
findings in a short note in the publication Drosophila Infor-
mation Service and then returmned to the question of female
sterility.

A decadc later Jeffrey
Hall, a biologist at Bran-
deis University, followed
up on Gill's odd discov-
ery. Every discovered
Drosophilz gene muration
is given a name, and Gill
had called his mutation
“fruity.” Hall, consider-
ing this name to be deni-
grating, redubbed i, still
somewhat tongue-in-
check, “fruitless.” Hall ex-
plains that the fruitless mutation produces two distinct
hehaviors. Fiest, fruitless-hearing male flics, unlike non-
mutant male flies, actively court other males as well as fe-
malcs, although for rcasons that remain poorly under-
stood, they are unable zctually w achieve intercourse
with members of either sex. Second, fruitless-bearing
males elicic and are receptive to courtship fram ather
males, which nonmutant males rcject.

Fruit flics can live for two or three months, and this
“bisexual” fly strain has existed behaviorally unchanged
through hundreds of generations. Some gene mutations
are fethal co flies; fruitless is not onc of these, nor dacs it
cause illness. It is, Hall says, a nonpathological genetic
mutation that causes a consistent, camplex behavior. And

MARCH 1993

Further reproduction prohibited.



THE ATLANTIC MONTHLY

fruitless displays an anatomical sexual dimorphism,
bringing LeVay's study to mind. In the abdomen of male
Drosophila flies there is a inuscle, the so-called muscle of
Lawrence, whose function is unknown; female fruit flics
don’t have it, and ncither do fruitess males.

Although fruitless flics don’t mate, the perpetuation of
the fruitless traic is made possible by the face thac it 1s re-
cessive—a full pair of the mucations is needed for fruit-
less behavior to be expressed. When males chat carry a
singlc fruitless gene mate with a fruidess-carrying female,
a percentage of their offspring will carry the full pair and
display typical fruitless behavior, If a genetic component
of homosexuzlity in human beings exists, it could possi-
bly operate by means of a comparable mechanism.

Angela Pattatuccei, a genericist at the National Insti-
cutes of Health, gave me a demonstration a few months
ago in her lab. She took a small glass conrtainer of tiny
Drosophila flics, popped off the top, and plugged an cther-
soaked cotton ball into the mouch. Within a few seconds
the flics were lying stunned on the glass floor. Using a
plastic stick Pattatucci scparated cut a few of the flies into
a larger glass jar. I looked ar a group of males and females -
through a microscope, their bodies vibrating, red cyes
bulging. Pattatucei showed me how to differentiate the
genialia ac the end of the abdomen—smooth and light-
colored for females, furry and dark for males.

Pattatucei said that researchers are relatively close to
finding the actual fruitless gene. It is already known chat
fruitless is located physically on the right arm of the third
chromosome, After establishing the precise location (or
locations) of the muzation, rescarchers can determine the
sequence of biochemical information in fruitless’s genet-
ic code—the order of thousands of units of the basic ge-
netc components adenine, thymine, guanine, and cyto-
sinc. Oncc the combination is known, the search can
begin for a similar combinacion—a fruitless analogue—in
human beings. :

In the jar the males, separated out, eventually came
back to awareness. “Watch that one,” Pattatucci said,
pointing to a iy that had comc up behind anocher fly, vi-
Lrating his wings in courtship. He then climbed on top of
the male he was courting. [ watched the two flies, one
atop the other, the one on the bottom wandering around
as if a bit bored. As noted, for a fruitlcss fiy that is as far as
things can go.

1 once asked Jeffrey Hall if courtship alone could be
satislying for a fly. “Could be,” he said. “Maybe ic's deli-
cious, maybe he's frustrated. But this becomes ludicrous.
How do you know when a fruic fly is fruscraced?” [tis an
important point: the danger of anthropomorphizing insect
behavior is great, and I found mysclf doing it almost by
reflex when watching Pattatuceci’s flies. How can we
cquate fly behavior with a vast something that in human
beings penerates acsthetic and intellectual perce ptions—
with someching that encompasses emotional need and
love and the pain of love? So Hall is careful 1o describe

64

Reproduced with permission of copyright owner.

fruitless as “a mutation that leads o a mimic of bisexual-
ity.” He is skeptical that finding a fruitless analoguc will
lcad to a full explanation of human homoscxuality. DNA
analogues for all sorts of fruic-fly genes do exist in human
beings, and the process of looking for chem is relatively
straightforward. But, as Hall points out, “it is very unlike-
ly thac che genetics of homosexuality will ever devolve 1o
a single factor in humans with such major cffects as it has
in Drosophila.”

HEN BIOLOGIST'S ARE INTERESTED IN ESTAB-
lishing whether genctics is involved in the ap-
pcarance of certain characteristics or condi-

tions, one abvious piace to look is among people who are
closely related to onc another. In *A Gencetic Study of
Male Sexual Oriencation,™ a study that has now achieved
almost as much renown as LeVay's, the Northwestern
University psychologist Michael Bailey and Boston Uni-
versity's Richard Pillard compared fifty-six “monozygot-
ic™ twins (identical ewins, from cthe same zygoce, or fertil-
ized egg), fifty-four “dizygotic” (fraternal) twins, and
fifty-seven genctically unrelated adopted brothers. Iden-
tical twins are important in sexual-orientation rescarch
because, of course, they have identical gcnomes, includ-
ing the sex-chromosome pair. If humosexuality is largely
genetic in origin, then the more closely related that peo-
ple arc, the greater should be the concordance of their
sexual orientation.

That is, in fact, what thc study found. Bailey and Pil-
lard reporwed a gay-gay concordance rate of 11 percent for
the adoptive brothers, 22 percent for the dizygotic twins,
and 52 percent for the monozygotic twins. The findings
suggest that homosexuality is highly attributable to ge-
nectics—by some measures up to 70 percent attributable,
according to Pillard. This figure is based on something
geneticists call “heritability,” a painstakingly calculated
indicator of how much genes have to do with a given vari-
ation among people. If heritability is less than 100 per-
cent, then the characteristic being studied is by definition
“multifactorial.” Eye color is 100 percent dependent on
genetics. Height, on the other hand, though about 90 per-
cent genetic, is also affected by nutrition, and thus is
multifactorial.

If a large contribution to hemosexuality comes from
genes, where does the rest of it come from? The range of
environmental and biological inputs a developing child re-
ceives is both enormous and enormously complex. *What-
cver the other variables are,” Pillard says, “they must be
present early in life. [ think this because the gender-atypi-
cal behavior that so stzongly prefigures an adult homoscxu-
al orientation can be obhserved early in development.” And
he poes on: “There cereainly could be different paths to
the same outcome. With individual cases, there are doube-
less some that are mostly or all geaes, and others that
might be all environment. Our analysis [of twins| docsn’t
say anything about the individual.” Jeffrcy Hall can be so
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underwhelmed by the prospect of finding 2 human ana-
loguc of the fruitless mutation because, as he poines out, if
we do find it, we still will not have fully accounted for the
etiology of homosexuality even in identical twins. “You
will effectively know nothing from this genetic knowl-
cdge,” Hall says. A behavior as simple as jumping, he
notcs, is quitc complex genetically, having to do with all
kinds of genes and other, unknown factors. He says, “We
are not about to create a genctic surgical procedure which
makes you Michael Jerdan.”™ LeVay made cthe same point
in the course of our conversation: “It’s onc thing to say
that genes are involved, as they almost certainly are. [€s a
whole other thing to actu-
ally identily those genes,
because homosexuality
may bc polygenic, with
cach gene having a small
cffect.”

Whatever the uncer-
wainties ahead, though,
the important paing is that
the genetic work is al-
rcady fairly compelling.
A ncw Bailey and Pillard
genetic study of lesbian
twins, to be published
soon in the Archives of General Psychiatry, echoes the re-
scarchers’ original male-twin findings with strikingly sim-
tlar results. “We're getting a lot of consistency where we
should be getting it,” Bailey says.

