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A s a candidate, Barack Obama promised to reverse the ban on gays and 
lesbians openly serving in the US military, comparing overturning the law 

commonly referred to as “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” (DADT)1 to “the integration 
of blacks in the armed forces as both a moral issue and an achievable goal.”2 
Once he was elected, President-elect Obama’s press secretary, Robert Gibbs, 
unwaveringly stated, “You don’t hear politicians give a one-word answer much,” 
but “yes,” the president would reverse the ban.3 On 27 January 2010, President 
Obama reiterated his campaign pledge during his first State of the Union 
address regarding gays and lesbians in the US military. The following week at 
an historic Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike Mullen, said, “No matter how I look at the issue, 
I cannot escape being troubled by the fact that we have in place a policy which 
forces young men and women to lie about who they are in order to defend their 
fellow citizens.” Never before had the highest ranking member of the US 
military spoken out in favor of allowing gays and lesbians to openly serve. At 
the same hearing, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said, “We have received 
our orders from the commander in chief, and we are moving out accordingly.”4 

Gates also announced that he had asked Pentagon legal counsel Jeh Johnson 
and Army General Carter Ham to lead a yearlong study on how the military 
would lift its ban on openly gay service members.5

These perspectives are sure to ignite contradictory voices on the issue of 
homo-sexual service, as does this book. This chapter seeks to aid policy 
makers by pro-viding policy lessons and recommendations to ease the 
transition from DADT to a US policy that allows citizens to serve in the 
military regardless of sexual orientation.6 This chapter presents practical 
policy recommendations for easing the transition to a US military where 
homosexuals serve openly. These lessons are drawn from historical examples, 
such as desegregation, the fuller inclusion of women in the US military, 
DADT, and other militaries’ lifting of the ban.7
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The Red Herring of Military Readiness
Before addressing policy recommendations, it is important to analyze one 

issue that will not be addressed in the policy recommendations, largely because 
of its red herring status in this debate: military readiness. The military measures 
readiness based on three major areas: equipment, training, and personnel. It is 
the final two areas, training and personnel, where those who want the ban to 
stay in place focus, using the following arguments: Allowing homosexuals to 
serve openly would hurt morale, which, in turn, would erode unit cohesion and 
undermine military readiness. Furthermore, straight service members not com-
fortable with serving alongside homosexual counterparts will leave the military 
in droves, causing the number of military personnel to precipitously drop. 
Given that the United States is currently engaged in two hot wars and a global 
counterinsurgency, this argument must be taken seriously. In doing so, however, 
the argument’s bankruptcy becomes clear. 

Opponents of allowing homosexuals to serve openly usually point to opinion 
polls that indicate military personnel do not accept homosexuals and would not 
serve with them. Yet using such polls as an indicator of military readiness com-
mits a logical fallacy—to measure readiness (or cohesion as an integral part of 
readiness), one should assess readiness or cohesion, not merely opinion. A per-
fect example of this logical fallacy is the use of a 2008 Military Times poll by 
Elaine Donnelly, who noted that 10 percent of respondents said that they would 
not reenlist or extend their service if DADT were overturned. (Incidentally, 71 
percent said that they would continue to serve, and 6 percent had no opinion; 
14 percent indicated that they would consider leaving.) Donnelly continued 
that “if the poll’s findings approximate the number of military people who 
would leave” if DADT is overturned (and her argumentation makes it clear that 
she believes this to be the case), “the voluntary exodus would translate into a loss 
of almost 527,000 personnel—a figure approaching the size of today’s active-
duty Army.”8 This is a leap of heroic proportions. There is a big difference be-
tween clicking on the bubble of an online survey that one would leave the ser-
vice and actually doing so. Even negating the difficulty of leaving one’s brothers 
and sisters in the profession of arms, there is the more mundane issue of retire-
ment pay that requires 20 years of service and transitioning into a civilian sector 
during a time of economic downturn. And, as noted, one cannot make assump-
tions regarding readiness merely using opinion polls. Indeed, when the US 
military itself measured homosexuals’ impact on unit cohesion, sexual orienta-
tion had no effect on military effectiveness.9 A study by the RAND Corpora-
tion also found homosexuals have no adverse effect on military readiness.10

