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THE HEADLINES ARE WRONG:
‘DON’T ASK, DON’T TELL’

HAS NOT BEEN REPEALED
By Cliff Kincaid
Copyright 2010 Accuracy in Media

THE headlines said that the Pentagon’s homo-
sexual exclusion policy had been repealed.

“‘Don’t ask, don’t tell’ is repealed by Senate; bill awaits
Obama’s signing,” was the headline over the front page article
in the Washington Post by Ed O’Keefe. But the article
went on to note, in the 22nd paragraph, that top military
leaders must find or certify that changes to the current
policy “must not affect troop readiness, cohesion or military
recruitment and retention.”

How is this possible when Marine Commandant Gen.
Jim Amos has already said that the changes would cost lives?

Calling repeal a major distraction, Amos said, “I don’t
want to lose any Marines to the distraction. I don’t want to
have any Marines that I’m visiting at Bethesda [National
Naval Medical Center, in Maryland] with no legs be the
result of any type of distraction.”

The Post went on, “Even after the finding, lawmakers will
be able to hold hearings for two months to review the Penta-
gon’s policies and procedures for accepting openly gay troops,
according to congressional aides familiar with the matter.”

This leaves open the door for Rep. Buck McKeon, R-
Calif., the new chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee, to hold hearings. McKeon opposes repeal and
praised Amos for his comments.

McKeon had told reporters that he wanted to hold hear-
ings that would include rank-and-file service members along
with military leaders. “I would really like to hear from bat-
tlefield commanders,” McKeon said. “I would like to hear
from battalion commanders, I would like to hear from com-
pany commanders on the front lines in Afghanistan and Iraq
to see what their feelings are.”

The New York Times story on the “repeal” simply
noted, “The repeal will not take effect for at least 60 days
while some other procedural steps are taken. In addition, the
bill requires the defense secretary to determine that policies
are in place to carry out the repeal ‘consistent with military
standards for readiness, effectiveness, unit cohesion, and
recruiting and retention.’”

The “procedural steps” that are part of the bill give the
new conservative-controlled House an opportunity to derail
the repeal policy.

In terms of recruiting, Elaine Donnelly of the Center
for Military Readiness points out that the Pentagon survey
of the troops found that if open homosexuals were admitted,
32 percent of Marines said they would leave the service
sooner than planned, and 16.2 percent would consider an
early end to their careers. Among Army combat arms per-
sonnel, 21.4 percent would leave sooner than planned, and
14.6 percent would think about leaving.

These losses “could put remaining troops in greater
danger, and break the All-Volunteer Force,” Donnelly
points out.

So will Congress approve the changes, knowing that
they could result in the return of the military draft?

As the Times indicates, the specific language of the bill
is that the repeal must be “consistent with the standards of
military readiness, military effectiveness, unit cohesion, and
recruiting and retention of the Armed Forces.”

The burden is on the “gay rights” lobby to prove that
the changes would have no negative effect on any of the
above. How can they prove such a thing when the Pentagon
has already concluded that the change is risky and faces op-
position from as many as 60 percent of our combat troops?

Cliff Kincaid is a veteran journalist,
media critic and director of the AIM
Center for Investigative Journalism. He
can be reached at cliff.kincaid@aim.org.
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CONTRARYto almost universal
media misreporting, “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” has never
been a law.

Rather, the law regarding “gays” and the military that
was passed in 1993 by a Democratic Party-controlled
Congress legally enshrined the armed forces’ practice
since the Revolutionary War of banning homosexuality,
based on the principle that it is “incompatible with
military service.” That bill was passed in both houses
after 12 legislative hearings and field trips.

“Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” on the other hand, is a pol-
icy directive issued by President Bill Clinton, after the
law was passed, which restricts the military from ask-
ing applicants whether they are homosexual and does
not disqualify anyone from service unless they “mani-
fest homosexual conduct.”

While the 1993 bill was being debated, Clinton
tried to insert his “Don’t Ask” policy into the measure,
but Congress rejected that and passed the explicit ban
on homosexuality with a bipartisan, veto-proof majority
in both chambers. That law codified the two-centuries-
old practice of the military. During World War II, the
Defense Department adopted a regulation banning
homosexuality in conjunction with psychiatry’s classi-
fication of homosexuality as a psychopathology. In
1982, despite growth of the gay-rights movement, the
Department of Defense issued a policy declaring that
“homosexuality is incompatible with military service be-
cause it undermines discipline, good order and morale.”

As a presidential candidate in 1992, Clinton seized
on the issue, citing the murder of homosexual Navy
petty officer Allen R. Schindler Jr. Clinton promised to
ensure that all Americans, “regardless of sexual orien-
tation,” would be allowed to serve in the military. When
he entered the Oval Office in 1993, however, he faced
opposition from Congress, led at the time by his own
Democratic Party. Congress outmaneuvered him,
rushing into legislation the bill that would make the
Department of Defense ban the law of the land.

When Clinton tried to insert “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”
into the law, Congress members recognized an in-
herent inconsistency that would render the policy un-
workable and indefensible in court.

According to Elaine Donnelly, founder and presi-
dent of the Center for Military Readiness, the Congress
of Clinton’s day reasoned: “If homosexuality is not a
disqualifying characteristic, how could the armed
forces justify dismissal of a person who merely reveals
the presence of such a characteristic? Instead of ap-
proving such a legally questionable concept, Congress
chose to codify Department of Defense regulations
that were in place long before Bill Clinton took office.”

Thus, while the “mainstream media” almost univer-
sally misreport that the lame-duck Senate just repealed
a 17-year old law, in reality it dismantled centuries of
military law, tradition, discipline and culture that have
made America’s military the greatest in history.

TOTAL MEDIA CONFUSION ON
‘GAYS IN THE MILITARY’

By Art Moore
Copyright 2011 WorldNetDaily.com Inc.

Art Moore is a news editor for WorldNetDaily and Whistleblower.
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REPEALING the centuries-old policy
of excluding homosexuals from military service, as the out-
going 111th Congress did recently, will result in the slow
degradation and demoralization of the greatest military in
world history. If you doubt that, read this entire issue of
Whistleblower and then let me know what you think.

Democratic congressional leaders, after repeatedly prom-
ising voters before November’s election they wouldn’t attempt
to cram any more contentious leftist legislation down Amer-
icans’ throats during the subsequent lame-duck session, showed
once again what conscienceless liars they truly are.

Overwhelmingly repudiated in a historic landslide election,
they could harbor no illusions about the will of the people,
which could be summarized as follows: Stop forcing your jobs-
killing, wealth-killing, freedom-killing, delusional, destructive
leftist agenda on us. OK?We don’t want it, and we won’t accept
it. Not now, not ever!

Yet, with the help of eight Republicans, Senate Democrats
hastily unraveled the profoundly moral, time-tested policy that
has effectively governed America’s armed forces with regard to
homosexuality for over 200 years, since the days of George
Washington and the Revolutionary War.

As a result, very soon – unless the new-and-improved
112th Congress rides to the rescue like the cavalry on horse-
back – our military will be forced to suffer a radical, politically
correct, social-engineering experiment – during wartime.

Consider these facts:

• A Pentagon survey of personnel in the various armed services
shows that repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” is opposed by
large numbers of America’s fighting men and women and
would create a major retention problem at a time when the
military is already shorthanded.

• As Sen. John McCain warned, based on the Pentagon’s own
statistics, some 264,600 men and women would likely “leave
the military earlier than they had planned” if open homo-

sexuality is allowed, and some military analysts say the num-
ber leaving could well be double that, thereby endangering
the viability of America’s all-voluntary military.

• The heads of the Army, Air Force and Marine Corps testified
that it would be dangerous for the lame-duck Senate to rush
into repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” just so Barack Obama
can make good on a campaign promise he made to his LGBT
constituency. In fact, Marine Corps Commandant Gen.
James Amos testified that a majority of combat Marines op-
pose permitting open homosexuality in their ranks, that re-
pealing current policy “would absolutely have an impact on
combat units” and that “the potential exists for disruption of
the successful execution of our current combat mission should
repeal be implemented at this time.”

• Over 1,100 retired generals and admirals – who understand
better than anyone the real-world repercussions of mandat-
ing inclusion of open homosexuals in the intensely tight-knit,
close-quarters environment of soldiers at war – have signed
a petition urging retention of the current policy and oppos-
ing repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.”

It’s not too late. As my friend and fellow culture warrior
Robert Knight recently wrote:

It’s important to emphasize that this battle is not over.
For example, state Delegate Robert G. Marshall, Vir-
ginia Republican, has introduced legislation instruct-
ing the Virginia National Guard to bar homosexuality.
That should spur similar legislation.

Virginia Col. Richard Black, U.S. Army retired, who
was chief of the Army’s criminal-law division and who
compiled a list of 100 cases of homosexual miscon-
duct, said, “Congress must amend Article 125,
UCMJ, to permit consensual sodomy, which is now a
serious crime. Otherwise, an intractable conflict would

ATTACK ON AMERICA’S M
The 112th Congress must deactivate the bomb
By David Kupelian Copyright 2011WorldNetDaily.com Inc.
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MILITARY
dropped by the 111th

remain between regulation and law. The statutory ban
imposed by 10 USC 654 [the 1993 law passed by
Congress and watered down to “Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell”] was relatively new, dating back to the Clinton
presidency. However, Gen. George Washington first
instituted the ban in the Continental Army in 1778
by drumming out those who engaged in acts of
sodomy. The homosexual ban has been maintained
ever since. Obama breaks a 232-year military policy.”

“A more conservative Congress should restore the law,”
concludes Knight. To which I would add this message to con-
gressional Republicans:

You can undo this tragic corruption of the world’s most
powerful and noble military. You can repeal it, you can defund
it, you can block it. One way or another, you can stop it if you
have the requisite courage. Where there’s a will, there’s a way.

But if you don’t embrace this battle wholeheartedly, if you
aren’t deeply dedicated to defeating this terrible assault on our
military regardless of what it means for you personally and
professionally, then you don’t deserve to be in Congress. Vot-
ers will see your failure and you will be replaced in the next
election. Far more important, you will forever know that you
betrayed those who risk their lives for our freedom.

Let’s honor the service and sacrifice of our armed forces by
not forcing an absurd, immoral and dangerous social experi-
ment on them. We’re at war; let’s act like it.

David Kupelian is managing editor of
WorldNetDaily.com, editor of Whistle-
blower magazine and author of “The
Marketing of Evil” and its 2010 sequel,
“How Evil Works.”

VOICES FROM THE FRONT LINES

Editor’s note: The Pentagon’s survey did not ask
America’s fighting forces what they really think about ho-
mosexuality and the U.S. military. So Whistleblower did.
Here are the unvarnished words of active duty and retired
members of this nation’s armed forces, emailed to
WND/Whistleblower since late December’s congressional
repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”:

“When I served in the Air Force, there were no private
bathrooms in the bachelor barracks. Allowing homosex-
uals to share communal showers with other men is
morally no different than requiring servicemen and women
to use the same mass showers. This is not a formula for
maintaining high moral character. The alternative is to
build a separate infrastructure for nature’s disordered few.
This would be tantamount to constructing a gay bath-
house.” —Ron Anderson, veteran, U.S. Air Force

“The politicians, and especially the media, are blatantly
ignoring the fact that many of the foreign armies that have
integrated homosexuals are having many problems.
HIV/AIDS rates have soared in the Australian army since
they integrated homosexuals; there are reports of com-
manders in the French army (as well as others) having to
segregate homosexuals into their own ‘gay’ companies in
order to lessen their negative influence on the rest of the
unit, just to name a few.” —W. Lee Ebbs, sergeant major,
U.S. Army

“I am a Marine veteran and have recently set up a Face-
book page titled ‘Reinstate DADT,’ which is intended to
work with and complement ‘Restore DADT,’ another
newly created Facebook page. The singular task of this
page will be to help roll back the DADT policy repeal. We
are of the belief that the 111th Congress had absolutely
no mandate to make such a sweeping change to military
standards, particularly in light of the fact that the U.S. vot-
ing population had sent it a stunning rebuke a mere mat-
ter of weeks before. Please join our group by clicking on
the ‘LIKE” button. Our intent is to increase our profile
among active duty service personnel, veterans and other
like-minded supporters of traditional family values and
military honor so that they can be aware of and take part
in DADT rollback operations. Semper Fidelis.”
—Rick Vaughan, Melbourne, Fla., U.S. Marine Corps

CONT INUED ON PAGE 9
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OFFICER REFUSES TO
INDOCTRINATE SOLDIERS

IN a sign of the times, an Army lieutenant colonel has
asked to be relieved of command rather than order his troops to
go through pro-homosexual indoctrination following repeal of
“Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.”

The commander of a battalion-sized unit in the Army
National Guard, the officer also threatened to resign his com-
mission rather than undergo “behavior modification” training in-
tended to counter his religious convictions about homosexuality.

The lieutenant colonel, whose name and unit are being
withheld from publication at his request, sent the following
letter to his commanding officer:

Subject: Request for Relief from Command due to
Personal Moral Conflict with New Homosexual Policy

1. I respectfully request to be relieved of Command of
XXX Squadron, XXX Cavalry prior to new policy
implementation subsequent to the repeal of “Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell.” My personal religious beliefs and
moral convictions do not permit me to treat homo-
sexuality as an acceptable lifestyle, compatible with
military service, any more than adultery, illicit drug
use, or criminal activity. I believe this lifestyle runs
counter to good order and discipline in military
units, and I refuse to sacrifice my belief system, pro-
tected by the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution, in order to fall in line with the com-
mand policy that will logically follow. This new pol-
icy will undoubtedly include mandatory sensitivity
training as well as same-sex partner inclusion in Fam-
ily Readiness Group activities and integration into
the full spectrum of other military benefits, as well as
a whole new category of discrimination standards
and investigative procedures. I will not, as a com-
mander, put my signature on a training schedule or
other document recognizing or legitimizing any of
these things that contradict my personal beliefs.

