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Assessing the integration of gays and lesbians
into the South African National Defence Force

Aaron Belkin and Margot Canaday”

Abstract

During the apartheid era, the South African militanaintained a dual policy on
homosexuality — prohibited among members of thenpeent force, homosexuality
was officially tolerated among conscripts. When thegime fell, the new
government committed itself to human rights consitiens, and after the South
African Constitution adopted a provision of nonedimination on the basis of
sexual orientation in 1996, the South African raifjt followed suit. In 1998, the
South African National Defence Force (SANDF) impéarted the Policy on Equal
Opportunity and Affirmative Action that declaredaththere would no longer be
discrimination against gays and lesbians. Thislertiiraws together military and
government documents, secondary research, presvagev and interviews with
individuals with knowledge on this topic to asstss effects of this policy change.
The evidence suggests that the integration of gdylesbian personnel has not had a
negative impact on recruitment and retention, negrahit cohesion or operational
effectiveness in the SANDF.

Introduction

During the apartheid era, the South African militanaintained a dual
policy on homosexuality — prohibited among membefsthe permanent force,
homosexuality was officially tolerated among thenswipt force to prevent
malingering. However, official toleration was acqmanied by aversion shock
therapy, chemical castration and other human rightsses against gay and lesbian
personnel, which have only recently come to lightiie new South Africa. When
the apartheid regime fell in 1994, the new demdcigdvernment committed itself
to addressing human rights considerations, inctuttie status of gays and lesbians.
After the South African Constitution adopted a fpstn of non-discrimination on
the basis of sexual orientation in 1996, the Séftican military followed suit. In

1 We thank Justine Navarrette for her outstandisgaech assistance.
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1998, the South African National Defence Force (8)\implemented the Policy
on Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action (Southfrican Department of
Defence 2002a) that formally declared that thereld/oo longer be discrimination
against gays and lesbians in the armed serviceshatdhe military was officially
uninterested in the sexual orientation of any efsitrvice members, be they gay or
heterosexual.

Methodology

This article draws together military and governmgmtuments, secondary
research and press coverage along with 26 intesvieuith individuals with
knowledge on this topic to assess the effectsisfghlicy change. The information
collected was systematically gathered from publidyailable primary and
secondary sources relevant to an understandinglitdinn outcomes associated with
homosexual service in the SANDF. Sources and mstlncluded identification,
retrieval and analysis of prior research bearing hmmosexual service in the
SANDF conducted by governmental, academic and ypéticused organisations in
South Africa. Interviews were held with relevantMiBF units and major academic,
non-governmental and policy observers familiar wity-military issues in South
Africa since the ban was lifted.

This article relies on a multi-method approachdmpare and synthesise
evidence provided by a variety of sources in otdetraw conclusions. Whenever
possible, independent observations from multipleses are compared to draw out
common findings that are consistent among obsemattferent sectors (e.g.
military, academic, non-governmental). During therview process, we also
sought to ensure that the universe of sources dwpoan for the study was complete
by asking expert observers from different sectorsécommendations of additional
sources of information. The final compilation ofisces that informs this article thus
reflects a comprehensive search for relevant dateopinions.

The apartheid military and homosexuality, 1948-1994

By the mid-1960s, the South African military congad of both a
permanent and a conscript force. The conscriptefaamprised of approximately
27 000 white men by 1970. (Black people were alibvte join the military in
limited roles but were not conscripted and remaipedor partners in defence.)
After 1970, “annual intake figures could not be reased without extending
conscription to non-whites”, and so the period ohscription was gradually
increased from three to nine to twelve months,lutfiinally reached two years
(Cilliers&Heinecken 2000:245). In 1990, the periofl conscription was again
reduced to one year.
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The military’s policy on homosexuality has its ong in the system of
conscription. As conscription became increasingigtmoversial by those opposed to
or ambivalent about apartheid, military officialoomied that an all-out ban on
homosexuality might provide young, white South A&m men with a relatively easy
way to avoid military service. Accordingly, a duablicy on homosexuality was
developed soon after conscription was adopted énntid-1960s. Homosexuality
among the conscript force was officially toleratealjt gay conscripts were
considered to have a ‘behavioural disorder’ andewwst appointed to leadership
positions or entrusted with sensitive informatidecording to Lindy Heinecken, a
military scholar and one of the country’s premigperts on gays in the SANDF, the
general trend was “to place such persons in pastsidered more suitable, such as
catering or as medical orderlies” (Cilliers & Hedtken 2000: 256). At the same
time, homosexuality was strictly forbidden amongmhers of the permanent force,
and those who applied for the permanent force wenginely asked about
homosexuality. If an individual's answers indicatédt one was either a ‘latent or
practicing homosexual’, the recruitment process wahgrted. Further, permanent
force members who committed homosexual acts coslcimished up to court
martial, while members who had committed no actswho admitted homosexual
tendencies were sent for rehabilitation (Heinecke®8:7)?