The most interesting question is perhaps becoming
not whether genetics plays a role in homosexuality but
Aow. Why does nature preserve genes that influence sex-
ual behavior and yet do not facilitate reproduction? Does
less than 100 percent heritabitity mean that the Bailey
and Pillard study is incompatible wich a bipolar model of
sexual oricntation? In his study LeVay defined homosex-
uality in terms of the sex of a person’s sexual-object
choice: either men or women, #ither homoscxual or hetero-
sexual. Pillard and Bailey's muldfaccorial model suggests
a shaded continuum of sexual oricntations, and of origins
and causcs, more complex and subcle than a simple ci-
ther-or model can accommodate, and closer to what may
be the quirks and ambiguitics of our real lives,

WING L
DENORMOL

The Ramifications of Scicnce

Bl AT DOES I'" ALL MEAN? AS WE HAVE SEEN,
scientists muse sift for their conclusions
4 through ambiguous results from a dis-
i pararc group of studics that are excruciat-
2d ingly difficult to interpret. Yereven ac this
relatively early date, out of the web of complexities it is
becoming ever clearer thut biological factors play o role in
determining human sexual oricntation. Richard Green
said to me, “I suspect that at least in your lifetime we will
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find a gene thar contributes substantially to scxual orien-
tation.” Michacl Bailey says, “I would—and have—het
my career on homosexuality’s being biologically deter-
mined.” The pace of ncurobiological and genetic re-
search is only increasing,

The search is not withour its opponents. Some, recalling
carlicr psychiatric “treatments™ for homosexuality, discern
in the biological quest the seeds of genocide. ‘They conjure
up the specter of the surgical or chemical “rewiring” of
gay people, or of sbortions of feral homosexuals who have
been hunted down in the womb. “[ think all of us working
in this ficld,” Pacawucc says, “have delusions of grandeur
in thinking we can control
the way this knowledge
will be used.” Certainly
the potential for abuse is
there, but that is true of
much biomedical knowl-
edge. It is no reason to
forswear knowledge of
oursclves, particularly
when the potential bene-
fits are great.

Some of the benefits
could be indirect. Laura

e o Allen points out, for ex-
ample, that there are many now-mysterious diseases—au-
tism, dyslexia, schizophrenia—that affect men and
women differently, hiding inside parts of the human mind
and body that we cannot penetratc. Neurobiological re-
search into sexual differentiation may help us 1o under-
stand and cure these diseases, as well as to unlock other
mysteries—the mysterics of sexualicy.

And then there is the questien with which we began—
thar of the acceptance of gay people in Amcrican soci-
ety. The challenge posed by homosexuality is one of in-
clusion, and, as Evclyn Hooker wauld say, the facts
must be allowed to speak. Five decades of psychiatric
cvidence demonstrares that homosexuality is immutable,
and nonpathological, and a growing body of more recent
evidence implicates biology in the development of sexu-
al oricntation.

Some would ask: How can one justify discriminating
against pcople on the basis of such a characteristic? And
many would answer: Qne cannot. Yet ic would be wise to
acknowledge that science can be a rickety platform on
which to erect an edifice of rights. Science can enlighten,
can instruct, can expose the mythologics we sometimes
live by. It can make objective distinctions—as, for exam-
ple, berween sexual pachology on the vae hand and sexu-
al oricntation on the other. But we cannot rely on science
to supply full answers 1o fundamental questions involving
human rights, human frcedom, and human tolerance.
The issue of gay people in American life did not arise in
the laboratory. The principles needed ro resolve it will
not arise there cither, O
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HOMOSEXUALS AND U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY
SUMMARY
Department of Defense policies concerning homosexuals in military service
have recently been the subject of increasing scrutiny and debate. In the 1992
presidential campaign, candidate Clinton indicated that as President he would

rescind or modify the military policy excluding homosexuals from military
gervice while maintaining strict limits on the behavior of those who serve.

Current military personnel policy bars homosexuals from entering or gerving
in the armed forces. Under this policy, Individuals who state they are
homosexual, engage or intend to engage in homosexual behavior or attempt to
marry someone of the same sex are administratively discharged from the
military service. In addition, homosexual or heterosexual acts of sodomy or
"disorders and neglects to the prejudice of good order and discipline in the armed
forces" are punishable by court-martial.

Advocates for removing the policy view it as a violation of civil rights and
fair treatment. They contend that it is unfair to separate individuals from the
armed services merely as a result of their "sexual orientation.” Proponents of
the policy cite the need to maintain cohesion, discipline and morale within the
working and living conditions imposed as a result of military service. They
contend that allowing homosexuals into the service would prove disruptive to
unit cohesion and, ultimately, to military readiness.

While an undetermined number of homosexuals have served in the military,
such service has been performed without an open acknowledgement of their
homosexuality. The question confronting policy makers remains, "To what
extent, if any, would open homosexuality be disruptive to morale, cohesion and
readiness in the ranks, and to what extent does any disruption justify
discrimination?” Meny military leaders, familiar with the military society and
its rules believe that the presence of open homosexuality would prove

_sufficiently disruptive to justify continuing the policy. Homosexual rights

advocates, many of whom have also served in the military, believe that not only
will disruptions be minimal but that the overall effectiveness and readiness of
the force will improve by allowing homosexuals to serve.

Advocates for repealing the policy have generally held that restrictions
should be maintained on behavior but that a homosexual "orientation” alone
should not be grounds for dismissal. Distinctions between orientation and
behavior, seemingly clear in the abstract, may prove difficult to make in the
complex realities of everyday life.

In addressing this issue, President-elect Clinton has suggested that he will
consult with a "committee" and military leaders. Senator Nunn has suggested
that hearings will be held on the issue. Congress may also consider other
options including the formation of a commission or the enactment of specific
legislation. Some observers believe that such wilitary personnel policy changes
may be made by President Clinton via either an executive order or what has
been termed & "memorandum of understanding.”
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HOMOSEXUALS AND U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF KEY OBSERVATIONS

CONTEXT

The Department of Defense (DoD) policy excluding homosexuals from
serving in the armed forces has recently been the subject of increasing scrutiny
and debate. This issue has been addressed in a number of fora including the
media, college campuses, the courts, Congress, within the Executive branch
itself, among military members, veterans and civil rights organizations, and as
an issue in the 1992 presidential campaign. In the 1992 presidential campaign,
the Democratic candidate for President stated that, if elected, he would rescind
the policy on homosexuals in the military.! Following his election in November,
President-elect Clinton has maintained his position on rescinding the policy
while considering strict limits on behavior.

Current military personnel policy (see Appendix) excludes homosexuals
from entering or serving in the armed forces. Under this policy, persons

IThe degree to which President-elect Clinton intends to modify current
policy is not clear. According to reports quoting Clinton:
"The difficulty, it seems to me,"” [Clinton] gaid, "is to get people to focus
on what I believe the real issue is, to say that we don’t have a person
to waste. By the way, it’s not as simple a question as it seems,” he
said, " because the sexes are segregated in the services to guarantee a
certain level of security against sexual overtures, a certain level of
cohesion, you know. So it’s not a simple issue. But what I think the
rule ought to be is in the absence of some inappropriate behavior, if
someone has been in service and they're serving well, that alone
should not be grounds for dismissal. I want to be very clear about
this, because it is not & totally simple issue. There would have to be
something besides the simple statement of status. But I think
everybody understands that any kind of inappropriate behavior would
be grounds for dismissal." Schmalz, Jeffrey, Difficult First Step, New
York Times (News Analysis), Nov. 15, 1992: 22.
This statement, and others, have been subjected to interpretations as to what
actions the President-elect may ultimately take, and what may be the political
ramifications of these actions. See also, Lift the Ban on Gay Soldiers, New York
Times, November 15, 1992: IV-18; Evans, David, Clinton’s Promise on Gays
could Cloud the Military’s Future, Chicago Tribune, October 20, 1992: 25;
Matthews, William, Navy Times, Clinton’s Stance on Gay Ban Angers Many,
October 5, 1992: 18. .-
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identified as homosexuals (either through the individual’s own statements,
attempts to marry someone of the same sex or, by engaging or attempting to
engage in homosexual acts as defined) are administratively discharged from the
military. Four bills were introduced in the 102d Congress that would eliminate,
or encourage the President to rescind, the military policy on homosexuals,
While efforts to abolish the policy against homosexuals serving in the military
have increased, previous efforts to change the policy have been unsuccessful in
Congress. However, it appears that hearings may be held to address the issue
in the 103d Congress.?