2. I would like to remain in the XXX Army National
Guard until I am eligible for retirement (at 20 years
and 0 days), which would be in the late summer of
2012, but on grounds of my religious beliefs, I will
not attend sensitivity or behavior modification train-
ing consequential to this policy change, even if it
means disciplinary action. I regret that I cannot con-
tinue to serve in the military further, but feel that my
efforts would be insincere because my heart will no
longer be in it.”

“I will not be the person who forces this training on my sol-
diers,” the officer explained to Whistleblower, saying he’s aware
of other officers who intend to resign their commissions.

“These people want to serve. I want to serve. I love my job,
but I can’t do this job once they begin to implement this policy,”
he said.

Photo by U.S. Army Staff Sgt. Michael L. Casteel
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CONT INUED ON PAGE 17

VOICES FROM THE FRONT LINES

“I am a veteran of the U.S. Army. My father was a veteran
of the U.S. Marine Corps. My family has a tradition of mil-
itary service going all the way back to the Revolutionary
War, in which my 5X-great-grandfather crossed the
Delaware with General Washington, was involved in the
assault on Trenton, and received his discharge at ‘The
Valley Forge.’ Words can hardly express my outrage con-
cerning the despicable actions of the Obama regime in
attempting to force the military to accept open homo-
sexuals. It would do the present occupant of the Office of
President to observe what our first president, the Father
of Our Country, George Washington, had to say on this
subject. General Washington forbade homosexuals from
service in the Continental Army. What does Obama know
about the military that Washington did not?”
—Kenneth Wray, U.S. Army veteran, Las Cruces,
New Mexico

“I am a retired Navy chief petty officer and am vehemently
opposed to [repealing] the DADT policy. Along with all the
social engineering this will bring, no one has talked about
the possibility of spreading AIDS throughout the ranks. It
is well known and documented that the gay community
is largely responsible for spreading the AIDS virus. This
will no doubt overwhelm the military medical facilities and
undermine the treatment of other personnel.”
—Stanley Cobb, veteran, U.S. Navy, Savannah, Ga.

“I spent 6 years in the Marine Corps. As a Christian, I
would never have joined had homosexuals been wel-
comed. It is ungodly and perverse to give the wicked a
place in our armed forces. I have 3 sons. I would never
encourage them to be part of the military now.”
—Rick Smith, veteran, U.S. Marine Corps, 1977-1983

“I am a veteran of the U.S. Army ‘92-’96. This repeal is a
huge mistake. The military is a conservative organization
and people need to know that before they join. This is a
disgrace that the Democrats are only doing to gain votes.
I am sickened by it. Most people in the military I’d guess
are Christian. This is a slap in the face to them. I can only
imagine gay people and their partners flippantly walking
into the barracks, having nasty sex in front of their room-
mates, etc. This is going to put homosexual activities in
everyone’s faces! The people running this country are evil
and now they want our military to be evil too.”
—Tonya Byrum, veteran, U.S. Army

On Jan. 7, after hearing back from his chain of command,
the career officer toldWhistleblower his request had been granted
and he was being transferred from his command to a staff posi-
tion in which he will not be required to order troops to undergo
pro-“gay” indoctrination.

“Today is my last day in command,” he said. “From now on
I’ll be a staff officer without a bunch of people working under
me, so I won’t have the moral conflict with having to enforce this
new policy on them.

“It’s not punitive,” he added. “The state is actually standing
by my position. I’ve worked with some really good commanders
over the years and we have a good rapport.” CONT INUED ON NEXT PAGE
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While his identity is known within his chain of com-
mand and his state’s National Guard administration, the
officer believes he has not been identified yet by the De-
partment of the Army. Nearing 20 years in service, he wants
to remain anonymous in order to protect his pension for his
family’s benefit.

“When I retire I will speak on the record. I don’t know
how much I can do before that. Sooner or later I’m going to
get told to shut up. If I continue to make statements, it
might become a witch hunt. I don’t want to lose my retire-
ment unless it comes to the point they tell me I have to at-
tend the [pro-’gay’] training.”

Many fellow officers are applauding him for the stand
he has taken, he told Whistleblower.

“I’ve had nothing but support from all those in my
unit, in my state, everyone that I’ve talked to. A lot of peo-
ple have called me to voice their support for my position ...
a lot more men would take my position but they’re not as
close to retirement.”

In an e-mail toWhistleblower, the officer explained why
conscience compelled him to step down from command:

To be a good commander, one must exercise loy-
alty both up and down the chain of command.
This demands the ability to internalize command
decisions, orders, and policies, and at the same
time, to stand up for one’s soldiers within the con-
text of mission accomplishment. As soon as the
DADT policy repeal became law, I realized that I
wouldn’t be able to show loyalty to my chain of
command in this one area as the new policy is
forced on the military. I have the greatest respect
for my chain of command, so I forwarded my re-
quest to be relieved prior to the change so I would
not have to be disloyal.

Let me be very clear that in a combat situation I
would risk and even forfeit my life, if necessary, for
ANY American soldier, regardless of race, gender,
national origin, or even what my religious beliefs
designate as an immoral lifestyle choice. At the
time of this writing, the practice of sodomy is a vi-
olation of Article 125 of the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ) and is therefore consid-
ered an immoral lifestyle choice.

Contrary to the assumptions of many in the pro-
homosexual camp, those who share my sentiments
do not hate homosexuals, but we do, just as ALL
prior generations, recognize the homosexual
lifestyle as counter to natural law and immoral,
and destructive to good order and discipline which
are crucial in a combat unit.

There are those who see this as purely an issue of
discrimination, which they believe is unfair in any
segment of our society. “Discrimination” has be-
come a word that always connotes something bad.
I would say to them that discrimination is not only
necessary, but crucial in our military. The military
has always discriminated and if we are to remain
the world’s premier military, we must continue to
do so. Currently, the Army discriminates against
those who are, by regulations, too old, too weak,
too fat, too slow, too short, colorblind, asthmatic,
diabetic, and a whole host of other disqualifiers. ...

True, there are certainly closeted homosexuals al-
ready in the military. There are also definitely clos-
eted child/spouse abusers, pedophiles, adulterers,
rapists, and I would guess even murderers in the
military at this instant. Should we also change the
UCMJ to make those activities legal? The truth is,
the answer that most would give to that question
is also the answer that most would have given to
the question of allowing open homosexual service
a generation ago. Do we continue to allow our
moral compass to drift just because loud “progres-
sive” minorities that support immoral behaviors
convince us that those behaviors should be con-
sidered “mainstream?”

Brian Fitzpatrick is a news editor for WorldNetDaily
andWhistleblower.
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letter from the publisher
GEORGE WASHINGTON ON
SODOMY IN THE MILITARY
By Joseph Farah Copyright 2011 WorldNetDaily.com Inc.

WHEN the nation celebrates George Wash-
ington’s 280th birthday Feb. 11, will the father of our coun-
try be turning over in his grave over America’s determination
to permit open homosexuality in the U.S. military?

I suspect so if you take him at his word.
He believed sodomy an “infamous crime” that was to

be abhorred and detested. In the case of the court martial
of Lt. Frederick Gotthold Enslin, tried March 10, 1778,
his sentence was “to be drummed out of the camp ... with
infamy ... never to return.”

Today’s Washington politicians – and I include many of
the highest-ranking, career-driven generals and admirals in
that category – believe welcoming sodomy with open arms in
the U.S. military represents a new civil rights threshold.

That is the reason they have determined to tear down
the last line of defense against active sexual perversion within
military ranks.

Why was Washington opposed to sodomy?
A student of the Bible, as most of the founding fathers

were, he could not help but take notice of the fact that it
was a serious sin – that those who practiced it were dissolute,
caught up in immoral conduct and disorderly behavior.

The military personnel of the colonies, at war with the
world’s greatest empire at the time, were “strictly required
to show in themselves a good example of honor and virtue”
– not given to licentious activities nor yielding to their de-
bauched sexual lusts that were contrary to divine law.

Today’s American leaders have determined that God’s
laws are archaic myths and that there are no consequences
for flouting them – either individually or as a nation-state.

That’s why I wish there were still men like George
Washington on the scene in American politics today.

And Washington was far from alone. William Black-
stone, who wrote “Commentaries on the Law,” once the
very foundation of American legal jurisprudence, could
scarcely bring himself to mention the subject of homosexual
sodomy, which he called “a disgrace to human nature.”
Thomas Jefferson, hardly a Christian fundamentalist, au-
thored a bill penalizing sodomy by castration. In New York,
the penalty for “the detestable and abominable vice of bug-
gery” was hanging. Likewise, Connecticut laws required the
death penalty. Georgia was a little more liberal – the penalty
being life imprisonment at hard labor. Maine, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina and Vermont all prescribed sentences of
from one year at hard labor to death.

Why was activity now celebrated on television, in
movies and in public schools as a simple lifestyle choice dis-
couraged with such conviction at our nation’s founding?

I believe it can best be explained by something John
Adams, the founder of the U.S. Navy, said Oct. 13, 1798:
“We have no government armed with power capable of con-
tending with human passions unbridled by morality and re-
ligion. ... Our Constitution was made only for a moral and
religious people. It is wholly inadequate to the government
of any other.”

What does that mean?
“Statesmen, my dear sir, may plan and speculate for

liberty, but it is religion and morality alone which can es-
tablish the principles upon which freedom can securely
stand,” Adams explained. “The only foundation of a free
constitution is pure virtue.”

In other words, the whole radical notion of self-govern-
ment put forth by the founders was impossible without will-
ing obedience by the populace to the laws of nature and
nature’s God.

Joseph Farah

CONT INUED ON PAGE 14
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“George Washington Before the Battle of Trenton,” circa 1792, by John Trumbull

George Washington believed
sodomy an “infamous crime”
that was to be abhorred and
detested. In the case of the court
martial of Lt. Frederick Gotthold
Enslin, tried March 10, 1778, his
sentence was “to be drummed out of the
camp ... with infamy ... never to return.”
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But back to Washington.
Here’s how he explained it in his “Farewell Address”:

Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to
political prosperity, religion and morality are in-
dispensable supports. In vain would that man
claim the tribute of patriotism who should labor to
subvert these great pillars of human happiness,
these firmest props of the duties of men and citi-
zens. The mere politician, equally with the pious
man, ought to respect and to cherish them. A
volume could not trace all their connections with
private and public felicity [happiness]. Let it simply
be asked, “Where is the security for property, for
reputation for life, if the sense of religious obliga-
tions desert ... ?”

And let us with caution indulge the supposition
that morality can be maintained without religion.
Whatever may be conceded to the influence of
refined education on minds of peculiar structure,
reason and experience both forbid us to expect that
national morality can prevail in exclusion of reli-
gious principle. ‘Tis substantially true that virtue or
morality is a necessary spring of popular govern-
ment. The rule, indeed, extends with more or less
force to every species of free government. Who that
is a sincere friend to it [free government] can look
with indifference upon attempts to shake the foun-
dation of the fabric?”

Specifically how does that view relate to the conduct of
war and military service?

Here’s how the father of our country saw it: “It is re-
quired and expected that exact discipline be observed and
due subordination prevail thro’ the whole Army, as a fail-
ure in these most essential points must necessarily
produce extreme hazard, disorder, and confu-
sions; and end in shameful disappointment and
disgrace. The General most earnestly requires
and expects a due observance of those arti-
cles of war established for the government
of the Army which forbid profane curs-
ing, swearing, and drunkenness; And in
like manner requires and expects of all
officers and soldiers not engaged on ac-

tual duty a punctual attendance on Divine service to implore
the blessings of Heaven upon the means used for our safety
and defence.

“His Excellency [George Washington] wishes [it] to be
considered that an Army without order, regularity, and dis-
cipline is no better than a commissioned mob; Let us there-
fore ... endeavor by all the skill and discipline in our power,
to acquire that knowledge and conduct which is necessary in
war – our men are brave and good; men who with pleasure
it is observed are addicted to fewer vices than are commonly
found in Armies; but it is subordination and discipline (the
life and soul of an Army) which next under Providence, is to
make us formidable to our enemies, honorable in ourselves,
and respected in the world.

“Purity of morals being the only sure foundation of pub-
lic happiness in any country and highly conducive to order,
subordination, and success in an Army, it will be well wor-
thy the emulation of officers of every rank and class to en-
courage it both by the influence of example and the penalties
of authority. It is painful to see many shameful instances of
riot and licentiousness. ... A regard to decency should con-
spire with a sense of morality to banish a vice productive of
neither advantage or pleasure. “

Which approach makes more sense to you – George
Washington’s or Barack Obama’s?

Until next time,

Washington and Lafayette at Valley Forge. Painting by Dunsmore.



WHENHELL
WAS IN SESSION

Order your copy of
“When Hell Was in Session”

by Admiral Jeremiah Denton – autographed –
at the WND Superstore.

Discount Price $21.95 plus $5.00 shipping.
To order, call toll-free 1-800-4WND-COM

(1-800-496-3266), or go to
Superstore.WND.com

or mail your order and payment to:
WorldNetDaily.com,

P.O. Box 1627, Medford, OR 97501

IN When Hell Was in Session, Jeremiah Denton, the
senior American officer to serve as a Vietnam POW, tells the
amazing story of his nearly eight years of abuse, neglect and tor-
ture. Though his captors broke his body, they never broke the
man. In 1966, he appearedon a television interview fromprison
and blinked theword “torture” inMorseCode, confirming for
theworld that atrocitieswere taking place in theHanoiHilton.
And while in prison, he acted as the senior officer and looked
after themorale of his troops, at great risk to himself.