While the military officially tolerated homosexugliamong conscripts
during the 1970s and 1980s, the culture of thetamliwas often uncomfortable for
gay and lesbian personnel from either the consoripihe permanent force. General
Viljoen, Head of the Army, ordered in 1982 that]l[@ossible steps must be taken
to combat the phenomenon of homosexuality or leshia in the army” (Lewin
2001). South African scholars have commented ondénelopment of a white
militarism within the military, which depended onetidea that the South African
troopie was the masculine defender of a threatewald. The heroic discourse
surrounding thetroopie rested on notions of male dominance and on hiystili
towards gay men, who were viewed as a threat tonéton. White people who
opposed conscription were branded ‘gay’ by themegireinforcing the notion that
gays were enemies of the state (Conway 28@3y and lesbian conscripts were

2 statistics pertaining to the discharge of homoakxtrom the permanent force of
the former South African Defence Force (SADF) apé available from the
military. It is believed that only a small numbergays and lesbians were
actually discharged — it was far more likely fommsexuals to be vetted in
the induction process or to be ‘rehabilitated’ lieady in the force (Pollecut
2003; Reid 2002).

% For an elaboration on these ideas, see Conwa)200
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thus subjected, as former conscript Matthew Kroliae observed, to “a form of
hidden terrorism which permeate[d] every echelonthef military environment”

(Krouse cited in Gevisser & Cameron 1995: 211). gkding to the Aversion

Project, an in-depth study of the treatment of heewaals in the military, the
environment that Krouse described went beyond meagassment or job
discrimination. As the Aversion Project documenteyme gay and lesbian
conscripts were subjected to routine humiliatiorgraion shock therapy, chemical
castration, hormonal and drug treatment and otteises. “During basics, the
humiliation of gays was very, very common. They evealled awful nhames and
were often made scapegoats,” one conscript repor&netimes these gay
scapegoats were beaten up by the rest of the tonitufild ... cohesion”. Others told
of sexual assault and coercion: “At Maritzkop camp . an [officer] forced

[servicemen] to drop their trousers and commit éioeht sexual acts’ with each
other”. Another captain [suspected of homosexuafityas stripped of his medals
with a bayonet, and his troops had to trample emth(Van Zylet al. 1999, Chapter

4).

“Even while officially tolerated, gay and lesbiaarponnel were also sent
to psychiatric units where ‘psychiatrists’ were esimenting with aversion therapy
on ‘patients’ who, other than being labelled homxosd, were healthy.” According
to the Aversion Project report,

[e]lectrodes were strapped to the arms of the stibgnd wires
leading from these were in turn connected to a imacbperated by a
dial calibrated from one to ten. The subject wantbhown black and
white pictures of a naked man and encouraged ttasgee. The
increase in the current would cause the musclethédnforearm to
contract — an intensely painful sensation. Whersthgect was either
screaming with pain, or verbally requested thatdia¢ be turned off,
the current would be stopped and a coRlayboy centerfold

substituted for the previous pictures. . . . Thiscpss would be
repeated three times in a single session. Sessiens held twice
daily for 3 to 4 days. People subjected to thigahg experienced
long periods of disorientation afterwards. (Van Z&ylal. 1999,

Chapter 4)

Another informant reported seeing a woman undelgotric shock so
powerful that her shoes flew off of her feet (Vayl Z al. 1999, Chapter 4). In
addition to the evidence offered by the Aversioroj&it report, more recent
revelations have been made that offéma facie evidence of a ‘sexual realignment
programme’ in the military during the 1970s and 0€8Some gay and lesbian
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personnel who could not be ‘cured’ by drugs or siger therapy were given sex-
change operations by medical staff. The Aversianjeet also reported the use of
chemical castration on homosexual personnel. Wedstration, aversion shock
therapy, hormonal and other drug treatment andBarge operations may not have
been a systematic policy during the 1970s and 198®s fact that itould happen”,
according to Aversion Project investigator GraengdR“shows something about
attitudes towards gays at that time” (Reid 2002).

The emergence of the SANDF and the new policy onxaml orientation

After years of external and internal pressure aiartheid system began to
crack in the early 1990s. In 1993, the United N&imssisted in negotiations
between the ANC and apartheid officials as pathefConvention for a Democratic
South Africa (CODESA). A year later, multiparty efiens were held, which
brought the ANC to power, and a provisional contth was drafted that
established South Africa as a non-racist and deatiocistate (South African
Commission on Human Rights 1999).

The groundwork for the inclusion of a gay rightsoyision in the
Constitution had been laid in 1992, when gay astivpersuaded the (then exiled)
ANC to adopt a policy on sexual orientation. Iriijiathe ANC considered the issue
irrelevant. A member of the National Executive Coittee famously remarked in
1987: “We don’t have a policy on flower sellersheit’, further commenting that “if
everyone was like that, the human race would carantend”. Activists publicised
the statement and were then able to get the AN€dognise gay and leshian rights
(Cock 2002). The Democratic Party and the Inkatreedfom party — other major
players in South African politics — similarly eathok a pro gay rights stance
(Sanders 1997:105).

As a result of this political support, sexual ota&ion was included in the
draft Constitution when the ANC first came to power1994. Committed to a
democratic process, the new government invitedifaeki on the draft Constitution
from the public, who could submit feedback in eitheitten or oral form. The
process was planned, according to sociologist ailithm expert Jacklyn Cock, “as
participatory, consultative, and representative”oglC 2002:9). A gayrights
organisation, the National Coalition for Gay andshian Equality (NCGLE), was
formed in 1994 to lobby to retain the gay rightsyision in the final Constitution.
NCGLE allied itself with a consortium of trade ungoand other organisations to
increase its bargaining power (Knoesen 2001).