Beyond US studies, however, is empirical evidence from other countries fac-
ing similar policy decisions. In Britain, for instance, resistance to the inclusion 
of openly serving homosexuals was similar to the poll numbers in the United 
States before Britain lifted its ban. Yet only a handful of soldiers actually left 
Britain’s military as a result of the change in policy.11 In fact, the predictions of 
a heterosexual mass exodus of military personnel in the countries that allow 
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homosexuals to serve openly never happened.12 In a study of foreign militaries 
with open homosexuals serving who were known to their combat units, no 
evidence was found “of deterioration in cohesion, performance, readiness, or 
morale. Generals, ministry officials, scholars, and [nongovernmental organiza-
tion] observers all have said that their presence has not eroded military effec-
tiveness.”13 Since the Dutch military became the first to allow open service in 
1974, not a single study has indicated a decline in performance that can be 
empirically linked to homosexuals in any of the approximately 70 countries 
who allow open service.14

Those who make such inferences arguably do not understand military cul-
ture. Even while some may simultaneously disagree with a civilian order, plans 
for the policy’s implementation are being made. For instance, although many 
military leaders disagreed with the talk of a Bosnian intervention, including a 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,15 the military was simultaneously plan-
ning for the intervention.16 Given healthy civilian-military relations, such plan-
ning to implement policies even when the military leadership disagrees makes 
sense. If it were not so, the United States would clearly have a far greater prob-
lem than homosexuals openly serving in the military.

The United States enjoys the most professional all-volunteer force the world 
has ever seen. Yet as Rear Adm John Hutson, who was involved in the DADT 
process in 1993, said, unit cohesion arguments assume the United States suffers 
from an unprofessional, bigoted force. Leaders, said Rear Admiral Hutson, 
“welcomed their homophobia and used it as an excuse for inaction.”17 Oppo-
nents of integrating minority groups have used these arguments before: “Whites 
feared that ‘mixing of the races’ would result in an epidemic of sexually trans-
mitted disease; and increase in antiracial violence and criminal activity by Af-
rican Americans; the breakdown of morale, order, and discipline, resulting in 
weakened national defenses; mass exit from the military by whites; and greater 
difficulty recruiting whites for service.”18 The parallel to arguments made today 
against homosexuals openly serving is striking.

US Army Lt Col John H. Sherman delivered a speech entitled “Command 
of Negro Troops” in November 1944, a speech that later became required read-
ing for every officer who commanded African-Americans. In the speech, Lieu-
tenant Colonel Sherman acknowledged the propensity to assume that the force 
could not include anything other than white males and remain a professional 
fighting force:

At the start we must recognize that in any large group there are likely to be officers 
who have long considered that their attitudes on the Negro question are their own 
business: A matter personal to them, settled and unchangeable—settled for them 
and by them long before they entered the Army. But the Army has a definite 
policy and requirement on this matter, just as it has on other matters. . . . An Of-
ficer of the Army has no more freedom to speak or act by old habit on this matter, 
than a buck private has to stand or walk by old habit when on Review. Also: It is 
fundamental that a good Officer takes any duty which Higher Authority sees fit 
to assign to him, masters the job and his preferences relative to it, and does it well, 
without complaint or question. . . . no officer who allows his prejudices to render 
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him ineffective on his assigned duty can ever properly be assigned to any other 
duty which he might find more pleasing to him, for it is not the Army’s policy thus 
to reward insubordination or weakness.19

Scholarly works back the lieutenant colonel’s approach. In a study of the US 
military, University of Washington political scientist Dr. Elizabeth Kier found 
that whether group members like one another need not have any bearing on 
organizational performance. What does matter is if the individuals are com-
mitted to the same goals or mission.20 Another study of US police and fire 
departments found that attitudes did not equal behavior.21 In any organization 
the size of the US military, it is not wise to assume homogeneity of group belief. 
For instance, not all service members agree on any given deployment, but most 
go serve the nation’s interest at risk of life. From basic training’s first day, drill 
instructors drive self-interest as much as possible out of new recruits, or at least 
try to make self-interest subservient to the unit’s goals, making it possible for 
service members to put mission accomplishment over self-preservation. In-
deed, it goes to the very heart of mission above self, which mandates that per-
sonal beliefs do not necessarily translate into personal behavior.