This historic book takes readers behind the closed doors
of the Vietnamese prison to see how Denton and his men
fought back against all odds and against all kinds of evil.

This new and updated edition of this classic book takes
readers beyondDenton’s years in prison and details his shock
to learn, upon his return, of the moral decline in America and
his efforts to restore traditional values to American society. It
also provides new insights into Denton’s years in the United
States Senatewhere hewas a key leader in helping promote the
Reagan Revolution.
WhenHell Was in Session serves as a vital reminder that

America remains free because of the courage, commitment
and convictionof brave heroes likeAdmiral JeremiahDenton.

By Admiral Jeremiah Denton
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THEIR real-life military biographies are
more heroic and awe-inspiring than any big-budget action movie
– flying harrowing missions over enemy territory, sending coded
messages when captured, fighting in exotic locales from Viet-
nam to Mogadishu to Iran, and counseling the president in the
Oval Office on how to defeat communists in our hemisphere.

Whistleblower talked to three retired military giants –
admiral, POW and U.S. Sen. Jeremiah Denton, U.S. Navy
Cmdr. and POW Eugene B. McDaniel and Lt. Gen. William
G. Boykin – about the 111th Congress’s hasty vote to overturn
“Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” and all three say encouraging homo-
sexuality in the armed forces of the United States poses a grave
danger to America’s future.

“My outlook tells me we should pray the words ‘God bless
America’ and immediately after that prayer, offer another – ‘God
help America,’” Denton said.

Denton’s hero status remains unchallenged to this day. Fly-
ing missions over North Vietnam as a Navy pilot, he was shot
down and spent seven years and eight months as a POW, fa-
mously blinking the word T-O-R-T-U-R-E in Morse code
during an internationally broadcast TV interview to reveal that
the communist regime in Hanoi was co-
ercing American POWs with torture.

After release from the longest con-
finement of any American POW – which
included four years in solitary confinement
– he returned to the United States to his
wife and seven children, was elected to the
U.S. Senate representing the state of Ala-
bama, and even was called into the Oval
Office by President Ronald Reagan for
Denton’s expertise on how to vanquish the
communist beachhead in Nicaragua.

Denton’s classic book, “When Hell
was in Session,” documents his nearly
eight years in captivity – as well as his
shock at the moral decline he discovered
in America upon his return.

“My opinions on ‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,’” he warned, “are
not politically correct.”

The military is not set up to respond to the “hurt feelings”
of everyone, he said. There is just no room in the warrior’s world
for such disputes. America and its military, he said, need to be
focused on the fundamental – biblical – principles on which the
nation was founded.

In order to make good on a campaign promise Obama
made to his LGBT (“lesbian-gay-bisexual-transgender”) con-
stituency, Congress at the very end of its lame-duck session re-
pealed the military’s centuries-old prohibition of homosexuals.

“Not enough emphasis is being placed upon the fact that
growing counter-cultural development has already done grave
harm to the well-being and security of the United States,” Den-
ton said. “A strong portion of our population, including our gov-
ernment, has already been persuaded that many of the most
critically important fundamental founding principles of our
country should be discarded – especially the critically important
portion of the Declaration of Independence which holds that it
is an inalienable truth that ‘all men are endowed by their Creator
with certain inalienable rights.’”

MILITARY HEROES WARN
Nation will ‘suffer the consequences’ for abandoning

Adm. Jeremiah Denton
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He continued, “Our creator is God, and His Ten Com-
mandments stipulate a set of behaviors that are permissible and
a set of things that are not permissible in the pursuit of happi-
ness by our citizens. Our government has all but abandoned this
dictum ... causing a tremendous deterioration of our culture and
behavior. ... A solid institution of the family is essential not only
for a nation’s survival, but for the survival of civilization.”

The U.S., said Denton, has abandoned a commitment to, or
even recognition of, morality.

“History has redundantly proven that when nations choose
to ignore morality and the citizenry drops allegiance to God,
they soon perish,” he said.

“The government ... is imposing social experimentation on
our armed forces,” he added. “We are taking a big new step to-
ward violating the point of what President Reagan meant when
he said, ‘If we ever forget that we’re one nation under God, then
we will be a nation gone under.’

“I regard the debate about DADT as one of the many symp-
toms of our progressive abandonment of the principles which
brought this nation from birth to unparalleled world power ...”

Joining the argument was Boykin, who in 1978 joined what
would become the world’s first Special Operations unit, Delta
Force, where he was promised only “A medal and a body bag.”

In a career spent bringing down warlords, despots and dic-
tators, at one point Boykin took a .50 caliber round in his chest.
His team hunted in Columbia for drug lord Pablo Escobar and
he helped capture dictator Manuel Noriega in Panama. His mis-
sions also took him to Mogadishu, Iran and Vietnam.

He describes his adventures in his book, “Never Surrender:
A Soldier’s Journey to the Crossroads of Faith and Freedom.”

Boykin told Whistleblower the push to allow homosexu-
als to serve openly in the military should not even have been
considered.

“There is no constitutional right to serve,” he said. “The
military always has discriminated based on physical limitations
[and on] bad life choices like felony convictions.”

The argument, he said, has everything to do with the moral
character of the nation.

AMERICA
morality and discipline

CONT INUED ON PAGE 19
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“I got out a few years ago from the Navy after 10 years in
for family reasons. I have considered rejoining now that
those reasons are no longer a factor. However, with the
signing of the repeal of DADT, no thank you. I have noth-
ing against homosexuals on a personal level, but I’m not
going to go through the sensitivity training, the forced ac-
ceptance of people who for the first few years are going
to be ‘gay first’ and ‘sailor/airman/soldier/Marine’ second.
I don’t have time for that. The life of a service member has
enough stresses, this is one more than was needed or
wanted.” —G. Rogers, veteran, U.S. Navy

“In 1958, I was stationed aboard the destroyer USS
Eaton DDE-510. I was sent to the paint locker to obtain
paint from the 3rd class petty officer in charge of the
paint. As I climbed into the hatchway, I was confronted by
the P.O. that quickly put his hand on my privates and
said, ‘Do you want to have a little fun before you leave?’
Being just 18 years old at the time and not really realizing
exactly why he touched me in that way, I knew instinc-
tively that it was wrong. I told him to keep his hands off
of me, but he insisted. I found it necessary to defend my-
self, and although he was my superior, I hit him several
times and got out of the hatchway. Ultimately I was cited
to have a Captains Mast for assaulting a superior. The
Captains Mast was very fast, and when I explained why
I hit the petty officer, my case was dismissed. ... What
the illegal Obama has done by doing away with the ‘Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell’ policy is to open the door for even more
assaults by those that are sexual deviants.”
—Norman Cutsail, veteran, U.S. Navy, Baltimore, Md.

“As a 26-year veteran, I have advised my grandson, who
wanted to be a Marine officer, to find another dream. He
agreed and has plans to go into another career. One look
at the freaks in a queer pride parade was all it took to un-
derstand that this kind of perversion will be in our military
along with the harassment complaints filed by ‘gays.’
Someone should track VA disability claims made by gays
who contract AIDS while in service. This means that
money will be spent on them that would otherwise be
used to help wounded and others with claims not related
to their perverted behavior.” —Name withheld by request,
master sergeant, U.S. Air Force, Ret.

CONT INUED ON NEXT PAGE

By Bob Unruh Copyright 2011WorldNetDaily.com Inc.



“The anchor of our society should be the church,” he said.
“The church already has been compromised. [The military] is
the last bastion of ethics and morality. That’s what it’s about.”

He said such civilian social considerations are not only
unnecessary in the military, but downright dangerous.

“The mission [of the armed forces] is to fight and win wars.
It’s never changed,” he said. “There’s no question that what this
is going to do is reduce the effectiveness of the military.”

And he said America will “suffer the consequences.”
“The No. 1 job of any president, of any administration, is

to protect the nation,” he said. “Every decision has to be made
with a focus on enhancing the ability to do that. No one can
demonstrate this decision is going to enhance readiness,” he said.
“Quite the opposite.”

McDaniel, a Navy pilot, was headed to Van Dien, North
Vietnam, when his jet was shot down and he spent nearly six
years as a POW. After leaving the Navy as a captain, he founded
the American Defense Institute to encourage patriotism. Like
Denton, McDaniel’s book “Scars and Stripes” describes not only
his and other POWs’ ordeal, but the intense reality of God to

every prisoner of war, and how faith is the key to keeping life and
sanity intact during such ultimately challenging circumstances.

“I’m very concerned about the impact [of repeal],” he told
Whistleblower. It was difficult enough for military vehicles such
as aircraft carriers to create opportunities for women, he said,
but the issue of those of the same sex openly exhibiting attrac-
tion to another in the ranks will befuddle standards and “destroy
the morale.”

“There is no upside,” he said.
Echoing the assessment of these three military giants is re-

tired Gen. Carl Mundy, 30th commandant of the United States
Marine Corps, whose remarks appeared on the Dakota Voice.

“Ordinary citizens have the right to say whatever they wish,
to be active in politics of their choice, to demonstrate, to groom
or dress as they prefer, to live wherever and with whomever they
wish, and short of an absolute violation of law, to behave as they
wish,” he said. “Uniformed military members do not have these
rights. By both verbal oath and personal signature upon enlist-
ment, they swear before God to support the Constitution that
gives rights to others in society, while denying the same to them-
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“I’m very concerned about the impact [of repeal].
There is no upside.” —Eugene B. McDaniel
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“As a retired sergeant major from the U.S. Army, I receive
letters from the Department of the Army requesting that I
talk to young people about joining one of the armed serv-
ices, the Army in particular. Although I have not actively re-
cruited someone to join, I have talked to many youth
interested in a career or just to join to learn about the world.
I will now stop doing this in a positive manner. I threw out
the positives of giving of yourself for service to the country
and the defense of our freedoms and beliefs. With the
passing of this law, I no longer believe our youth should
have to live with this type of social engineering within the
military services.” —Wayne L. Caudill, veteran, U.S. Army,
1970-1997

“I can tell you that openly gay men or lesbians will not be
trusted in combat by their fellow soldiers – and combat, in
the military, is where the rubber meets the road. Under the
‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell’ rules each person was allowed the
benefit of the doubt and their performance would dictate
their acceptance. Now they will be prejudged because they
have labeled themselves as a homosexual first and a war-
rior second. ... The politicians value votes ahead of the
safety of our warriors and they think that pandering to the
gay group will gain votes for them. Personally I wouldn’t
vote for any politician that voted to change the policy, es-
pecially if my son or daughter were in the military, no mat-
ter what their sexual preference was. This puts individual
sexual preference ahead of the primary mission and that
will get people in the military killed. Politicians don’t live in
the real world and they don’t pay the price for their screw-
ups. Our young people do.” —Don Page, Vietnam veteran

“I served 20 years in the U.S. Army. I have worked in the
theater of operations for the past seven years in support
of Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom. I
have conducted my own unofficial survey of literally hun-
dreds of troops in those seven years. The main difference
between my survey and the one conducted by the De-
partment of Defense is that mine allowed for discussion.
The DoD only allowed for answering direct questions. I
will admit, upon initially posing the question to some sol-
diers if they had a problem serving with gays, many said
as long as the gays didn’t pursue them personally, they
didn’t really care one way or the other. However, upon
further discussion, when asked if they would be willing to
share billeting and personal hygiene areas with gays, their
answers abruptly changed.” —Name withheld by request

CONT INUED ON PAGE 21

selves. They affirm that they will bear true faith and allegiance to
it, and that they will obey the orders of the president and those of
the officers appointed over them. Officers go a step further, swear-
ing that they accept this obligation without mental reservation or
purpose of evasion.”

Nothing in the Constitution, nor any action of Congress to
date, he said, “gives any citizen the right to serve.”

Rather, he explained, the military has the authority to reject
applicants for age, physical or mental conditions, education, drug
use, weight and other reasons.

And he noted that the law for years has actually excluded
from military service those who exhibit “a propensity or intent to
engage in homosexual acts.” The “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy
has been an allowance for those with such lifestyle choices who
would promise not to make a public spectacle.

The United States military cannot be about “social reform,”
he said, but about “military effectiveness.”

Bob Unruh is a news editor for WorldNetDaily.com
andWhistleblower.
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AMERICA needs a strong military and
an honest media. One keeps us secure, the other keeps us free.

There is no question about the strength of our military.
But there is no end to questions about whether we have an
honest media.

It was, after all, thousands of Barack Obama press agents
that elected this tragically inept and unqualified president. He
needs our prayers. He introduced the word “trillion” into our
lexicon and there is no measuring the cost of his presidency.

The media have also trumpeted the vices of “pedophile”
priests in the Catholic Church, concealing the true corruption:
homosexual priests. Homosexual priests have cost the church
billions.

In an equally dishonest sham, the media have propagan-
dized that homosexuals can legally serve in the military, but not
openly. That is a lie, but it has helped change public opinion on
a quad-sexual military. Any American would ask: If they can
serve, why not openly? But once homosexuals (and bisexuals and
trangenders) begin serving legally, they will cost the military un-
told billions and damage readiness.

It is crucial to know that a 1993 veto-proof law – passed
by Congress after Bill Clinton’s efforts to change the military
law on sodomy, and after 12 legislative hearings and numerous
field trips – declared homosexual conduct incompatible with
military service. President Clinton, after he was rebuked in his
effort to change the military law prohibiting homosexual con-
duct, took the question on homosexuality out of the recruiting
questionnaire, thus propagandizing the great media lie “Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell.” DADT does a great disservice to the debate
and to homosexuals and others who believe homosexuals can
legally serve if they lie. How could the military discharge some-
one who served legally even if surreptitiously? If they lie, it is
because they are dishonest.