During this process of constitutional review, thatinal Party objected to
specific mention of sexual orientation in the doemt (Rights of homosexuals
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protected in military 1995). The gay rights proeisiwas opposed most strongly by
the African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP), wiiargued that homosexuality
was anti-family, anti-Christian and anti-Africand€k 2002:11). Graeme Reid, also
the founder of the Gay and Lesbian Archives atUinéversity of Witwatersrand,
remembered that there was some discussion in thdana this time about the
implications of fully integrating gays and lesbiango the military. “Some senior
military people were interviewed [by the media], kiR observed, “and there was
just the beginning of what could have been a lgygelic debate” regarding gay
integration (Reid 2002). Wary of stirring up thippmsition, the gay rights lobby
backed off from determining what the policy wouldtan in every manifestation
(including the military) and focused its energymmeserving the gay rights clause in
the final Constitution. “The strategy was,” accoglito Reid, “to keep sexual
orientation in the final Constitution and thentle¢ courts uphold the Constitution”
(2002).

In 1996, the new Constitution was adopted with quadity provision that
read that “the state may not unfairly discriminagginst anyone on one or more
grounds, including race, gender, sex, pregnancyjtahastatus, ethnic or social
origin, colour, sexual orientation, age, disability, religion, conscience, belief,
culture, language, and birth . . .” (Heinecken 1899 After the adoption of the
Constitution, both state and non-state actors wbtkebring various state policies
and laws in line with the Constitution; the Soutfridan government committed
itself to “reform economic and social conditions tbe majority of South Africans
left wanting by the apartheid regime” (South Afric@ommission on Human Rights
1999:page number).

This mandate touched all aspects of the South @drigovernment,
including the SADF, which was reconstituted by tieav government as the South
African National Defence Force. The SANDF integdafermer enemies — the
various armies and guerrilla forces who battledtyeéd and members of the former
SADF - into a single body. According to the Spedtapporteur of the South
African Commission on Human Rights, “[tjhe govermtie objective is to destroy
the army’s symbolic identity as an essential piltérapartheid and turn it into a
melting pot of national unity and a law-abiding dematic institution” (South
African Commission on Human Rights 1999:page nuinber

The SANDF was now an ‘all-volunteer’ force thateatpted to be more
representative of South African society. In 199& Minister of Defence published
the White Paper on National Defence for South Afri€his document stated that
“to secure the legitimacy of the armed forces, fhepartment of Defence is
committed to the goal of overcoming the legacyadfial or gender discrimination”



(Heinecken 2002). While the South African militasas historically mostly white,

the integration of predominantly black homeland iaemand guerrilla forces
reversed the racial balance of the SANDF. This @secwas challenging for the
SANDF. “Not only did the SANDF integrate former éms with strong political

loyalties and from diverse military backgrounds,t mine ethnic and eleven
language groups, each with their own culture anaditions” (Heinecken

1999a:193).

Women also occupied a different place in the SANBdn they did in the
SADF. While women were admitted into the permariertde after 1970, they were
excluded from combat roles. The SADF remained teagatriarchal and women
were integrated into the South African military ratich lower levels than in the
USA, for example. After the adoption of the new &titntion, the military changed
course, forbidding any job discrimination on thesibaof gender, encouraging
women to achieve leadership positions within theN&& and allowing women to
be employed in combat roles, a position that way wentroversial (Cilliers &
Heinecken 2000:254; Heinecken 1999a:108).

In order to bring its governing principles fully @mpliance with the new
Constitution, the Ministry of Defence embarked ordefence review process in
which public input on all facets of its operatinggedures and policies was invited.
There was one day during the review process, ataptd Heinecken, “when there
was very intense discussion about what the gaytsiglause would mean in each
and every sector of military life” (Heinecken 200Zhe issue of homosexuality in
the military generated little public debate priay the adoption of the new
Constitution; and despite some initial concerns, “the DepartmehtDefence
considered the [integration of homosexuals] astaat@ompli,” said Evert Knoesen,
Director of the Lesbian and Gay Equality Projectitferly the National Coalition
for Lesbian and Gay Equality) (Knoesen 2002). This,policy change came from

4 According to Cilliers and Heinecken (2000:254}]¢spite formal provisions, both
the military and the general population still exgzestrong resistance to
women’s serving in combat positions. In a receriliptopinion survey, 59
percent of respondents felt that women should eoallbowed to do combat
duty or serve on the front line. Because of ingdircultural attitudes and
stereotypes in South African society, women stil eegarded as unsuited
for positions that may involve risk or danger. Saiinge will pass therefore
before women serving in the South African militaaye really and fully
integrated into all combat functions”.

5 For one thing, according to Reid, “the terms oé ttebate were so different
because there was so much resistance to beingimifitary [generally]”
during the apartheid era (2002).