Given the current operations in which the United States is engaged, dispas-
sionately examining the readiness issue is important, and those who have done 
so found no adverse effect. The fact that the United States is at war should actu-
ally make it more likely that readiness will not be adversely affected. As anyone 
who has served in a combat zone can recount, when bullets fly, the proficiency 
of soldiers matters most—not the private life of the individual—for it is that 
expertise that might mean the difference between life and death.

When examined based on its empirical versus emotive merits, therefore, 
the readiness issue falls to the side. Other issues remain. Various minority 
groups have been successfully incorporated into US and foreign militaries be-
fore, and the US experience from the 1990s provides clues for how best to 
implement a new policy. Drawing on lessons from these experiences can in-
form DADT’s reversal. 

Will and Leadership
One of the most important lessons involves the will of the various actors 

involved and the criticality of leadership. Given the constitutional allocation of 
responsibilities and the military’s unique place in society, a wide variety of ac-
tors must be involved in the process of allowing homosexuals to serve openly, 
and the directives, laws, and other guidance cannot be contradictory. For the 
executive branch, the main players on this issue are the president, the secretary 
of defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to include the chairman. 

If President Obama truly seeks to allow homosexuals to serve openly, his sup-
port and attention cannot waiver. When President Clinton began backpedalling 
on his campaign promise regarding gays in the military, the opposition smelled 
blood in the water. The president “conveyed to many that even he did not stand 
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strongly behind the policy goal of allowing homosexuals to serve openly.”22 Pres-
idential guidance and attention at every step, from study to implementation, were 
also notably absent during DADT.23 Presidential involvement proves necessary 
not only because of the controversy surrounding the issue, but also because of the 
wide range of directives, laws, and other guidance that must be synchronized, as 
they were in the case of desegregation. 

Larry Korb, a former Reagan and Clinton defense official closely involved 
in the DADT process, holds that Clinton’s taking office during a time devoid 
of major crisis (the first president to do so in 60 years) and a weak electoral 
mandate (in 1992, Clinton received only 43 percent of the popular vote) nega-
tively correlated to his power as the executive.24 President Obama stepped into 
office during a time of multiple crises and with a strong electoral mandate after 
Pres. George W. Bush vastly expanded the executive’s power. Even if President 
Obama’s honeymoon was short-lived, the ingredients for successful implemen-
tation of allowing homosexuals to serve openly still exist, so long as the right 
policy lessons from previous experience are heeded.

As the commander in chief, the president must put the full force of his office 
behind the change, just as Pres. Harry Truman did with desegregation. An ex-
ecutive order should be issued that allows homosexuals to serve openly. Addi-
tionally, the president must coordinate the various actors on the executive’s side 
and consult with, but not defer to, the legislative branch throughout the process. 

The secretary of defense must also be involved. Although this will probably 
not occur due to his expected short tenure in the Obama administration, it would 
be wise to enact these changes under Secretary of Defense Robert Gates for a 
number of reasons. As a moderate Republican, he would add to the policy’s bi-
partisan tone. He knows the building and has built a history of healthy civil-
military relations. And no matter who replaces him, there will be a learning curve 
that would be made immensely steeper by this issue being on the new secretary’s 
plate at the outset. That is not to say that a new secretary of defense cannot (or 
should not) take on this issue, rather that he or she must understand that it will 
take personal involvement to ease formulation and implementation.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff should also be involved, and they have the right to 
consult with Congress on policy issues related to national security when they 
disagree with the president. Accordingly, these top military commanders must be 
brought into the process at the start. Adm Mike Mullen made his position for 
DADT’s reversal clear in the 2 February 2010 Senate hearing, but he did not 
disclose the other Joint Chiefs of Staff members’ opinions. One member, how-
ever, the US Marine Corps commandant Gen James T. Conway, was reported 
to be “the most outspoken opponent of permitting gay men and women to 
serve openly in the US military.”25 The concerns of general and flag officers 
should, of course, be heard and addressed, not to stymie the president’s deci-
sion, but to better implement it.