Advocates for rescinding the policy view it as a violation of civil rights and

fair treatment. They contend that it is unfair to separate individuals from the
armed services merely as a result of their sexual orientation. They note that
many homosexuals have served with distinction but must live under the
constant threat of being exposed and removed from the service. Proponents of
the policy cite the need to maintain cohesion, discipline, and morale within the
unique environment of military service. They contend that allowing
homosexuals into the service would prove disruptive to unit cohesion and,
ultimately, to military readiness.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This report examines the historical background of laws and DoD policy on
homosexuals. Current Defense Department regulations and articles under the
Uniform Code of Military Justice are discussed. Next are analyzed various
important aspects of the issue including: origins of homosexuality, prevalence
of homosexuality, homosexual orientation v. behavior, open v. covert
homosexuality, fairness and discrimination, military readiness, sexual
harassment, and foreign military experiences with homosexuality.

Other issues of immediate effect relating to the homosexual policy are also
analyzed. These include: public opinion, effects on ROTC and recruitment
advertising, the use of homosexuality as a means of avoiding service, and the
deployment of homosexuals during time of war or crisis.

Finally, this report considers and discusses the issues confronting Congress
in the context of a presidential pledge to rescind or modify the military policy
excluding homosexuals.

In eddition to the sources cited throughout this report, a large number of
interviews were conducted with knowledgeable sources, including individuals for
and against the current policy. This report considers and analyzes the various
issues raised and arguments in favor of or against particular policy positions.
However, their inclusion and subsequent analysis should not be considered, in
this context, as evidence of congressional support or opposition. Instead, this

Kenworthy, Tom, Nunn, Dole Urge Caution on Military Gay Policy,
Washington Post, November 16, 1992: Al12.



CRS-3

report is intended to provide a range of views on competing perspectives
regarding proposals to change or maintain the current policy on homosexuals
in the military.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Prior to World War I, U.S. military law did not address homosexuality.
Although commanders had great discretion in the control and disciplining of
their troops, specific laws, regulations or policies addressing homosexuality did
not exist. The Articles of War of 1916 (effective March 1, 1917) restricted
consideration of sodomy to cases of assault with the ’intent to commit’ sodomy.?
In 1951, the Uniform Code of Military Justice introduced Article 125 specifically
banning sodomy (between members of the same or opposite sex) itself. Cases of
assault with the intent to commit sodomy were charged under Article 134, or the
General Article.

Despite a lack of laws specifically addressing the issue, numerous policies
and regulations allowed for differential treatment of homosexuals or those who
manifested homosexual behaviors. Prior to World War .II, homosexuals were
admitted into the services and, in the case of those who evidenced cross-gender
mannerisms, often assigned tasks deemed relevant to the individuals’ behavior
and lifestyle. ("Effeminate” men were assigned away from the combat arms, for
example, and placed in jobs not considered to require particularly masculine
qualities, such as clerk, hospital corpsman, chaplain’s assistant or camouflage
specialties.*)

During World War II, psychiatrists, who at the time tended to view
homosexuality as a mental illness, attempted to identify and "treat’ homosexuals
in uniform. Numerous efforts to identify and treat homosexuals had mixed
results. Failure to respond to treatment often resulted in a Section VIII
discharge ("inaptness or undesirable habits"). With the social taboo against
homosexuality (resulting in its concealment), the relative flexibility of personnel
regulations, the need for personnel during wartime, and the inability of
psychiatrisis to determine who was homosexual (especially in an era of rushed
wartime medical entrance examinations), meant that an undetermined number
of homosexuals passed through the services without difficulty.

The policies concerning homosexuality shifted gradually from the 1940s to
the 1970s. Early policies were based on a treatment and retention model. Later

SDavis, Maj. Jeffrey S., Military Policy Toward Homosexuals: Scientific,
Historical, and Legal Perspectives, Military Law Review, Vol. 131, Winter 1991:
115. (Hereafter referred to as Davis 1991.) For the definition of sodomy in the
Manual for Courts-Martial (1917), see Appendix section "Text of Uniform Code
of Military Justice . . ."

‘Berube, Allan, Coming Out Under Fire: The History of Gay Men and
Women in World War II, New York: Penguin Books (Plume), 1991.
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policies continued to accept treatment but moved increasingly toward separation
(and in certain cases, punishment) of known homosexuals. Flexibility was
maintained to the extent that certain homosexuals could be retained in
situations involving "heroic service." Nevertheless, until the mid-1970s, efforts
to address the issue remained under a medical model of illness, treatment, and
integration into or, later, exclusion/separation from the services.

In 1966, for example the Army required a psychiatric examination
prior to separation for homosexuality. In 1970 the homosexuality
regulation was superseded and was integrated into regulations that
covered all types of unfitness and unsuitability. Unsuitability could
be demonstrated by evidence of homosexual “tendencies, desires, or
interests . . . ."

The regulatory scheme was significant because separation boards
. . . generelly had the authority to recommend retention of soldiers
being processed for elimination, and commanders could disapprove a
board’s recommendation to separate . . . . Indeed, prior to February
1977, the Army’s posture was that there was discretion to retain
homosexuals.®

In the late-1970s, the Report of the Joint Service Administrative Discharge
Study Group was completed.

Two of the study group’s recommendations concern homosexual
behavior. One recommendation [was] to reaffirm the long-established
ban on gays in the military. Specifically, the study group [had]
proposed that the phrase "homosexuality is incompatible with military
service" and "processing (for separation) is mandatory unless. . .the
allegations are groundless" be included in all subsequent DOD
directives on personnel separations. The second recommendation
[was] that, in cases of "unsuitability,” i.e., those involving homosexual
tendencies or homosexual acts between consenting adults, individuals
receive an honorable discharge.®

Created in a period of legal challenges to its policies on homosexuality (see
court section below), the recommendations of this study group were used as the
basis of current DoD policy.

%Davis, 1991: 76-77. Although Davis notes that Army language concerning
"tendencies, desires, or interests” was later "found to be unconstitutional" (see
p. 77), he provides no court citation. Efforts to locate such a ruling have proven
unsuccessful. In addition, in 1973, the American Psychiatric Association voted
to remove homosexuality from its list of abnormalities.

®Snyder, William P., and Kenneth L. Nyberg, Policy Paper Gays and the
Military: An Emerging Policy Issue, Journal of Political and Military Sociology,
Vol. 8, No. 1, Spring 1980: 74.
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SUMMARY OF KEY OBSERVATIONS

The military has generally been characterized as a separate institution
governed by rules that may or may not be acceptable in civilian society.
Differential treatment of military personnel has generally been justified on the
basis of the uniqueness of the military mission. Discrimination on the basis of
this mission and the unique nature of military society has been upheld,
generally, in the courts. Discrimination on other bases has generally not been
justified.

While many homosexuals have served in the military, such service has been
performed in most instances without open acknowledgement of their
homosexuality. The question confronting policy makers remains: "To what
extent, if any, would open homosexuality be disruptive to morale, cohesion and
readiness in the ranks, and to what extent does any such disruption justify
discrimination?” Many military leaders, familiar with the military society and
its rules believe that the presence of open homosexuality would prove
sufficiently disruptive to justify continuing the policy. Homosexual rights
advocates, many of whom have also served in the military, believe that not only
will disruptions be minimal but that the overall effectiveness and readiness of
the force will improve.

Advocates for repealing the policy have generally held that restrictions
should be maintained on "behavior" but that a homosexual "orientation” alone
should not be grounds for dismissal. However, distinctions between orientation
and behavior, seemingly clear in the abstract, may prove difficult to make in the
complex realities of everyday life.

Issues of privacy for heterosexuals, whether real or perceived, remain
contentious. .

Comparisons to foreign military policies appear informative, inconsistent
and of problematic application.

Historically, the U.S. military has been in the forefront of some major social
changes. The successful integration of blacks is widely viewed as a positive
indication of the military’s ability to make important social changes. However,
some have questioned using the military as a vehicle of social change (see
Project 100,0007). Among the question policy mekers may consider is not
whether the military can or should be forced to change, but whether society as

TAccording to Laurence, Janice H., and Peter F. Ramsberger, "Beginning in
1966, under Project 100,000, some 300,000 low-aptitude men enlisted or were
drafted into the rank and file as part of a social welfare program. Responding
to President Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty, then-Secretary of Defense
Robert S. McNamara launched this project with the hopes of equalizing the
burden of wartime service, while turning the lives of the disadvantaged around
through a tour of military duty.” (Low-Aptitude Men in the Military: Who
Profits, Who Pays?, New York: Praeger, 1991: 1.)
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a whole supports this change and whetherthe military is the appropriate vehicle
for such a change? What impact, if any, would this change have on military
readiness? Indeed, issues concerning civil rights and the definition of acceptable
behavior may be raised both inside and outside of the military.