8

within the Department of Defence (DOD) itself. “TB@®D decided to make its own
policy,” said SANDF Colonel Jan Kotze, “taking @ge from the stipulations of the
Constitution” (Kotze 2001).

The policy on sexual orientation was included a$ pthe DOD’s Policy
on Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action, whishas initially promulgated in
1998, then reviewed and readopted in 2002 (Kotz@3¥0Under this policy,
recruits were not questioned about their sexuantation and the SANDF was
officially unconcerned about lawful sexual behaviawm the part of its members.
However, as Heinecken observed,

[w]hile no action will be instituted against a meentof the SANDF
for being a homosexual, the policy still remainattiany sexually
atypical or immoral behavior that could detrimelytaiffect esprit de
corps or morale, or cause emotional stress, therebytaffe military
discipline or effectiveness, is subject to disciptly action and the
perpetrator may be punished with detention, repmoed, fined, or
discharged. This policy applies to unacceptablaigekehavior by
both heterosexual and homosexual members. (Heinek3@9b:2)

Implementation, monitoring and additional initiativ es

In order to carry out the new SANDF policies regagdwomen, black
people and sexual minorities, the Defence Miniegtablished an Equal Opportunity
and Affirmative Action Directorate. Major-Generalckie Sedibe was appointed to
lead the Directorate. Sedibe was the first blagkaie general in the SANDF.
Sedibe and her staff were charged with developirgearching, evaluating and
monitoring all affirmative action and equal emplamh programmes of the SANDF,
including those governing sexual orientation. THENBF employed a variety of
strategies to integrate gays and lesbians int@#HeDF. Knoesen, who monitored
the military closely, stated that his impressiorswaat the DOD was very serious
about this issue, and that they put a lot of moanmg effort into it at the time
(Knoesen 2002). This effort included the followingiatives:

Most fundamentally, and in the spirit of the Truahd Reconciliation
process in South Africa more generally, the SAND&wvilling to examine past
abuses against gays and lesbians. While the Avemimject study chronicled
incidents of chemical castration, aversion shoakrghy and hormone and drug
treatment, the DOD was supportive of the researah lzelpful in the research

 This was the South African military’s first policgn equal opportunity and
affirmative action (Heinecken 1999a:191).
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process. When the study was completed, the reséaaoh conducted a workshop
that included the Ministry of Defence, the MilitaHealth Services of the SANDF,

the Gay and Lesbian Equality Projédhe Health Professions Council of South
Africa, the South African Medical Association arigetCentre for the Study of the
Violence and Reconciliation (Harvey 2000). Accoglio Reid, the DOD sent very

high-level officials from all the different militsgrbranches to the meeting. While
some have been critical that the military did naoslp for extradition of the main

perpetrator of these acts, according to Reid, éf]hlistened and took the

information seriously”. Reid (2002) concluded: “Thweas what we wanted”. After

the meeting, Simon Lewin, an investigator on theeision Project, told the media,
“| feel confident that there is a commitment to t;mg mechanisms in place to

ensure that discrimination and human rights violasi on the basis of sexual
orientation are prevented in the future” (Harve@@0

The commitment of the SANDF to the integrationgafys and lesbians
was also demonstrated by the fact that the miliggnyointed an openly gay colonel,
Jan Kotze, to the Equal Opportunity and Affirmati&etion Directorate to monitor
the policy. This colonel worked closely with an afyelesbian captain, who was “on
the fast track to become the first lesbian offiterhold the equivalent rank of
general” in the SANDF (Knoesen 2002). In addititre DOD created the Minister
of Defence’s Advisory Board on Employment Equitydaiffirmative Action and
awarded a permanent seat on this board to a repatise of the gay and lesbian
community. Both from inside and outside the militatherefore, the SANDF
opened channels of communication and solicited faekl from gay and lesbian
South Africans.

In general, the policy was carried out as partrofider equal opportunity
goals and not separate from it (Knoesen 2002). Was done by means of an
annual Equal Opportunities Climate Survey, focumigrdiscussions held at various
units, evaluation of the policies by a separatduatn section, the monitoring of
grievances related to equal opportunity and affitmeaaction, and training and
development courses throughout the Department €K@Q203). Specifically, the
sexual orientation policy was communicated to umitsl bases through training
‘roadshows’ and policy workshops, where membershef Equal Opportunity and
Affirmative Action Directorate explained policien discussed diversity issues
(Kotze 2003; Modise 2002). The DOD placed equaloopmity advisors at general
support bases, who served various military unithwegard to human resource
issues (Kotze 2003). Finally, the DOD had the SoAffican Human Rights

" Formerly the National Coalition for Gay and LesbEquality.
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Commission conduct yearly workshops with senior ®4Nofficers, a training
programme that included an emphasis on sexuatitieis (Kollapen 2002).