A Pentagon review of DADT is being conducted, according to an Admiral 
Mullen aid, to “make sure we move forward in a deliberate, measured fashion, 
that [Admiral Mullen] has the opportunity to provide his best military advice 
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in that process and that the advice is based on facts and not emotion.”26 Former 
chairman and secretary of state Gen Colin Powell stated in an interview that 
“we should definitely reevaluate [DADT] . . . it’s been fifteen years and attitudes 
have changed.” 27 Additionally, previous chairman John M. Shalikashvili switched 
his stance from when he was serving and recommended that homosexuals be 
allowed to serve their country without fear of discharge.28 Involving such re-
spected retired officers in the consultations will be critical, as will the study’s 
inclusion of military voices who desire the change (unlike the way past Penta-
gon studies of DADT have “loaded the deck” with opponents to the reversal). 

The unique constitutional powers given to the legislative branch mandate 
lawmakers’ involvement as well. An executive order alone is not enough to allow 
homosexuals to serve, as such an order could be overturned by Congress and 
DADT itself was a legislative act.29 Both the executive and legislative branches, 
therefore, should act together. At least for now, the Democratic Party enjoys a 
majority in both the Senate and the House, as well as occupies the White House, 
which should make this coordination easier. That said, it is critical to easing 
implementation that the effort is bipartisan. Signs that such bipartisanship will 
occur already exist. Rep. Ellen Tauscher (D-California) introduced the Military 
Readiness Enhancement Act, which has over 180 cosponsors, not all of whom 
are Democrats. The late Senator Ted Kennedy hoped to introduce a similar bi-
partisan bill but died before being able to do so, leaving a gaping hole in Senate 
leadership on this issue. Freshman Senator Kirsten Gillibrand, a Democrat 
from New York who holds the seat once held by Robert F. Kennedy, has pushed 
the issue forward.30 Pressure groups from both sides will undoubtedly play a 
role, but it is up to Congress to keep the hearings and process factual.

In 2009, Senate and House leaders seemed to be waiting for the military to 
tell the legislature what to do regarding DADT. Congressional leadership, 
while certainly taking into account the military’s opinion, cannot defer to the 
military on this issue, a point which an aid to Admiral Mullen makes: “It’s 
important to remember that ‘don’t ask, don’t tell’ is a law, and the military will 
obey the law.”31 As noted, if that were not the case, the implications for civil-
military relations would be dire. Leadership across the US government, both 
military and civilian, must be involved in crafting the change, but at the end of 
the day, the civilians need to set the course.

It is important to note that the judicial branch is not mentioned in the set 
of actors included in the policy recommendations for two reasons: as a general 
rule, the judicial branch should not make policy but ensure that policies have 
the force of law, and having the courts mandate inclusion of openly serving 
homosexuals would have a detrimental effect on the successful integration of 
homosexuals. Practically speaking, a court decision would, almost by definition, 
circumvent or at least abbreviate the policy study, formulation, and implemen-
tation steps necessary for success. Furthermore, conferring a “special class” on 
homosexuals serving adds “a host of more troubling problems on the part of the 
majority group.”32 One of the key lessons from previous attempts to integrate 
minority groups is that such a change in policy is easier to implement “if it is 
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perceived as benefiting all members of the force.”33 A more appropriate role for 
the courts is ensuring that the law be faithfully implemented.

Leadership from both branches, and both parties, must actively push and 
organize for the change. It is not inevitable that DADT will be reversed, and 
approaching it that way sets up the process for failure. When Clinton took of-
fice, proponents of allowing homosexual service did not organize as well as the 
right and were outhustled.34 With the reversal of political fortunes, it is less 
likely that such disarray on the left will be seen with this round. It is critical, 
however, that this fight not be approached in a partisan fashion, both for the 
good of the policy and, frankly, the Republican Party. 