Under the Constitution, Congress has the authority "to make rules for the
government and regulation of the land and naval forces." Congress, subject to
presidential veto, has authority to create military rules and laws. Changes
concerning repealing or modifying DoD policy on homosexuals in the military
might also be made by executive order of the President, but in any case would
likely present Congress with a range of legislative considerations including:
equal opportunity/anti-discrimination issues; questions concerning military
compensation and benefits particularly with regard to homosexual "partnerships”
and definitions of dependency and family; issues concerning the separation of
church and state; and, questions of fairness in maintaining morale and discipline
under rules regulating conduct.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE POLICY

The DoD policy addressing homosexuals is dealt with in three directives (on
1. Enlisted Administrative Separations, 2. Separation of Regular Commissioned
Officers for Cause, and, 3. Physical Standards for Enlistment, Appointment, and
Induction). In addition, the Uniform Code of the Military Justice regulates
behavior concerning sodomy and general disorders and neglects to the prejudice
of good order and discipline. Each of these is discussed below.

ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS

_ The January 1982 directive on Enlisted Administrative Separations
(discharges) establishes the DoD policy for enlisted administrative separations
and is, therefore, the most often cited and disputed statement of this policy:

Homosexuality is incompatible with military service. The presence in
the military environment of persons who engage in homosexual
conduct or who, by their statements, demonstrate a propensity to
engage in homosexual conduct, geriously impairs the accomplishment
of the military mission. The presence of such members adversely
affects the ability of the Military Services to maintain discipline, good
order, and morale; to foster mutual trust and confidence among
gervicemembers; to ensure the integrity of the system of rank and
command; to facilitate assignment and worldwide deployment of
gervicemembers who frequently must live and work under close
conditions affording minimal privacy; to recruit and retain members
of the Military Services; to maintain the public acceptability of
military service; and to prevent breaches of security.®

Based on this policy, individuals who engage in homosexual conduct or exhibit
an intention of engaging in such conduct are deemed to affect adversely the
ability of the military to accomplish its mission. Such conduct is considered a
threat to morale, good order, discipline, mutual trust, privacy, the ability of the
gervices to attract and retain members, and public acceptability of military
service.

As used in DoD policy, homosexual means “a person who engages in, desires
to engage in, or intends to engage in homosexual acts" (or homosexual and
heterosexual acts in the case of bisexuals). A homosexual act is defined as
"bodily contact, actively undertaken or passively permitted, between members
of the same sex for the purpose of satisfying sexual desires.” (See Appendix). In
order for an individual to be subjected to administrative discharge procedures,
at least one of the following findings (with certain exceptions) must be made:

81.S. Department of Defense, Directive No. 1332.14, Enlisted Administrative
Separations, January, 28, 1982: 1-9 through 1-13. For the complete text of this
Directive, see Appendix.
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(1) The member has engaged in, attempted to engage in, or solicited
another to engage in a homosexual act or acts;

(2) The member has stated that he or she. is a homosexual or bisexual
unless there is a further finding that the member is not a homosexual or
bisexual.

(3) The member has married or attempted to marry a person known to be
of the same biological sex (as evidenced by the external anatomy of the persons
involved) unless there are further findings that the member is not a homosexual
or bisexual and that the purpose of the marriage or attempt was the avoidance
or termination of military service.

This directive addresses homosexual administrative discharges from a
behavioral perspective, or ’behavioral intent,” perspective. In other words,
"persons who engage in homosexual conduct or who, by their statements,
demonstrate a propensity to engage in homosexual conduct” are considered, under
this directive, eligible for separation. From a technical point of view, an
individual must have engaged in, or stated a desire or intention to engage in,
homosexual behavior.  Statements that acknowledge an individual’s
homosexuality are considered reasonable grounds of intention but may not be
sufficient to warrant a discharge, i.e., the member may be attempting to avoid
service. To this end, an investigation is required. Such an investigation would
need to determine if an individual had engaged, or intends to engage, in such
behavior, or if such a statement is being used solely as a means of avoiding
military service. Thus, the admission of being a homosexual is not treated as
an ipso facto indication of a propensity to engage in homosexual behavior,
Rather it is considered a reasonable cause for conducting an investigation. (It
remains possible that an individual is both homosexual and attempting to avoid
service.)

This directive provides exceptions to this policy including provisions that
allow a member to remain in the service when it is in the service’s interest and
when it can be found that the member does not desire or intend to engage in
homosexual behavior.

Generally speaking, when an individual is administratively discharged for
homosexuality alone, an Honorable or General Discharge is issued. This
directive lists those instances in which certain homosexual behaviors would
result in a discharge Under Other Than Honorable conditions.? These
conditions include the use of force, homosexual acts with a minor, and
fraternization that is deemed sufficiently disruptive to good order.

Lastly, this directive provides direction concerning the procedure for such
separations. In each of these, there needs to be a "finding," "probable cause,” or
“circumstances authorizing” such a separation. Without such, an administrative
board is directed to retain the member. Under these rules, an individual

®See Appendix for an explanation of discharge characterizations.
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may be separated with a finding of conduct or intended conduct
(including self-made statements) consistent with the definition of
homosexual, bisexual and/or homosexual act as provided in this
directive. Furthermore, "[Tlhe burden of proving that retention is
warranted under the limited circumstances . . . rests with the member
except in cases where the member’s conduct was solely the result of a
desire to avoid military service." Therefore, the service concerned must
provide findings of probable cause of homosexual behavior or intended
behavior, or determine that such statements or behavior are being used
as a means of avoiding service. With the finding of such behavior or
intention of behavior, the member must prove that retention in the
service is warranted.!

While the above pertains to enlisted personnel, officers may also be
separated (see the text of the directive on the Separation of Regular
Commissioned Officers for Cause in the Appendix). The rules that apply to
officers generally reflect the policy on homosexuality. However, these
regulations are somewhat different than those pertaining to enlisted personnel
due to procedural differences in the separation of officers.

Under the third directive, on Physical Standards for Enlistment,
Appointment, and Induction (see Appendix), prospective service members may
be denied entry into the service for homosexual activity. During the screening
process, individuals are asked if they are homosexual. An affirmative answer,
technically, is sufficient grounds to deny entry into the service. Thus, a recruit
who states that he is a homosexual is reasoned to have been engaged in, or to
have intended to engage in homosexual behavior. It is important to remember
that under the ’separation directive’ the burden of proof lies with the service
member, or in this case with the recruit, once homosexuality is acknowledged.
It may be impossible to prove that an individual has not and will not engage or
intend to engage in homosexual activity. It should also be noted that neither

10Under DoD regulations and the UCMJ, a person can not be prosecuted for
merely being homosexual. Although a person can be administratively
discharged, with an Honorable or General discharge--which is substantively
different from prosecution--for making statements confirming that he or she is
homosexual, such statements are viewed as acts (see Ben-Shalom v. Marsh, 881
F.2d 454, 462 (7th Cir. 1989) as discussed in the Appendix). Merely making a
statement, however, is likely to lead to an investigation under the foregoing
policy. For example, in one case, a sailor became president of the San Diego
Veterans Association--whose membership is ldérgely homosexual--and who
advocates changing the military policy but who has not violated any of the
provisions of the DoD regulation may be subject to investigation but can not be
administratively discharged without a finding of homosexuality based on DoD
definitions (see Reza, H.G., Sailor at Odds With the Navy’s Anti-Gay Policy, Los
Angeles Times (Washington, D.C. Ed.), April 1, 1992: B-2). While such an
investigation, and perhaps an ensuing discharge, is not a form of prosecution,
these processes have been seen by some as a form of persecution of homosexuals.
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of the above two directives require "proof beyond a reasonable doubt” but are
based on the less restrictive standards of an administrative finding of fact.

STATUTES

The Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ), as enacted by Congress, lists
sodomy and "disorders and neglects to the prejudice of good order and discipline”
as grounds for conducting a court-martial proceeding (see Appendix). As such
these regulations of behavior, in theory apply to both homosexuals and
heterosexuals. Under these articles, legal rules of evidence apply. Unlike the
directives described earlier, the results of findings by a court-martial may entail
punitive sanctions. The threat of punitive actions under these articles may be
used as leverage in getting service members to divulge homosexual activities.
In other words, individuals apprehended under one of these articles, or
acknowledged homosexuals who, subject to an investigation, are found to have
fraternized with subordinates in such a manner as to endanger good order or
morale, may be offered an administrative discharge (rather than court-martial
and punishment) if they cooperate in providing evidence against themselves or
other service members. Investigations of criminal behavior often require seeking
confessions, or corroborating testimony. To this end, plea bargaining a
punishable offense under the UCMJ to an administrative discharge, for example,
is a legal tool for gaining evidence and expediting cases. As noted above, since
certain individuals may resign from the military and thereby avoid prosecution,
the manner and extent to which these statutes are used is not clearly known.