In addition to training initiatives, the SANDF camied to address
inequitable policies. An example of this is a lesbjudge who sued the government
in 2001 for the same benefits for her spouse a® \agailable to the spouses of
heterosexual judges. The Pretoria High Court faarker favour. Subsequently, the
Equality Project, acting through the Minister of fBece’s Advisory Board on
Employment Equity and Affirmative Action, raisecketissue of benefits for gay and
lesbian military personnel. In response, the SANDiended regulations on marital
status in the defence force, stating that “mastatus now includes the status or
condition of being single, divorced, widowed, oradrrelationship, whether with a
person of the same or the opposite sex, involviegiprocal support in a
relationship”. Defence regulations that awarded in@dand pension benefits to
spouses of SANDF personnel were amended to defioese as “a partner (the
partnership being either heterosexual or homosgxual a permanent life-
partnership, if such a partnership was attestedreed Notary Public”. After the
SANDF implemented its new benefits policies, thep@rément of Public Service
and Administration also began a review of bendfitssame-sex partners within the
civil service (SANDF ends benefits discriminatio®02; Equal rights for gay
soldiers 2002). At the time, 79 same-sex ‘life-pars’ of DOD employees take
advantage of health benefits (Kotze 2003).

In addition, the DOD undertook a major study in @00 order to fully
assess the environment for gay and lesbian personttee DOD. A total of 2 648
regular force members completed a lengthy survéaye 3urvey report noted that
many respondents were undecided on many surveytigugsand that there was
often a large disparity between the attitudes ofous subgroups within the SANDF
regarding gays and lesbians. On many issues, offieehite personnel, personnel
from the military medical service (SAMHS) and pemsel in the Office of the
Secretary for Defence held more pro-gay attitudkes tAfricans, members of the
Army and members with lower ranks (South AfricanpBement of Defence
n.d.[o])® Only 24.6% of the total population agreed/stronglgreed with the
statement feel good about the integration of gays into the military, while 48.3%
disagreed/strongly disagreed and 27.1% were unelécid

At the time the DOD added sexual orientation ® Rwlicy on Equal
Opportunity and Affirmative Action in 1998, thereasr some sentiment that a
separate policy addressing sexual orientation wbalehecessary. After completing

8 The SANDF is comprised of four branches: Army, ja&irforce and SAMHS.
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the 2000 survey, and in part as a response tdet,Bqual Opportunities Chief
Directorate sought authority from the Plenary DeeStaff Council to embark on a
process of formulating a separate departmentalcyoliealing with sexual

orientation (Kotze 2003). Significantly, the DODch&olonel Kotze, an openly gay
man, draft the new policy on sexual orientation@g&sen 2002).

Implications of the integration of gays and lesbias into the SANDF
« Disclosures

In some ways, the right of gay and lesbian SoutficAfis to serve in the
military remained, as Heinecken argues, a “silgtttt (Heinecken 1999b). “I don't
think we are yet in a place where people in the BANan talk about these issues
very openly,” Heinecken elaborated (Heinecken 2008gre was no mass coming-
out in the SANDF after the policy change. “It iglstot out in the open,” said Henry
Boshoff, an analyst for the Institute for Strate§tuidies, a South African military
think-tank. “People are very selective about wheythell” (Boshoff 2002). But
Knoesen asserted that some gays and lesbians iBAN®F did come out and
subsequently advanced in their careers. In conteasite apartheid era, gays and
lesbians began to perceive of military service as@er option, and new recruits
were more open about their sexuality than in thet flenoesen 2001). Colonel Jan
Kotze stated that while the Equal Opportunitiedisacf the DOD did not track the
number of gays and lesbians that came out aftepttiey change (and had no
knowledge of the total number of gays and lesbianthe SANDF), the sexual
orientation policy was reported in the media and Whought to have attracted the
attention of candidates to the Department as ailgessmployer — including gays
and lesbians” (Kotze 2002). Lewin concurred thafdimal discussions with gays
and lesbians . . . indicated that they feel muchenmmmfortable now that they are
protected, and are able to be more upfront abeirt $exuality” (Lewin 20015.

While efforts made during the course of this sttalyeach gay and lesbian
service members only produced one openly gay samiember, his experiences in
the SANDF confirm that the new policy established relatively positive
environment for gay personn@l.This man, a captain, was openly gay and the

® A very promising parallel case is that of the $oAfrican Police Service, which,
according to University of Pretoria criminology Ressor Aubrie Theron
(2002), “has undergone a dramatic transformatioicesidemocratization”.
Theron reports that there is a forum for gay pobéfecers and “in general
gay and lesbian officers are accepted without aoplpms” (2002).

10 Efforts to reach gay service members includedipgsi notice on a university
list-serv and on a web site for gay South Africaztmtacting all major gay
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partner of another soldier in his unit. “It seerik® Imost of the people in the unit
have accepted [us],” he commented. “Some peoplen gdeebe proud of being
friends with gays in the organisation”. While tldaptain attended unit functions
with his partner, he described them as ‘out’ buit“hanner waving”. But without
“banner waving,” he said, “if someone does not know sexual orientation and
asks, he or she gets a fair and honest answertgiDa?003).