Dishonesty marked PFC Bradley Manning’s service. He is
allegedly the source of the WikiLeaks scandal that has endan-
gered lives and damaged national security and international
relationships. Manning is a homosexual. Manning’s homosexu-
ality may have nothing to do with his alleged traitorous acts, but
his character does. Manning broke the law and lied to enlist and
in so doing compromised his integrity. Dishonest people, peo-
ple without integrity, become traitors.

The recent Pentagon study supporting a quad-sexual mili-
tary is also dishonest. Only selective results were emphasized.
Coverage of numerous military studies with the opposite result
were ignored.Where was it reported that over 1,100 retired gen-
erals and flag officers support the ban on homosexuals, as do
some current chiefs of services, especially the Marine comman-
dant? Why didn’t the fact that the vast majority of our combat
troops and Marines oppose a quad-sexual military make head-
lines? The Marines may have been the most honest of all those
surveyed because they knew their commandant had their back.
Thank God for the Marines; they have been at the forefront in
opposing efforts to man down the military.

UNLEASHING CONTAGION
ON OUR ARMED FORCES
Medal-of-Honor recipient explains devastating impact
By Maj. Gen. Pat Brady Copyright 2011WorldNetDaily.com Inc.

Bradley Manning
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Let’s put this study in perspective. The commander gives
the order to take the hill. Wait, let’s poll the troops. Duh! The
Pentagon study presented those polled with a fait accompli –
not if we’re going to invite homosexuals into the military, but
how. Amazingly, no question on ban repeal was asked! Why?
They said troops shouldn’t vote on policy.

Excuse me. The whole purpose of the poll was to support a
vote on policy about to be jammed through Congress. Before
the study was even completed, the Pentagon was establishing a
re-education program on the fruits of homosexual conduct. As
a further tribute to the bias of this study, before it was released,
Lt. Gen. Thomas Bostick, the Army’s personnel guru, in a big-
oted statement, said:

These people opposing this new policy will need to get
with the program, and if they can’t, they need to get
out. No matter how much training and education of
those in opposition, you’re always going to have those
that oppose this on moral and religious grounds just
like you still have racists today.

Joining Obama in quad-sexualizing our military (his first
step toward legalizing same-sex marriages) is Defense Secretary
Robert Gates, an Obama clone, who fired a former chairman of
the Joint Chiefs who disagreed with him on a quad-sexual mil-
itary and hired fellow homophile, Adm. Mike Mullen. This dis-
astrous triumvirate is willing to fundamentally transform our
workable, wonderful military, uniquely excellent among all our
governmental agencies, oblivious to the readiness consequences.

Mullen actually admitted knowingly flouting military law
by ignoring the presence of illegal homosexuals. What if an
emergency arose and blood was needed? I wonder if Mullen
would accept a combat blood transfusion from one of his ho-
mosexual friends – or allow it for a fellow sailor?

Few Americans object to working with homosexuals – an
emphasis of the study – but most do not want to live with them.

of ‘quad-sexual’ military

CONT INUED ON NEXT PAGE
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“I entered the Navy when I was 17 years old. I was very
naïve at the time and was molested twice within the first
year by gay sailors. Homosexuals by their very nature are
promiscuous and aggressive and will take every oppor-
tunity they have to make advances on straight hetero-
sexuals. It is their stated goal to see how many straight
individuals they can subvert. I can’t imagine what it will
do to our military readiness if they are allowed to serve
openly.” —RCM, veteran, U.S. Navy

“I am a 63-year-old veteran. I served with Special Forces
and Civil Affairs units out of Fort Bragg and voluntarily re-
turned to civilian life, leaving as a captain in 1978. I have
a son in the National Guard who just returned from an in-
fantry tour in Iraq and an 18-year-old daughter who has
been talking about joining the Air Force. I am deeply con-
cerned with this outrageous policy to homosexualize our
armed services. Not an iota of consideration was given to
do a valid survey of our military or to receive input from the
electorate before ramming this ill-fated policy down our
throats! No thought is ever given to the poor young peo-
ple being seduced into this lifestyle as to how they can be
assisted to be reformed from it. It is a one-way trip down
into a depravity that leads many to hopelessness and
even suicide. And now our military leaders are expected
to devote resources – funded by taxpayers – to propa-
gandize this depravity as well? No way, Jose!”
—Rev. Jeffrey C. Long, veteran, U.S. Army

“I have often pondered my decision to get out of the Ma-
rine Corps but am now content with my decision. To allow
gays to openly join the military and ask our fellow military
members to accept this is obscene. They won’t, and then
what? The problem is that the Democratic yuppies of the
U.S. voted our current president into office and now the
people who have given this country the freedom they
have are forced to live with this ill-minded decision to
make life harder on us. What happened to ‘We the Peo-
ple?’ Where was our vote? Don’t those who have fought
for this country have any say in this decision? Yes, peo-
ple will leave the military and good-minded young men
and women will opt not to join the military because of this.
This country has been feared by others because of our
military strength/power, now we’re making a statement
to the rest of the world that we are not only weak, but no
longer have pride in what we are trained to do or what
we fight for.” —Name withheld by request

CONT INUED ON PAGE 27
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Forced intimacy is not an American favorite, as we see in
the outrage over patdowns in airports. But forced intimacy
is common, indeed necessary, in the military. Who wants
to share showers, bathrooms and sleeping areas with those
who see them as sexual objects (71 percent in the study op-
pose open showers)? Rather than asking if our troops were
biased against LGBTs in the workplace, they should have
asked questions concerning forced intimacy and imposed
immorality.

Military communities are unique. Our military is
housed in communities of likeminded patriots, separate and
independent from the communities of America. The essen-
tials of those communities – schools, hospitals, commis-
saries, PXs, churches, theaters and clubs – all reflect
distinctive military discipline and values. Did the Pentagon
ask if the military is OK with LGBT clubs on posts and near
posts, and same-sex couples in military housing? Do mili-
tary families agree to their children being taught the good-
ness of homosexual sex, about analingus and fisting, in
on-post schools? Imagine a gay pride parade at your post. I
have seen them in San Francisco; no child should be exposed
to one.

Many Americans may be OK with the civilians dancing
together, but many soldiers will have a problem if their com-
mander is seen dancing and romancing another male at the
O’Club. Did they not know that once we legalize sodomy
in the Uniform Code of Military Justice (and this will have
to be done to legalize a quad-sexual service), we will have to
do the same with adultery?We know the evils of power lead-
ing to coerced sex, and military rank is power. Sexual ha-
rassment and fraternization, morale killers in any military
unit, will not be definable. Just as sexual predators found a
target-rich environment in the priesthood, so they will now
in the military – and flock to it.

Most egregiously, the military will be retrained – and
re-moralized – before implementation since there will be zero
tolerance for opposition to homosexual conduct. What does
that mean?

Military hospitals and battlefield medics will have to be
trained on a new and deadly array of diseases – not to men-
tion sex-change operations (yes, the Canadian army pays for
them and allows soldiers with “gender identity problems” to
dress in “target gender,” i.e., drag). Soldiers will have to aban-
don their belief systems.

Are they serious? How do you re-moralize chaplains?
Think draft.

We don’t allow obese people to serve. Not because they
are not patriotic and could not do a good job, but for health
reasons. Indeed, more people are discharged for obesity than
homosexuality. Multiple studies document significant and
costly health disparities in rates of disease and mental health
among sexual minorities resulting in loss of productivity
(sickness), reduced life span, attempted suicide and sub-
stance abuse. But homosexuals, like Muslims, are “media
proof.” The media condemn Big Macs, but ignore the tragic
health disparities in the LGBT community. Gay males can-
not give blood. But soldiers are walking blood banks, vital in
combat. Who would knowingly receive a transfusion from a
homosexual? And how can we put a person who cannot give
blood on the battlefield? For this reason, we may not even be
able to deploy LGBTs to combat.

Nothing in the Pentagon study cited benefits to readi-
ness. In fact, 24 percent of respondents said they would leave
or consider leaving the military! And astonishingly, the lo-
gistics of implementation were ignored. The military has a
saying: Amateurs talk tactics, professionals talk logistics.
Consider just the logistics of privacy (they cannot ignore
this, no matter what they say): Several American universi-
ties added special toilet units for transgendered people with
privacy concerns, costing $2,500 each at one university. Ex-
trapolate this cost to all the posts, camps and stations of our
military, as well as the ships at sea and under the sea. Then
add similar facilities for lesbians, gays and bisexuals. Con-
sidering the past price of military toilet seats, this cost, not
to mention others, could be astronomical.

Amateurs did the Pentagon study – and amateurs, cor-
rupt politicians and a dishonest media are intent on forcing
an unconscionable burden on our military.

Patrick Henry Brady, a retired U.S.
Army major general and helicopter
pilot, was awarded his country’s highest
decoration, the Medal of Honor, for his
actions in the Vietnam War, during
which he flew over 2,500 combat mis-
sions and evacuated more than 5,000
wounded. He retired in 1993 after 34
years of service. His website is General-
Brady.com.
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CONCERNS about privacy and
the dangers of injecting additional sexual tension into the mil-
itary are two of the key reasons that Family Research Council
and others support maintaining the current law concerning
homosexuality in the military, which declares:

The presence in the armed forces of persons who
demonstrate a propensity or intent to engage in
homosexual acts would create an unacceptable risk
to the high standards of morale, good order and
discipline, and unit cohesion that are the essence
of military capability.

Members of the military are regularly placed in positions
of forced intimacy with their fellow servicemembers – show-
ering and sleeping in close proximity and spending time with
one another 24 hours a day, seven days a week. The military
continues to provide separate bathroom, shower and sleeping
facilities for men and women in order to protect their privacy
during these intimate activities. However, allowing homosex-
uals to openly serve in the military would likely result, for the
first time, in heterosexuals being forced to cohabit with those
who may view them as a potential sexual object.

It is almost inevitable that such conditions of forced co-
habitation would result in an increase of sexual tension within

THE
HIGH LEVEL

OF HOMOSEXUAL
ASSAULT IN

THE MILITARY
‘Gays’ 3 times more likely than ‘straights’
to sexually prey on fellow servicemembers

By Peter Sprigg
Copyright 2010 Family Research Council

EDITOR’S NOTE:
As this stunning investigative report by the Family Research Council

reveals, the United States military already has a major problem with sexual assault
by homosexuals. If the lame-duck Congress’s repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” proceeds
to implementation, homosexual assault within the armed forces can be expected to
dramatically increase. The FRC’s analysis is based on publicly available documents,

including the Pentagon’s own report on sexual assault in the military for Fiscal Year 2009,
as well as published decisions from military courts of appeal over the last decade and a half.

CAUTION: The following report necessarily includes sexually explicit content
and is not suitable for young or overly sensitive readers.

CONT INUED ON PAGE 26
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Sgt. Larry J. Isbell watches his firing lane for targets during the Department of the Army’s 10th annual
Best Warrior Competition held at Fort Lee, Va., Oct. 21, 2010. Photo by Spc. Venessa Hernandez

Allowing homosexuals to
openly serve in the military
would likely result, for the first time,
in heterosexuals being forced to
cohabit with those who may view
them as a potential sexual object.
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the ranks, to the detriment of unit cohesion, morale and good
order and discipline. Furthermore, there is a serious risk that
such tension in such intimate circumstances would lead to an
increase in sexual harassment and even sexual assault.

The response of those who favor allowing open homosexu-
ality in the military has largely been to dismiss these concerns.
They simply deny that placing people in positions of forced
intimacy with those who may view them as sexual objects will
result in misconduct – or at least, they claim that the rates of
such misconduct will not be disproportionate to that which
already occurs among heterosexuals.

An FRC review and analysis of legal decisions and Penta-
gon sexual assault reports has now shown this cavalier attitude
to be unfounded. All sides agree that some homosexuals are
already serving in the military – largely due to the nearly uni-
versal (but false) belief that current law allows homosexuals to be
in the military as long as they are not open about their sexual ori-
entation. As is clear from the quote above, the law which was
passed by Congress in 1993 indicates that those with “a propen-
sity or intent to engage in homosexual acts” are ineligible for
military service. However, the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy
which was implemented by the Clinton administration has had
the effect of allowing some homosexuals to enter the military in
defiance of the intent of the law.

FRC’s analysis has shown that as a result, there is already a
significant problem of homosexual misconduct in the military.
This problem can only become worse if the current law is repealed
and homosexuals are openly welcomed (and even granted special
protections) within the military, as homosexual activists are
demanding.

Rates of homosexual assault in the military
are disproportionately high
Less than three percent of Americans are homosexual or bisexual.
Major national surveys of sexual behavior have consistently
shown that less than three percent of the American population
identify themselves as homosexual or bisexual. This was ac-
knowledged by a coalition of 31 leading homosexual rights
groups in an amicus brief which they filed in the 2003 U. S.
Supreme Court case of Lawrence v. Texas. Their brief declared:

The most widely accepted study of sexual practices in
the United States is the National Health and Social Life
Survey (NHSLS). The NHSLS found that 2.8% of the
male, and 1.4% of the female, population identify
themselves as gay, lesbian, or bisexual. See Laumann et
al., The Social Organization of Sex: Sexual Practices in
the United States (1994).

Of course, some people who do not self-identify as homo-
sexual or bisexual may at times nevertheless engage in homo-
sexual acts. On the other hand, some who do identify as
homosexual or bisexual may not be sexually active for some
period of time. However, if we measure homosexual conduct
rather than homosexual or bisexual self-identification, the num-
bers remain similar. According to the same survey cited in the
homosexual groups’ amicus brief, only 2.7 percent of men and
1.3 percent of women reported having any same-gender sex
partners in the year prior to the survey.