* "* *

Under the above DoD directives, homosexuals are excluded from enlistment,
appointment, and induction into the armed forces. Such individuals found to
be serving in the forces may be administratively separated. Under the UCMJ,
individuals (whether homosexual or heterosexual) found guilty of violating
either of the above articles may be punished as the court martial may direct.

Under current practice, individuals who admit a homosexual orientation,
admit past behavior of a homosexual nature, or who have been apprehended for
behavior related to homosexual acts as described may be denied entry into the
armed forces or separated from the armed forces. Thus, under current practice,
merely stating one’s homosexuality or having a homosexual orientation is
sufficient grounds for denying enlistment to or removing a person from the
armed forces.
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BROAD POLICY ISSUES AND ARGUMENTS

The following discussion of military policy on homosexuals is divided into
two major sections. The first one addresses the general context and broadly
relevant aspects of the issue. The second major section addresses specific issues
of more immediate effect. Such a distinction is not perfect nor mutually
exclusive and, therefore, a certain degree of overlap between the two sections is
unavoidable. In this first section, policy issues considered and analyzed include:
the origins of homosexuality, estimates of the prevalence of homosexuality,
orientation v. behavior, covert and overt homosexuality, social legitimacy
considerations as well as consideration of fairness, and policies of other nations.

THE ORIGINS OF HOMOSEXUALITY

Attempts to ascertain the origins of homosexuality have proven inconclusive
and no generally agreed causality has been established. Numerous research
endeavors have been undertaken to determine factors that cause homosexuality
or heterosexuality including genetic/biological, psychological and socio-
cultural.)! Difficulties in methodology, experimental controls and sampling
have complicated these efforts. While each academic discipline has made certain
"discoveries” or observations concerning the differences between homosexuals
and heterosexuals, such findings 1) are not universal (or statistically significant),
2) can be explained by various factors or phenomena, and or 3) are unable to

] eVay, Simon, A Difference in Hypothalamic Structure Between
Heterosexual and Homosexual Men, Science, 258, 1991: 1034-1037; Bailey,J.M,,
and Pillard R.C., A Genetic Study of Male Sexual Orientation, Archives of
General Psychiatry, 48, 1991: 1089-1096; Gelman, David, et al., Born or Bred?,
Newsweek, Feb. 24, 1992: 6; Kinsey, A, W. Pomeroy, and C. Martin, Sexual
Behavior in the Human Male, cited in Davis, 1991; Voeller, Bruce, Some Uses
and Abuses of the Kinsey Scale, in Homosexuality, Heterosexuality: Concepts
of Sexual Orientation, The Kinsey Institute Series, June Machover Reinisch, ed.,
Oxford University Press, 1990: 35; Diamant, Louis, (Ed.), Male and Female
Homosexuality: Psychological Approaches, Washington: Hemisphere Publishing
Corp., 1987; Marmor, Judd, (Ed.), Homosexual Behavior: A Modern Reappraisal,
New York: Basic Books, 1980; and, Pattullo, E.L., Straight Talk About Gays,
Commentary, Vol. 194(6), December 1992: 21. A number of religion-based
organizations exist to help "homosexuals” in "going straight,” including
Regeneration of Baltimore, MD. and Exodus International of San Rafael, CA.,
leading some to believe that homosexuality may be based on choice. According
to Davis, 1991: 62-63, "The vast majority of homosexuals never seek treatment.
Of those who have, there have been some reports of successfully changing
homosexuals into heterosexuals, but the criteria for success often have been
“either vague or considerably less than exclusive heterosexual behavior." . . . At
any rate, the reports on treatment of homosexuality seem consistent with the
hypothesis that efforts to change sexual. orientation should be minimally
effective.”
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discern temporal considerations (i.e. which came first: the associated factor or
homosexuality).

Since no one area appears to adequately explain the entire range of sexual
behaviors (including homosexuality), many researchers have assumed a more
expansive explanation:

. . . the diversity among sexual orientations is likely to be understood
from a combination of sociological, cultural and biological factors.!?

Efforts to discern "causes" for homosexuality or heterosexuality have been
further complicated by one additional reality: the existence of bisexuality.®

Findings of a link between genetics and sexuality have been used by some
to argue that homosexuals represent a class meriting protection under the law,
or that homosexuality is an immutable characteristic (as is race, for example).
These arguments are made in pursuit of legal protection as a legitimate minority
but are based on scientifically disputed theses and courts have been generally
unwilling to grant special protection for homosexuals (see Court section below).

ESTIMATES OF THE PREVALENCE OF HOMOSEXUALITY

The number of homosexuals in society or the military at any given time has
not been reliably measured. Reports in the media have assumed that the
proportion in the military is roughly equivalent to the number in society. (The
validity of such an assumption cannot be measured.) Estimates of the numbers
of homosexuals in society tend to be based on definitional considerations of who
is homosexual. The most commonly cited number is 10 percent of the
population. This number is based on one datum supplied by the 1948 Kinsey
study. According to Berube:

Kinsey found 4 percent of the white males he surveyed to be
"exclusively homosexual throughout their lives" after the onset of
adolescence, and 10 percent to be "more or less exclusively homosexual”
for at least three years between the ages of sixteen and fifty-five.!

Although it can be argued that 4 percent is as relevant a finding as 10 percent,
media sources and homosexual rights groups tend to cite the higher figure.

12Gladue, Psychological Contributions, in L. Diamant (Ed.), Male and Female
Homosexuality: 130.

BToufexis, Anastasia, Bisexuality: What is it?, Time, August 17, 1992: 49-51.

1Kinsey, Alfred C., Sexual Behavior in the Human Male, Philadelphia: W.B.
Sanders, 1948: 650-51; cited in Allan Berube, Coming Out Under Fire: The
History of Gay Men and Women in World War Two, New York: Penguin Books
(Plume), 1991: 289.
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(Kinsey’s data have been criticized for various reasons, including the
"unrepresentativeness" of his sample.) More recent data provided by Smith
found the percentage of a national sample of sexually active adults to be
somewhat smaller:

... results show that 98.4 percent of sexually active adults reported
that they were exclusively heterosexual during the year preceding the
survey. ... This percentage is substantially higher than the commonly
cited level of 90 percent, but concurs with the best available
estimates.'®

Using the definitions and data obtained by Smith, fewer than two percent of
those men and women sampled could be considered homosexual or bisexual.

The proportion of military personnel who are homosexual remains
unknown in part because of the policy excluding homosexuals from service. As
a result of the policy, individuals in uniform who are homosexual are less likely
to acknowledge their orientation or behavior. It can also be argued, however,
that the policy discourages homosexuals from joining in the first place.
Conversely, certain aspects of military service, including sexual segregation,
physical aggressiveness, authoritarian atmosphere, may appeal to both men and
women as well as to certain heterosexuals and homosexuals.'®

The extent to which homosexuality exists in the military is, in part,
dependent upon the definition of who is homosexual or what behavior
constitutes homosexuality. The Department of Defense has outlined specific
definitions as a part of its policy. Since this definition is likely to be different
from others in use, it is unlikely that there will be agreement on the proportion
of military personnel who are homosexual. (In the context of discussing the
military’s policy on homosexuals, the definition used by DoD applies.)

168mith, Tom W., Adult Sexual Behavior in 1989: Number of Partners,
Frequency of Intercourse and Risk of AIDS, Family Planning Perspectives, Vol.
23, No. 3, May/June 1991: 104. (These data were collected as part of the
General Social Survey, 1988 and 1989, by the National Opinion Research
Center, University of Chicago. Smith's study was funded by the National
Science Foundation.) See also, R.E. Fay et al., Prevalence and Patterns of Same-
Gender Sexual Contact Among Men, Science, 243, 1989: 338. For a eritique of
Kinsey’s work, see Reisman, Judith, and Edward W. Eichel, Kinsey, Sex and
Fraud: The Indoctrination of a People, Huntington House Publishers,
Lafayette, LA, 1990; Really Dr. Kinsey?, 337 The Lancet (British Medical
Journal, 547, 1991; and, Kinsey Sex Reports: Dubious, Misleading, Fraud?,
German Medical Tribune, July 19, 1991 (Jurgen Benning Trans.) cited in Steffan
v. Cheney, 780 F. Supp. 1, (D.C. Cir. 1991).