It is clear that the anti-discrimination policy neathis captain feel more
comfortable in his unit. He reported that he fetbysl when the provision against
anti-gay discrimination was read in his unit eackelw as part of the Code of
Conduct. Moreover, while this captain stated thatkmew of very little blatant
discrimination against gays in the SANDF, knowledgat he was protected by the
anti-discrimination policy empowered him to dedkefively with the “jokes behind
your back”. He related the following incident:

About a year-and-a-half ago, one of my subordingeesstraight

corporal) reported to me that a major [had] madegoof me in front
of him and junior staff members regarding my sexwantation. The
whole issue is hilarious, as they did not expect ¢oyporal to be
loyal and supportive to his section head. He regubit to me. Well |

acted by confronting the [commanding officer], istgtif | ever hear
senior [officers] gossiping and joking about my s&lity behind my

back, then | will make an example of them throudie tegal

channels. | only did this to . . . stop the gosgipissue and the
improper military practice of discussing a senioffiont of juniors.

(Captain 2003)

- Effect on anti-gay attitudes

Numerous military officials reported that there wamw “zero
discrimination” in the SANDF against gays and lesisi “No incidents of blatant
harassment or discrimination based on sexual adient. . . or violence against
gays and lesbians . . . have been reported to Edpbrtunities Chief Directorate
since the Policy on Equal Opportunities was adagptedid Colonel Jan Kotze

rights organisations in South Africa and askingtually all informants
whether they knew of anyone who would agree toramgmous interview
by phone or by email. While some gays and lesbiare undoubtedly ‘out’
in the SANDF, many were out only selectively, ahé trust required to
disclose personal information of this nature over phone to a foreigner or
stranger proved an insurmountable obstacle.
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(Kotze 2003). This sentiment was echoed by thodsidmi of the military who
monitored these issues. Thandi Modise was a MendfeParliament with
considerable expertise on military issues as thair@men of the Parliament’s
Portfolio Committee on Defence in the South Afriddarliament. “You just don't
hear the stories that we used to hear before 199Heolevels of intolerance for
gays,” Modise said. “If there are incidents, theg gery few and far between . . .
because | don't hear about them” (Modise 2002)s®@ntiment was echoed by
Advisor to the Defence Minister, Sue Rabkin. Ardiygdiscrimination “certainly
hasn't affected anyone I've heard about, and ugulkse things travel,” Rabkin
said. “l get quite a lot of information and | haltameard a peep” (Rabkin 2002).

Evert Knoesen monitored discrimination complaintghbin his position
on the Minister's Advisory Board and as Directortbe Equality Project. After
integration, the only complaints he was aware dhattime had dealt with residual
discrimination in employment policies — pensionsheglth benefits, for example.
“These issues have all been cleared away,” Knostsged. While he thought it was
possible that gay or lesbian personnel might npbmevictimisation (harassment or
violence) easily, he concluded that “if people g@mepared to complain about
[pensions or health benefits], then if they hadhbeleysically assaulted or something
like that we probably would have heard about itabteast some of it” (Knoesen
2002).

However, for all of these ways in which the integma of gay and lesbian
personnel appeared to be successful, the law Whahgad of social attitudes in
South Africa. The policy enjoyed very strong suppamong military and
governmental leaders, but there was still a residb@nti-gay sentiment. This
sentiment seemed to be concentrated in the foliphacations:

1) Among an older cadre of soldiers. “You do haeepie from the old
school who have trouble accepting the sexualitgtbér people,” Modise conceded
(Modise 2002).

2) Among lower-level management and at the levekhef unit (Reid
2002). If there was still a problem, Evert Knoesencluded, “it is among the lower
ranks” (Knoesen 2002).

3) In rural areas and among commanding officerenfithe homeland
armies. How much the culture of the military chathgdter integration, according to
archivist Anthony Manion of the Gay and Lesbian Hives, “depends a lot on
where you are in the country at the time” (Mani@®2). Evert Knoesen concurred:
“Most of the people who serve in the defence faeefrom rural and impoverished
areas, and they have very little exposure to |eshie gay issues” (Knoesen 2002).



14

e Operational effectiveness

Overall, informants agreed that the integration gy and lesbian
personnel did not have a negative impact on renarnt and retention, morale, unit
cohesion or operational effectiveness in the SANB&inecken reported that in the
SANDF (as in the USA) commanders found that gayisermembers conducted
themselves professionally and “their sexual prefegedid not detract from their
ability to perform their work successfully” (Heidem 1999b:5). Modise asserted
that “the effect on morale has only been positigeause members of the defence
force do not have to hide” (Modise 2002). Colorat Kotze concurred, stating that
“diversity contributes towards increased moralejt wohesion and ultimately
mission readiness” (Kotze 2002). Colonel Rocklynll¥fins, Director of the
Programme for Safer Africa, a South African thiakit, and a former SANDF
commander, simply concluded that the integratiorgays and lesbians into the
SANDF had “no impact whatsoever” on operationatetizeness (Williams 2002).