Therefore, if the propensity of homosexuals to engage in
sexual assault is essentially the same as that of heterosexuals, we
would expect the total percentage of sexual assaults that are
homosexual in nature to be similar to the percentage of the
population who engage in homosexual conduct in general.

Of course, it is difficult to know the percentage of currently
serving military personnel who self-identify as homosexual or
bisexual or who engage in homosexual acts, both because surveys
of the military are difficult to conduct and because current law
would give homosexuals a strong incentive to conceal such con-
duct. However, given the strong terms of the law against homo-
sexuality in the military (and even the constraints on openness
of the much weaker “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy, it seems log-
ical to assume that the percentage of military personnel who are
homosexual is likely to be lower than it is in the civilian popu-
lation. It is hard to come up with even a plausible theory to sug-
gest how it could be higher.

Nevertheless, more than eight percent of sexual assaults in
the military are homosexual in nature. This is nearly three times
what would be expected.

If the likelihood of homosexual assault is equal to the like-
lihood of homosexual conduct in the population as a whole, we
would expect less than three percent of sexual assault cases in
the military to be homosexual in nature (that is, male on male
or female on female).

This, however, is not what Department of Defense data
reveals. FRC has reviewed the “case synopses” of all 1,643 reports
of sexual assault reported by the four branches of the military
for Fiscal Year 2009 (October 1, 2008 through September 30,
2009). Our startling finding was that over eight percent of all
military sexual assault cases were homosexual in nature. This
suggests that homosexuals in the military are about three times
as likely to commit sexual assaults as heterosexuals are, relative
to their numbers.



A similar figure was reported by the New York Times in a
news article on the release of the Pentagon’s sexual assault report
in March – but was virtually ignored in the debate over the law
on homosexuality in the military. Citing a telephone interview
with Kaye Whitley, the director of the Pentagon’s sexual assault
prevention and response office, the Times reported, “Of all the
assaults, ... 7 percent were male on male.” (FRC’s analysis
showed that 7.55 percent of all cases were male on male, and an
additional 0.61 percent were female-on-female, adding up to a
total (with rounding) of 8.2 percent which were homosexual in
nature.)

One could offer a number of hypotheses as to the reasons
for the high rates of homosexual assault. If homosexuals were
three times as prevalent in the military as in the general popu-
lation, then this rate of sexual assault would not be dispropor-
tionate – but as we have noted, the current law regarding
homosexuality in the military makes it likely that the percent-
age of homosexuals in the military is less than in the general
public, not more (in which case, the disproportionate nature of
the rate of homosexual assault may be even greater – i.e., four
or five times more likely, or more). It would also be theoretically
possible that homosexual assaults might be more likely to be re-
ported, while heterosexual assaults are more likely to go unre-
ported. However, it seems more likely that the opposite would
be the case – homosexual assault cases are probably less likely
to be reported, given the stigma that a heterosexual soldier
might feel about having been homosexually assaulted. Again, if
homosexual report cases are under-reported, as seems more
likely, then the actual rate of homosexual assault may be even
more disproportionate.

Since the hypotheses above seem implausible, it is hard to es-
cape the conclusion that, in fact, homosexual and bisexual ser-
vicemembers are, on average, more likely to engage in sexual
assault than are heterosexual servicemembers. This could reflect
the well-documented fact that homosexual men have far more
sexual partners in general than do heterosexuals. It could reflect
in some way the higher rates of domestic violence that have been
documented among homosexuals. Or it could reflect the gen-
eral higher rates of psychological disorders that have been iden-
tified in homosexuals. An alternative explanation would be that
precisely because of the situations of forced intimacy in the mil-
itary, and because servicemembers may not be as much on guard
against the possibility of same-sex sexual assault, homosexuals
simply have greater opportunity to sexually exploit others than
heterosexuals do. Regardless of whether the true explanation is
one of these or some combination of them, the data clearly in-
dicated that homosexual conduct poses a uniquely elevated risk
to good order, morale and discipline in the military.
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VOICES FROM THE FRONT LINES

“I just hope that the fools that voted to repeal DADT will
also have the ‘sense’ to approve the reactivation of the
draft, since they will be the cause of needing to induct
people into the military because they cannot get enough
volunteers.” —David L. Driver, veteran, master sergeant,
U.S. Air Force

“There can be no greater affront to the holy days of Christ-
mas than a governing body of the United States giving
credibility to the self-serving, selfish, immoral, disgusting
behavior which snuffed the life out of Sodom and Gomor-
rah. Churches have been largely silent. The out-of-control
U.S. Congress has moved America one step closer to total
destruction, both morally and our national security.”
—Harry Riley, colonel, U.S. Army, Ret., Crestview, Fla.

“How is the military going to handle two homosexuals
walking and holding hands? What happens to the open
bay barracks when they get the ‘urge’? What happens
when an aggressive homosexual tries to put the make on
a straight? What part of the UCMJ pertains to this ac-
tion? All these questions will have to be answered, but
the cowards in Washington will not have an answer for
them. Glad that I am retired now, but I feel for the active
duty people of today!” —David M. Burns

“I had an experience in the U.S. Army at Ft. Benning, Ga.,
in early 1959 that will demonstrate what the gay and les-
bian activists will unleash upon our poor soldiers, already
under stress. While waiting to go overseas to my first sig-
nal corps assignment at Wheelus AFB in Tripoli, Libya, I
was approached several times over a period of a few
months while riding the bus into Columbus, Ga., by an
upper level training sergeant. While trying to convince me
to join him at the local YMCA, he opened up and told me
about his seducing of a number of officers over a period
of time, and then having ‘power’ over them to get favors
done of one kind or another. The officers would have had
their careers destroyed if their ‘escapades’ had been re-
vealed! I, of course, gently and quietly turned him down
every time. Not until I later matured did I fully realize what
a truly negative and dangerous impact these sexually de-
viant persons could have on society, especially on our
whole military system and soldiers’ way of life and spirit,
apart from our religious beliefs and practices. We will just
deteriorate, little by little!” —Name withheld by request

CONT INUED ON NEXT PAGE
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Risk of homosexual assault in sleeping quarters
FRC and other supporters of the current law have pointed out
the risks involved in having servicemembers share living quarters
with persons of the same sex who may be sexually attracted to
them. This concern is borne out by many of the case synopses
reported by the Pentagon. Consider the following cryptic case
descriptions of on-base assaults, quoted directly from the Pen-
tagon’s report:

“Victim #1 awoke to Subject touching his genitals.”
“Victim awoke in his rack to a hand moving up and down

his leg and touching his groin area.”
“Asleep in his rack, Victim #1 felt a hand grab his genitals

and Subject’s wrist. Subject then fled the room. Victim #2 woke
up to Subject grabbing his inner thigh area and he confronted
the Subject.”

“Victim awoke in BEQ to Subject kissing his neck and try-
ing to put his hand in his pants to touch his genitals.”

“Victim reported that Subject touched his crotch on three
occasions as he slept.”

“Subject groped Victim #1’s genitals in their room and
groped Victim #2’s genitals when he was asleep.”

“Victim and Subject were off base at a bar and Victim got
highly intoxicated. Subject said he would take Victim back to his
barracks room but instead took Victim to his (subject’s) barracks
room. Subject orally and a-lly sodomized Victim while he was in
and out of consciousness. Subject’s computer was seized and
numerous images of child porn were found.”

“Victim was sleeping and awoke to find Subject performing
oral sex on him without his consent.”

“Victim was asleep at his computer station when Subject
videotaped himself (Subject) touching Victim’s head with his
(Subject’s) genitals.”

“Victim claimed Subject (his roommate) slid his hand under
Victim’s boxer shorts and caressed his buttocks and attempted to
grab his p—-s. Victim awoke while the touching was going on
and engaged in a physical altercation with Subject.”

“After a night of heavy drinking, Subject got on top of
Victims #1 and #2 as they slept and kissed face, neck, and
stomach before being told to stop.”

“Subject groped Victim’s crotch several times when helping
Victim, who was intoxicated, into his bunk.”

Risk of homosexual assault in bathrooms and showers.
FRC and other supporters of the existing law also point out the
loss of privacy involved in being forced to share facilities such
as bathrooms and showers with homosexuals, and thus appear-
ing partially or fully unclothed before people who may view
them as a sexual object. There are also cases in which homo-
sexual assaults in the military have taken place in such contexts.

Note these examples (which include one of the female-on-
female assaults):

“Victim and Subject were drunk at a bar in Dec. 2004.
Subject grabbed Victim’s p—-s while in the bathroom and
kissed him.”

“[Female] subject grabbed [female] Victim as she was re-
turning from shower, threw her on the bed and fondled her.”

“Victim reported being pulled from his rack by Subject #1
and #2 and taken to the shower, stripped naked with his feet
bound. Subject #1 (naked) waved his genitals in the Victims’s
face and told Victim to s-k on it.”

Many discharges of homosexuals from the military are for sexual
assault – not because of arbitrary “discrimination.”
Advocates of open homosexuality in the military often lament
the fact that several thousand members of the military have been
discharged under the 1993 since its enactment. However, what
they fail to note is that many of those discharges are actually for
sexual assaults. Below are examples:

“After a night of heavy drinking with the Subject, Victim
awoke believing he had been sodomized by Subject while he
slept. Subject admitted he had performed oral and a-l sex on
sleeping victim. Article 32 Investigating Officer recommended
against referral. Subject was administratively separated for
homosexual conduct with an Honorable Discharge.”

“Victim, who was highly intoxicated, had fallen asleep at
Subject’s house when Victim awoke to being orally copulated. ...
Command advised Subject will received [sic] general discharge
from USN for engaging in homosexual behavior.”

“Victim was sleeping and awoke to find Subject orally cop-
ulating him without Victim’s consent. ... Subject was awarded a
General Discharge from the USN for Homosexual Acts.”

“Victim was talking to Subject when Subject claimed the
two had been ‘messing around’ on a previous evening, while Vic-
tim was sleeping after consuming a large amount of alcohol.
Subject admitted to Victim he had performed oral sex on him.
... Per the SJA, an Administrative Separation Board recom-
mended the Subject receive a General Discharge from the USN
for homosexual behavior.”

Court cases reveal destructive effects
of homosexual misconduct
Criminal cases for homosexual misconduct in the military which
reach military courts of appeals have resulted in publicly re-
ported decisions which illustrate the serious consequences of
homosexual misconduct in the military. Although these cases
are part of the public record, they are rarely reported on by the
media – in contrast to cases of heterosexual assault, such as the
infamous “Tailhook” scandal.



February 2011 whistleblower 29

These case records show that homosexuality poses a threat
to good order, morale, discipline and unit cohesion in the mili-
tary even when the conduct in question is consensual.

Sodomy in the next bunk?
For example, a military court described the case against Navy
submariner Benjamin H. Hartman:

The appellant was originally charged with forcible
sodomy committed aboard the Naval Submarine Base
in Kings Bay, Georgia. In accordance with a pretrial
agreement he entered a guilty plea to, and was found
guilty of, the lesser offense of consensual sodomy. The
appellant was attached to a fast-attack submarine that
was in Georgia for some routine work, and he was stay-
ing in a room in the base’s transient visitors’ quarters
that another Sailor from his submarine had procured.
According to his responses during the plea colloquy, the
appellant awoke to find another male Sailor fondling
his p—-s. The appellant eventually assisted the other
Sailor in penetrating the appellant’s a—s. This activity
all occurred while a third occupant of the room, a petty
officer also attached to the submarine, slept in one of
the two beds in the room.

Consensual sex in the barracks leads to violence
In the case against Marine Private Paul S. Barrera, a majority of
the court ruled that repeated acts of consensual sodomy in the
barracks, but behind locked doors, were “private” conduct.
Nonetheless, it violated a standing order and the relationship led
to violence, which was disruptive to their unit:

On two separate occasions, the appellant and another
Marine from his unit, Private First Class (PFC) Her-
nandezDiaz, engaged in consensual a—l sodomy in the
latter’s first floor barracks room aboard Marine Corps
Air Station Futenma in Okinawa, Japan. ... Both
sodomy incidents occurred either late in the evening or
early in the morning, and each time the doors to the
room were locked. The room shared a common rest-
room with another barracks room, and there were ap-
proximately 100 other Marines living on that floor. A
written standing order prohibited sexual activity of any
kind in the barracks.

... [T]he appellant admitted that his acts of sodomy
were prejudicial to good order and discipline. We agree
with that assessment, and note that the danger to unit
cohesion and morale posed by such sexual activity be-

VOICES FROM THE FRONT LINES

“I am an Airman with 8 years of service in the USAF. All
this really makes me wonder what I will do when they try
to ‘indoctrinate’ me. I can’t accept it, and won’t. I have re-
cently just deployed, and I have already seen displays
next to some of the living quarters. They had formed the
words ‘NO GAYS’ out of rocks next to their entrance. I
should have taken a picture of it. There are so many ques-
tions and concerns I haven’t heard anyone talk about yet:
What do they do about the states that have legalized gay
marriage? Do they get access to base family housing?
What about Tricare coverage and treatment at military fa-
cilities for their partners? How about family separation pay
during deployments? Will they get the single rate housing
allowance or with dependent rates? The federal govern-
ment will have to decide if they are going to recognize
gay marriage as legal. Plus, they now have to completely
rewrite the Uniform Code of Military Justice which strictly
forbids any kind of sodomy. I will have to seriously con-
sider whether or not I will re-enlist in 2014 if I’m still in the
service and haven’t been kicked out for not accepting the
brainwashing and propaganda they will try to cram down
our throats. What a world we live in now. Do decency and
morals even still exist?” —Name withheld by request, staff
sergeant, U.S. Air Force

“I am a Vietnam veteran. My country is a Christian nation
(regardless of what Barry Soetoro says), not Sparta.
Throughout all of our nation’s history we have had an hon-
est and trustworthy military. Homosexuality is a deviation
from the normal and forcing the military to endure costly
deviate training will weaken our military. I suppose the ho-
mosexuals will want base housing and marriage al-
lowance for their partners too. The DADT must be
continued. God please help our nation.”
—Charles Felton, Vietnam veteran

“When I was serving in the military during Vietnam, ho-
mosexuals were given ‘undesirable discharges.’ In Viet-
nam, American troops won every battle but lost the war
[thanks to Congress]. Now it appears that these same
losers in Congress want to impose their will on the military
and keep our troops fighting indefinitely to appease the
freaks who want to use the military as social entertain-
ment.” —Rick Biesada, U.S. Marine Corps

CONT INUED ON PAGE 35

CONT INUED ON NEXT PAGE



30 whistleblower February 2011

tween members of the same unit in a military barracks
is arguably even more pronounced where the unit is sta-
tioned overseas in a foreign country, away from families
and friends and in relative isolation. Moreover, the dan-
ger to good order and discipline was borne out in this
case by the rumors that circulated within the unit, and
the tension leading up to the appellant’s later offenses of
assault and communication of a threat.