%Berube, 1991: 32, 56-57.
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HOMOSEXUAL ORIENTATION AND HOMOSEXUAL BEHAVIOR

"Orientation” is defined as "the act of determining one’s bearings or settling
one’s sense of direction, . . . the settling of one’s sense of direction or
relationship in moral or social concerns or in thought or art, .. . awareness of
the existing situation with reference to time, place, and identity of persons."!”
"Behavior” is associated with the particular action or reaction of an individual.
Thus, homosexual orientation implies only that an individual has determined
himself/herself to be homosexual without necessarily entailing a homosexual act.
Interestingly, DoD policy concerning enlistment, while generally excluding
homosexuals from entering the military, does allow certain individuals to enter
the service who have committed or been a party to a homosexual act.}* An
admitted homosexual is also barred from the service despite the fact that such
an individual may not have participated in such an act. In the case of Ben-
Shalom v. Marsh, the court upheld the Army’s right to administratively
discharge an acknowledged lesbian based only upon her statement that she was
a lesbian.

Plaintiff’s lesbian acknowledgement, if not an admission of its practice,
at least can rationally and reasonably be viewed as reliable evidence of
a desire and propensity to engage in homosexual conduct. ... [Tlhe
regulation does not classify the plaintiff based merely upon her status
as a lesbian, but upon reasonable inferences about her probable
conduct in the past and in the future. ... Plaintiff has admitted that
she has a homosexual desire, but not necessarily that she intends to
commit homosexual acts. The Army need not try to fine tune a
regulation to fit a particular lesbian’s subjective thoughts and
propensities.’®

"Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language,
Unabridged, Philip Babcock Gove (Ed.), Springfield, Massachusetts: G. & C.
Merriam Company, 1971: 199, 15691. For a discussion of this issue in the
civilian context, see Eddy, Mark, Prohibiting Discrimination on the Basis of
Sexual Orientation: Arguments For and Against Proposed Legislation,
Congressional Research Service Report 89-222 Gov, April 10, 1989. Under
current DoD policy, no distinction is made on the basis of orientation versus
behavior.

¥For example, instances of youthful experimentation or sexual assault
victimization may not be considered as grounds for denying an enlistment if
there are reasons to believe that these instances do not represent a desire or
intent to engage in future homosexual activities. Discretion, therefore, is
involved.

¥Ben-Shalom v. Marsh, 881 F.2d 464 (7th Cir. 1989). In addition, the
Supreme Court held that there was no fundamental right of homosexuals to

~ engage in consensual sodomy and upheld the Georgia statute criminalizing
sodomy (Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 U.S. at 194-195, 106 S.Ct. at 2846).
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*IN THE CLOSET" AND "OUT OF THE CLOSET"

Social taboos, legal restrictions and moral intolerance have historically
forced individuals to hide or deny their homosexuality (i.e., keep their
homosexuality "in the closet”). With increasing efforts toward gaining civil
rights and social acceptance, increasing numbers of homosexuals are "coming out
of the closet" or publicly proclaiming their identity. Definitions of "in the closet”
or "out" are somewhat situational in actual practice. Individuals may "come out’
with close friends or siblings but remain in the closet with employers, a spouse,
parents or more distant relatives. "Outing” can be personal (i.e., a proclamation
of self-identification), or forced by others (i.e., activists may proclaim a public
figure to be homosexual without his or her consent). While military discharges
have argusbly "outed" thousands of homosexuals, many have simply been
allowed to resign, in effect, protecting the individual’s privacy by allowing
him/her to "stay in the closet." Conversely, the decision to be "out of the closet”
often is both personal and political (particularly in those instances where
homosexuals seek to challenge the military’s policy on homosexuals—see Court
section in Appendix).

The concept of "in" or "out” of the closet should not be confused with issues
relating to orientation or behavior. Consider the heuristic diagram 2 X 2
diagram below:

| HEURISTIC FIGURE 1.

| STATUS Orientation . Behavior
"In the Closet” A B
"Qut of the Closet" C ) D

Individual homosexuals may find themselves to be exclusively in one cell or,
given particular circumstances, in more than one cell. For example, certain
individuals may have a homosexual orientation and chose to be "in the closet"
with employers (cell A), but "out” with close friends (cell C). Still others may
wish to remain behaviorally in the closet (cell B, but remain, de facto, "out" with
partners). Finally, cell D represents those who not only have "come out" but
who also manifest public behaviors (including, for example, marching in
homosexual rights parades, "marriage” to a same sex partner, political “street
theater” protests, or certain illegal behaviors). It is those individuals in cell C
that homosexuals acknowledge most often in attacking the military’s policy on
homosexuals.

In the military context, most homosexuals are in cells A and B. Due in part
to military restrictions, these individuals are forced to keep their homosexuality
largely secret. Efforts to change the policy have, in most cases, concentrated on
allowing individuals to acknowledge, through statements, their orientation
without prejudicial action resulting. Other advocates claim that an orientation
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alone (cells A and C) or private sexual acts between consenting adults (cell B)
should not be grounds for discharge. Certain advocates have argued that
sodomy laws should be revised. :

(Some observers have claimed that the military, technically, does not have
a "ban" on homosexuals since individuals who would fall into cell A or B are
allowed to serve. These claims, however, have been attacked as being
disingenuous since the military requires statements to be made about a recruit’s
sexuality. In addition, those in certain pre-commissioning programs must sign
statements that they are not homosexuals--see ROTC section below. Also, those
subject to review for security clearances are also asked about their sexuality.
From this perspective, individuals are "allowed" to serve provided that they are
willing to deny their homosexuality and thereafter live under threat of
discovery.) -

Although presented for analytic purposes, the above chart can be
misleading. Homosexuals who only have an orientation but participate in
political debates on homosexual rights or "street theater,"® could be placed in
cell D. (It is important to note that many of the participants in political debates
include heterosexuals as well.) As such the distinction between orientation and
behavior is, at best, subjective, and at worst, a rhetorical obfuscation. Indeed,
definitions of "acceptable behavior" remain a contentious issue for policy makers
and those charged with enforcing laws, rules and regulations.

Advocates for removing or modifying the policy on homosexuals in the
armed forces state that those who have 8 homosexual orientation should not be
discriminated against based on their orientation alone. They argue that sexual
orientation is non-threatening and to force individuals to divulge their private
thoughts and emotions on such matters represents an invasion of the
individuals’ rights to privacy. In essence, since the services prevent those with
such an orientation from entering the military, those so prevented are judged
not on their behavior but on their very existence. Such individuals are, it is
argued, "found guilty” without having performed an act beyond stating their
sexual orientation. Many advocates state that it is not their intention to change
those rules, regulations and laws regarding behavior.?! In other words, some
advocates have stated that homosexuals, and others, should be judged on the
basis of what they do, not who or what they are. Those individuals who have
proclaimed an "orientation" and are otherwise fit for duty should not be
discriminated against. It is believed that such a reform would prevent many

¥Dewar, Helen, Nunn Assailed by Gay Rights Groups for Firing of Two
Aides, The Washington Post, Dec. 8,1992: All. "About a dozen members of the
gay rights group Queer Nation conducted a small demonstration -- a "kiss-in --
at Nunn’s office on Capitol Hill yesterday to protest what the group’s
spokesman, Mike Petrelis, called Nunn’s ’known homophobia.”

2IRep. Schroeder, ABC News Nightline, Show #2867, Air Date: May 19,
1992.
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otherwise outstanding service members from being forced out of the service
merely as a matter of their sexual orientation.

Other advocates believe that once the policy on homosexuality is modified
to recognize or tolerate orientation, other related policies may also be modified.
As discrimination against homosexuals is eliminated, these advocates believe
that legal restrictions pertaining to certain sexual acts of consenting adults, now
termed sodomy, will be eliminated.

Finally, certain advocates have supported overturning the statutory
language pertaining to behavior as the first step to eliminating discrimination
against homosexuals.

. . . [G)ay rights activists say the military’s chief weapon to force out
homosexualsis not the regulations [administrative discharge directive},
but the threat of criminal prosecution under a 1956 military sodomy
law.