Military experts and outside experts interviewed tfis study commonly
asserted that the integration of gay and lesbiasop@el was more or less a non-
issue, dwarfed by challenges of much greater mag@itThe integration of several
different forces proved hugely difficult, as dicti@ and gender integratidnAll of
this had an impact on mission readiness for the BANbut this is not related to
lesbian and gay people,” said Knoesen (2002). “WtherSANDF was formed there
were so many other issues,” concurred Heineckamtgdrating seven different
forces into one, the end of conscription, raciahsformation, and all of these things
override the issue of gays and lesbians in theanjli. She concluded: “This has not
been a major issue” (Heinecken 2002). Democratityéember of Parliament and
Defence Committee member Hendrik Schmidt stateget@tional effectiveness has
been affected by a number of other factors, bubuldn’t isolate [the integration of
gays and lesbians] as being one of them” (SchntiiB2 Colonel Williams agreed:
“Gay and lesbian issues are the least of peopleisies. The force has had to rise
up to the most monumental challenges” (Williams200

“Heinecken (1999a) reported that the DOD’s policyfast-tracking’ women, black
people and persons with disabilities was contragkersin addition,
Heinecken reported that while “formally there idl ftacial integration in
training and posts, there is still a high degresafial segregation among the
different racial groups” (Heinecken1999a:194-195).
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Mighty Madasa, Member of Parliament and defencéeagmerson for the
ACDP, speculated that some service members migha had problems accepting
gay and lesbian personnel, but he linked theselgmebto broader diversity issues.
Madasa remembered a presentation by the Affirmafigon Directorate of the
DOD that “was not specific to sexuality”. Madasaaked that “the presentation did
raise an issue, but it was in vague and genernaistethat there might be problems,
cultural or otherwise, accommodating gay or leshéafdiers” (Madasa 2002).
Similarly, Dr Hussein Solomon, Head of the Unit fAfrican Studies at the
University of Pretoria, asserted that older milit@ersonnel were less comfortable
with gays in the military. “You have many of thewwer guys coming in where it is
not so much of an issue,” Solomon remarked, “butnfiany of the older guys, my
feeling is that they are less open to the wholeatibn and that they are concerned
about cohesion and force morale”. That anti-gajtuaiés might have had some
impact at the level of the unit is indicated by ®D’s 2000 survey, which found
that some 42% of those surveyed agreed with thersemnt that “gays and lesbians
in the military will undermine social cohesion” (South African Departtmeh
Defence n.d. [b], emphasis mine). (However, it $thdae noted that the survey did
not ask if gays and lesbiahad, in fact, undermined social cohesion, despite the fact
that gays and lesbians had been serving openlyofor years at the time of the
survey.)

While Democratic Party Member of Parliament JameHeS(a former
member of the Portfolio Committee on Defence) agréwat there were some
soldiers who were unhappy about gays in their yhigsstated that these attitudes
had no impact on mission readiness or operatioffacteveness. Selfe (2003)
explained:

| happen to know that there is an old Guard withiea SANDF . . .

who have what might be called an attitude probleith wegard to
integrating gays and lesbians into the defenceefofcthink these
people disapprove of the policy, they find it &tihg or offensive.
But | don't think that this would affect the opecatal effectiveness
of the defence force. It is a disciplined envirommeYour personal
feelings are less important than might be the caseother

organisations. Orders are orders and you have ke e best job of
it.

Other informants stated that gay integration hady Jitle impact on
mission readiness or operational effectiveness useceof the relatively small
number of soldiers involved. (As a point of contréise South African military went
from being a predominantly white to a predominangck force in a matter of a
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few years.) Colonel Williams at the time concludbat “because most gays in
uniform keep their sexual orientation to themselveis not something that surfaces
very often” (Williams 2002). Henry Boshoff concudréhat the integration of gays
and lesbians into the SANDF “has had almost no ohpacause it is a small group
of people”. Similarly, Colonel Raymond Marutle, fioer Military Attaché at the
South African Embassy in Washington, DC, assedsednipact of the new policy
on gays and lesbians on the SANDF as "none whagseand attributed this to the
fact that the “percentage of gays and lesbianstien SANDF] is low” (2002).
Boshoff further argued that the integration of gand lesbian service members was
not disruptive because the policy “has been impleetin a very professional and
discrete manner” (Boshoff 2002). Marutle agreed thzere is no overall negative
picture that one could paint of this policy” andattboth “non-gays and gays are
happy with this policy” (Marutle 2002).

As a result, there was virtually no public oppasitito the policy
integrating gays and lesbians into the SANDF. EvenACDP, which spearheaded
opposition to the inclusion of sexual orientatiarthie Constitution and was vocal in
the past in its opposition to gays in the SANDRre@ed from this position. “We
don’t have a problem with gays and lesbians inSA&IDF,” said Mighty Madasa,
“everyone has a right to work” (Madasa 2002). Askeddentify other political
actors in South African who oppose the open sergicgays and lesbians in the
military, Madasa stated: “There aren’t arfy”.

Overall assessments of integration of gays and léahs into the SANDF

No other country in the world has a constitutioattprotects gays and
lesbians from discrimination. As a result of thignstitutional protection, post-
apartheid South Africa has witnessed greater pulgignness about homosexuality.
But despite this, South African anti-gay attitudeberited from both Calvinistic
Afrikaner culture and traditional African culturgilisexert a strong influence on
South African society. Most of the people intervégfor this study stressed the
homophobic nature of South African society. Desffite Constitution, “homophobia
is intense and widespread in post Apartheid Sodtlt#” Cock wrote. “Gays and

2Madasa’s conclusion confirmed the study’s own apiisnio solicit opinions from
those who opposed the policy. Informants were askeidentify potential
interviewees who publicly opposed the policy. Mosmmonly, informants
could not identify parties opposed to gay or lestsarvice. In a few cases
(and in the print media) the ACDP was identified amtvocating anti-gay
policies.
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lesbians continue to be denied cultural recognitiord are subject to shaming,
harassment, discrimination, and violence” (Cock200