Second, the record demonstrates that all sexual activity
was specifically prohibited in the barracks, and that fact
underscores the harm to good order and discipline
posed by the conduct at issue.

One of the other judges detailed how this relationship led to
violence:

The record indicates that the appellant confronted Pri-
vate First Class (PFC) HernandezDiaz and threatened
to “burn him” for disclosing their relationship to oth-
ers. Appellant then apologized to PFC HernandezDiaz,
at which point he attempted to kiss him. Out of rage,
appellant then slapped and choked PFC Hernandez-
Diaz. ... The appellant admitted on the record that he
physically assaulted PFC HernandezDiaz. The assault
directly resulted from the sexual relationship between
the appellant and PFC HernandezDiaz. As I stated, he
struck PFC HernandezDiaz out of rage for disclosing
their relationship to third parties. The Government
retains an interest in preventing disruptions within
the ranks.

Exploiting rank and using alcohol and homosexual
pornography to manipulate victim
In some of the reported cases, servicemembers have taken ad-
vantage of their relationship with those of lower rank, and also
plied their victims with alcohol to make them vulnerable. Such
was the case against Marine Sgt. Sean D. Habian:

Lance Corporal (LCpl) L, a 21-year-old radio repair-
man with less than 2 years experience in the Marine
Corps, was sent by his unit to augment Military Police
Company as a day-shift clerk at the base pass office.
The appellant, a 36-year-old sergeant with over 8 years’
experience in the Marine Corps, also worked in the pass
office, on the night shift. ... [T]he appellant ... asked
LCpl L if he would be interested in coming over to the
appellant’s house to “hang out.” LCpl L agreed ... LCpl

L arrived at the appellant’s on-base quarters, and the
appellant encouraged him, over LCpl L’s initial protest,
to drink alcoholic beverages. ... LCpl L testified that he
became extremely intoxicated, and could not recall any-
thing that happened after he sat down on the down-
stairs sofa around 0300.

When LCpl L awoke, he was in the appellant’s upstairs
bedroom, and could feel a hand rubbing his a—s and
digitally penetrating it. He felt a second hand reaching
for his genital area. He still felt intoxicated, but at-
tempted to push his elbow back to stop the person
touching him. The touching was repeated, with a hand
rubbing his a—s and a finger penetrating it “every once
in awhile.” He heard the person saying “one more time.
One more time.” After LCpl L again pushed back with
his elbows, the appellant got off the bed, slapped LCpl
L on the buttocks and yelled at him to get out of bed
and leave the house. LCpl L was groggy, and the ap-
pellant slapped him two more times, a few minutes
apart, before LCpl finally got up off the bed. Realizing
he was naked, LCpl L had a heated conversation with
the appellant, asking the latter what had taken place
and the location of his clothes. ...

While discussing the incident [later] with [Special
Agent] Ryan, LCpl L vaguely recalled an additional in-
cident in which he woke up during the night and saw
gay pornography on the television. He remembered
waking up yet again due to a lack of air, with the ap-
pellant’s groin area in his face and neck area. He could
also feel the appellant s—-ing on his p—-s. LCpl L did
not remember having any clothing on at this time, al-
though he had been fully clothed when he sat down on
the couch at approximately 0300. As LCpl L attempted
to move his head to catch his breath, he opened his eyes
and saw the television screen, on which he saw a man
performing oral sex on another man. ... The day before
he invited LCpl L to his house, the appellant went to an
adult store and purchased a transsexual inflatable doll
kit. The doll had both an a—l and oral orifice, but no
v——-l orifice. The appellant also purchased a video-
tape, entitled “Transsexual Streetwalkers,” depicting ho-
mosexual sexual activity. After the incident, agents from
the Naval Criminal Investigative Service found the doll,
inflated, in the appellant’s closet. ... A homosexual video
was found in the appellant’s VCR, attached to his tele-
vision set. CONT INUED ON PAGE 32
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... He was ... convicted of fraternization with LCpl L,
and with an indecent acts offense for rubbing LCpl L’s
a—s, fondling LCpl L’s p—-s and t———-s, and pen-
etrating LCpl L’s a—s with his fingers. ... [T]he appel-
lant argues that the appellant’s acts in rubbing LCpl L’s
private parts and digitally penetrating his a—s were
simply “homosexual foreplay” and cannot be found in-
decent ... We disagree. ... [T]he indecent acts of which
the appellant was convicted involved actions ... as LCpl
L was just awakening and trying to shake off an intox-
icated stupor. ... LCpl L’s vulnerable condition and the
lack of any express consent render the indecent acts of
which the appellant was convicted coercive in nature.

Instructor uses alcohol to identify victims, exploit students
The case against Marine Sgt. Steven G. Carlson also illustrates
an individual exploiting his superior rank, socializing with oth-
ers to find victims, and using alcohol to make victims more
vulnerable:

The appellant was stationed at the Marine Corps De-
tachment, Fort McClellan, Alabama, where he in-
structed Marines attending military police military
occupational specialty training. While in that position,
the appellant transported students in his private vehicle,
provided them alcohol, consumed alcohol with them,
and socialized with them, in violation of Navy Regula-
tions, an installation general order, and a Marine De-
tachment order. The appellant used these social
interactions to determine if a student would be recep-
tive to homosexual activity with him. This determina-
tion was made by plying students with alcohol and then
discussing topics such as masturbation, p—-s size, oral
sex, and “playing truth or dare.” During truth or dare,
the appellant would ask students if they had ever
thought of having sodomy with a man or kissing a man,
or he would dare them to expose themselves in public
or to get naked in private. These interactions came to
light when a student reported that the appellant had
sodomized him. ... The appellant was charged with,
among other things, multiple indecent assaults of a ho-
mosexual nature. ...

... [A]t Fort McClellan, Alabama, the appellant invited
Private First Class (PFC) M into the woods where he
pulled PFC M’s pants and his own pants down and
began fondling PFC M’s p—-s. The appellant then put
PFC M’s hand on the appellant’s p—-s and pulled PFC

M toward him and kissed him. The appellant asked
PFC M to perform oral sodomy on him and when PFC
M refused, the appellant performed oral sodomy on
PFC M. PFC M testified that the appellant’s acts
shocked him, he froze, and was scared.

Do we really need more homosexual linguists?
Advocates for allowing homosexuality in the military argue that
we cannot afford to lose the talents and skills of the homosexu-
als who have been discharged or denied enlistment. In particu-
lar, they are fond of citing the cases of homosexual linguists or
translators, a skill much in need because of the wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Therefore, it is ironic that one of the most impor-
tant cases of homosexual assault (which set a precedent for how
the Supreme Court’s 2003 Lawrence v. Texas decision legalizing
homosexual sodomy does and does not apply to the military) in-
volved Air Force Sgt. Eric P. Marcum – a Persian-Farsi linguist:

Appellant, a cryptologic linguist, technical sergeant
(E-6), and the supervising noncommissioned officer
in a flight of Persian-Farsi speaking intelligence ana-
lysts, was stationed at Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska.
His duties included training and supervising airmen
newly assigned to the Operations Training Flight.

While off-duty, Appellant socialized with airmen from
his flight at parties. According to the testimony of mul-
tiple members of his unit, airmen “often” spent the
night at Appellant’s off-base home following these par-
ties. The charges in this case resulted from allegations by
some of these subordinate airmen that Appellant en-
gaged in consensual and nonconsensual sexual activity
with them.

Among other offenses, Appellant was charged with the
forcible sodomy of Senior Airman (SrA) Harrison (E-
4). ... With regard to the charged offense, SrA Harrison
testified that after a night of drinking with Appellant
he stayed at Appellant’s apartment and slept on the
couch. SrA Harrison further testified that at some point
he woke up to find Appellant orally sodomizing him.
Although Appellant testified that he “did not perform
oral sex on [SrA Harrison] at all,” he testified to “kiss-
ing [SrA Harrison’s] p—-s twice.” . . . SrA Harrison also
testified that Appellant’s actions made him scared,
angry, and uncomfortable. CONT INUED ON PAGE 34
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U.S. 1st Cavalry Division, Fallujah, Iraq, Nov. 12, 2004. U.S. Army photo

Advocates for allowing homosexuality
in the military argue that we cannot
afford to lose the talents and skills
of the homosexuals who have been
discharged or denied enlistment.
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Air Force major grooms child for sexual abuse
One of the most shocking cases did not involve a servicemem-
ber as victim, but a civilian minor. Air Force Major Rickie J.
Bellanger was charged with sexually abusing two minor boys –
one of whom had begun corresponding with Maj. Bellanger
when he was in the fifth grade:

Appellant was deployed to support Operation Desert
Shield/Desert Storm. During that time he answered a
letter from JB, a fifth grader who lived in Texas. They
continued corresponding. Upon his return from over-
seas, appellant met JB and his family and attended a
school function. A friendship developed which in-
cluded letters and phone calls as well as visits.

In May 1994, JB visited appellant in Florida for ap-
proximately one month. JB was almost 15 years old.
One night JB and appellant drank alcohol while watch-
ing television. JB testified that he drank 12 Zimas, a
malt liquor beverage. JB became intoxicated and threw
up. Appellant helped him to bed. Later JB awakened
and realized that appellant was orally sodomizing him.
Appellant then rubbed his p—-s against JB’s lips. ...

On May 30, 1995, JB’s mother became aware of an in-
cident several years earlier when another individual had
forcibly sodomized JB. JB admitted this incident when
questioned by his mother. Under further questioning,
he also alleged that appellant had sodomized him. The
investigation against appellant was reopened. Several
months later during the course of this second investi-
gation, another youth, EM ... claimed that appellant
made sexual advances towards him. Appellant was sub-
sequently charged with offenses involving these two in-
dividuals. ... In the computer correspondence, appellant
admitted to prior acts of sodomy and expressed a desire
to commit both oral and a—l sodomy with the indi-
vidual to whom he was writing. Additionally, the
graphical images files contained sexually explicit pic-
tures of what appear to be young boys, some of whom
are engaging in oral sodomy. ... In one instance appel-
lant allegedly rubbed his p—-s over JB’s lips. In the
other instance, he told MR he wanted to “s—k his
d—k.” ... Appellant was convicted of violating his com-
mander’s order not to have private contact with any per-
son under the age of 18.

Mortar Platoon, HHC, 2-7 Cavalry, 2nd BCT, 1st Cavalry Division. Operation Iraqi Freedom, Fallujah, Iraq, Nov. 12, 2004. U.S. Army photo

The advocates of open homosexuality in the military seek not only
to remove differential treatment of homosexuals, but also to affirmatively
protect homosexuals against “discriminatory” treatment.
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“I make the following statements based upon my 23-plus
years’ service to our country in the United States Marine
Corps. Our country in general, and our military in partic-
ular, have reached a new low with the implementation of
allowing gays/lesbians to serve openly in our military. That
openly gay/lesbian will be implanted right in the middle of
a finely tuned group of young Americans that has their
very life dependent upon the full trust and confidence of
the Marine next to him. Like it or not, most of us would
feel deeply uneasy knowing that they had to share a fight-
ing hole in the ground with someone that was openly gay.
I sincerely hope and pray that this past November’s
midterm elections were the apex of the political pendulum
swinging to the left. Let’s all hope that it will now began
returning towards the right, and towards some sane de-
cisions from the politicians that have, in recent years,
turned their backs of the American citizen and voter. What
a pitiful bunch of total idiots we currently have serving in
Congress and our White House!” —Ralph H. Jenkins,
captain, U.S. Marine Corps, Ret. (1950-1973)

“I was in the U.S. Army from 1982 to 1987 as an MP. My
father, uncles, brother, sister, niece and nephew have all
served or are serving in the military. We have all served
honorably. The military is a way of life, it is not a job or a
hobby. When you join you swear your allegiance to your
country, your commanders and your fellow servicemen
and women. You wear the same clothes, talk the same
talk, eat the same food and sleep in the same places. In
the military, you are not an individual and that is for a very
good reason. Even in a SEAL, SF or Ranger company
they work in teams to get the job done. Individuality is not
helpful and is most of the time extremely hurtful. Individ-
uals that choose homosexuality as a way of life have cho-
sen to put their own personal desires over and above that
of others. ... If our president continues to push agendas
that go against mainstream American way of life he will
eventually lose his job. Just look at what happened in our
most recent elections. Piss off the religious conservatives
and they will act. We may believe it is better to turn the
other cheek, but we also believe that Satan is real and
sometimes you have to fight.” —Randy B. Gilbert, vet-
eran, U.S. Army, Military Police Corps CONT INUED ON PAGE 39
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Conclusion
The research recounted above makes it clear: The military already
has a serious problem with sexual assault by homosexuals. If the
current law against homosexuality in the military is overturned,
there is only one possible result – the problem of same-sex sexual
assault in the military will be greatly expanded. This is predictable
for three reasons:

• Despite the fact that some homosexuals have been able to en-
list in the military because of the Clinton administration’s
“Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy, both that policy and the statu-
tory law against homosexuality in the military have suppressed
the number of homosexuals who are in the military. If the law
is overturned and open homosexuals are welcomed into the mil-
itary, the number of homosexuals in the armed forces can only
increase – leading to a corresponding increase in same-sex
sexual assaults.