Such pressure tactics in military investigations create a climate
of fear that make it easy for the military to separate anyone suspected
or even rumored to be homosexual, the activists say. And no service
member is safe, they say, as long as the military has the power to
make intimate acts between consenting adults a crime.?

From this point of view, once privacy is recognized and non-intrusive behavior
(including sodomy) between consenting adults is decriminalized or afforded
privacy protection, the arguments for maintaining the policy will be
insupportable.

Proponents of maintaining the current policy state that "allowing declared
and open homosexuals to join and remain in the military . . . would be quite a
different kind of social chemistry than the present situation, where homosexuals
who do serve in the military are discreet about it."® Formally recognizing
homosexuals would allow many "to come out of the closet” so long as they did
not engage in homosexual behavior. Rescinding the policy on the basis of
orientation alone would allow homosexuals legitimacy while maintaining the

2Willis, Grant, Gay Activists Target Repeal of Sodomy Law, Navy Times,
August 24, 1992: 21.

Charles C. Moskos, Jr. ABC News Nightline, May 19, 1992. General Colin
L. Powell, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: "I have never been of the view
that this would break the armed forces of the United States if we [allowed
homosexuals to serve openly in the military]. I'm also not of the view [as] some
newspapers are, that there will be mass resignations. I am of the view, and
continue to be of the view that it will be prejudicial to good order and discipline
because (it will) introduce this added very complex social dimension into [this]
institution . . . ." Powell: 'Gays in the Military Far More Complicated Issue,’ Air
Force Times, December, 14, 1992: 12.
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illegal nature of their sexual behavior. (Also, it is not clear what affect changing
the policy would have on homosexual "political behavior” in the services--such
as forming organizations to advocate homosexual rights.) Under the first
proposal, gays and lesbians would be permitted to join and stay in the military
so long as they remain sexually inactive, "celibate,” or, behaviorally "in the
closet." This places homosexuals in the position of being recognized for their
orientation and punished for the behavior that orientation may entail. (Some
advocates of homosexual rights also acknowledge that once the homosexual
orientation is officially accepted, restrictions on relevant behaviors will also be
challenged.)

Thus, critics view the focus on orientation as a deception that would
recognize homosexuality and lead to the inevitable recognition of homosexual
behavior as "normal.” These critics contend that the sexual drive is perhaps one
of the most innate and profound human characteristics and that it would be
foolhardy to acknowledge the homosexual orientation and continue to deny the
ensuing behavioral manifestations.

H.R. 5208 and S. 3084

The "distinction” between orientation and behavior has been incorporated
into proposed legislation. @H.R. 65208 and S. 3084 would remove
discrimination against homosexuals based on orientation while maintaining
restrictions on certain unspecified behaviors (see Appendix). In the other words,
this proposed legislation would require the services to remove any prohibitions
barring an individual from remaining in the service or seeking to join the
military on the basis of sexual orientation. Also, this language would maintain
standards in law, regulation or policy preventing sexual misconduct (i.e., rape,
harassment, sodomy, sex with minors, relations on duty as prescribed, ete.).
These rules may not be applied, under this language, in a manner that
discriminates on the basis of sexual orientation. Thus, homosexual conduct
would be permitted provided that rules and regulations pertaining to conduct
apply equally to heterosexuals. In other words, nothing in this ianguage would
permit sexual relations aboard a ship, for example, since such behavioral
restrictions apply to both heterosexuals and homosexuals. In fact, nothing in
this language would allow "unnatural carnal copulation with another person of
the same or opposite sex" as prescribed under article 125 of the UCMJ.
Presumably, any undefined conduct, as considered by a court martial which
violates the customs and traditions of the armed services, deemed to be
"prejudicial to good order and discipline" remains illegal provided that such
standards would apply equally to heterosexual and homosexuals. (Without a
clear definition of acceptable behavior, certain problems may arise. For example,
asking for a date may be protected, arguably, unless a fight broke out.
Harassment and solicitation would not be protected.) Instances of fraternization
sufficient to threaten discipline, whether homosexual or heterosexual, may be
resolved by court martial and/or discharge.

“H.R. 5208, Rep. Patricia Schroeder, May 19, 1992; S. 3084, Sen. Howard
Metzenbaum, July 28, 1992.
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Proponents of this proposed legislation note that this language would
remove discrimination and unfair treatment based on sexual orientation while
keeping in place those rules, policies and laws pertaining to behavior. Under
this language, discipline and good order would be maintained since behavior
would be controlled. Courts martial and discharge options remain available in
those instances, heterosexual and homosexual, involving violations of rules,
regulations and laws pertaining to conduct. Proponents point out the success
that has resulted in those instances where restrictions against homosexuals have
been removed (i.e., in the civilian workplace). It can also be argued that
although some personnel, homosexual and heterosexual, will behave in a manner
that is deemed inappropriate, these cases will be more than offset by the
increase in the number of professional and dedicated service members who
would be allowed to enter the military and remain on active duty. That is, a
homosexual orientation alone should not be considered an adequate indication
of a behavior problem. Under current policy, many of those forced from the
gervice "involve a soldier, sailor or airman who but for being homosexual, is
outstanding in every respect."”® Such a change, advocates believe, would
ultimately enhance military readiness.

Critics view this language (H.R. 5208 and S. 3084) as going beyond efforts
to merely protect those with a homosexual orientation. Narrowly interpreted,
most, if not all, homosexual activity, critics argue, has been and will likely
continue to be defined as "unnatural” This proposed language allows
homosexuals into the service provided that they remain, for the most part
behaviorally asexual. Such a situation places homosexuals in a position of being
able to "come out of the closet," acknowledge their sexual orientation and then
refrain from acting on that orientation. Critics note that given studies of male
homosexual behavior and given the sexual segregation of the services, instances
of such behavior will increase substantially if this legislation were to be
enacted.?® In other words, removing the stigma of homosexuality or rules that
exclude homosexuals from the military will increase instances of and
opportunities for such behavior in the services, leading to morale and discipline
problems and disruptive of good order.

%See, e.g., Watkins v. United States Army, 875 F.2d 699, 702-04 (9th Cir.
1989)(en banc); Matlovich v. Secretary of the Air Force, 591 F.2d 852, 854 (D.C.
Cir. 1978); cited in Davis, Major Jeffrey S., Military Policy Toward Homosexuals:
Scientific, Historical, and Legal Perspectives, Military Law Review, Vol. 131,
Winter 1991: 55.

%Rgsed on research conducted at the University of Indiana, 75 percent of
white male homosexuals reported to have had 100 or more partners, and 28
percent reported 1000 or more. None of the respondents reported fewer than
three partners. Bell, Alan P., and Martin S. Weinberg, Homosexualities: A
study of Diversity Among Men and Women, New York: Simon & Schuster, 1978:
312. According to a University of Chicago survey (Smith, Tom W., Adult Sexual
Behavior in 1989: Number of partners, Frequency of Intercourse and Risk of
AIDS, Family Planning Perspectives, Vol. 23(3), May/June 1991: 104.) "Adults
reported an average of 7.15 sexual partners since age 18."
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Broadly interpreted, this "same treatment standard” could be construed to
allow for homosexual co-habitation in the receipt of military housing benefits,
homosexual marriages performed by military chaplains, co-location of
homosexual military couples, and the extension of military benefits such as
hesalth care, survivor benefits and adoption to a homosexual couple. In other
words, although proponents suggest that this legislation focuses only on
' orientation, broader issues involving behavior and definitions of family or
dependents may be involved. The ability of commanders to maintain discipline
and morale under this language could, it is argued, prove onerous.

While it can be asserted that removing such restrictions in civilian society
have not brought about many problems, criticse note that the military
institutional environment (including geographic isolation, sexual segregation,
and the lack of privacy) is very different and will intensify the likelihood of both
homosexual acts and violent clashes with heterosexuals. Others believe that this
language is the first step to repealing restrictions against not only
homosexuality but also homosexual behavior. Finally, critics argue that in the
interest of protecting homosexuals, the privacy and morality of heterosexuals,
as well as readiness, would be sacrificed by this language.