A recent Washington Post-ABC News poll documented that 75 percent of 
Americans believe that homosexuals should be allowed to serve openly.35 Com-
pare that groundswell of public support to those against desegregation (63 per-
cent), and it becomes easier to make this an American cause vice a Democratic 
one.36 If the Republicans decide to make this issue one to galvanize their hard-
core base, they very well risk losing moderates within their party as well as in-
dependents. Recent Pew Research Center data shows social conservatism fall-
ing across party lines as well as among independents since around 1987, with 
only 22 percent of those polled identifying as Republicans, with independents 
largely favoring the Democrats on social values and religion.37 Turning DADT’s 
reversal into a partisan issue would be political risky for the Republicans, who 
increasingly need a more moderate message to attract more voters.

On the other side of the political aisle, the Democratic leadership should be 
wary of abandoning promises made to reverse DADT. Supporters of the presi-
dent are increasingly leery of what they consider to be backpedaling on the issue 
of gay rights.38 From a self-interested standpoint, Democratic politicians do not 
want to anger a base that makes substantial campaign contributions and, as 
importantly, goes to the polls in much higher percentages than their straight 
counterparts.39 Additionally, as noted above, independents favor the Democrats’ 
stance on these types of social issues. Making up approximately one-third of the 
electorate, independents (also called “undeclared” voters) hold significant po-
litical power.40 Should the Democrats decide not to honor promises that most 
of the population support, such as the reversal of DADT, they risk losing these 
moderate voters. 

A bipartisan approach would be best in terms of reversing DADT, as well as 
for both parties in terms of not alienating the 75 percent of Americans who 
think that homosexuals should be able to serve openly. If the issue does become 
partisan, though, the Republicans have more to lose than the Democrats. Put-
ting country above party, however, should be the approach on all sides.

Study and Planning
As is clear from the transparent bias of this chapter in favor of allowing 

homosexuals to serve openly, this author does not believe that much new research 
needs to be conducted on if homosexuals should be allowed to serve openly.41 
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For the past 15 years, various hearings, commissions, studies, and research have 
shown that such a policy reversal will not bring all of the negative consequences 
that critics claim will occur. Impartial studies should be conducted before the 
policy is formulated, however, and these studies should focus on why the opposi-
tion exists, so as to better execute policy implementation, as well as how to best 
implement the policy.42 During DADT, opposition groups used studies com-
missioned and ceasefire periods to circle wagons, rearm, and build opposition.43 
That must not happen this time.

In the DADT hearings, Senator Sam Nunn (D-Georgia) raised several 
“thorny issues” that he used to derail the DADT process.44 These issues should 
be studied before the policy formulation and generally involve two large cate-
gories: pay and benefits, and service. Each will be examined in turn.

The first category of these thorny issues, pay and benefits, should be studied 
to ensure that homosexuals are placed on equal, rather than special, footing. 
Israel became the first country to offer survivor benefits to same-sex partners in 
1997.45 Given that the United States is at war, same-sex partners should receive 
the same benefits as their heterosexual colleagues. One question, however, is 
how to implement such a policy when marriage is not a federal right, and only 
around half a dozen states allow same sex unions. This issue should be studied 
and a recommendation made for what the standard of a same-sex union is for 
those service members whose state of residence does not allow them to wed. 
Many states allow “common law” marriages for straight couples who decide not 
to marry, with a minimum cohabitation requirement. The same requirement 
could be made of homosexual couples.

Other benefits include health and life insurance, as well as base housing.46 
All should be provided to same-sex partners using the baseline requirements 
for a partnership identified for survivor benefits. The military currently screens 
all new members for the HIV virus, so this issue, raised by some,47 is not the 
reason to provide health and life insurance—fairness and equality mandate 
these rights. Along the lines that equal treatment by no means equates to spe-
cial treatment, homosexuals should be afforded the same heath and life insur-
ance benefits, as well as the base housing accorded to their rank based on hous-
ing availability. The budgetary impacts and proper implementation should be 
studied to prepare for this change. 

Another issue raised is that of homosexuals living in separate quarters. There 
are many reasons that this is untenable and will not solve the perceived issue of 
heterosexual privacy. One, if the experiences of other militaries or US police and 
fire departments are indicative, few homosexuals will actually come out of the 
closet once DADT is reversed.48 Unlike being African-American or female, one 
can hide sexual orientation. One may counter why, then, should the policy be 
changed, and the answer comes down to the simple matter of fear of being dis-
charged if discovered. Given that not all homosexuals will self-identify as such, 
providing separate housing is not even a realistic option. 

