Repealing DADT:

I am disgusted by the suggestion made by Cmdr Johnson (ret.) in the Feb 2

Marine Corps Times that servicemembers should be entitled to an immediate discharge should they choose not to serve next to gay people. The most obvious way to illustrate the ridiculousness of this idea is to replace "homosexual" with "colored people". With that simple exchange of terms, the suggestion is offensive--to both those in the referenced group and to the very institution of equality this nation holds dear.

Not only would this one-time discharge opportunity policy be completely un-enforceable (as countless others would certainly jump on the bandwagon to end their contracts early), but it is insulting to presume that servicemembers are not mature enough to handle themselves appropriately should gays and lesbians be allowed to serve openly. And to reward them with a partial retirement package? A program such as this would essentially be paying servicemembers for their intolerance. The notion that immaturity, intolerance, and unprofessional behavior should be rewarded by the same government that claims to uphold standards to the contrary is deplorable.

Military servicemembers pledge an oath to support and defend the Constitution, agree to abide by the Uniform Code of Military Justice, and obey all orders. If the equal opportunity policy were to be updated and "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" (DADT) repealed, servicemembers would be charged to obey it. Those who chose not to would suffer the consequences. Sexual harassment is already outlawed by existing policy, so heterosexuals need not fear unwanted advances from homosexuals.
I understand that there are people who, according to their religious beliefs or personal values, might not see people of different sexual orientation as equals, but their views should not drive policy in a federal institution--public or private, civilian or military. There are certainly those among us who believe people of different genders, ethnicities, or religious ideologies are not equal either, but these views are not supported by policy, and are in fact expressly prohibited in all the services' equal opportunity policies.
Thousands of servicemembers have been discharged as a result of their sexual orientation being discovered under the existing policy. Tens of thousands more are still serving among us, many in fear of being discovered and all in overt denial to their peers and superiors. Reversing DADT would allow these dedicated men and women to continue to serve without fear of being discharged for living their lives openly and honestly. More importantly, it would allow them to reclaim the integrity that was sacrificed while they simultaneously followed their hearts by serving their country and denied them by serving under DADT.

The argument that sexual orientation affects military readiness is archaic and unfounded. There are plenty of examples around the world of powerful militaries allowing gays and lesbians to serve openly without sacrificing their prowess. I've yet to find a single study that shows the adverse consequences of allowing gays and lesbians to serve. There is certainly plenty of conjecture by fundamentalist groups, but it is all based on their homophobia rather than actual research or case studies.

There are those who argue that leaving DADT in place is actually better for those who would be subjected to harassment by their intolerant peers or superiors. While there may be some truth behind their opinion—homosexuals will undoubtedly face challenges as the military adjusts to this policy, that we discredit them by restricting their liberties is in itself an injustice and dishonors their strength and willingness to serve. They have already chosen to serve despite the current policy; one can only imagine they'd appreciate the opportunity to serve without it.

There are some, also, who argue that military service is not a right, and use this argument as a basis to bar those of diverse backgrounds and orientations from serving. I agree with one exception--we should use this argument to keep out those who are intolerant and wish to discriminate based on their personal views. There is no place in a professional military for personal bias; rather, it is the unbiased that is more easily regimented and therefore more effective. I would rather serve next to someone whose sexual preference might be different than my own than someone who is fueled by hatred and intolerance.
I think the new administration's desire to end discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation should be applauded. I welcome those who disagree to resign their service at the earliest occasion. The strength of this great nation will be built upon the shoulders of those who continue to stand with their brothers.
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