• In addition, the current law and policy have the effect of de-
terring overt homosexual behavior by those homosexuals
currently in the military, because they face the possibility of
discharge for engaging in homosexual conduct. While other
disciplinary measures are available, removal of the threat of
discharge for homosexual conduct will reduce the effectiveness
of the deterrent, likely leading to more cases of sexual assault.

• The advocates of open homosexuality in the military seek not
only to remove differential treatment of homosexuals, but also
to affirmatively protect homosexuals against “discriminatory”
treatment. While this would reduce the deterrent to engage in
homosexual conduct (including same-sex sexual assault), it
would at the same time create a deterrent to the reporting or
punishment of such assaults. Victims would be afraid to report
such incidents and commanders would be afraid to punish them,
lest they be accused of “discrimination” or “homophobia.” With a
smaller percentage of such cases being reported, investigated,
or punished, it is inevitable that a larger number of such cases
would occur.

Allowing open homosexuality in the military would do noth-
ing to enhance the readiness or effectiveness of our armed forces
– which is the only thing that could justify a change in the cur-
rent law. On the contrary, welcoming open homosexuality in the
military would clearly damage the readiness and effectiveness of
the force – in part because it would increase the already serious
problem of homosexual assault in the military.

Peter Sprigg is senior fellow for policy studies at the Family Research
Council. Reprinted with permission of FRC.
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‘GAY’ GROUPS WANT
QUICK IMPLEMENTATION
BEFORE REALITY STRIKES

Expert: ‘It’s like Pelosi saying we have to pass
this bill so people can find out what’s in it’

By Brian Fitzpatrick Copyright 2011WorldNetDaily.com Inc.

Elaine Donnelly

“People still don’t know
what this bill means.
The new law was
never really discussed.
That has delayed public
understanding of exactly
how extreme these
recommendations are ...”
—Elaine Donnelly



February 2011 whistleblower 37

HOMOSEXUAL activists
are pressuring Defense Secretary Robert Gates to hurry up and
implement the lame-duck Congress’s repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell” before he is able to properly certify that it will not harm
the nation’s military, charges Elaine Donnelly, president of the
Center for Military Readiness.

“It’s like Nancy Pelosi saying we have to pass this health
care bill so people can find out what’s in it,” Donnelly told
Whistleblower.

Donnelly is a former member of the Pentagon’s Defense Ad-
visory Committee onWomen in the Services. Her organization,
a non-partisan 501(c)(3) educational alliance of civilian, active
duty and retired military people in all 50 states, concentrates
full-time on military personnel issues.

According to the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell Repeal Act of
2010,” President Obama, the defense secretary and the chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen, have to
certify that military readiness will not be impaired before pro-
ceeding with implementation of the new policy.

The trio must determine that allowing homosexuals to serve
openly “is consistent with the standards of military readiness,
military effectiveness, unit cohesion, and recruiting and reten-
tion of the Armed Forces” before issuing their written certifica-
tion. The new policy will be implemented 60 days after being
certified.

“Gates is being pressured to do it immediately,” said Don-
nelly, who suggested “gay rights” advocates are trying to get the
repeal certified and implemented before the public finds out
how badly the military can be harmed.

“People still don’t know what this bill means. The new law
was never really discussed. That has delayed public understand-
ing of exactly how extreme these recommendations are, and how
contrary to the Pentagon spin the actual findings were.” The
Pentagon’s Comprehensive Review Working Group released its
report on repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” Nov. 30, 2010.

Ten months earlier, in January 2010, Donnelly’s organiza-
tion issued a report asking the Pentagon panel to address diffi-
culties that would be encountered by allowing homosexuals to
serve in the military openly. The report featured a list of 23
bullet-pointed items of concern, ranging from threats to unit
cohesion and combat readiness, to the necessity of rewriting
portions of the Uniform Code of Military Justice to permit
consensual sodomy, to determining how same-sex couples
would be housed on military bases.

Three of these items address “mandatory diversity training”
and “zero tolerance” for chaplains and personnel who disagree
with open homosexuality for religious reasons. Critics warn that
the new policy would cripple morale and recruiting and drive as
many as a quarter of the armed forces out of the service prema-
turely – especially soldiers serving in combat units. In the Pen-
tagon report on repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” 32 percent of
Marines said they would leave the service early because of open
homosexuality, and an additional 16.2 percent said they would
consider leaving early.

Yet, said Donnelly, the Pentagon report ignored or glossed
over their concerns.

Gates has stated publicly the military will need as much as
a year to train service members about how they will have to
interact with homosexuals before issuing the certification.

“Gay rights” groups don’t want to wait that long.
“No later than the first quarter of 2011,” saidTrevor Thomas

of the Servicemembers Legal Defense Network, which advocates
for homosexuals serving in the military. “The Pentagon has had
a year to put in place policy recommendations. They have pro-
duced their report. They will have ample time in the 60-day
window directly after certification” to train the troops.

Thomas did not think issues such as retraining religious-
minded soldiers would pose a serious problem.

“All of these have been addressed in the working group
report, all the service chiefs said they’re very comfortable with
handling problems with the chaplains. Mullen said we will deal
with any hiccups that occur.”

Thomas acknowledged that the pro-homosexual legal
defense group had offered the Pentagon recommendations
regarding the training programs, but the training plans have
not been finalized yet.

“I presume the working group will start looking into all these
issues as time moves forward,” Thomas told Whistleblower.

Another homosexual advocacy organization, a University of
California at Santa Barbara think tank called the Michael B.
Palm Center, released a report Dec. 19 titled “Military Training
Can Be Accomplished Quickly.”

“The forthcoming Pentagon request for a year to train all
service members is not based on a reasonable assessment of what
it takes to educate the troops,” said the study. “Whatever prepa-
rations are ultimately deemed necessary, the Pentagon ought to
be able to pull them off faster than it did the implementation of
DADT in 1994, which took approximately 40 days.”

Brian Fitzpatrick is a news editor for WorldNetDaily.com and Whistleblower.
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THERE is a simple reason why the gay
rights lobby has pushed so hard to rush through repeal of the
Pentagon’s homosexual exclusion policy. They know a compre-
hensive review would disclose the substantial evidence that ad-
mission of open and active homosexuals would put our troops
in further danger through exposure to tainted blood. In fact,
evidence to this effect is in the hands of top military com-
manders and Pentagon officers.

The Pentagon understands that 19,000 soldiers already have
HIV/AIDS and that some – if not most – came down with the
deadly disease through prohibited gay sexual conduct. It is com-
mon sense that opening the ranks to open and active homosex-
uals would only increase this problem.

Here’s another critical fact that a comprehensive review
would disclose: There is no blood test that can be guaranteed to
screen HIV and other deadly diseases out of the blood supply
once the gay males, who are currently prohibited from donating
blood, are welcomed into the services.

Meantime, Peter Sprigg of the
Family Research Council reports
in a blockbuster new study that
the evidence indicates that a dis-
proportionate number of assaults
in the military are committed by
homosexuals. (See full report on
page 24)

The evidence, in short, al-
ready demonstrates a significant
problem of homosexual miscon-
duct in the armed forces, even
though such behavior is supposed
to be prohibited.

Oblivious to the demonstrated need to tighten up rather than
loosen the current policy, the Washington Post has editorialized
that it is “reprehensible” to keep homosexuals out of the military.
One of the Post’s leading editorial writers, Jonathan Capehart, is
a homosexual activist who used to cover gay sex clubs.

The gay rights lobby is labeling as “offensive” a new video
that exposes homosexual misconduct in the Armed Forces and
wants it taken down from YouTube. They have not pinpointed
one factual inaccuracy in the film or in the heavily documented
60-page report by Dale O’Leary that forms the basis of it.

Their desperation is being guided by the realization that
male homosexual conduct is directly linked to tainted blood and
deadly diseases such as HIV/AIDS, and that no cure or vaccine
has yet been found.

They don’t want the public to learn about cases such as
Johnnie Lamar Dalton, a soldier who came down with HIV and
then infected a boy he met in a gay online chat room. Dalton
went to prison, but homosexuals in the armed forces coming
down with HIV/AIDS cost at least $18,000-$20,000 a year per
patient.

The gays and their allies, however, don’t care about the
troops. They want their “rights” and they want them now. They
simply don’t care if a premature policy change causes thousands
of our soldiers to leave the armed forces in disgust and dismay
and thousands more never to sign up because they don’t want to
room or shower with individuals sexually attracted to them.

When the gays realized the November elections would mean
more conservatives being elected to Congress and more opposi-
tion to repeal of the policy, they decided to accelerate their de-
mands and called on their congressional allies, led by Sen. Carl
Levin, chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, to
move up the schedule. That is why Congress is right now in the
midst of dealing with this far-reaching policy change.

A matter of life and death, gay males can’t donate blood but
Levin and his allies want them in the service anyway, put in a po-
sition where they could be called upon to donate blood and
could bleed on their fellow soldiers.

SAVING SOLDIERS FROM G
Allowing open homosexuals in the military will lead

Johnnie Lamar Dalton

Peter Sprigg
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While the gay rights lobby and their backers in the George
Soros-funded Center for American Progress smear anybody draw-
ing attention to this problem as a “hate-monger,” the facts are
the facts. Their real agenda is censorship of the truth about the
health hazards of the gay lifestyle.

The civilian sector is not immune to this kind of special in-
terest politics. The Obama administration, working with the
same liberal politicians pushing repeal of DADT, is also consid-
ering lifting the ban on gay men donating blood. That means
that civilians could soon be facing the same deadly threat now
stalking our soldiers on the battlefield.

Indeed, consider the major media’s failure to mention the
first U.S. case of transfusion-transmitted HIV infection reported
to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention since 2002.
The case involved a bisexual man who lied on his questionnaire
and gave HIV-infected blood. “He indicated that the sex often
was anonymous and occurred while he was intoxicated,” the of-
ficial report says.

The case is relevant to the debate over “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”
because one can safely assume that the next demand will be to
lift the prohibition on gay men donating blood.

Cliff Kincaid is a veteran journalist, media critic and director of the
AIM Center for Investigative Journalism. He can be reached at
cliff.kincaid@aim.org.

GAY DEATH
to AIDS-tainted blood

By Cliff Kincaid Copyright 2011 Accuracy in Media

VOICES FROM THE FRONT LINES

“I am a former female Marine and married to a retired
Army Special Forces man. I think one of the avenues you
should be watching is the takeover of the military as a de-
sired goal. By this I mean, the military and liberals/social-
ists in this country have historically despised one another.
By taking over the military with literally 2 percent of the
country (2 percent being gay), they can essentially run out
a damn good many of the soldiers, sailors, airmen and
Marines – and then we’ll end up with a military that is
friendly to the liberals. That won’t be good – but it is ex-
actly what they want.” —Tami, veteran, U.S. Marines

“This new policy pending implementation is absurd to the
highest degree. Placing our nation’s safety in jeopardy be-
cause of social mismanagement, political correctness and
pressures from unthinking, selfish, disloyal elitists who
have never been part of military operations is funny-farm
insanity! I know military, support military, love the men and
women in uniform and those who are out of uniform hav-
ing served already. May God bless America as we put a
stop to this insanity.” —Warren F. Rosenbaum, major,
U.S. Air Force, Ret., Pleasant Grove, Utah

“As a vet who served in the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Air
Force I am sick of what has happened to our military by
our Congress and Senate members in voting for the repeal
of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.” This action has nothing to do
with the civil rights of anyone. To hear the top military gen-
eral say it is good for the military makes me want to puke.”
—Name withheld by request, U.S. Air Force/Navy NCO

“I am a 76-year-old retired navy chief petty officer (E-7)
who served 20 years continuous active service. I am op-
posed to [repealing] the DADT law. When I wrote my two
senators, I told them that those knuckleheads forcing this
law on the military have never, and I mean never, been
asleep in a bunk and been awakened by a hand slowly
moving around your ‘junk’ or perhaps kissing you on var-
ious parts of your body. The powers-that-be need to
earnestly listen to the commandant of the Marine Corps
who is opposed to this law, but being a good Marine that
he is, will carry out his orders. God help the United States
military, the greatest now and in the history of the world.”
—Charles Beersdorf, chief yeoman, U.S. Navy, Ret.

CONT INUED ON PAGE 45
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PERHAPS anticipating the end of
“Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” Sen. John Kerry slammed the Food
and Drug Administration with letters, demanding that it jus-
tify and reconsider its “outdated” ban on blood donation by
homosexuals – or in the Center for Disease Control’s termi-
nology, “men who have sex with men.”

According to the FDA policy, homosexual men are banned
from donating blood if they have had sex with a male since
1977.

Kerry, D-Mass., and 17 other Democratic lawmakers
asked FDA Commissioner Margaret Hamburg to reverse the
policy in a March 4 letter.

“Not a single piece of scientific evidence supports the ban.”
Kerry wrote. “A law that was once considered medically justi-
fied is today simply outdated and needs to end. ...”