Two, on the issue of gays preying on straights in shared housing, this seems 
particularly far-fetched given their vastly smaller numbers and the empirical 
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evidence. The idea of a homosexual raping a heterosexual in an environment 
where approximately 90 percent of the population is straight (never mind, ac-
cording to those who support the ban, potentially homophobic) makes such 
shower horror stories appear devoid of logic.49 The overwhelming amount of 
documented evidence for violence involving homosexuals is against homosexu-
als, not homosexuals preying on unsuspecting heterosexual colleagues (that 
said, the same rules regarding heterosexual sexual harassment should apply to 
homosexuals as well). 

The second major category of thorny issues demanding study involves service. 
Around 13,000 service members have been discharged under DADT since 
1994.50 The question of reinstatement of these individuals needs to be deter-
mined before the policy is enacted, in part because some of these discharged 
service members will undoubtedly ask to be reenlisted. They should be wel-
comed into a force struggling under high operation tempos, but the issue of pay 
and grade for those who return should be examined. Another consideration is 
the length of time passed since being discharged under DADT. Given that the 
ousters under this policy began approximately 15 years ago, some may desire to 
rejoin who have not been on the military’s rolls for over a decade. The study 
should identify how long is too long for reenlistment and/or what type of “re-
blueing” (i.e., retraining) these individuals require. 

In terms of those homosexuals already serving in the US military, the ques-
tion of affirmative action should be decided before the policy is implemented. 
Given that some homosexuals undoubtedly serve closeted at high ranks, affir-
mative action is not believed to be necessary or even desirable given the belief 
that the change will be more welcome if homosexuals share the same rights and 
responsibilities of all other service members.

Costs must be estimated when exploring all of these issues regarding pay, 
benefits, and service. In times of economic recession, shrinking defense bud-
gets, and growing entitlement spending, cost is not a matter to be taken lightly, 
nor is it simply a straightforward calculation. Some believe that defense bud-
gets will remain stagnant, while others hold that defense expenditures will drop 
for some time to come.51 Given that approximately 65,000 homosexuals cur-
rently serve in the US military,52 the cost of benefits for these individuals should 
be included in cost projections. The experiences of other countries’ militaries 
indicate that few homosexuals apply for medical, dental, or relocation benefits 
for their partners, which suggests that these costs estimates need not include all 
65,000 homosexual service members.53

Within this bigger expenditure picture, however, are the costs of implement-
ing DADT. A blue ribbon commission reported in February 2006 that it costs 
the United States at least $363.6 million to discharge homosexuals from the US 
military, costs that include “lost benefit” (losing the service of the trained indi-
vidual) and “implementation” (investigations and review boards).54 True costs 
are difficult to estimate, as the blue ribbon commission acknowledged, although 
there are many compelling reasons to believe that its estimate is low.55 In sum, 
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the cost savings produced by overturning DADT may well help offset the costs 
of providing equal benefits.

Policy Formulation
Strong leadership with the will to change DADT, as well as solid empirical 

studies that point the way, are critical to the policy formulation stage. Having 
identified who is involved and at least a part of their deliverables, it is now 
necessary to offer the speed of this process, as well as what the general “look” of 
the policies should be.

The timing and speed of the policy formulation are critical. Just how fast the 
timeline should be from study to formulation to implementation is disputed.56 
Formulating the policy too hastily means that not enough of the thorny issues 
have been resolved, but not going fast enough may signal a lack of commit-
ment. Additionally, the longer President Obama takes into his first administra-
tion to accomplish the task, the riskier the proposition. In addition to some not 
wanting to spend political capital very close to an election, some may decide to 
await the results of the 2012 election before truly throwing weight behind the 
policy’s formulation and implementation. Worse, those who do not like 
DADT’s reversal may decide to wait out the administration. Nothing can com-
pletely alleviate these concerns, but speed may minimize their impact. With 
Pentagon studies currently underway, the policy formulation phase must begin 
in earnest, but no later than early 2010. Forward momentum must be main-
tained, and the president cannot waiver anywhere during this process. 