Anti-gay attitudes are manifested in several arerfésst, gays and
(especially) lesbians are the victims of intenselerice, often sexual assault
intended “to cure them” (Duguid 2002). Second, lgg@hibitions against gays
existed and were enforced. Laws that deemed sodanoffense punishable by life
in prison remained on the books until 1998. Andcamtrast to the situation in the
USA, the South African sodomy laws were not jushbyglic statements of anti-gay
prejudice'® There were up to 200 sodomy convictions per ye&duth Africa well
into the 1990s. Those in the military were espécialinerable to prosecution under
sodomy laws (McNeil 1998). Third, even after lavesré changed, anti-gay attitudes
still permeate many aspects of South African caltlihis is especially true in rural
South Africa, where “homosexuality is still believby many to be the work of the
devil” (Duguid, 2002).

Many commentators asserted that while attitudes ngmohite South
Africans regarding homosexuality are more like tbatmany Europeans, “black
society has deep homophobic streaks” based not onlyreligion but on the
importance of reproducing the family line (McNe897). “Homosex is not in Black
culture” read a banner outside the courtroom atniéitMandela’s infamous 1991
kidnapping and assault trifl While there is some truth to these racial distim,
they are over-stated (Conway 2002). According todses, “[ijn pre-colonial times
situational same sex activities were known to erisbyal residences and within the
military. Of more recent origin are those encousdein industrial mine compounds
and within prison confines” (Sanders 1997:101). 8ditack townships have even
begun to hold pageants like “Miss Gay Soweto”islbften stated that black culture
in South Africa is homophobic,” Conway remarked,ut'tdeeper investigation
reveals that this is a simplistic assumption” (Cay2002).

The efforts of the SANDF to integrate gays andikesh must be assessed
in light of the larger culture. “The defence forie a reflection of the broader

13 By stating that American sodomy laws are primasijynbolic, we do not mean to
negate the fact that they are occasionally enforesdin the Bowers v.
Hardwick case, or more recently, Lawrence et dlexas.

4 sanders explained that “[ijn her defence on thargés brought against her, Mrs
Mandela put forward that she had ordered four biamkths to be removed
from a Soweto Methodist [church] to protect theoniralleged sexual abuse
by the . . . European minister. [The case was cottgd as] simply a matter
of the ‘good African mother’ saving her ‘childrefrom the homosexual
advances of a ‘bad European father” (Sanders 199j:
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society,” commented Kollapen, Director of the Sowifrican Human Rights

Commission, “and can't divorce societal problent§bl{apen 2002). While some in
the gay community professed disappointment at ¢lvellof anti-gay sentiment in
the military, others felt that, given the militasyhistory on the issue, significant
progress had been made.

The overall assessment of those interviewed far ¢hiidy was that the
SANDF policy on the integration of sexual oriematiwas a success, even if future
work needed to be done by the DOD to ensure tleaS&HiNDF was an environment
in which gays and lesbians felt comfortable and tedrto work. Kollapen stated
that the policy was successful in that it “alignée military’s policy with the
Constitution” and that it provides a clear, undemsiable benchmark “against which
acts of discrimination can be judged” (Kollapen 2D0Reid concurred that the
policy “changed the parameters” such that “it ist mkay to be overtly
discriminatory” (Reid 2002). Further, Kollapen cited the new policy with
creating an atmosphere where issues of gay andfesiguality can be taken up
within the SANDF. “Previously there wasn't even modfor this discussion,”
Kollapen asserted (2002).

Moreover, while more can be done to increase totarawithin the
SANDF, major inroads have been made. “A significanmber of Defence Force
members are now willing to serve with lesbian aagt gersonnel,” said Knoesen,
“and the majority of the officer core has acceptaéd change” (2002). Perhaps most
significantly, the policy made a difference in thess of gay and lesbhian personnel.
“l think that the policy has had a strong impad®&id asserted. “Having official
protection makes all the difference” (Reid 2002hokésen (2002) emphasised not
only the magnitude of the transformation the miithas undergone, but also the
short time span in which it took place:

Eight years ago it was illegal to be in the Defefkoece and be a
homosexual. Now it is illegal to discriminate agaisomeone who is
homosexual in the Defence Force. The kind of imgizeat this has on
the emotional experience of a homosexual in theeed Force is
very significant. It takes you from the experieméebeing unwanted
to the experience of self-validation.

According to Colonel Williams, the policy was lirad in that it was more
reactive than proactive. The policy “served as tement,” Williams said, but did
not eliminate what remained “a very masculine geltun the military (Williams
2002). The problem that remained, according to Ceogks “not at the level of
formal policy and law, but at the level of soci#titades” (Cock 2002). While the
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SANDF very successfully created a formal culturat throhibited discrimination
and harassment against gay and lesbian personnél if@eed went further in
ensuring that DOD policies were equitable for hetexuals and homosexuals), the
DOD had yet to fully eliminate anti-gay attitudestihe military’s informal culture.
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