MILITARY SERVICE AND THE SOCIAL LEGITIMACY OF OPEN
HOMOSEXUALITY

It is said that efforts to eliminate or modify the military policy are but one
part of a larger effort to gain a more universal acceptance of homosexual rights.
From this perspective, proponents and critics alike contend that the movement
for equal rights in the military (as with the civil rights movement) is a stepping
stone to gaining greater acceptance in other fora including Federal and state
courts, and legislative bodies. The argument is based on the concept that
recognition by a major Federal institution, i.e., the military, would enhance and
provide support for greater recognition of homosexuals’ rights. According to
some observers, this claim is similar to arguments pressed during the civil rights
movement that it is unfair to allow blacks and other minorities to bear the
burden of citizenship (i.e., military service, paying taxes, etc.) without allowing
them to share equally in the benefits such citizenship has to offer. Such
recognition would provide support for "partnership legislation"'” and other
issues of interest to the homosexual rights community and civil libertarians. As
such, removing the military policy on homosexuality would represent a step
toward the attainment of equal rights and opportunities as well as equal
responsibilities for homosexuals.

Z"Partnership legislation” refers to proposals to have employers (including
the government) recognize a gay partnership for the purposes of receiving
health care and other employer-offered benefits. While a few employers and a
small number of municipalities or other jurisdictions already recognize and/or
provide limited benefits to "partners," most do not.
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There are indications that social acceptance of homosexuality has increased
in recent years. Some consider rescinding the military policy a natural
extension of these changes. Others view rescinding the military policy as a
means of allowing or forcing the military to take the lead on this issue, i.e.,
using the military as the engine for social change. In this latter sense, removing
the policy is criticized as the means and not necessarily the result of the
*homosexual rights agenda." The military has been the means of social change
in the past.?® In contrast, military leaders believe that such changes should be
justified on the basis of military needs and readiness. Critics view the use of the
military as a vehicle for social change without consideration of readiness issues
as feckless and unwise. As stated by Gabriel:

It will avail us little if the members of our defeated force are all equal.
History will treat us for what we were: a social curiosity that
failed.2?

Not surprisingly, arguments against the policy focus on its unfairness and
discriminatory basis. The denial of homosexuals the option to serve is arguably
a prejudicial self-fulling prophecy which makes it impossible for homosexuals to
prove their militery value. While many homosexuals have served, the scenario

2The integration of blacks is generally viewed as a success. (See Moskos,
Charles, The Army’s racial success story. How do they do it? The New
Republic, August 5, 1991: 16.) The integration of women remains debated today
(Collier, Ellen, Women in the Armed Forces, CRS Issue Brief, IB92008, updated
regularly; The Presidential Commission on the Assignment of Women in the
Armed Forces, Report to the President, Washington, D.C,, U.S. Government
Printing Office, November 15, 1992). The attempt to use the military as a
means of social mobility for individuals of low-aptitude has been criticized by a
" number of observers as a failure that perhaps did more damage to those it was
intended to help in the first place. (Laurence, Janice H., and Peter F.
Ramsberger, Low-Aptitude Men in the Military: Who Profits, Who Pays?,
Praeger, New York: 1991.) The services of women and blacks in various forms
are not new to the military. Blacks served openly in every war (including as
"Buffalo soldiers” during the Indian Wars) and were in segregated units at least
since the Civil War (including Confederate units). By World War II, such
segregation was recognized as problematic in terms of effectiveness and
efficiency. The integration of women (including the opening of non-stereotypical
military occupational specialties), particularly in the 1970s, was in part a result
of a need for qualified personnel created during the transition to the All-
Volunteer Force. Homosexuals, generally speaking, have not served "openly” in
the military. Critics contend that, although the integration of the military and
the expansion of opportunities had social and political underpinnings
considering the history of blacks and women in uniform, these changes were
justified on military needs. Homosexual rights advocates, critics contend, have
not shown a military need or justification for changing the current policy.

®Gabriel, Richard A., Women in Combat? Two Views, Army, March 1980:
44.
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of homosexuals openly serving can not be evaluated unless the policy is removed.
Removing the policy may allow homosexuals to prove their military worth and
gain greater social legitimacy. However, should presumed problems of discipline
and morale prove to be true, it may be politically impossible to reinstate the
current policy. Nevertheless, removing the policy in the military context may
create a sense of increased social legitimacy for homosexuality generally and,
thereby, foster changes in other areas.

THE RELEVANCE OF "FAIRNESS" AND "READINESS"

As described above, arguments for and against the policy on homosexuals
are often considered on the basis of their effects on the military and on issues
of fairness. Proponents of maintaining the military policy on homosexuals are
concerned with the extent to which acknowledged homosexuality (whether
orientation or behavior) would prove disruptive to unit cohesion, morale and
discipline. Studies of soldiers in battle have shown that the existence of close
and interpersonal relationships are of equal or greater importance (for military
effectiveness) than training, physical conditioning, leadership, etc. S.L.A.
Marshall states:

... [T}t is far more a question of the soldier’s need of physical support
from other men. He must have at least some feeling of spiritual unity
with them . . . Should he lack this feeling for any reason, whether it
be because he has lost physical contact or because he has been denied
a chance to establish himself with them, he will become a castaway in
the middle of a battle and as incapable of effective offensive action as
if he were stranded somewhere without weapons.3

Shils and Janowitz found interpersonal relationships to be a critical factor
in a unit’s ability to fight. Once these relationships have been disrupted, unit
effectiveness disintegrated leading to desertion, surrender, and/or death.®!
Military leaders’ concerns over the potentially disruptive effects of
homosexuality relate, in large measure, to its effects on the development of these
interpersonal relationships. While it is true that many homosexuals have served
("in the closet") in the military without incident, there are individual and legal
accounts in which the effect of homosexuals in the ranks has proven
disruptive.® The extent to which open homosexuality in the ranks would

Snyder, William P., and Kenneth L. Nyberg, Policy Paper Gays and the
Military: An Emerging Policy Issue, Journal of Political and Military Sociology,
Vol. 8, No. 1, Spring 1980: 72-73

31Shils, Edward and Morris Janowitz, Cohesion and Disintegration in the
Wehrmacht, Public Opinion Quarterly, 12 (Summer 1948): 280-315.

%McCrane, Kevin M. Gays in the Military? A Cautionary Tale, Wall Street
Journal. Dec. 2, 1992: A10; Hackworth, David, The Case for a Military Gay Ban:
My Combat Experience Tells Me It’s the Only Sensible Policy, Washington Post,
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prove sufficiently disruptive to justify continued discrimination is not known.

Efforts to rescind the policy are rooted in a number of convictions, civil
rights concerns, and social movement objectives. These efforts either ignore
concerns over effectiveness or argue that there will be relatively little change in
effectiveness. The most common source of objections to the policy is its
perceived basic unfairness. According to Snyder and Nyberg:

. . . [Elxisting policies [concerning homosexuality] are not being
applied consistently; [closeted] gays continue to serve in the armed
forces, apparently quite satisfactorily, despite the ban on their service
(Lester, 1974: 5-13). This inconsistency creates the basis for a legal or
political challenge to existing policies.®

In addressing this issue, the military has taken the approach of excluding all
admitted homosexuals, even if this means excluding some individuals who would
otherwise make good soldiers, airmen, sailors or marines. Such exclusion is
justified by the services as being directly related to national defense
considerations.

The military policy has been attacked variously on the issues of "fairness.”
These include the arguments that the policy (1) leads to "witch hunts," (2) is
gimilar to the prejudice that kept blacks out of the service, (3) allows for
differing treatment of civilian and military DoD employees, and (4) encourages
the harassment of women. Each of these is considered and analyzed.

"Witch Hunts"

While DoD policy is explicit in terms of conducting investigations and
providing for administrative discharges, actual practices may vary. According
to some observers, the decision to investigate and discharge individuals for
homosexuality can be discretionary and, therefore, arbitrary. Commanding
officers who find such behavior problematic in terms of unit morale, or who
have a personal or moral philosophy against such behavior, may choose to
aggressively pursue the removal of homosexual service members from their
units. Conversely, commanding officers may be more concerned with the day-to-
day operation and welfare of their units, including administrative functions,
training activities, other disciplinary issues, as well as their own personal, career
and family needs, and choose not to spend much, if any, free time searching for
"suspected homosexuals." Commanders and investigators who do discharge

June 28, 1992: C5b.

$Snyder, William P., and Kenneth L. Nyberg: 72.
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homosexuals out of the service are often charged with conducting "witch
hunts."® Commanders who fail to maintain discipline or follow DoD directives
may be charged with dereliction of duty. During an investigation of
homosexuality other individuals may be named as homosexuals (regardless of
the