As to what the assorted directives, laws, and other guidance should look like, 
the KISS (keep it simple, stupid) principle should apply. The lessons from po-
lice and fire departments show that “nondiscrimination policies were most 
readily implemented when they were simple, clear, consistent, and forcefully 
stated.”57 As suggested when discussing the judicial branch above, homosexuals 
should not receive special status, but should be treated like their heterosexual 
colleagues: “Military experience with African Americans and women . . . argues 
for a simple policy under which homosexuals are treated no differently in terms 
of work assignments, living situations, or promotability.”58 Instead of laws at-
tempting to anticipate every single situation an officer might face, “codes built 
on general principles of fairness, respect, honor, decorum, and the need to avoid 
the creation of hostile environments were far more practical and effective.”59 
Rather than devise all new standards for homosexuals, the same rules should 
apply to all service men and women, regardless of sexuality.

During the DADT debate, the Clinton administration attempted to frame 
the issue as one of status (sexual orientation) versus conduct (sexual acts). This 
paradigm, however, was very soon muddled by exactly what DADT meant, and 
even being homosexual counted as misconduct.60 The new law must create 
“equal standards” for all service members regardless of sexual orientation, with 
“an emphasis on conduct.”61 Indeed, the military already has a code of conduct 
regarding sexuality for heterosexuals: No dating within one’s chain of com-
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mand is allowed, and officers cannot have relations with enlisted forces. These 
same rules should apply to homosexuals. The new directives, laws, and other 
guidance must make the enforcement systems explicit, and incentives should 
promote the following of the new policy.62 The multiplicity of actors, laws, or-
ders, and guidance requires a strong executive team to pull together these dif-
ferent strands during the policy formulation process—a team that will continue 
to meet once policy implementation begins. 

Committed Implementation
Although implementation seems to be at the end of the policy process, in fact, 

it must be considered from the start. A strong implementation plan is the sine qua 
non of a policy reversing DADT, and “if the will, skill, and capacity to mount a 
meaningful implementation plan are lacking, then policy development is at best 
a sham and at worst may be harmful to those that the policy seeks to help.”63 
Indeed, a weak implementation plan will increase opposition to the policy.64 
Thinking about an implementation plan even as the policy is being formulated is 
key to increase the speed of implementation. And the faster the policy is imple-
mented, the greater chance opposition will crumble in the military once service 
members see how their daily lives are, and critically are not, impacted.65 

For the secretary of defense’s part, Department of Defense (DOD) directives 
must be on the shelf ready to go before the implementation stage begins. During 
DADT, critical directives were being written as implementation was occurring 
and were not ready to go beforehand, which implied a lack of commitment and 
undermined the ultimate policy.66 Article 125 of the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice (10 U.S.C.A. ß925), which forbids sodomy, will also have to be rewrit-
ten.67 Having a coherent package of guidance and directives ready to go will take 
significant effort and resources, especially during a time of war, and the Execu-
tive should propose (and Congress fund) the resources necessary to ensure the 
process is a success. Moreover, DOD must give the job to high fliers within the 
administration who hold high rank and enjoy direct access to top leaders, who 
also must be involved in this process, in part to ease implementation, and in part 
to show President Obama’s seriousness of purpose.68

Implementing the new policy will also require that military personnel be 
trained on the new policy. To ease desegregation of the services, Secretary of 
Defense Melvin Laird established the Defense Race Relations Institute (DRRI) 
in 1971, which was later renamed the Defense Equal Opportunity Manage-
ment Institute (DEOMI). Still in existence today, DEOMI should be utilized 
in training efforts. For DADT, an antidiscrimination policy was not written 
until 2000 under Secretary of Defense William Cohen, but no implementation 
plan occurred. The Pentagon had the directives written, but they were never is-
sued because Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness David 
Chu said that they were not necessary.69 Both the guidance and directives 
should come down simultaneously to overturn DADT. This training should 
occur vertically (up and down the chain of command) as well as horizontally 
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(across the services).70 Additionally, training should be targeted to the level of 
command, with flag and general officers receiving special training on policy 
implementation and lower levels of command focusing on interaction with 
troops. Service leadership received no special training on integrating African-
Americans until Secretary of Defense William Perry ordered it in 1994.71 This 
mistake should not reoccur. 