The letter was signed by Sens. Kirstin Gillibrand, D-N.Y.;
Dick Durbin, D-Ill.; Daniel Akaka, D-Hawaii; Sheldon
Whitehouse, D-R.I.; Sherrod Brown, D-Ohio; Frank Lauten-
berg, D-N.J.; Bob Casey, D-Pa.; Bernie Sanders, D-Vt.; Russ
Feingold, D-Wis.; Mark Udall, D-Colo.; Al Franken, D-
Minn.; Maria Cantwell, D-Wash.; Carl Levin, D-Mich.; Tom
Harkin, D-Iowa; Mark Begich, D-Alaska; Roland Burris, D-
Ill.; and Michael Bennet, D-Colo.

In response, the FDA released a statement explaining that
“while FDA appreciates concerns about perceived discrimina-
tion, our decision to maintain the deferral policy is based on
current science and data and does not give weight to a donor’s
sexual orientation.”

Nevertheless, Kerry followed his correspondence with an-
other letter to Hamburg: “The medical and scientific commu-
nities have been crystal clear that there is simply no scientific
evidence to warrant a lifetime ban on gay Americans donating
blood,” Kerry urged. “If the FDA knows something to the con-
trary, I would love to hear it, because without hard facts, this
ban makes no sense.”

In reality, HIV antibody tests can result in a false negative
– that is, no antibodies detected despite HIV being present in
the blood – during what is called the “window period,” an
interval of anywhere from one week up to several months
between the time a person is infected with HIV and the time
his body eventually produces measurable levels of HIV anti-
bodies. This so-called “seroconversion” is part of the body’s im-
mune response, after which point an HIV-infected individual
would test positive on antibody tests.

The problematic scenario of an HIV-infected person test-
ing negative during the window period and subsequently do-
nating blood is the reason homosexuals are still prohibited from
donating blood. Although the FDA says its new and improved
HIV tests cut the false-negative window to within 10 to 21
days of infection, the tests still do not detect the virus 100 per-
cent of the time – which is why the ban stays in effect.

In its September 2009 report “The HIV/AIDS Epidemic
in the United States,” the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation
found that “Most new HIV infections are among gay and bi-
sexual men.”

According to the FDA, homosexual men “have an HIV
prevalence 60 times higher than the general population, 800
times higher than first-time blood donors and 8,000 times
higher than repeat blood donors.”

The FDA further warns that “gay” males “also have an in-
creased risk of having other infections that can be transmitted
to others by blood transfusion. For example, infection with the
Hepatitis B virus is about 5-6 times more common, and Hep-
atitis C virus infections are about 2 times more common in
[homosexual men] than in the general population.”

And a shocking CDC survey released this past September
revealed that one in five homosexual and bisexual men in major
American cities have HIV infections – and nearly half don’t
know it.

FDA URGED TO
LET HOMOSEXUALS
DONATE BLOOD
Current public-health policy excludes ‘men who

Chelsea Schilling is a news editor for WorldNetDaily and Whistleblower.
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have sex with men’ By Chelsea Schilling Copyright 2011WorldNetDaily.com Inc.

According to the FDA,
homosexual men“have
an HIV prevalence 60
times higher than the
general population, 800
times higher than first-time
blood donors and 8,000 times
higher than repeat blood donors.”
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THE repeal of DADT has never been about
homosexuals. A larger agenda is at work.

The United States military is a conservative organiza-
tion. The military service members overwhelmingly vote
conservative. The military also serves as a guardian of our
freedom. Soldiers swear oaths to the Constitution, not to
a leader.

The number of homosexuals discharged under
DADT over the last 10 years has been minimal – less than
a tenth of a percent. The left moans about all the people
we have lost, but there simply have not been many. And
of course, this does not count those who made sure they
were “outed” just so they could leave the military.

The left has an interesting idea: When they lose a bat-
tle, they keep fighting. Nothing is final. When conserva-
tives lose a battle, then the battle is supposed to be over.

Unfortunately, many conservatives buy this line and
simply give up and move on to the next loss. Why?

The battle over open homosexuality in the military is
far from over and we conservatives should not simply give
up on this battle.

One of the rules I live by is: If you want to be suc-
cessful, look at what successful people do. Conservatives
keep doing the same thing and expecting a different re-
sult, even though such behavior has been characterized as
a form of insanity. Let’s try something different:

The Cloward-Piven Strategy – “orchestrated crisis” –
has been one of the left’s most successful strategies. The
theory is, you so overwhelm the system with bureaucratic
demands that the system collapses. Why not use a
Cloward-Piven-type strategy on “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”?

The repeal only takes place after the president, de-
fense secretary and Joint Chiefs chairman certify the mil-
itary is ready. How many roadblocks can we put in front
of this? With an allegedly conservative House of Repre-
sentatives, we should be able to block the congressional
certification this year. How about for next year? Simply
defund any attempt by the office of the president or the
secretary of defense to certify the military ready for the re-
peal of DADT. How many other roadblocks can we put
in front of this?

Moreover, if this strategy works for DADT, where else
could it work? How about stopping implementation of
Obamacare until it is repealed? And stopping portions of
the finance reform or the food safety bill the same way?

These are certainly possibilities, but first conservatives
must have a sea change in their attitude. They must de-
velop the attitude that says: Just because we lost a battle
does not mean we have lost the war. This is the attitude
the left has manifested for the last half century. They keep
pushing and pushing. It is time for conservatives to start
pushing back and to keep pushing – until they win.

Let the left pick up the attitude that when they’ve lost,
they’ve lost.

JUST BECAUSE WE LOST
DOESN’T MEAN WE LOST

By Judson Phillips
Copyright 2011WorldNetDaily.com Inc.

Judson Phillips is an attorney and the founder and CEO of
Tea Party Nation, online at TeaPartyNation.com.



February 2011 whistleblower 43

Marine takes oath to uphold the U.S. Constitution

The military
service members
overwhelmingly vote
conservative. The military
also serves as a guardian of
our freedom. Soldiers swear oaths
to the Constitution, not to a leader.
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OUR 111th Congress, in its lame-duck session,
gave America a Christmas present in the way of repeal of the
“Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” law.

Signing the repeal into law, President Obama said he’s
“never been prouder.”

From my point of view, I’m feeling increasingly like a mi-
nority in our country. Not because I’m black, but because I
am a Christian.

As a Christian, I believe in the truth of traditional moral-
ity as transmitted to us through our biblical sources. And I
believe, along with George Washington, who stated clearly in
his farewell address to the nation, that religion and traditional
morality are critical to the maintenance of our free society.

Homosexual behavior is unacceptable by these moral
standards.

I also see no clash between this conviction and individu-
als being free and taking personal responsibility for living as
they choose in our free country.

But private behavior and public sanction are different
matters.

Our military is a quintessentially public institution. Its
acceptance of behavior unacceptable by traditional moral
standards means official public sanction of this behavior and,
in my view, this is a big mistake.

Support from public opinion drove repeal of this law.
Gallup showed 67 percent supporting repeal and aWash-

ington Post/ABC poll showed support as strong as 77 percent.
Behind this is ongoing change in public sentiment re-

garding the moral acceptability of homosexual behavior. Just
10 years ago, 53 percent said it was not morally acceptable
and 40 percent said it was. Today this has flipped to 52 per-
cent today saying it is morally acceptable and 43 percent say-
ing it’s not.

Yet, at the same time that Americans are increasingly at
ease with homosexual behavior, the public says that the na-
tion is not in good moral shape.

According to a Gallup poll from last May, three times as
many, 45 percent, say the country is in poor moral condition
than 15 percent who say it’s in excellent/good moral condition.

And, 76 percent say the moral state of the nation is get-
ting worse compared to 14 percent that say it’s getting better.

What’s going on?
First, Americans are becoming more prone to believe that

individuals cannot take personal responsibility for their sex-
ual behavior. Thirty-six percent believe today that homosexual
behavior is genetically determined compared to 14 percent
who believed this 40 years ago.

Second, our sense of the meaning of morality has become
relative and ambiguous.

When asked, in the same Gallup poll, for the principal
reason that the moral condition of the nation is worsening,
the greatest response – 15 percent – was “disrespect for others.”
Only 2 percent said teen pregnancy, 3 percent homosexuality,
3 percent abortion and 7 percent breakdown of family/unwed
mothers.

When asked for the principal reason that our moral con-
dition is improving, the largest response – 25 percent – was
“better understanding about other people and cultures/more
diversity/less racism.”

It should be clear that what is happening is that any pre-
vailing sense that there are objective standards for right and
wrong is disappearing and that this is being displaced with a
relativism and nihilism that values nothing other than toler-
ance of everything.

As Americans increasingly believe behavior that tradi-
tional morality prohibits is genetically determined, the per-
ceived seriousness of traditional religion and values becomes
marginalized.

President Obama said that repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell” “will strengthen our national security.”

THE BIG MISTAKE
Identifying the ultimate danger to national security
By Star Parker Copyright 2010 Scripps Howard News Service
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I cannot think of anything more dangerous to our na-
tional security and the ongoing strength of our nation than
the collapse of our sense that there are objective rights and
wrongs. When we sanction ourselves to make everything up,
who can the God that our Declaration of Independence refers
to possibly be?

Why should Americans take the words of our Constitu-
tion, that are a few hundred years old, seriously when we dis-
miss the truths of words that are thousands of years old?

Star Parker is an author, syndicated columnist and president of
CURE, the Center for Urban Renewal. Her latest book is “White
Ghetto: How Middle Class America Reflects Inner City Decay.”

VOICES FROM THE FRONT LINES

“I joined the U.S. Navy when I was 17. My first assign-
ment after boot camp was on a large Navy base where I
knew nobody except a friend that joined with me. Within
a week we were both approached, separately, by a non-
commissioned officer who was large in stature. He propo-
sitioned both of us on separate occasions and was quite
aggressive. To receive unwanted sexual advances by an-
other male was both repulsive and sickening. And this
was back when the military did not allow homosexuals to
serve. My friend and I compared experiences and agreed
to go up the chain of command and report the incident.
Unknown to us was the fact that the ‘chain of command’
consisted of other homosexuals of higher rank who
quickly buried our complaints. It was less than a week
later that we were both re-assigned to another base. Dur-
ing my Navy enlistment, I experienced the tension that
exists between people of different sexual orientation and
it was a very unpleasant experience for me. If the existing
policy is changed, I couldn’t in good conscience recom-
mend anyone to join the military. It will seriously under-
mine the morale of the military. I know. I was there, even
though it was 50 years ago.” —Derick S. Hartshorn,
veteran, U.S. Navy

“I am a vet (infantryman, Iraq 2006). I recently withdrew
my membership from the Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans
of America because that organization backed the repeal
of DADT. I would be interested in seeing if you could fig-
ure out how many members actually left.”
—Justin Singleton, veteran, U.S. Army

“The DoD survey that was used as grounds to repeal
DADT began by specifically saying that if DADT is re-
pealed, the military would not lower standards for per-
sonal behavior. If we are to believe the authors of the
survey, then all the repeal of DADT means is that people
who are tempted to engage in gay sex will be allowed to
enlist but they will still not be allowed to engage in that im-
moral behavior. If these sections of UCMJ were removed,
it would constitute a betrayal of the assurances that all
servicemembers were given when they completed that
survey.” —Name withheld by request

Star Parker
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THE EVIL EMPEROR
AS an RN of 25 years, I had already been tak-
ing notice of the change of tone in nursing jour-
nals and health literature since I worked in
hospitals, and I was shocked to see my observa-
tions attributed to George Soros and his ilk in
the DecemberWhistleblower issue [“GEORGE
SOROS AND HIS EVIL EMPIRE”]. There is
a noticeable shift of ideology in the realm of
medical ethics, and I’ve wondered how it origi-
nated – you’ve partially answered that question
in this issue!

I’ve been noticing the redefining and blurring of
the concept of “death,” the increasing emphasis
on “brain death” and consequent precipitous en-
couragement of organ donation/harvesting from
those patients in medical literature. Similarly,
there is increasing emphasis on “quality of life”
issues for people with various degrees of cogni-
tive disability and “vegetative” states (another
term with shifting definitions) and acceptability
of withholding ordinary care such as food and
fluid.

There is also an ever-increasing emphasis on pal-
liative and end-of-life care and increasing will-
ingness to encourage lethal doses of pain meds as
long is the stated primary goal is symptom relief
rather than death. Hospice care has greatly ex-
panded from the stereotypical terminal cancer
patient to include a multitude of diagnoses and
conditions that are not usually
thought of as imminently life-
threatening or predictably ter-
minal within the time-frame
criteria used by most hospice
providers/payers.

I would be very interested to
read more about our changing
healthcare ethics and the in-
fluence and ulterior motives
of organizations/individuals
such as George Soros. Thanks
for another awesome issue.

Kathy Saber

I JUST received the latest issue of Whistle-
blower and have read it cover to cover. I knew
this man was evil but I had no idea how bad it
was. I would like to know if I could purchase
one or two copies to pass around at our “liars
convention” that meets every Saturday morning
to solve the world’s problems. This information
is too valuable not to share.

Howard Nafzger
Pearce, Arizona

Editor: All available Whistleblower issues can be
purchased singly, or in quantity at significantly re-
duced rates, by calling WND customer service at
1.800.4.WND.COM.

WHISTLEBLOWER is always a
great source for solid information, but the issue
on George Soros was among the top for this
year. Listing organizations that he directly funds
was, for me, welcome information. It is difficult
for most of us to gather all this information,
especially in one place.

The list of progressives who won in the midterm
election with the helping pocketbook of Soros
was another welcome source. Your staff, reporters
and guest writers are the best.

Lorna Bryans
Greenacres, Washington

Readers are welcome to
e-mail their comments to
whistleblower@worldnetdaily.com
or snail-mail them to:
Whistleblower
c/o WorldNetDaily.com, Inc.
P.O. Box 1627
Medford, OR 97501
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