Another major question is what the training should include. The focus should 
be on behavior, not beliefs, which was essential to desegregation for those who 
objected to serving with African-Americans on religious grounds.72 For police 
and fire departments, training that worked best included “accurate information 
on who homosexuals are, how they come to be that way, and how they lead their 
lives,” training that was particularly helpful if actually led by a homosexual and 
even better if he or she was a respected member of the force.73 The training 
should also be directly tied to the organization’s mission lest the service mem-
bers become resentful—how does the new policy serve a “legitimate need of the 
military”?74 One answer: more Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, Marines, and Coast 
Guardsman equal longer dwell times, which will increase mission effectiveness 
and sustainability of the all volunteer force. 

As with the integration of other minority groups, military leadership will be 
critical. Leaders create a command climate, and previous successes (desegrega-
tion) and failures (Tailhook) can be traced back to leadership. When military 
commanders get behind a new policy, the change seems less of a threat since the 
implementation is coming from within the organization rather than appearing 
to be forced from the outside.75 For those officers who currently serve closeted, 
should they choose to come out, being “treated with respect from above” makes 
it all the more likely that they will “be treated with respect from below.”76 Mem-
bers of the US military have deference for the chain of command fostered from 
day one of basic training, as well as an understanding that democracy dictates 
civilian control of the military. When these values have been tested in the past, 
including the integration of African-Americans and women, the US military 
has risen to the challenge.

One way leaders can create driving forces for change is “by drawing on those 
aspects of the existing culture that are compatible” with open homosexual ser-
vice.77 For police and fire departments, “fairness, respect, honor, decorum, and 
the need to avoid the creation of hostile environments” proved useful compatible 
values, all of which are applicable to the military.78 The “dominance of mission 
over individual preferences and characteristics”79 is an essential ingredient to 
civilian control of the military—service members do not pick which deploy-
ments to support, nor should they judge the person to their left or right based 
on anything other than merit and skill. In speaking about African-Americans, 
Lt Col John H. Sherman said, “Show them the Army as a great Fraternity in 
which men of all races, creeds and colors come together to serve in the Brother-
hood of the uniform of the Army of the United States: the salute its pass sign; 
mutual service and shared hardship its ritual; and final rest beneath the Flag of 
our Country its end and reward.”80 Homosexuals already serve their country, 
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and undoubtedly, some have already died in service. They should be allowed to 
do so without fear of being discharged for who they are, and a committed imple-
mentation process can bring this change about.

Let Them Serve (Openly)
As the first African-American commander in chief, Barack Obama is uniquely 

positioned to amend the policy. He has already evoked analogies of open homo-
sexual service to desegregation and can emphasize this point by using 26 July to 
roll out the policy. (President Truman signed Executive Order 9981 desegregat-
ing the services on 26 July 1948). Allowing homosexuals to serve openly will 
not immediately result in vast changes. For Truman’s 1948 desegregation order, 
an order strongly opposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, “it took twenty-five years 
before all the services adopted the spirit of the directive.”81 Although following 
these policy lessons learned over time should speed up the successful integra-
tion of homosexuals, the time lag will undoubtedly still exist.

Since President Obama entered office and the 111th Congress assumed 
power, over 700 more service members have been discharged under DADT.82 
As John Fitzgerald Kennedy said, “In giving rights to others which belong to 
them, we give rights to ourselves and to our country.” It is long past time to 
recognize that homosexuals currently do honorably serve their country, such as 
the first Marine seriously wounded in Iraq, SSgt Eric Alva. Alva, who happened 
to be gay, was medically discharged after losing his leg. In speaking on Capitol 
Hill urging the reversal of DADT, he said, “I’m an American who fought for his 
country and for the protection and the rights and freedoms of all American 
citizens—not just some of them, but all of them.”83 The United States should 
not only accept such sacrifices, but honor those who make them. 
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